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Bu calismanin amaci, Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin ve hazirhik dgrencilerinin sozel duzeltici
donlt hakkindaki algilarini ve tercihlerini karsilastirmali bir bakis agisiyla arastirmaktir.
Buna ek olarak, Ingilizce ogretmenlerinin sozel dlzeltici donut ile ilgili
kavramsallastirmasint ve uygulamalarini aragtirmak arastirmanin amacidir. Bu karma
yontem aragtirmasinda veriler, yar1 yapilandirilmig goriisme ve sozel duzeltici donit
anketleri yoluyla toplanmistir. Calismanin nicel asamasi igin sozel dizeltici donut
tercihlerini ve tekniklerine iliskin algilarini aragtirmak igin iki anket yapilmistir. Ankara'da
ozel bir iiniversitenin hazirlik okulunda gorev yapan 30 ingilizce 6gretmeni ve 247 hazirlik
ogrencisi anket uygulamasina katilmistir. Calismanin nitel asamasi icin, anketi Ingilizce
Ogretmenleri arasindan belirli kriterlere gore secilmis katilimcilarla yar1 yapilandirilmig
goriismeler uygulanmistir. Anketten elde edilen veriler betimsel istatistikler ve Ki-kare
analizi ile SPSS kullanilarak, nitel veriler ise Creswell'in (2014) sistematik igerik analiz
yontemi ile analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, Ingilizce 6gretmenleri tarafindan smifta en ¢ok
kullanilan s6zel diizeltici donut teknikleri olarak yeniden ifade etme, ima etme, soylettirme
ve tekrarlama teknikleri oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Ipuclar1 en faydali sozel diizeltici doniit
teknikleri olarak tanimlanirken, agik diizeltme, agiklama talebi ve yeniden diizenleme en az
etkili sozel duzeltici donit teknikleridir. Ogrencilerin sozel diizeltici donit hakkindaki
algilar, dil bilgisi, kelime bilgisi, telaffuz ve pragmatik hatalar1 i¢in 6gretmenleri tarafindan
diizeltilmesini tercih ettiklerini gdstermistir. Calismanin bir diger dnemli bulgusu, Ingilizce
ogretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin dil bilgisi, kelime bilgisi ve telaffuz hatalar igin sozel
duzeltici dondt tercihleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark oldugunu ortaya
cikarmistir. Ote yandan, pragmatik hata tercihleri benzerlik gostermistir. Her iki grup da
s0zIU hatalar icin so6zel dlzeltici donit saglanmasi gerektigini algilamistir. Bu galismanin
sonuglarmin, Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin ve dgrencilerinin agisindan sozel diizeltici donitin
daha derinden anlagilmasina ve 6grencilerin egitim kiiltiiriine ve ihtiyaglarina gore sozel
duzeltici dondtin daha etkili ve kisisellestirilmis ve yerellestirilmis uygulamalarina katkida
bulunacagina inanilmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:  Sézel duzeltici donut, sozel dizeltici  donditin
kavramsallastirilmasi, Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin ve dgrencilerinin sdzel diizeltici doniit
hakkindaki algilar1 ve tercihleri
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The purpose of this study was to investigate the EFL teachers’ and students’ perceptions on
and preferences for Oral Corrective Feedback (OCF) with a comparative view as well as
EFL instructors’ conceptualization and practices of OCF. In this mixed method research, For
the quantitative phase of the study, 30 EFL instructors working in the preparatory school of
a private university in Ankara completed the teacher version the OCF questionnaire, and 247
preparatory school students with different proficiency levels filled out the student version of
the OCF questionnaire. For the qualitative phase of the study, a semi-structured interview
was conducted with EFL instructors purposefully selected among those who also filled out
the questionnaire. The data obtained from the questionnaire were analyzed using SPSS
through descriptive statistics and Chi-square analysis, and the qualitative data were analyzed
by using Creswell’s (2014) systematic content analysis framework. The results indicated that
recast, hinting, elicitation, and repetition were expressed as the most used OCF techniques
in the classroom by the EFL instructors. While hinting was identified as the most beneficial
OCF techniques, explicit correction, clarification request, and recast are the least effective
OCF techniques. The perceptions of EFL students on OCF showed that they preferred to be
corrected by their instructors for grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation errors, and pragmatic
failures. Another key finding of the study revealed there is a statistically significant
difference between the OCF preferences of EFL instructors and students for grammar,
vocabulary, and pronunciation errors. On the other hand, their preferences for pragmatic
failures showed more similarities. Both groups perceived that OCF should be provided for
the spoken errors. The results of this study are believed to contribute to a deeper
understanding of the OCF through the lenses of EFL instructors and students as well as to
more effective and personalized and localized applications of OCF according to the
educational culture and needs of the learners.

Key Words: Oral corrective feedback, conceptualization of OCF, EFL instructors’ and
students’ perceptions on and preferences of OCF
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CHAPTER 1

1. INTRODUCTION

The introduction of the present study consists of the background of the study, statement
of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions, significance of the study, and
definition of key terms with a detailed discussion.

1.1. Background of the Study

The issue of providing corrective feedback (CF, henceforth) to learners’ spoken errors
has been researched for decades, but researchers have placed a great deal of importance on
CF for almost over two decades, especially after the descriptive research study of Lyster and
Ranta (1997). They designed six oral corrective feedback (OCF, henceforth) types which are
considered to be prominent in literature. Since then, discussions on whether errors or
mistakes are the same and what kind of errors or mistakes should be corrected have
prevailed. In addition to these key questions, researchers have investigated whether teachers

should provide OCF or not, if so, when and how learners should be corrected.

In our contemporary education, errors are seen as an inseparable part of teaching a
foreign language because learner errors shed light on how language is learned or acquired,
what strategies or procedures learners employ in their language learning process (Corder,
1967). Therefore, it is essential for teachers to develop deeper understanding of the language
learner errors and use them to help learners’ language learning process (James, 1998). With
the help of errors, teachers may detect where exactly learners experience problems or have

lack of knowledge so that they can do remedial teaching and aid the process.

In the foreign language learning process, in this context, learning English as a foreign
language (EFL, henceforth), students need to produce the target language (i.e., they should
produce comprehensible output (Swain, 1985) as much as they should be exposed to
comprehensible input (Krashen, 1985). In this production process, learners often monitor
the language they produce to avoid errors in their utterances. However, as indispensable and
natural aspect of learning, learners may commit errors when applying and using the linguistic
forms and lexical items for accurate, meaningful, and appropriate language use. When such

errors occur, the need for CF by instructors arises. This, in return, raises the vital issue of

1



how to deal with students' spoken errors since different types of errors with various sources

may require corrections via different types of OCF.

Over the years, various teaching methodologies suggested by English Language
Teaching (ELT, henceforth) experts and shaped by second language acquisition research
have contributed to the changes in the approach adopted for CF. During the 1950s and 1960s,
the Audio-Lingual Method, which is a behaviorist teaching method, valued accuracy highly,
so teachers did their best to banish errors completely with the help of drills and explicit
teacher error correction in this method. On the other hand, Krashen (1982) indicated that
providing CF may pose severe problems since it makes learners defensive, and more
importantly CF has little or no effect on language learning. In that vein, Harmer (1983)
discussed that while students are engaging with communicative activity, teachers should not
interfere students’ speech by telling them that they have committed errors. Instead, teachers
should not be too much concentrated-on accuracy but ask for repetition because providing
negative evidence may restrict the communication and fluency. In line with Harmer’s

discussions, Truscott (1999) gave six reasons why providing CF should be avoided:

(1) Error correction hinders communicative activities.

(2) Error correction causes undesirable emotions in students.

(3) Teachers cannot be sure about error correction.

4) Recasting errors causes ambiguity for teachers.

(5) The responsibility of error correction is massive for teachers.

(6) Students do not attach importance to the error correction provided by
teachers.

With the proposal of Communicative Language Teaching in the field of language
teaching research, CF has gained a great importance by emphasizing that errors may impede
meaning rather than accuracy (Russel, 2009). Since 1990s, some research studies have
indicated that providing CF could help students learn a second language (e.g., Dekeyser,
1993; Ellis et al., 2006; Lyster & Saito, 2010; Lyster etal., 2012). Lyster et al. (2012) showed
that OCF has permanent and positive effects on producing more accurate language. Dekeyser
(1993) also emphasized that teachers should correct language errors to avoid fossilization
because students are not sufficiently exposed to the language outside of the classroom. Thus,
it may be said that teachers are expected to make efforts to discover and find the source of
error, so they should comprehend what their students think and try to produce. While learners
are accustomed to CF strategies that help them progress in their learning process, teachers

2



often do not make use of various CF strategies a lot (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2009).
Therefore, as an early study, Fanselow (1977) declared 16 different ways of correcting
errors, and the design is comprehensible enough for the teachers who teach English as a
foreign language, but it is also difficult to apply and keep in mind. Hendrickson (1978), to
make the CF process easier, provided five significant phases to guide the instructors. These
phrases aimed to inform teachers about whether learners' errors should be corrected, if so,
when they should be corrected, which errors should be corrected, how errors should be
corrected, and who should provide the correction. Although Fanselow (1977) and
Hendrickson (1978) created an excellent database for CF, Lyster and Ranta (1997) designed
much more effective and useful taxonomy of OCF types, which have been widely used and
cited. They discerned six main feedback moves in the database: Explicit Correction, Recasts,
Elicitation, Metalinguistic Clues, Clarification Requests, and Repetition. The six feedback
types that have been mentioned can differ according to the types of errors.

The scrutiny of related literature reveals that quite extensive research has been
conducted on the EFL teachers’ and students’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF, and
it can be concluded that much of these research focus on EFL instructors and teachers (e.g.,
Chenoweth et al.,1983; Goo & Mackey, 2013; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Lyster, 1998; Lyster,
2001).Nonetheless, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, few studies have examined the
learners’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF. Roothooft and Breeze (2016) declared
that hardly any research takes students' affective reactions into account when it comes to
examining their preferences for which OCF most effectively works for them. In addition to
this, Lasagabaster and Sierra (2009) specified that although various studies have been
conducted on the analysis and detection of learners’ language errors, few studies have
compared teachers’ and students' perceptions on the issue (e.g., Hassan & Yalcin Arslan
2017; Lagasabaster & Sierra, 2005; Roothoft & Breeze, 2016; Yigit, 2019; Yoshida, 2010).
Therefore, to fill this gap in the field, this study aims to investigate the EFL students’ and
teachers’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF. Data were collected in a preparatory
school because preparatory students have a higher level of metacognitive thinking skills to
express their perception on and preferences for OCF (Coskun, 2018). It is believed that this
research will shed light on the concept of OCF with a comparative perspective to examine
EFL instructors and learners’ preferences for and perceptions on the OCF depending on

different OCF types used for various error types.



1.2. Statement of the Research Problem

OCF, which is defined by Ellis (2006) as “responses to learner utterances including an
error” (p.28), is essential for enabling learners to identify their errors and produce accurate
and meaningful language output because repetitively committed yet ignored errors are likely
to get fossilized in learners’ interlanguage. However, “carefully designed feedback can
prevent the formation of fossilization effectively” (Qian & Xiao, 2010, p.182). Therefore,
the study of OCF is crucial for studies on foreign language teaching. There have been loads
of international studies about CF (e.g., Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener, 2009; Chenoweth et al.,
1983; Ellis, 2009; Goo & Mackey, 2013; Lagabaster & Sierra, 2009; Lee, 2016; Long, 1977,
Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Roothoft & Breeze, 2016; Tasdemir et al., 2018). In Turkey, until
recently, a) errors or mistakes, b) CF or types of CF, c) OCF vs./or written corrective
feedback (WOF, henceforth), and d) preferences or perceptions of teachers or students for/on
OCF have been studied (e.g., Ozmen & Aydin, 2015; Can, 2021; Genc, 2019; Koroglu, 2021,
Sener, 2019; Yigit, 2019).

The use of suitable and effective OCF in language learning is dependent on teachers’
conceptualization of OCF. How they perceive errors affects their practice, and in turn,
students’ language learning process. Thus, teachers’ conceptualization of OCF should be
investigated to see whether the perceptions and preferences of EFL teachers overlap. EFL
students’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF should be investigated as well to see
whether there is a difference between the EFL instructors’ and students’ choices and beliefs.
Therefore, the researcher, in the present study, tries to investigate the EFL teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF with a comparative view at a preparatory
school of a foundation university to gain a different and contemporary perspective on the
topic. The reason for choosing a preparatory school as a research context is because
preparatory students have a high level of metacognitive thinking ability with thinking and
reflective thinking skills which allow them to evaluate their perceptions on and preferences
for OCF (Coskun, 2018).

1.3. Purpose of the Study

Firstly, this thesis aims to investigate the EFL instructors’ conceptualization of OCF
and its components. To this end, it uncovers whether the instructors correct all errors or not,
which spoken errors they correct, what their students’ expectations are for the correction of

the errors, the role of OCF in ELT, and lastly what criteria instructors take into account while
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providing OCF. Secondly, it seeks to uncover the EFL instructors' preferences for and
perceptions on OCF techniques using different types of errors (i.e., grammar, vocabulary,
pronunciation, and pragmatic). Thirdly, the current study aims to examine EFL students’
perceptions on and preferences for OCF by means of asking whether they want to be
corrected by their instructors for committed grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation errors, and
pragmatic failures. Finally, the current study seeks to examine to what extent EFL students’

and instructors’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF overlap or differ.

1.4. Research Questions

The study aims to seek answers to following questions:

How do the EFL instructors conceptualize OCF?
What are the EFL instructors’ preferences for and perceptions on OCF?

What are the EFL students’ preferences for and perceptions on OCF?

A wnp e

To what extent do the EFL instructors’ and students’ perceptions on and preferences

for OCF match?

1.5. Significance of the Study

Significant number of studies have shown the reasons why teachers prefer a specific
type of CF (e.g., Goo & Mackey, 2013; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Lyster, 1998; Lyster, 2001).
However, there has been a dearth of research studies about students' preferences for OCF
(e.g., Lee, 2016; Tasdemir, Yalcinaslan & Khajavi, 2018). Chenoweth et al. (1983) also
stated that "relatively little research has been conducted on the reactions of the students to
the correction of their mistakes™ (p.79). Moreover, to the best of the researcher's knowledge,
few studies have yielded insights on to what extent the EFL instructors' and learner's
preferences for and perceptions on OCF match (e.g., Ozmen & Aydin, 2017; Hassan &
Yalcin Arslan, 2017; Lagabaster & Sierra, 2009; Roothoft & Breeze, 2016). In the light of
these explanations, the present study may fill this gap in the field by examining EFL
instructors’ conceptualization of OCF, EFL students' and teachers' perceptions on and
preferences for OCF, and what extent teachers' and students' perceptions and preferences for
OCF overlap or differ.

What is unique about this current study is how it investigated the EFL instructors’ and
students' preferences for OCF. In other words, a questionnaire including OCF situations

focusing on different error types in terms of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and



pragmatic errors was designed by the researcher, and the participants were asked to select
the OCF type they preferred in practice. This study is believed to contribute to raising more
awareness on the part of EFL teachers to pay attention to learners’ perceptions on and
preferences for OCF as well. Raising the awareness of teachers for taking the perceptions of
students into consideration helps learners play an active role in their learning process and

increase their self-regulation, autonomy, and motivation (Yang & Carless, 2013).

1.6. Definitions of the Key Terms

The following definitions of the key terms of this thesis are believed to contribute to

the understanding of the arguments in the study.

Error: It refers to "(1) any phonological, morphological, syntactic, or lexical deviance in
the form of what students say from a standard variety of English which is attributable to the
application by the learner of incorrect grammatical rules, (2) recognizable misconstrual of
or lack of factual information, (3) a breach of rules of classroom discourse, and (4) a bit of
student language behavior treated as an example of (1), (2) or (3) by the teacher" (Long,
1977, p.291).

Mistake: It refers to the slips of the tongue, or memory lapses, resulting from physical states
and psychological situations (Corder, 1983).

Input: It can be defined as what is available to the learner (Corder, 1967).

Output: It refers to the way of practicing what has previously been learned (Gass & Selinker,
2008).

Oral Corrective Feedback: This concept refers to a response to a learner’s incorrect
utterance by an instructor (Ellis, 2009). Gass and Selinker (2008) also defined oral corrective
feedback as “the learner-oriented provision of information about the success (or, more likely,
lack of success) of their utterances that gives additional opportunities to focus on production

or comprehension” (pp. 329-330).



CHAPTER 2

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter first presents the concepts of Error and Corrective Feedback and their key
terms. Then, Oral Corrective Feedback, the relationship among the concept of Oral
Corrective Feedback, Individual Differences and Language Proficiency, and types of Oral
Corrective Feedback are expressed and discussed. Finally, the teachers’ and students’

perceptions on and preferences for OCF are mentioned and discussed.

2.1. Research on the Concepts of Error and Corrective Feedback

Error has been an essential topic for decades. It is defined by Long (1977) as "(1) any
phonological, morphological, syntactic, or lexical deviance in the form of what students say
from a standard variety of English which is attributable to the application by the learner of
incorrect grammatical rules, (2) recognizable misconstrual of or lack of factual information,
(3) a breach of rules of classroom discourse, and (4) a bit of student language behavior
treated as an example of (1), (2) or (3) by the teacher” (p.291). It is important to understand
what error is, yet since there is a slight difference between error and mistake, instructors
need to comprehend what mistake is as well to differentiate which utterance is error and
which is mistake. Gass & Selinker (2008) explained that mistakes are not systematic
incorrect language productions by learners, rather they can be noticed and corrected by the
learners themselves. Corder (1967) also emphasized the differences between error and
mistake. Error was described as a lack of knowledge, while mistakes are failures in the
process. He expressly indicated that errors provide learners with evidence about their
learning process. Mistake was also explained again by Corder (1983), who characterized
mistakes in spontaneous speech or writing as being caused by slips of the tongue, or memory
lapses, resulting from physical states and psychological situations. Lee (1990) also widely
investigated the notions of error and mistake referring to the distinctions. “Errors arise
because the correct form or use of a target item is not a part of a speaker or writer’s
competence, whereas mistakes arise (for reasons of fatigue, stress, inattention, etc.) even

though the correct form or use is a part of the user’s competence” (Lee, 1990, p. 58).

CF is defined by Lightbown and Spada (1999) as an indication of learners’ incorrect
use of target language. As a general term, CF is the feedback that instructors provide to the

7



learners’ incorrect utterances. Ellis (2009) divided the way of correction into two: positive
and negative. Accordingly, positive feedback indicates that the learner's utterance is correct,
while negative feedback signals that the learner’s utterance shows the lack of accuracy or
linguistically deviant. For Ellis et al. (2006), CF also constitutes one type of negative
feedback. They believe that the response provided by an instructor is the way of repair and
consists of three explanations: (1) an indication that an error has been committed, (2)
provision of the correct form, and (3) metalinguistic information about the error, or any
combination of these. Gass and Selinker (2008) also defined CF as “the learner-oriented
provision of information about the success (or, more likely, lack of success) of their

utterances that gives additional opportunities to focus on production or comprehension” (pp.

329-330).

In the learning process, second language learners need to be exposed to language
(comprehensible input) as much as possible to produce the language accurately and
meaningfully (comprehensible output). The interaction approach explains the learning
process through language input exposure to learners and receiving language output from the
learners, and feedback provided for the correct and/or incorrect output (Gass & Mackey,
2005). The language that surrounds learners is vital since learning a language requires
imitation as its primary mechanism (Gass & Selinker, 2008). Therefore, the more language
input is exposed to learners, the better they are likely to produce the language since imitation
of the presented language input plays a significant role in the input processing for learners
to produce an accurate output. Gass and Selinker (2008) explained that output has generally
been seen not as a way to generate information, but as a way to practice established
knowledge as well. Thus, it may be easily understood that input and output are integrated
terms, and without input, it can be stated that language production is not possible. As soon
as learners are exposed to the language input, and they try to produce similar language
(output), incorrect utterances may occur and the need for negotiation for ill-formed sentences
emerges, SO negotiation acts as a catalyst for reform (Gass & Selinker, 2008). Lyster and
Ranta (2001) also stated that “the negotiation of form proved more effective at leading to
immediate repair than did recasts or explicit correction, particularly for lexical and
grammatical errors, but not for phonological errors” (p.184). As understood, negotiation also

has a non-negligible role in CF.



2.2. Oral Corrective Feedback (OCF)

Learners are inquisitive about their performance in the process of language learning,
and Long (1977) defined that people need information on the success or failure of their
outputs to learn how to perform even the simplest tasks. Ellis (2009) stated that in both
behaviorist and cognitive theories of second language learning (L2, henceforth), feedback is
seen as leading to language teaching. In both structural and communicative approaches to
language teaching, feedback is seen as a way of promoting learners' motivation and

maintaining linguistic accuracy.

Feedback can be positive and negative. According to Ellis (2009), positive feedback
confirms that the learner's response to an activity is correct and positive feedback has
received little attention in SLA partially because empirical analysis of classroom experiences
have shown that positive feedback from the instructor is often ambiguous (e.g., "Good" or
"Yes" does not necessarily mean that the learner is right, as they can only preface a
subsequent correction or adjustment of the student's utterance), whereas negative feedback
indicates that the learner's utterance lacks validity or is linguistically incorrect. In that part,
corrective feedback needs to be applied to those ill-formed sentences. OCF is one form of
negative feedback. Ellis (2009) tried to explain how OCF has been viewed in SLA and
language pedagogy and he defined it as a response to a learner’s incorrect utterance by an
instructor. The feedback could be given with one corrective strategy or complex, involving
the OCF moves provided by Lyster and Ranta (1997). Pedagogical effects of OCF were
examined by Lyster and Saito (2010). The aim of this study was to find out whether OCF
was effective in the classroom and the results stated that OCF had vital and permanent effects
on target language development. Nonetheless, there have been some confusions about how
to correct learners, when to correct learners, and what errors to correct. To provide
instructors guidance, Hendrickson (1978) introduced five critical questions, and instructors
can find out a solution to the confusions with the help of these five questions. These

questions are:

Should errors be corrected?

When should learner errors be corrected?
Which errors should be corrected?

Who should provide CF?

How should errors be corrected?
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2.2.1. Should all errors be corrected?

Language learners are involved in a process and sometimes the language they use
reflects the proficiency they reached, but it doesn’t often reflect it. Bartram and Walton
(2002) stated that “rather than criticize the product, it may be the teacher’s job to aid the
process.” In this process, learners may utter some erroneous sentences and teachers should
decide whether those sentences should be corrected or not. Bartram and Walton (2002) also

proposed some questions which are guiding to comprehend whether to let an error go or not:

“Does the mistake affect communication?”

“Are we concentrating on accuracy at the moment?”

“Is it really wrong? Or is it my imagination?”

“Why did the student make the mistake?”

“Is it the first time the student has spoken for a long time?”
“Could the student react badly to my correction?”

“Have they met this language point in the current lesson?”

“Is it something the students have already met?”

© 0 N o g b~ w0 DR

“Is this a mistake that several students are making?”
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. “Would the mistake irritate someone?” (p.34).

When the related literature was reviewed, the starting point for corrective feedback
can be traced back to two significant phenomena: Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis and Error
Analysis. Contrastive analysis hypothesis emphasizes “the influence of the mother tongue
in learning a second language in phonological, morphological, lexical, and syntactic levels.
It holds that second language would be affected by first language” (Jie, 2008, p. 36). Thus,
the differences and similarities between mother tongue of the learners and the target
language help anticipating the possible errors that can be made by L2 learners (Kardaleska,
2006). Contrastive analysis hypothesis is based on behaviorist approach and regards the first
language as the only source of the errors (Tajareh, 2015). Accordingly, if the difficulties in
the second language are anticipated by comparing it with the first language, error can be
prevented, and bad habit formation can be avoided. Thus, teachers need to remember the
assumptions of contrastive hypothesis: a) language learning errors stem from the first
language of learners, b) similarities between first and second language play a role as positive
transfers, c) differences between first and second language result in negative transfer and

cause errors (Rustipa, 2012). Before learners commit errors, teachers can take cautions by
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investigating the differences between these languages. In this way, teachers can

conceptualize how to provide CF to learners.

In contrast, error analysis hypothesis is a kind of linguistic analysis that highlights the
errors learners commit (Gass & Selinker, 2008). The difference between error analysis and
contrastive analysis is that it does not regard the first language as the only source of the
errors. Rather, it proposes a broader perspective to explain the sources of errors that are
committed by L2 learners. Besides, this hypothesis supports the idea that error is a visible

proof for language learning progress (Corder, 1967).

There are various methods and techniques that are made use of by the instructors to
correct the language errors that students commit. CF was one of the fundamental concerns
of language teaching in the 1950s and 1960s with the proposal of Grammar-Translation and
Direct Methods. According to Larsen-Freeman (2000), students are expected to produce the
correct utterance and when they commit an error, the teacher must act as a corrector in the
Grammar-Translation Method. In addition to this method, The Direct Method attaches
importance to errors. Here, the students should correct themselves by using different
techniques (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). However, some methods reject correction. Because
errors are seen as a natural part of the learning process, fluency rather than accuracy is
significant in Communicative Language Teaching (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). According to
the Audiolingual Method, instructors monitor the learners as much as they can in order to
prevent committing errors since CF is seen as a form of punishment that inhibits learning.
Silent Way which was developed by Gattegno (1972, p.31) was expressed in the way that
students must be allowed “to try their hand and to make mistakes in order to develop their
own criteria of rightness, correctness, and adequacy.” Instructors only make use of students’
incorrect utterances to find out the misunderstood parts and cover them up. Lastly, Nosrati
et. al. (2013) indicated that teachers can tolerate the errors in language learning in the
Suggestopedia approach since the focus is on the meaning instead of the structure.

To decide whether to let an error go or not, understanding the efficiency of CF is the
key to find out. Various studies highlight the importance of CF in different perspectives (e.g.,
Ellis, 2009; Lyster & Saito, 2010; Sheen, 2010; Degirmenci Uysal & Aydin, 2017). Ellis
(2009) stated that the role of CF has a big place in theories of L2 and pedagogy. According
to him, CF contributes to language learning in both behaviorist and cognitive theories of L2
and it is also seen as a way of boosting learner motivation and enabling linguistic accuracy

in both structural and communicative approaches. Lyster and Saito (2010) investigated the
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effect of CF in terms of pedagogical effectiveness and “whether its effectiveness varied
according to (a) types of CF, (b) types and timing of outcome measures, (c) instructional
setting (second vs. foreign language classroom), (d) treatment length, and (e) learner’s age”
(p.265). The results showed that CF had important and permanent impacts on L2
development. Similar to Ellis (2009), considerable amount of support for CF comes from
cognitive theories of SLA (the interaction hypothesis, the output hypothesis, the skill
learning theory, the transfer appropriate learning, the counterbalance hypothesis) (Sheen,
2010). Interaction hypothesis highlights the significant role of interaction in language
learning (Long, 1996). In the process of interaction, students previously produce an utterance
and then they receive a CF by their teachers. Lastly, students modify their output with the
correct form. Therefore, CF is essential for learners to notice the relationship between their
initially erroneous forms, the feedback they receive, and their repaired output (Gass &
Mackey, 2006). Similarly, noticing hypothesis also emphasized the importance of CF in the
learning process. In this hypothesis, it is stated that students should be aware of the learning
process, so if the students notice the corrective feedback, it would be converted to intake,
and finally internalized (Schimidt, 1990). According to noticing hypothesis, CF increases
the motivation of the learners because students can be aware of their linguistic gaps.
Therefore, CF makes significant contribution to learning since “it induces noticing and

noticing-the-gap” (Sheen, 2010, p.170).

2.2.2. \When should errors be corrected?

While correcting the students, it is a big challenge to decide the timing of feedback.
OCF can be provided immediately or after the error is committed (i.e., in a delayed way).
To date, there has been dearth of research on timing of OCF. In written CF, delayed
correction is always provided by the instructors since the studies of students are collected
over a period of time whereas the decision of timing for oral CF is the choice of instructors
either in an immediate or delayed way. Although the efficiency of immediate feedback has
been investigated more, the importance of delayed feedback has been explained by some
researchers as well (e.g., Hedge, 2000; Li, Zhu & Ellis 2016; Kartchava et al., 2018).
According to Hedge (2000), the use of OCF techniques needs a balance between accuracy
and fluency. She stated that “many handbooks for teachers stress the importance of not
impeding or distracting learners’ attempts to communicate during fluency activities” (p.291).

Therefore, she introduced ‘after the event’ techniques which are;
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1. The instructor should note each learner’s main errors on different cards and give
learners to see their incorrect parts. If students keep the record of these cards, they
can observe themselves whether the committed errors are being eliminated or not.

2. The instructor records the activity on video or audio and wants learners to listen
and find out whether they can understand and correct their own errors.

3. The instructor notes down key errors which are committed by a lot of students or
the errors relating to the recent teaching subject and review these with students
after the activities.

4. The instructor notes the examples of errors and uses these errors to create a game

for the next class.

As an experimental study, Li et al. (2017) conducted a study on effects of immediate
and delayed CF in a comparative way. In their study, there were 120 Chinese high school
students learning English past passive voice. There were two groups of learners examined
in terms of CF. One of them got immediate feedback and others were employed with delayed
feedback. When both of them got immediate and delayed feedback on a grammatically
judgment test, immediate feedback worked more. However, when those feedbacks were
tested on an oral elicitation test, one was not superior to the other. In oral tasks, therefore; it
may not be said that immediate feedback is superior to delayed feedback or vice versa.
Nevertheless, there is a research study conducted by Kartchava et al. (2018). They
investigated the relationship between 99 pre-service English as a second language (ESL,
henceforth) teachers’ beliefs and their actual teaching practices. Results showed that the
teachers who had not taken the SLA course supported the idea that OCF should not be
provided in an immediate way as soon as the error was committed, but at the end of the

lesson or in a separate lesson.

2.2.3. Which errors should be corrected?

One of the most controversial issues in ELT is the timing of correction which is
provided for students’ incorrect utterances. Van Patten (as cited in Ellis, 2009) stated that
OCF has a contributive role in language acquisition. Specifically, providing OCF in the form
of negotiation of meaning can let learners identify their own errors, find a way to form-
meaning, and at the end give rise to acquisition. However, some instructors may overcorrect
students and Bartram and Walton (2002) called these instructors “heavy correctors” (p.26).

As a result of correcting a lot, some problems may emerge:
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1. Teacher dominance - everything depends on the instructor, the students are the
supporting figures, and learning is subordinated to the teaching.

2. Lack of space — the creativity of students is decreased, since accuracy is more
important than fluency or imagination.

3. Lack of independent thought — students have a tendency to repeat sentences and
are unable to create new and unique language.

4. Caution — students have a tendency to take a long time to create sentences and are
preoccupied with ensuring that the final product is correct.

5. Tension — students are hesitant to commit errors.

6. Internal struggle on the part of the teacher — many teachers do not want to correct
heavily but feel compelled to do so; and they are unable to conceive of a way out
of the situation.

7. “Teachers end up correcting right to right, or even right to wrong!” (p.26).

Both Edge (1989) and Ur (1996) warn instructors against correcting their learners a
lot. Edge (1989) stated that teachers should learn “not to rush into correction before they
know what someone wants to mean, and to think politeness as well as correctness” (p.4). To
him, teachers should give their attention to the errors that affect meaning and
communication. Ur (1996) recommended that there might be some situations in which
instructors do not prefer providing CF to learners’ incorrect utterance: in fluency work. For
instance, CF would disappoint and discourage them more than help while the learner is
producing some words. Shaffer (2005) also suggested that all student errors should not be
corrected and indicated that the errors that are corrected can be decided in accuracy-oriented
or fluency-oriented activities. Thus, it is of vital importance to consider the limits of
correction and the meaning that students try to convey.

There are a lot of phenomena in the literature about the distinction of “error” and
“mistake”. Corder (1978) clearly indicated the differences between errors and mistakes. An
error occurs as a result of the gap in competence whereas a mistake is about performance,
and it reflects the limitations in memory. However, Bartram and Walton (2002) stated that
errors are happening in the category of mistakes. They categorized mistakes as “errors, slips,
and lapses” (p.1). Edge (1989) and Ur (1996) did not distinguish error and mistake. They are
always mentioned as a “mistake” in their books. Like Corder (1978), Brinton (2014) also
declared that it is an essential distinction and CF was only necessary for competence errors

not for performance mistakes. Unlike the researchers mentioned above (Bartram & Walton,
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2002; Corder, 1978; Edge, 1989; Ur, 1996), Burt (1975) divided errors into two categories:
“global” and “local”. While global errors that “significantly hinder communication are those
that affect overall sentence organization”, local errors that “affect single elements
(constituents) in a sentence do not usually hinder communication significantly, such as errors
in noun, verb inflections, articles, auxiliaries, and the formation of quantifiers” (pp.6-7).
Hedge (2000) supported the idea that listeners may misunderstand because of global errors
whereas local errors do not cause any misunderstanding. Hedge (2000) indicated the
importance of “systematic errors”. He defined it as “consistent errors in learner’s language
output which indicate that they are constructing and operating a system for understanding
and producing language” (p.418). According to him, systematic errors show “the evidence
of a learner’s current stage of interlanguage and which are to do with incomplete or faulty

knowledge of English (...)” (p.300).

Teaching a skill has always seen a challenging part but providing OCF to each skill is
also in the same vein. While providing OCF to the skills, teachers always focus on
“accuracy” or “fluency”. Scrivener (2005) suggested that CF is essential in accuracy, but it
should be avoided in fluency or delayed until the activity is completed. However, he allowed
for “brief, unobtrusive, immediate correction” during fluency activities (p.299). Bohlke
(2014) pointed out that the EFL instructors should not intervene in the flow of speech in
grammar, vocabulary, or pronunciation errors in terms of fluency. According to him, a lot of
instructors think that the most appropriate time to provide CF to fluency activities is after
the activity is finished. However, when the teachers’ beliefs about focusing on form in terms
of CF during speaking lessons were studied by Basturkmen et al. (2014), the results revealed
that EFL instructors supported that CF should not be preferred during fluency activities.

However, their actual practices showed that they usually applied it in fluency activities.

2.2.4. Who should provide the OCF?

In ELT, there are three utmost strategies that can be applied while providing CF:
teacher correction, self-correction, and peer correction. According to Edge (1989), teachers
should give a chance to self-correction as a first phase, if possible, peer correction should be
used rather than using teacher correction directly. He suggested that teachers should not
correct the error himself but indicate that an error has been committed (i.e., teachers should
prompt). Lyster (2004) also suggested that teachers should encourage learners to correct

their own errors by using prompts. Similar to Edge (1989) and Lyster (2004), Hedge (2000)
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and Scrivener (2005) stated that a teacher should be the one who provides a learner with a
chance of self-correction; however, if it is not working, the teacher should call another
student to provide CF (i.e., peer correction). However, both Edge (1989) and Ur (1996) noted
that there might be some drawbacks of peer correction. Edge (198) warned that there might
be only two or three students who are always willing to correct their friend’s erroneous
sentences when the teacher asks for correction to the whole class. He also stated that “if
students are not used to correcting each other, they may find it very difficult to change their
habits” (p. 26). To Ur (1996), peer correction might be time consuming and the student who

is corrected by another student may be affected negatively.

2.2.5. How errors should be corrected?

From the beginning of the 20th century, types of CF have become a fundamental topic
in ELT. An early study conducted by Fanselow (1977) declared 16 different ways of

correcting errors, which are:

“No treatment
Acceptance of ill-formed sentence
Sets the task again with no new information presented

Supplies correct responses orally

1
2
3
4
5. Correct answer is given orally by another student
6. Provides part of the correct answer or the defined cue in a different medium

7. Provides information about the incorrect answer

8. Indicates alternatives

9. Repeats response with rising intonation

10. Provides indirect information

11. Makes students stop from continuing response

12. Shows no with the gestures

13. Says “no” or “uh uh”

14. Says “no” or “uh uh” with the help of gestures

15. Says “no” and repeat students’ wrong response

16. Miscellaneous: students stop in mid-response and correct themselves; teacher
waits simply, and students start again without no error” (p.585).

Although the design of Fanselow (1977) may be comprehensible enough for

researchers or instructors, the practice could be challenging to apply and keep these 16 CF
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types in mind. Therefore, Lyster and Ranta (1997) designed a much more effective and
useful CF design. They created six types of OCF and provided a ramification of corrective
feedback. Because hinting is used as a OCF technique in this study, it is categorized under
the prompt category. The examples given below are taken from the data collected for the

present study.

1. Explicit Correction: It refers to "the explicit provision of the correct form. As the
teacher provides the correct form, he or she clearly indicates that what the student had

said was incorrect” (p.46)

(T: Teacher, S: Student, ST: situation (ST1, ST2, etc.)

ST4:

T: How was your holiday?

S: I went to Paris, and | liked it. It was funny. (Vocabulary error)
T: You should say ‘fun’. (Explicit correction)

2. Recasts: It refers to "the teacher’s reformulation of all or part of a student’s

utterance, minus the error” (p.46).

ST1:

T: Where does he study?

S: He study at Ostim Technical University. (Grammatical error)

T: So, he studies at Ostim Technical University. Which department does he study?

(recast)

3. Elicitation: "instructor asks questions to force learners to reformulate the utterance
by saying, "How do we say that in English" or by pausing to let learners complete the

instructor's utterance" (p.48).

STT:

T: Where should they meet?

S: They should meet at a café /'k afi/. (kafi) (Pronunciation error)

T: They should meet at a ... (Elicitation)
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4. Metalinguistic feedback: It refers to "either comments, information, or questions
related to the well-formedness of the student’s utterance, without explicitly providing

the correct form” (p.47).

ST10:

T: Suppose you text your teacher. How would you start your message?

S: “What’s up, Sir? [ hope you are fine’ (Pragmatic failure)

T: Do we say, ‘what’s up?’ while texting your teacher? (Metalinguistic feedback)

5. Clarification request: "instructor uses phrases to have the student utter the correct

form. Some phrases are like “Pardon, or I don't understand” (p.47).
STa:

T: What do they do?

S: Many fuel types are making by them. (Grammatical error)

T: Sorry? or Can you repeat that again? (Clarification request)

6. Repetition: It “refers to the teacher’s repetition, in isolation, of the student’s

erroneous utterance” (p.48).
ST8:
T: What is the city’s climate like?

S: The city has a warm climate. /kla’meit/ (kilimeyt) (Pronunciation error)

T: ‘CLIMATE / klo’me1t/ (kilimeyt)
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Figure 2.1. Ramification of OCF
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Note. Adapted from “Recast and Elicitation: The Effectiveness of Corrective Feedback on
Japanese Language Learners” by Ito, K., 2015, p.16. Master Thesis, University of

Massachusetts, Amhers.

There are also other researchers studying the techniques of OCF (e.g., Bartram &
Walton, 2002; ; Bohlke, 2014; Lyster et al., 2012; Sheen & Ellis, 2011). Bartram and Walton
(2002) stated some important questions and phrases to determine the techniques of OCF:
How can a teacher show the students they have made a mistake? How can a teacher show
them where the mistake is? How can a teacher indicate the kind of mistake? Pretending to
misunderstand, repeating in context, echoing, reformulation, and automatic correction.
While showing where the students have made a mistake, there are 4 different techniques
which are “Gestures (open hand, rotating wrist, palm dawn, and a wave of finger), Facial
expressions (shaking the head, frowning, and doubtful expression), Non-verbal sounds
(“Mmmmmmmbh” with doubtful intonation, “Errrr...””) and Simple phrases (“Nearly...”,
“Not quite...”, “Good, but...”)” (p.44). A teacher can show where the mistake is by using
finger technique and simple phrases. In finger technique, “the teacher represents each word
of the sentence with the fingers of one hand, and with the index finger of the other hand,
tapping or holding an incorrect or missing finger/word” (p.45). As providing simple phrases,

the teacher utters the erroneous word and repeats the sentence until the erroneous part.
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Teachers may indicate the errors by using the most common way: Gestures. In past time,
teachers “try the over-the-shoulder hand or thumb movement to show past time rather than
present time”, they can show the distance in front of them or sign the forward with their
hands in future time and they can “link index finders in front of you or bring thumb and
index fingers together” (pp.47-48). In the word order, teachers can cross over their arms.
While describing the error in the pronunciation part, teachers “cup your hand behind your
ear, as if you haven’t heard properly” (p.49). For intonation errors, teachers may “sweep the
hand horizontally in front of you, using the movement of the hand up or down to show what
is wrong or what the right intonation should be” (p.49). When teachers indicate the
misunderstood parts of students, they generally repeat the student’s incorrect utterance. For
example, a student may utter “Aisha went on holiday with your husband” and the teacher
may say “My husband???”. Then, the student may comprehend and say ‘“No, no, her
husband”. When teachers repeat in context, they stress the erroneous part with a rising
intonation. To Bartram and Walton (2002), echoing is always considered as a bad practice
by teachers because it seems like teachers are making fun of the student’s incorrect sentence
by repeating and the teacher does not give any guidance for the incorrect part. They
explained reformulation as imitation of real-life situations. Teachers reformulate the
students’ erroneous part while acting as if the students have not committed any error. For
example, a student may say “On Friday, I go to Turkey...” and the teacher may reformulate
like “You’re going to Turkey? That will be nice.” In automatic correction, if a student’s

erroneous sentence hinders the communication, the correction shows up automatically.

There is also “a classification of CF strategies” as cited in Nassaji and Kartchava
(2017) based on Sheen and Ellis (2011) and Lyster et al. (2012) studies (see Figure 2).
Bohlke (2014) highlighted that correction should be in two stages: (1) “the teacher alerts the
student to the fact that an error has been made”, and (2) “the teacher moves to the correction
stage” (p.127). He listed some techniques that the teacher can use to indicate that an error

has been committed by the student (see Table 2.1.).
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Table 2.1. “A Classification of CF Strategies (Based on Sheen & Ellis (2011) & Lyster et al.
(2012))” (p.10) as cited in Nassaji and Kartchava (2017)

Implicit Explicit
Input providing 1. Conversational recasts 2. Didactic recasts
3. Explicit corrections
Output providing 4. Repetitions 6. Metalinguistic comments
5. Clarification requests 7. Elicitations

8. Paralinguistic signals

Note. Adopted from “Corrective Feedback in Second Language Teaching and Learning”
by Nassaji, H. & Kartchava, E., 2017, p.10. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

As seen in Table 2.1., there are 8 CF techniques. Conversational recast is used for
implicit and input providing feedback. Repetitions and Clarification requests are used for
implicit and output providing feedback. On the other hand, Didactic recasts and explicit
corrections are used for explicit and input providing feedback while metalinguistic
comments, elicitations, and paralinguistic signals are used for explicit and output providing
feedback.

Table 2.2. “A Set of Techniques for Correcting Errors” by Bohlke (2014, p.127)

Technique Description

1. Repeating - The teacher wants learners to utter his/her sentence once
again.

2. Expressions or Gestures - The teacher uses his/her gestures to show that an error has
been committed.

3. Hinting - The teacher provides a hint to let the student self-correct.

4. Echoing - The teacher can repeat the erroneous sentence of the student
and emphasize the error

5. Reformulation - The teacher reformulates the erroneous sentence of the

student as if it is not a big deal.

As seen in Table 2.2., Bohlke (2014) stated 5 different ways of correction of spoken
errors with their definitions. According to him, repeating is the repetition of learner’s
incorrect utterance one more time. Teachers can also use their gestures to indicate where an
error is in a sentence. Hinting, which is used in the present study as an OCF technique, is the
giving a clue to let students find their own errors. While echoing, teachers emphasize where
the student committed the error by repeating the incorrect sentence. Lastly, reformulation is
the technique in which teachers reformulate the incorrect sentence of students if it is not a

big problem.
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2.3. The Relationship between the Concept of OCF and Individual Differences

In language learning, there are a lot of factors that affect the process and individual
differences, and language proficiency are some of them. The related individual differences
and the relationship between OCF and language proficiency are discussed below:

There are many factors that affect the preferences of OCF, and “gender” could be one
of them. The relationship between OCF and gender has been investigated by some
researchers (e.g., Geckin, 2020; Ha et al., 2021; Zarei, 2011). In Zarei’s research study
(2011), there were 205 participants: 48.8% female students, and 51.2% male students. They
were all intermediate level of learners at Iran Language Institute. He conducted a Chi-square
test and Cross-tab. The results indicated that there are important differences between male
students and female students in 6 items. According to his study, female students indicated a
higher tendency toward OCF than male students. The reasons for this conclusion are stated
as the attention of female students may be more scrupulous, they may have a tendency
toward perfectionism, and they may depend on the teacher's help a lot to learn. Geckin (2020)
indicated that there were differences in OCF preferences between male students and female
students. Female participants have higher levels of anxiety and they attached importance to
delayed feedback and preferred repetition more as a OCF technique, whereas male
participants preferred elicitation and to be given more time to self-correct than female
students did. In addition to these research studies, Ha et al. (2021) studied the individual
differences in terms of gender, motivation, and extraversion. They found that female students
were more positive about getting OCF than male students. They highlighted that extraverted

female students were more positive about OCF than introverted female students as well.

Another important factor is “personality traits” affecting preferences of OCEF.
Banaruee et al. (2017) investigated the effects of explicit and implicit CF on extroverted and
introverted EFL learners in a writing course. They divided participants into two groups of
explicit or implicit CF. The results indicated that explicit CF is more effective for extroverts,
implicit CF is better for introverts. Kelahsarayi (2014) emphasized that extroverted learners
have more tendency toward errors than introverted students. He expressed extroverted
students do not have the fear of being in a ridiculous situation and they are more sociable
than introverted students. Likewise, students who have a great self-confidence are always
eager to get feedback and they are not afraid of committing an error (Brown, 2007; Weiten,
2017). However, students who do not have enough self-confidence can deal with some

psychological damage while committing an error and they are not eager to get feedback.
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“Learning style” is also another essential individual difference that affects the choice
of OCF type. Tasdemir et al. (2018) expressed that learning styles do not affect the
understanding of learner feedback preference. However, Samie (2021) stated the importance
of “learning style” as “the elephant in the room” (p.32). According to him, learning style is

one of the disregarded factors while providing OCF to the EFL learners.

“Motivation” is the last important individual factor for the present study. Pavic (2020)
stated that OCF can be effective for learners’ motivation to participate in class spoken
activities in EFL classrooms. In his study, he tried to find the relationship between OCF and
motivation. The results pointed out that being corrected by an instructor and motivation has
a negative relationship. Learners preferred teacher’s guidance to find the correct version of
their incorrect utterances. Ha et al. (2021) stated that students have a desire to get OCF from
their instructors if they have extrinsic motivation. However, intrinsic motivation leads to less
desire to get OCF.

There is a dearth of research about the relationship between OCF and language
proficiency (Sepehrnia et al., 2020). They found that the EFL instructors provided less OCF
to lower levels of learners while they preferred more OCF for higher levels of learners. The
reason could be because “learners at a higher level of proficiency are more likely to have a
more developed long-term memory store than learners at a lower level of proficiency”
(Ortega, 2009, cited in Nassaji and Kartchava et al., 2017). Specifically, loannou and Tsagari
(2022) studied the effects of recasts and metalinguistic feedback on proficiency level and the
results indicated that students with lower level should be provided with metalinguistic
feedback by the EFL instructors.

2.4. Research on Types of OCF

After the explanations of techniques above, researchers have conducted several studies
about the types of CF. Goksu (2014) investigated the effects of recast, explicit correction,
and metalinguistic feedback on the grammar acquisition of young learners. There were 88
Turkish speakers of English at 5" grade. The data were collected through quasi-experimental
design. The results showed that recast, explicit correction, and metalinguistic feedback are
beneficial and useful in terms of the acquisition of grammar for young learners. Besides,

explicit correction is also effective in both short and long term.

Lyster and Ranta (1997) studied on corrective feedback and learner uptake and
explained the percentages of distribution of six forms of feedback were: 55 percent recast,
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14 percent elicitation, 11 percent clarification requests, 8 percent metalinguistic clues, 7
percent explicit correction, and 5 percent error repetition. They analyzed not only the
distribution of different types of feedback but also how learners responded immediately after
corrective feedback to the different types of feedback in turn. They referred to these kinds
of utterances as learner uptake and such utterances were coded as either fixed or still in need

of repair.

Lyster (1998) stated that facets of communicative classroom discourse may influence
the potential of recasts to be seen as negative evidence by second language learners. He
conducted this research in 4 immersion classrooms at the primary level and 377 recasts in
the database were graded according to their pragmatic functions in classroom discourse and
compared to the teachers’ even more common use of non-corrective repetition. Findings
showed that recasts and non-corrective repetition perform the same functions distributed in
equal proportions and that teachers also use positive feedback to convey the approval of the
content of the students’ messages, regardless of their well-formedness, to accompany, even
in equal proportions, recasts, non-corrective repetition, even topic continuation moves

following error.

Lyster (2001) argued the relationship among error types, feedback types, and
immediate learner repair. He conducted this research also in 4 immersion classrooms at the
elementary level. The database was based on transcripts of audio recordings of 13 French
language arts lessons and 14 subject-matter lessons. He coded 921 learner errors that
initiated each sequence as grammatical, lexical, or phonological, or as unsolicited uses of L1
(English) and corrective feedback moves as form negotiation (i.e., elicitation, metalinguistic
clues, clarification requests, or repetition of error, recasts, or explicit correction). Findings
revealed that lexical errors favored the negotiation form; grammatical and phonological

errors caused recasts, but with differential effects in the learning process.

Leeman (2003) specifically mentioned that recasts do not only imply negative
evidence, but also provide positive evidence. In his research, 74 L2 Spanish learners
participated in communicative interaction with the researcher under one of the following
conditions: (a) recasts, (b) negative evidence, (c) enhanced salience of positive, and (d)
unenhanced positive evidence (control). Recasts and enhanced salience groups performed

better than the control group.
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Ishida (2004) investigated the effects of recasts on the acquisition of the aspectual form
using a time-series design. The researcher himself provided recasts during the middle four
sessions to four college classroom learners. He understood that accuracy increased
dramatically in relation to the number of recasts given during the treatment period, and the

accuracy rate was maintained.

Oliver and Mackey (2003) investigated interactional exchanges between teachers and
students in EFL classrooms. It was found that recast is the most preferred OCF technique by
teachers. Likewise, Choi and Li (2012), Lee (2013) and Fakazli (2018) found the same result.

While the researchers above studied and used recasts in their studies, Goo and Mackey
(2013) criticized the effects of recasts. However, they concluded their study as “making a
case study against recasts is neither convincing nor useful for advancing the field and that
more triangulated approaches to research on all types of corrective feedback, employing
varied and rigorous methodological designs, are necessary to further our understanding of

the role of corrective feedback in L2 learning.”

McDonough and Mackey (2006) explained the effects of recasts and different types of
answers on English as a second language question development as well. 58 Thai EFL
university students conducted a series of communicative tasks with native English speakers,
and the findings indicated that recasts were an essential predictor and predictive of ESL
question development, but answers in the form of immediate repetitions of recasts were not

related to development.

Loewen and Philip (2006) studied recasts in adult English L2 learners and they stated
that a recast is efficient because it is time saving, not threatening the student's confidence,

and not interrupting the students’ flow of speech unlike an elicitation.

There are different findings about the use of explicit correction. While Tran and
Nyguyen (2020) found that explicit correction is the least preferred OCF technique by
teachers, Kirkkoz et al. (2015) found that it is the most used OCF technique.

Shirkhani and Tajettin (2017) investigated the perceptions of teachers about OCF
techniques for pragmatic failures. The findings showed that teachers have a positive attitude
to the correction of pragmatic failures, and they provided explicit correction for the

correction of pragmatic failures.
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As seen, there have been many studies about the types of CF, yet the most part has
been attributed to recasts. After the studies about CF and its types, corrective feedback has
become of vital importance for researchers. Researchers divided corrective feedback into
two parts: written and oral. Because the present study focused on OCF, it will be significantly

investigated in the next part.

2.5. Research on Teachers’ and Students’ Preferences for and Perceptions on OCF

The scrutiny of the related literature shows that a great number of studies have
investigated OCF in terms of three categories which are OCF beliefs in EFL settings, OCF
practices in EFL settings, and OCF beliefs and practices in EFL settings with a comparative

view.

2.5.1. OCF beliefs in EFL settings

In Turkish context, Ozmen and Aydin (2017) studied student teachers’ beliefs and
behaviors about OCF with 98 non-native the student teachers. Interviews and situations
through simulations were conducted, and the findings indicated that the student teachers had
positive attitudes towards OCF, and their stated behaviors differed based on age and level of
students, type of error in accuracy, and fluency-based activities. They stated about the time
of OCF that if the activity is a fluency-based activity, they prefer to correct students by using
a delayed correction, whereas if the activity is accuracy-based activity, they use an

immediate way of correction.

In foreign context, Lagabaster and Sierra (2005) researched the perceptions of both
students and teachers on CF. 21 participants were undergraduate students (no teaching
experiences) and qualified EFL teachers with between three- and 13-years’ experience. After
watching an extract from a professionally produced teaching video twice, participants were
asked to detect the CF of the teachers, to classify them, to judge their effectiveness, and to
record their opinions one by one and in groups. Results revealed that a substantial percentage
of the teachers’ CF moves went undetected. Teachers and students indicated that the most
effective corrections happened when there was more time, longer expectations, and use of

different correction strategies.

One of the guiding studies about the comparison of EFL teachers’ and students’
attitudes to OCF was conducted by Roothooft and Breeze (2016). Roothooft and Breeze

(2016) argue that a relatively limited number of studies on beliefs about OCF have shown a
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disparity between the attitudes of teachers and students that is potentially detrimental to the
language learning process, not only because students may become frustrated when their
standards are not met, but also because teachers seem reluctant to provide OCF. They carried
out their study with 395 students and 46 EFL teachers. They found out that explicit correction
and metalinguistic feedback were chosen much more positively by a he significant number
of students rather than the instructors, whereas teachers’ choices were mostly elicitation and

recast.

Lastly, Saeb (2017) conducted a research study on the perceptions of teachers and
students for OCF in a comparative view with Iranian EFL students and teachers using two
questionnaires and an interview. Results showed that there is a big difference between
teachers’ and students’ perceptions in terms of the amount of OCF provision. As a preference
difference, she stated that students are more willing to be provided explicit correction as an

OCEF technique, which differed from the teachers’ preferences.

The scrutiny of related literature focused on OCF in terms of culture as well. Yoshida
(2010) studied how teachers and learners perceive corrective feedback in the Japanese
Language Classroom. He gave his focus on the cases in which the learners responded to the
teachers’ corrective feedback. Two teachers and seven students participated in the study, and
he collected data with the help of his observations and audio recording. The results showed
that teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of CF and learners’ responses to CF are linked to the
teachers’ perceptions of individual learners, the students’ perceptions of classroom
interactions, and the different types of CF. However, Katayama (2007) investigated that
nearly half of Japanese university students opposed correcting all language errors,
particularly in communicative activities. In that vein, undergraduate Spanish students were
eager to be corrected for specific errors as well (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005). Lee (2016)
also conducted research about advanced ESL students’ prior EFL education and their
perceptions of OCF, and he carried out a survey and interviewed sixty advanced-level ESL
adult learners who were all Ph.D. students. Results demonstrated that loads of learners
preferred the US classrooms, where they can get sufficient oral CF from their teachers;
however, a few students were willing to be in English learning environments in their home

countries, where they took no CF.
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2.5.2. OCF practices in EFL settings

In terms of teachers’ practices, Demir (2016) investigated the differences between
OCF practices of native and non-native English-speaking teachers in the Turkish EFL
context. He conducted his research with seven native English-speaking teachers (NETS) and
seven non-native English-speaking teachers (NNETS) at a private and two state universities.
From the findings of classroom observations, he found that recast was the most preferred
type of OCF by NETS and NNETS and the second preferred type was prompt. Findings in
the chi-square test indicated that there were essential relationships between NETS and
NNETS and recasts and prompts. In student context, Tasdemir et al. (2018) investigated the
preferences of EFL learners for OCF in relation to their learning styles, and he tried to find
out whether there was a relationship between these two subjects. There were 348 students at
Gaziantep University- School of Foreign Languages in the 2016-2017 academic year.
According to the results, explicit correction, clarification, and elicitation were the most
preferred OCF types by the EFL learners and they believed that corrective feedback is

essential, and they are eager to get feedback frequently from their teachers.

Hassan and Yalcin Arslan (2018) conducted a study on Iraqi EFL teachers’ and
students’ preferences of corrective feedback with a comparative view. The participants were
100 EFL students and 50 EFL instructors, and the data were collected with a questionnaire
and an interview. The result revealed that students mostly prefer to be corrected with
elicitation, and there is a difference between teachers’ and students’ preferences for OCF in

communicative activities, and a difference among students’ preferences based on gender.

2.5.3. OCF beliefs and practices in EFL settings with a comparative view

Sener (2019) researched teachers' beliefs and practices for OCF with three EFL
instructors. She collected the data through an interview to investigate their beliefs and video
recorded the teachers’ lessons in order to compare their beliefs and practices using
Stimulated Recall Interviews. The findings revealed a difference between the instructors'

beliefs and practices concerning OCF.

Yigit (2019) aimed to investigate the perceptions of EFL teachers and students on
OCEF. Also, the study investigated whether teachers’ perceptions on OCF and their practices
match. There were 107 EFL students and their 6 speaking instructors from a state university

in her study. The researcher found that there are some differences between students and
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teachers in terms of OCF usage and the beliefs and practices of instructors indicated

differences.

Can (2021) conducted a study to investigate the beliefs and practices of teachers in
addition to the beliefs and uptake rate of students. The participants were from a preparatory
program of foundation university and the data were collected by means of the video
recordings of five lessons and a survey to measure the beliefs of teachers and students for
OCF. She found that there is a partial match between the teachers’ beliefs and practices
because they believe that recast and metalinguistic feedback as the most beneficial OCF
techniques although they frequently used recast, and elicitation. Besides, students believe
that the most helpful OCF techniques are recast and elicitation although elicitation and
explicit correction took the highest uptake rate. This result showed that there is a partial

match between students’ beliefs and uptake rate.

Coban and Karagul (2021) studied the relationship between teachers’ perceptions and
their practices about OCF in classrooms. She collected her data with classroom observations
of 10 EFL instructors working at a state university. She also applied interviews and scenario-
based CF simulation. The results revealed that the instructors are aware of OCF, and they
believe that it is effective if it is used appropriately. Besides, there is an inconsistency
between teachers’ perceptions and their actual practices about OCF.

Koroglu (2021) conducted a study to explore the perceptions and the practices of ELT
and non-ELT pre-service teachers for OCF. The data were collected via a survey, classroom
observations, and interviews. He found that explicit correction was the most preferred OCF
technique, and there was a difference between perceptions and practices of participants for
OCF techniques.

One of the early studies examined the attitudes and preferences of ESL students
towards CF (Chenoweth et al., 1983). He carried out a survey, and 418 native speakers
reported positive attitudes toward CF. Moreover, they preferred to be corrected since errors

were facilitating and necessary to improve their oral language.

For skill-based studies on OCF, Alamri and Fawzi (2016) investigated the students’
and teachers' preferences and attitudes toward OCF techniques in language learning. This
quantitative study found that recast and explicit correction are preferred by most of the
students and teachers, and students have positive attitudes for OCF techniques. In that vein,

Gamlo (2019) also stated that students have positive feelings to be corrected by their
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teachers, especially for grammar errors. Nguyen and Luu (2021) also conducted a study
because of the existence of differences between preferences of teachers and students for OCF
in pronunciation. They found that teachers and students have similar perceptions about the
values of students’ responsibilities for CF and teachers as a source CF. However, they found
that there are still differences between preferences of both groups for the preferred OCF

techniques.

In summary, research on OCF is often based on whether errors should be corrected or
not, which errors should be corrected, when OCF should be provided, who should provide
OCF, and how errors should be treated. Moreover, researchers have investigated OCF in
terms of the beliefs in EFL setting, the practices in EFL setting, and the beliefs and practices
in EFL settings with a comparative view. In the present thesis study, however, the
conceptualization of the EFL instructors is investigated in terms of whether they provide
OCF, which errors they provide OCF, when they provide OCF, and how they provide OCF.
Besides, the EFL instructors’ and students’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF is
investigated with a comparative view using a purposefully designed error correction
situations referring to different error types which have been elicited from some of the EFL

instructors participating in the actual data collection procedure.
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CHAPTER 3

3. METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, the research design, the participants, the data collection tools and data
analysis procedures, and the pilot studies conducted in the data collection instruments
construction process are presented and discussed in detail.

3.1. Research Design

The present study was designed as an explanatory sequential mixed method research.
It is based on a two-phase project in which the researcher conducts the quantitative study in
the first phase, analyze the data, and then uses the results to build the second, qualitative
phase (Cresswell, 2013).

Figure 3.1. Explanatory Sequential Mixed Method Design (Cresswell, 2013, p.270)

Quantitative Data

Collecti d Qualitative Data
° Aifai;gisa & Follow up with Collection and Interpretation
(QUAN) Y. | Analysis (QUAL) | % /

Note. Adapted “Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods
Approaches” by Creswell, J. W., 2013, p.270. SAGE Publications, Inc.

To collect the quantitative data for the present study, a questionnaire was conducted
as the first phase. Both instructors and students’ preferences for OCF techniques for specific
error types shown were obtained with oral corrective feedback teacher questionnaire
(OCFTQ, henceforth) and oral corrective feedback student questionnaire (OCFSQ,
henceforth). In addition, students’ perceptions on whether they want to be corrected in their
spoken grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and pragmatic errors were gathered in the
questionnaire. Then, interviews were conducted with EFL instructors as the second phase to
gather qualitative data about their perceptions on and preferences for OCF as well as their

conceptualization of the concept of on OCF.

31



3.2. Research Context and Participants in the Study

The main study was conducted at Ostim Technical University in Ankara, Turkey in
2021-2022 educational year. The data were collected from two groups of participants:
Instructors and students.

(1) There were three different EFL instructor groups who participated in the study. The
first instructor group who worked at Ostim Technical University in the first semester of
2019-2020 educational year played a role in the construction process of the questionnaire.
10 EFL instructors were asked the commonly committed spoken errors in their classrooms
for four error categories (grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and pragmatic). Their
answers were reviewed, and the questionnaire was created by selecting four different

situations for each category from the errors written by the instructors.

Two pilot studies were conducted to test the feasibility, validity, and usefulness of the
questionnaire with the EFL instructors: (1) one for the questionnaire and (2) one for the semi-
structured interview. (1) 10 EFL instructors working at the preparatory schools of different
universities participated in the pilot study of the questionnaire. The average age of
participants was 29 and the average time devoted to the questionnaire was 6 minutes. Each
participant was asked to fill in the questionnaire questions. (2) 5 of the instructors working
at a preparatory school were asked to attend the semi-structured interview. Firstly, their
thoughts about the questionnaire were asked to detect the unclear and problematic parts of
the situations. Then, they were asked to explain their conceptualization of OCF and their
reasons of the answers in the questionnaire. The average time devoted to the interview was

41 minutes.

The third instructor group participated in the main study to investigate the perception
and preferences of EFL instructors via both a questionnaire and semi-structured interviews.
To apply questionnaire, 30 EFL instructors were chosen by using convenience sampling.
These instructors were actively teaching to the participant students. Their ages were between
23-58, and their education varied between bachelor’s degree (73.3 %) and master’s degree
(26.7%). They graduated from various departments such as English Language Teaching
(73.3%), English Language and Literature (13.5%), American Literature and Culture (3.3%),
Translation and Interpretation (3.3%), Linguistics (3.3%), and others (3.3%). Almost 70
percent of the instructors had less than 5 years of teaching experience, which shows that

most of them are inexperienced EFL instructors. In the questionnaire, the instructors were
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asked to mark the OCF techniques they prefer to use for each situation. In the qualitative
data collection phase, 15 instructors were chosen by using criterion sampling in order to
elicit thicker data that offer more insight on the EFL instructors’ preferences for the OCF in
the OCFTQ. The interviewees were selected on the basis of their tendency for diverse OCF
technique preferences. In other words, first group of instructors were selected among the
participants who preferred high level of diversity in providing OCF for the provided errors;
second group consisted of the EFL instructors who displayed a common tendency for
correcting the errors; third group included those who had a tendency towards selecting only
one type of OCF. Then, these purposefully selected participants were interviewed to uncover
their perceptions on their choices using stimulated recall protocols. Each interview lasted

about 25 minutes, so the researcher completed the interviews in 6 hours 13 minutes.

(2) The second participant group was the preparatory school students. 313 preparatory
school students from all levels studying at Ostim Technical University were administered
the questionnaire, and 247 students (171 male, 76 female) completed the questionnaire. The
age of the students was between 18 and 27. The levels of the students were Al to B2. In the
questionnaire, the students chose OCF techniques that they want their instructors to use when

and if they commit spoken language errors.

Table 3.1. Language Learning Duration of Student Participants

Duration Gender of the Participants Total %
N of Male N of Female Total
0-5 months 70 29 99 40.1
6-12 months 10 2 12 4.9
1-5 years 22 10 32 13
5+ 69 35 104 42.1
Total 171 76 247 100

Table 3.1. shows the language learning duration of student participants in the main
study. While 42.1 % of students have been learning English for more than five years, 45 %

of students have just started to learn English.
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Table 3.2. Proficiency Level of Students Participants

Proficiency Level Gender of the Participants Total %
N of Male N of Female Total
Al 39 18 57 23.1
A2 55 26 81 32.8
Bl 59 23 82 33.2
B2 18 9 27 10.9
Total 171 106 277 100

Table 3.2. shows the proficiency level of student participants in the main study. The
proficiency level of students varies from Al to B2. The percentage of students from A2 and

B1 level is higher.

Table 3.3. Nationality of Student Participants in the Main Study

Nationality Gender of the Participants Total %
N of Male N of Female Total

Turkish 66 33 99 40.1

Foreign 105 43 148 59.9

Middle Eastern 25 3 28 11.3

African 64 29 93 40.8
Central Asian 14 1 15 6.1
Russian 1 1 2 8
American 1 0 1 4
Eastern European 0 1 1 4
Total 171 76 247 100

Table 3.3. shows nationality of student participants in the main study. It is clear that

this study has multicultural research context.
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Table 3.4. Frequency of the Universities EFL Instructors Graduated From

Graduation University Gender of the Participants Total %
Male Female Total N.
Hacettepe Uni 5 11 16 53.3
Aydin Adnan 0 1 1 3.3
Menderes Uni
Baskent Uni 2 1 3 10
Ankara Uni 1 2 3 10
Ufuk Uni 0 1 1 3.3
TOBB Uni 0 1 1 3.3
ODTU 1 0 1 3.3
Gazi Uni 0 2 2 6.7
Bilkent Uni 0 1 1 3.3
Yeditepe Uni 1 0 1 3.3
Total 10 20 30 100

Table 3.4. shows the frequency of the universities EFL instructors graduated from.

More than half of the instructors graduated from Hacettepe University.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

Two different data collection instruments to gather the required data were used to
respond the determined research questions: (1) Oral Corrective Feedback Teacher and
Student Questionnaires (OCFTQ and OCFSQ) and (2) Semi-Structured Interview.

3.3.1. Oral corrective feedback preferences questionnaire

The questionnaires consist of twelve different situations and seven different OCF
techniques (See Appendix 7 & 10 for the OCFTQ and OCFSQ). Situations were categorized
under four titles according to the error type: are (1) Grammar, (2) Vocabulary, (3)
Pronunciation and (4) Pragmatic errors. In the study, this questionnaire was administered to
both EFL instructors and students since their answers were also analyzed with a comparative
perspective. For the reliability of instructors’ and students’ questionnaire, Cronbach’s alpha
scores are respectively .82 and .94 which are highly reliable. An expert with a PhD in ELT
was consulted for ensuring internal validity of the questionnaire, and on the basis of the

expert opinions, necessary revisions were made.
3.3.2. Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interview includes 7 questions to investigate the perceptions of EFL
instructors for OCF (See Appendix 2). The interviews were conducted in English. All

interviews were recorded, and they took 6 hours 13 minutes. Before conducting the
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interviews, the consent of the participants was taken, and they were informed about the
general purpose of the interview. The questions were prepared in terms of two different
categories: Conceptualization of OCF and perceptions on and practices of instructors in error
treatment and OCF. In the last section of the interview, the participants were expected to
reflect back on their selections in the OCFTQ to gather in-depth data about the EFL
instructors’ perceptions on and practices of error treatment. That is, Stimulated Recall
Interview was integrated into the semi-structured interview to explore and report the
participant's thoughts (Mackey & Gass, 2005). More specifically, the retrospective think-
aloud protocol was applied because “when retrospective questioning is used only to
illuminate and expand on think-aloud results, it may also add depth of information about the

participant's thought processes™ (Charters, 2003, p. 73).

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

3.4.1. Constructing the OCFTQ and OCFSQ before the pilot study

When the related literature was reviewed, Lyster and Ranta’s taxonomy (1997) was
found as the most suitable classification for OCF techniques. Thus, six types of OCF were
used as ways of correcting the errors in the situations (See Appendix 3). To construct the

corrective feedback situations, three steps were followed:

While constructing the questionnaires (OCFTQ and OCFSQ) before the pilot study,
sixteen situations and seven types of OCF were used to investigate both the EFL instructors’
and students’ preferences for OCF. For the EFL instructors, OCFTQ was divided into two
parts: (1) situations about the preferences of EFL instructors (See Appendix 4) and (2)
questions to elicit demographic information (See Appendix 5). For the EFL students,
OCFSQ was divided into 3 parts: (1) questions to elicit demographic information (See
Appendix 8), (2) questions to gather EFL students’ perceptions on OCF (See Appendix 9),
and (3) situations about the preferences of EFL students (See Appendix 10).

3.4.1.1. Situations

The spoken errors were divided into the categories of Grammar, Vocabulary,
Pronunciation, and Pragmatic Failures with the consultation of an expert with a PhD.

Specialized in ELT. The researcher designed the situations under the following error types:
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Spoken Errors (Grammar)

Spoken Errors (Vocabulary)
Spoken Errors (Pronunciation)
Spoken Errors (Pragmatic Failures)

After titles were determined, a word file was prepared with the titles of situations and
divided levels of learners. It was mailed to five EFL instructors working at the same
university but teaching different levels. The instructors were asked to write mostly
encountered spoken errors by their learners while uttering sentences under the titles of
Grammar, Vocabulary, Pronunciation, and Pragmatic Failures (See Appendix 11). The
instructors filled in the provided file and sent it to the researcher. The researcher selected
four errors among the EFL instructors’ answers for each section and created OCF situations

for the tentative version of the questionnaire (See Appendix 3).

To determine the OCF types, a sample situation which shows a correction of an error
with OCF techniques was prepared. Then, the idea of an expert was taken. The expert
suggested adding hinting as an OCF technique since it is a significant and commonly used
technique by the instructors to correct students’ errors. Hinting is defined as showing where

an error is and giving a clue to let a student correct the error (Gumbaridze, 2012).

3.4.2. Constructing the Semi-structured Interview

While constructing the semi-structured interview, the similar studies have been
examined by the researcher (e.g., Ozmen & Aydin, 2017; Coban & Karagul, 2021; Roothoft
& Breeze, 2015; Tasdemir, 2017). After the examination, the researcher prepared 7 different
interview questions by dividing into two groups: conceptualization of EFL instructors and
their perceptions on OCF preferences in the questionnaire (See Appendix 1). Then, 2 sub-
questions were added to the interview with the consultation of an expert, and it is designed
under two categories: EFL instructors’ conceptualization of OCF and perceptions of EFL
instructors on OCF techniques (See Appendix 2). In the conceptualization part, 5 questions
were prepared to find out what OCF is, whether instructors correct all the spoken errors, if
so, what kind of spoken errors they correct, what their students’ expectations are towards
getting feedback, what extent OCF is effective in ELT, and lastly what criteria they take into
account while providing OCF. 2 of the questions were prepared to comprehend their
perceptions on their preferences for OCF situations in the OCFTQ. The OCF techniques

were provided before asking those 2 questions (See Appendix 6).
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3.4.3. Pilot study with the EFL instructors

A pilot study is often considered as a trial of the materials, and methods, and the
purpose of carrying out a pilot study is to test, revise and finalize the materials and methods
(Mackey & Gass, 2005). Hunt et al. (1982 cited in Sahin 2011, p.59) also indicated that
“pilot studies evaluate the questionnaires in terms of three major categories. The first
category is related to the length, format, and the order the questions. The second category
requires testing the potentially problematic questions. Finally, the last category concerns

itself with assessing the data analysis procedure like coding.”

3.4.3.1. Piloting the Data Collection Instruments

The pilot study of the questionnaire was prepared online because of Covid-19
pandemic conditions. After finalizing the questionnaire, it was emailed to 10 EFL instructors
(8 female, 2 male) working at the preparatory schools of different universities. The
researcher received their consent before conducting the questionnaire. After participants
filled in demographic information part, they were asked to explain their opinions about the
questionnaire to detect the unclear and problematic parts of the situations. After receiving
feedback from the participants, the number of the situations was decreased from 16 to 12
because the participants explained their reasons of answers in the questionnaire one by one
and it took 47 minutes on average. However, as Kasper and Dahl (1991) stated, data
collection tools (DCT, henceforth) should be completed in 45 minutes; otherwise, the
participants may suffer from ‘questionnaire fatigue’ and the reliability of DCTs might

decrease.

5 EFL instructors participated in the pilot study of the semi-structured interviews. The
interviews took 41 minutes on average. The research observed the participants to see whether
any questions sounded vague, or any other changes were necessary in the interview. After
all questions were answered, the instructor participants’ comments were also taken about the
interview. The feedback and expert opinions showed that the questions were appropriate,
sufficient, and clear, so there was no need to make any changes on the questions in the

interview.

3.5. Data Analysis Procedures

The collected data were analyzed into two stages:
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1) Quantitative data analysis: The data collected from the questionnaire were analyzed
using SPSS. To identify the perceptions and preferences of both teachers and students for
OCEF, the data were analyzed in terms of frequency analysis and chi-square test so that the
researcher can explore the preferences and perceptions of teachers and students. In addition,
whether there are any differences between the preferences and perceptions of teachers and

students for OCF was investigated.

2) Qualitative data analysis: Semi-structured interview was used to investigate the
perceptions of EFL instructors for the use of OCF. The data collected from interviews were
analyzed by means of content analysis. To analyze the qualitative data, the steps of

qualitative content analysis scheme of Creswell (2009) were followed by the researcher.

Figure 3. 2. The qualitative content analysis scheme

Interpreting the Meaning of
Themes/Descriptions

T

Interrelating Themes/Description

Validating the Accuracy
of the Information T T

Themes Description

Iy A

Coding the Data (hand or computer)

p |

Reading through All Data

T

Organizing and Preparing Data for Analysis

A

L Raw Data (transcripts, field notes etc.)

Note. Adopted from “Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods

Approaches” by Creswell, J. W., 2009, p.185. Sage Publications.

In step 1, the researcher organized and prepared the raw data for the analysis. The
recorded interviews were transcribed and collected in one document. In step 2, the researcher

read through all the data and gathered a general understanding of the information like “What
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general ideas are participants saying?”, “What is the tone of the ideas?”, “What is the
impression of the overall depth, credibility, and use of the information?”. In step 3, the
researcher started to conduct detailed systematic content analysis following a coding process
for each research question. In step 4, themes were generated from transcripts by coding with
a word or phrases. In step 5, the researchers combined related themes and finalized the
categories based on these themes. For the validity and reliability of content analysis, another
coder (i.e., an academic specialized in ELT) checked the themes and categories (Creswell,
2009, pp. 185-189).

Table 3.5. Data Analysis Plan

Research Questions Variables Analyses

1. How do the EFL instructors -perceptions of EFL - Content analysis

conceptualize OCF? instructors on OCF based on

interviews
2. What are the EFL instructors’ -EFL instructors’ - Content analysis
preferences for and perceptions perceptions on and -Descriptive
on OCF? preferences for OCF statistics/SPSS
3. What are the EFL students’ -EFL students’ perceptions -Descriptive

preferences for and perceptions
on OCF?

on and preferences for OCF

statistics/SPSS

4. To what extent do the EFL

instructors’ and  students’
perceptions on and preferences

for OCF match?

-EFL instructors’

perceptions on and
preferences for OCF
-EFL students’ perceptions

on and preferences for OCF

- Content Analysis

- Chi-squared test
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CHAPTER 4

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

The findings of the study are presented under each research question. The detailed

discussions of the results are presented as a separate title. The research questions and the

corresponding data collection tools and items were shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1. The Research Questions and The Data Collection Tools

Research questions

Data Collection Tools

1. How do the EFL instructors

Semi-structured Interview (Questions — 1,

conceptualize OCF? 2,3,4,5)
2. What are the EFL instructors’ Semi-structured Interview (Questions —
preferences and perceptions for OCF? 2.2,6,7)

OCFPQ (Instructors’ Questionnaire)

3. What are the EFL students’ preferences
and perceptions for OCF?

OCFPQ (Students’ Questionnaire — Part B
& C)

4. To what extent do the EFL instructors’
and students’ perceptions and preferences

Semi-structured Interview (Questions —
2.2,6,7)

for OCF match? OCFPQ (Both Instructors’ and Students’

Questionnaire)

4.1. Research Question 1: How do the EFL instructors conceptualize OCF?

In order to investigate the first research question, five interview questions were asked
to participants. The themes gathered form each interview questions are given one by one in

the following parts.
4.1.1. First interview question: What is your understanding of oral corrective

feedback? Could you please describe it in your own words?

The answers of instructors were grouped into two themes: correction of errors and
multiple ways of correcting. The number of the expressed themes are given in Table 4.2.

below.
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Table 4.2. Instructors’ Conceptualization of OCF

Themes Frequencies
1. Correction of Errors Orally 14
1.1. Correction of Errors in a Gentle Way
2. Multiple Ways of Correcting
2.1. Correcting based on Timing
2.1.1. Delayed
2.1.2. Immediate
2.2. Correcting based on Global Error
2.3. Correcting by Explaining and Repeating 1

RININ A OIN

As seen in Table 4.2., nearly all instructors defined OCF as correction of errors orally
(n.14). Besides, 2 instructors stated that the correction of errors should be done without
breaking the hearts of students, so they defined OCF as correction of errors in a gentle way.
The multiple ways of OCF were expressed under three themes that are correcting based on
timing, correcting based on global mistake, and correcting by explaining and repeating (n.6).
While instructor 4 supported delayed CF, instructor 27 supported immediate CF. On the
other hand, instructor 25 stated that OCF can be provided by using delayed or immediate
way. Instructor 29 defined oral corrective feedback as correcting students” minor or major
mistake while they are speaking. Lastly, instructor 14 said that OCF is the correction of
students’ errors by repeating and explaining the correct version of the utterances. Related

quotations to each theme are given below:

Instructor 26: “It is the feedback type that works much better than other types.

We give feedback orally to the spoken errors.” (Correction of errors)

Instructor 7: “It is the feedback that we provide without being too oppressive,
using friendly approaches to correct the error.” (Correction of errors in a gentle

way)

Instructor 25: “. When we are teaching speaking, we need to give sudden or
delayed feedback to students to make them speak properly.” (Correcting based

on timing)

Instructor 29: “When a student speaking, we correct minor or major mistake

while they are explaining something.” (Correcting based on global mistake)

Instructor 14: “It is correcting students’ mistakes by repeating, explaining them

the correct version.” (Correcting by repeating and explaining)

In their OCF definitions, instructors also expressed the skills and subskills in which

the errors are corrected orally. 6 instructors stated that OCF is used for speaking skills. Two
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instructors indicated that they give oral corrective feedback when students commit a
pronunciation error. Lastly, instructor 30 stated that he gives OCF when students make a
grammar or vocabulary error in their speech. Some of the answers given by the instructors

are provided below:
Instructor 20: “... it is correcting errors, such as pronunciation...”
Instructor 26: “...We give feedback orally to the spoken errors.”

Instructor 30: “In my understanding, it is orally giving feedback to language

errors. Correcting grammar, explore vocabulary mistakes.”

4.1.2. Second interview question: When do you prefer to correct your students’

spoken errors?

Another question to investigate how instructors conceptualize OCF is “When do you
prefer to correct your students’ spoken errors?”. The answers given by the instructors were
categorized under three themes as timing, type of error, focusing of accuracy. The frequency

of these themes is given in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3. When to provide CF (Timing)

Themes Frequencies
1. Delayed 4
2. Immediate 4

As seen in Table 4.3., some instructors perceived the question “When do you prefer to
correct your students’ spoken errors?” in terms of timing, some perceived it based on the
types of errors, and the rest perceived it as accuracy of errors. From the perspective of timing,
giving delayed feedback to students was supported by 4 instructors while giving immediate
feedback to students was mentioned by 3instructors. 2 instructors expressed that the delayed
feedback does not interrupt the flow of speech. Also, instructor 30 stated that the delayed
feedback is preferrable especially for speaking activity. On the other hand, instructor 25
emphasized that correct version of an error can be forgotten if the immediate feedback is not
given to the student. According to instructor 30, the immediate feedback can be beneficial

if it is a controlled practice.

Instructor 26: “l tend to give them a freedom to speak in their own flow. When
they finish their flow, I correct them. I don’t want to interrupt them. | prefer
delayed feedback.” (Delayed feedback)
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Instructor 30: “I prefer if we are doing a speaking activity, | prefer delayed
feedback. I focus on the content but if it is a controlled practice, I correct it on

spot. ” (Delayed and immediate feedback)

Instructor 25: “A¢ time of the mistake, | usually prefer to correct the mistake
because when | delay the mistake, atmosphere and the mistake can be

forgotten.” (Immediate feedback)

Table 4. 4. When to provide CF (Types of Errors)

Themes Frequencies
1.1. Global and Local Error 3
1.2. Systematic Error 4
1.3. Accuracy-oriented Error 4

In addition to delayed and immediate feedback, instructors express three types of
errors that are corrected whenever they are committed. As seen in Table 4.4., these errors
are global and local error, systematic error, and accuracy-oriented error. 2 instructors talked
about both global and local error by expressing the nature of them that global error changes
the overall meaning of a sentence, but local error affects the single element in a sentence and
does not change any meaning. However, instructor 29 just talked about the global error by
defining it that the global error intervenes the flow of the speech and changes the meaning.
For systematic error, 4 instructors expressed their preferences for OCF by emphasizing the
importance of correcting the systematic errors to avoid fossilization and increase the
possibility of correct acquisition. For accuracy-based error, five instructors highlighted that

they use OCF when students mispronounce the words and use the language in a wrong way.

Instructor 4: “If'it is a really tiny mistake, | ignore it. If it is a big mistake that

prevents meaning, | provide feedback. ” (Global and local error)

Instructor 29: “When it just intervenes the flow of speech, or change the

meaning, I’'m trying to correct them.” (Global error)

Instructor 7: “If they are repeating their mistakes over and over again, |
correct them (...)”

Instructor 28: “I wusually prefer to correct their mistakes when they

mispronounce the words or using the structure in a wrong way. ”

There are also other themes in addition to previous themes mentioned above. These
themes were gathered from the further explanations for the second interview question. These

themes are avoiding overcorrection and giving feedback in a gentle way. Avoiding
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overcorrection was mentioned by 4 instructors. 2 instructors expressed not to use OCF
constantly for their students because they do not want to affect their students’ performance.
Instructor 11 does not prefer to use OCF continuously to encourage the students to discover
the errors by themselves (self-correction). For the second theme in table, 2 instructors stated
that they prefer to use OCF in a gentle way and they did not give any explanation for this

preference.

Instructor 19: “I try not to correct all the time. It might affect their
performance. Nobody wants to be corrected all the time especially. ”

Instructor 11: “I don't like correcting them all the time. I just want them to
realize that they are making the mistake (...) I want them to find their errors

and correct themselves. ”

Instructor 7: “If they are repeating their mistakes over and over again, | correct
them without being too oppressive. ”

4.1.2.1. Second interview question (first sub-question): Do you correct all
language errors? Why? Why not?

Another question to investigate how instructors conceptualize OCF is “Do you correct
all language errors? Why? Why not?”. The answers given by the instructors were categorized
under two themes as correction for all errors and no correction for all errors. The findings
showed that no correction for all errors was mentioned and supported by all instructors (n.

14) except instructor 28. Some of the answers given by the instructors are provided below.

Instructor 28: “I tend to do that, but I think it is not something good so
sometimes | just let them speak and after they finish, | correct them. I generally
correct all the mistakes. ”

Instructor 20: “No, some of them are minor mistakes and they are able to

’

understand them on their own.’

The reasons given for the question “Do you correct all language errors? Why? Why
not?” were grouped into four themes that are “errors are natural”, “students might lose
motivation”, correcting all errors is unnecessary”, and “not to interrupt the flow of speech”.

The frequency of these reasons is given in Table 4.5. below:
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Table 4.5. Reasons for Not Correcting All Errors

Themes Frequencies
1. Errors are natural 1
2. Caorrection interrupts the flow of speech 1
3. Correcting all errors is unnecessary 2
4. Students might lose motivation 4

As seen in Table 4.5., instructors 19 expressed the reason not to correct all errors that
committing an error is a part of learning process’ nature. Besides, instructor 7 pointed that
correcting all errors interrupts the flow of speech so it is not preferable. Additionally,
correcting all errors is seen as unnecessary by 2 instructors. Lastly, the possibility of losing
student motivation is mentioned by four instructors. Some of the answers given by the

instructors are provided below:

Instructor 19: “/ try not to correct all of them. Mainly, the same reason. We all

make mistakes.”

Instructor 7: “I don’t correct all the errors because if it is a basic mistake, |

don’t need to interrupt the flow of speech.”

Instructor 21: “Not all of them. If | correct all of the mistakes, it can be waste

of time.”

Instructor 29: “No, it confuses their minds. If | intervene every time, this can

discourage them.”

Apart from the previous themes mentioned for the first sub-question of the second
interview question, there are also other themes that are global errors, pronunciation errors
and common errors. “Correcting pronunciation error” was mentioned by only instructor 3.
“Correcting common errors” was stated by 2 instructors. Lastly, “correcting global errors”
was indicated by 5 instructors. Instructor 30 emphasized both global and common errors.

Some of the answers given by the instructors are provided below:

Instructor 3: “Idon’t correct all the errors. | generally correct pronunciation. ”

Instructor 30: “I tend to focus on the most common errors that inhibit

communication”
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4.1.2.2. Second interview question (second sub-question): Which spoken errors

do you tend to correct? When and why?

Another question to investigate how instructors conceptualize OCF is “Which spoken
errors do you tend to correct? When and why?”. The answers given by the instructors were
categorized under four themes as grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and global errors.

The frequency of these themes is given in Table 4.6. below:

Table 4.6. Tendency for Providing OCF

Themes Frequencies
1. Grammar 5
2. Vocabulary 2
3. Pronunciation 7
4. Global Error 9

Table 4.6. showed that grammar was mentioned by 5 instructors. They expressed that
OCF should be used for a grammar error if it intervenes with the meaning of a sentence.
Vocabulary was expressed by 2 instructors. No specific reason was provided by those
participants for why they correct vocabulary errors. Pronunciation was highlighted by 7
instructors, and they stated that OCF should be used for the systematic pronunciation errors
which change the meaning of a sentence. Lastly, global error was mentioned by 9 instructors,
and they indicated that OCF can be used if an error interferes with the overall meaning of
the context. This finding showed that global error is related to grammar and pronunciation
according to the answers of the instructors. Instructors stated that using OCF can be
beneficial if an error related to grammar or pronunciation interrupts the meaning of a

sentence and avoids the clear understanding of the interlocutor.

Instructor 25: “I correct grammatical errors because grammatical errors can

change the meaning of what is intended to mean.”

Instructor 27: “I generally correct pronunciation errors because it affects the

meaning. ”

In order to get some details about the conceptualization of instructors for OCF in terms
of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and pragmatic failures, whether they correct these
errors or not was asked to the instructors as a sub-question. For grammar errors, 2 instructors
stated that they provide OCF for these errors because grammar errors can be committed by
even native speakers while speaking. Also, they indicated that, the correction of grammar

errors is not needed if students are explaining something related to the subject. On the other
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hand, the rest of the instructors (n.13) mentioned the correction of grammar errors. 5
instructors used OCF to focus on accuracy for grammar structures. 2 instructors use OCF if
grammar structures are previously taught, and 4 instructors use OCF if the error is global
error and changes the meaning of the sentence. Some of the answers given by the instructors

are provided below:

Instructor 7: “No, I don’t correct that much....while speaking, even native

speakers can do errors, so I don’t care that much these errors.”

Instructor 19: “Mostly, they tend to mix up the tenses. They try to use two tenses
in one. Sometimes, there are problems of the structure of the tense. For those,

1 try to act immediately and correct them.”

Instructor 27: “I correct if | teach that grammatical structure. If they haven't

learned it yet, I don’t correct it.”
Instructor 11: “When the message is not understood, I try to correct.”

Apart from those, instructors expressed additional reasons to correct grammar errors.
They stated that timing of OCF is also an important issue and two types of timing of OCF
can be provided: delayed and immediate. While three instructors supported the delayed
feedback for grammar correction, other three instructors preferred the immediate feedback.

Some of the answers given by the instructors are provided below:

Instructor 3: “ If I need to correct it, I wait and correct them after they finish

the speech. ”

Instructor 19: “Sometimes, there are problems of the structure of the tense. For

those, | try to act immediately and correct them.”

For vocabulary errors, two instructors expressed that they do not correct these errors
because correcting vocabulary errors can be beneficial only in texts rather than speaking.
However, Correcting vocabulary error was mentioned by the rest of the participants. Three
instructors used OCF to focus on accuracy, instructor 7 used OCF when the error is
systematic, and lastly two instructors used OCF if there is a global error. Apart from these
reasons, instructors were asked “when they gave OCF to vocabulary errors”. Two instructors
talked about the importance of immediate feedback while two instructors mentioned the
beneficial sides of delayed feedback. Some of the answers given by the instructors are

provided below:
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Instructor 3: “ Sometimes, they can’t find the correct word and make it up and

I directly these kinds of errors immediately.

Instructor 24: “ I correct in their texts. Most of the time, | correct those errors

in the texts rather than speaking.”

Instructor 7: “ ...if they are repeating the mistake over and over again. | correct

them because it could be problematic in the long run.”

Instructor 25: “For vocabulary, if the vocabulary changes the meaning, |

definitely correct it.”

Instructor 11: “if'they learn them in a wrong way, it is hard to fix it. | correct it

immediately. ”
Instructor 29: “I prefer delayed correction which means at the end of speech.”

For pronunciation errors, all instructors (n.14) except one expressed that they correct
the pronunciation errors. 6 instructors explained the reason for using OCF for pronunciation
error by emphasizing the importance of accuracy. Instructor 19 stated that OCF can be
beneficial for systematic errors. Lastly, six instructors used OCF when the error is a global
error. In terms of timing of OCF, delayed and immediate feedback were expressed. While
immediate feedback was mentioned by only instructor 30, delayed feedback was mentioned

by three instructors. Some of the answers given by the instructors are provided below:
Instructor 4: “As I said, I don’t correct them.”

Instructor 20: “When they are speaking... | push hard some of the words, so
they understand how to say them. ”

Instructor 19: “I try to correct them. Because when they do the same mistakes

12

again and again, they may fossilize the words.
Instructor 3: “I generally correct it because it affects the meaning. ”

Instructor 30: “ifit doesn’t inhibit communication, I don’t correct the mistake

instantly.”
Instructor 28: “I correct it. | always wait them to finish speaking...”

For pragmatic failures, all instructors (n.14) except instructor 21 expressed their
willingness to correct pronunciation failures. 10 instructors emphasized the use of OCF to

correct inappropriate errors that cause misunderstandings in social life and relations, 2
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instructors stated the use of OCF for the systematic errors, and lastly instructor 20 indicated
that she corrects pragmatic failures to show how language can be used appropriately. While
instructor 24 emphasized that correcting pragmatic failure could be beneficial for students’
daily life, two instructors indicated that language is not only about grammar rules, but
students also need to use pragmatics appropriately in their social or academic life. In terms
of timing, immediate feedback was mentioned by instructor 4 and delayed feedback was

mentioned by instructor 29.

)

Instructor 21: “I don’t correct these errors if it happens.’

Instructor 4: “If the mistake becomes fossilized and turns the error, | can
provide feedback. | provide immediate correction for pragmatic failures in

general.”

Instructor 14: “I correct it because language is not only about grammar,
vocabulary or pronunciation. It is a social skill and students should know how

to use the language in social contexts as well.”

Instructor 29: “I face these kinds of failures every time. My students always call

me sir and | usually correct it but the delayed one.”

4.1.3. Third interview question: “Do you think your students expect to get

feedback on their spoken errors? Why? Why not?”

The results showed that most of the EFL instructors participated in the study (n.15)
tended to perceive that their learners are willing to receive OCF for their spoken language
errors. As shown in Table 4.7., those who stated that the students preferred to be corrected
based their answers on 2 main reasons. Out of 10, 9 instructors emphasized the necessity of
providing OCF to develop accuracy in language use and students’ desire to know that their
speech is accurate while 1 participant pointed out that students who have high level of
proficiency level expect OCF more. On the other hand, four instructors indicated the
unwillingness of students to get OCF by expressing three reasons. 1 instructor stated that
students do not have enough awareness of the error. 2 instructors highlight that students do
not want to receive OCF because they are shy away from their instructors. 1 instructor
expressed that students who have low level of language proficiency do not care about OCF.
Some of the representative responses for this finding of the study can be seen in quotations

given below:
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Instructor 21: “Also, it depends on the level. Als and A2s expect a lot”

Instructor 25: “some students don’t want t0 get feedback on their mistakes

because they are shy, incompetent.”

Instructor 26: “I think students are not often aware of those mistakes so they

don’t have that expectancy.”
Instructor 24: “they don’t expect all it depends on the level. ”

Instructor 29: “Because some of them look me in the eye and want to get

feedback whether they speak in the correct way or not.”

Table 4. 7. Students’ Expectation of OCF

Themes Frequencies

1. No expectation of OCF 4

1.1 Lack of Awareness of the Error 1

1.2 Shyness 2

1.3 Low Level of Language Proficiency 1

2. Willingness to Received OCF 10

2.1. Necessity of Developing Accuracy 9

2.2. High Level of Language 1
Proficiency

4.1.3.1. Third interview question (first sub-question): “What are students’

attitudes towards your OCF?”

The answers were grouped into three themes: positive attitude, negative attitude and

depending on teacher attitude. The frequency of these themes is given in Table 4.8. below:

Table 4.8. Students’ Attitudes towards OCF

Themes Frequencies
1. Positive Attitude 12
2. Negative Attitude 5
3. Depending on Teacher Attitude 4

As seen in Table 4.8., “positive attitude” was mentioned by 12 instructors, “negative
attitude” was explained by 5 instructors, and lastly “depending on teacher attitude” was
stated by 4 instructors. As understood from the answers, instructor 27 mentioned both

“positive attitude” and “depending on teacher attitude.” Some of the answers given by the

instructors are provided below:
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Instructor 19: “I didn’t have any negative attitude for now.’

Instructor 3: “I think they feel positive but maybe there are some students who
don’t want to be corrected. For them, it is negative but for most of them, it is

positive.”

Instructor 4: “They understood their errors and they are positive. They don'’t

show any negative attitudes, but you need to be very balanced in correction. ”

Instructor 24: “Their attitude depends on my attitude actually. If I am positive,
and | show them here to improve them, they feel positive. If they understand that

a teacher is criticizing them, they are reluctant to get the feedback.”

Instructor 7: “... but some students may be aggressive and insist on their

1

sentences. They claim that they haven’t done any mistake.’

Instructor 27: Mostly positive. | have never seen a student discouraged by my

feedback because | want to be polite as much as | can.

4.1.4. Fourth interview question: “What is the role of OCF in language learning?”

All instructors state that OCF has a positive role in language learning. They explained

different reasons that were categorized under three themes as given in Table 4.9.

Table 4. 9. The Role of OCF in EFL

Themes Frequencies
1. Students Learn Correct Form 10
2. Teacher Attitude is Effective 3
3. Immediate OCF is Effective 1

In Table 4.9., “students learn correct form” was expressed by 10 instructors, “teacher
attitude is effective” was stated by 3 instructors, and lastly “immediate OCF is effective”
was indicated by only instructor 26. Some of the answers given by the instructors are

provided below:

Instructor 11: “If you think that the classroom is the beta version of real life,
I need to correct their errors because in real life, they don’t get in some funny
situations. If they do these mistakes in a meeting, it might be a problem for them,

so correction is really important in the class. ”
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Instructor 4: “...It affects the process of learning a lot, but it depends on the

way teachers correct.”

Instructor 26: “I think it has the function of momentarily correction... The

role lies in its momentariness. ”

4.1.4.1. Fourth interview question (first sub-question): “Do you experience any
problems and/or challenges while providing OCF for your students? How?
Why?”

Each participant expressed the positive role of OCF. Their answers were categorized
under two themes: no problem and problem. “Problem” theme was divided into five themes
that are “it is really wrong, student proficiency level, students do not care about OCF,
shyness, and choosing correct type of OCF”. The frequency of these themes is given in Table

4.10. below:

Table 4.10. Experiencing Challenges While Providing OCF with Reasons

Themes Frequencies

1. No Problem

2. Problem

2.1.Ambiguity of providing OCF

2.2.Student Proficiency Level

2.3.Students Do not Care About
Feedback

2.4.Shyness

2.5.Choosing Correct Type of OCF
According to Table 4.10., “no problem” was mentioned by 6 instructors while

RN N (wlko|o

“problem” was expressed the rest of the instructors (n.9). “Ambiguity of providing OCF”
was expressed by instructor 19, “student proficiency level” was indicated by 3 instructors,
“students do not care about feedback” was highlighted by 2 instructors, “shyness” was stated
by 2 instructors, and lastly “choosing correct type of OCF” was said by only instructor 30.

Some of the answers given by the instructors are provided below:

Instructor 14: “ No actually, because students are really curious about the

feedback given by a teacher.”

Instructor 19: “ I think one problem | would say is | sometimes ask myself

should I correct it or skip it?”
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Instructor 3: “Sometimes, experience challenges specially with the lower level
of students. While correcting them, I don’t understand whether they understand

the correction or not.”

Instructor 28: “At some point, they just don’t care some rules of the language

they are learning. This could be a bit challenging for us.”

Instructor 29: “Actually, sometimes yes. If there is a shy student, I don’t want

to give an immediate correction to the student.”

Instructor 30: “I mean eliciting sometimes doesn’t work, that is a challenge

for me. That’s hard because in that way we correct explicitly.”

4.1.5. Fifth interview question: “What criteria do you take into account while

providing OCF?”

The answers given by the instructors were grouped into seven themes that are no
criteria, sub-skills of speaking, proficiency level, timing, global errors, systematic errors,

and shyness. The frequency of these themes is given in Table 4.11. below:

Table 4.11. Criteria for Providing OCF

Themes Frequencies
No Criteria 1
Sub-Skills 1
Proficiency Level 1
Timing 2
Global Errors 4
Systematic Errors 2
Encouragement 3
Personality Traits 3

As seen in Table 4.11., “no criteria” was mentioned by instructor 19, “sub-skills”
was stated by instructor 20, “proficiency level” was expressed by instructor 3, “timing” was
highlighted by 2 instructors, “global errors” was pointed out by 4 instructors, “systematic
errors” was indicated by 2 instructors, “encouragement’ was mentioned by 3 instructors, and
lastly “personality traits” was stated by 3 instructors. Some of the answers given by the

instructors are provided below:

Instructor 19: “I think I don’t really have many criteria.”
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Instructor 20: “ Spelling, vocabulary, grammar, use of English.”

Instructor 3: “ The level is very important because | always change my talks

according to the level.”

Instructor 4: “we shouldn’t give immediate feedback not to demotivate our

’

learners.’

Instructor 25: “ If the meaning is unclear, | definitely give feedback. If the word

they utter is not understandable, I give feedback.”

Instructor 7: “If they are repeating the mistake over and over again, I correct

it. The repetition is the criteria for me.”

Instructor 26: “It depends on the skills that I provide feedback and of course
characteristics of students are also important. To a shy student, | approach and

act in a kind manner, but | always encourage my learners to commit errors. ”

Instructor 30: “I don’t want to discourage them. | try to encourage them a lot.

’

Try to increase their motivation.’

4.1.5.1. Fifth interview question (first sub-question): “Do individual differences
affect how you correct your students’ spoken errors? How? Why? (e.g., gender,

personality traits, learning style, and motivation”

The answers gathered from the instructors were categorized under two themes: affect
and do not affect. The frequency of these themes is given in Table 4.12. below:

Table 4.12. Whether Individual Differences Affect or Not

Personality Learning o
Themes Gender Traits Style Motivation
® (M % ®
1. Affect 4 13 11 13
2. Don’t
Affect 11 2 4 1

As seen in Table 4.12., “gender affects” was mentioned by 4 instructors, “personality
traits affect” was stated by 13 instructors, “learning style affect” was indicated by 11
instructors, “motivation affects” was pointed out by 13 instructors. The reasons whether

these four factors affect or not the OCF way of instructors were given in details.

The reasons for whether gender affects or not were categorized under two themes:

equality, characteristics of genders. Instructor 3 expressed why gender does not affect by
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emphasizing “equality” as a reason. However, 3 instructors stated that “characteristics of
genders” affect their OCF way. Other instructors did not give any direct reason for “whether

gender affects or not”. Some of the answers given by the instructors are provided below:

Instructor 14: “Girls are so calm and open to feedback, but boys can be
aggressive when you correct them because they don’t want to show their weak

’

sides in the classroom.’
Instructor 3: “I want to be equal and close to them while correcting.”

The reasons for whether personality traits affect or not were categorized under two
themes: familiar students and shyness. Both themes are related to the effects of personality
traits. “Familiar students” was mentioned by 2 instructors. Additionally, “shyness” was

mentioned by 7 instructors. Some of the answers given by the instructors are provided below:

Instructor 7: “If I know my students well enough, | can communicate with

them easily and it affects my correction, so it is really important.”

Instructor 3: “There are some shy students and | get close to them and give

feedback by going their desks”

Just one reason was provided for whether learning style affects or not by instructor 27.
Instructor 27 implied that “Because extroverts and introverts have different learning styles,
and it changes the way my correction.”. Other than this, instructor 20 also stated that “Some
of them want me to write on the board, they want to see the words.” Therefore, based on the
answer by instructors 27 and 20, it is clearly seen that learning style affects the way of OCF

that teachers provide.

The reasons for whether motivation affects or not were categorized under three themes:
low motivated students, avoiding overcorrection and correcting in a gentle way. “Low
motivated students” were mentioned by 2 instructors. In addition, “avoiding overcorrection”
was emphasized by instructor 11 and “gentle correction” was stated by instructor 27. Some

of the answers given by the participants are provided below:

Instructor 14: “The more they are motivated, the better they grab the language

itself and it affects the feedback as well.”

Instructor 11: “It (Motivation) is everything in the classroom. That’s why [

’

don’t correct all the errors in the class.’
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Instructor 27: “Because, I always try to be kind and I don’t want to discourage

them”

4.2. Research Question 2: What are the EFL Instructors’ Preferences for and

Perceptions on OCF?

To explore the second research question, both qualitative and quantitative data were
used. From the qualitative data, the second sub-question of the second interview question
(2.2. interview question), the sixth and seventh interview questions were analyzed. From the
quantitative data, just the instructors’ questionnaire was analyzed in four categories:
Grammar, Vocabulary, Pronunciation, and Pragmatic Failures. Findings are explained in

detail below.

4.2.1. The qualitative data

4.2.1.1. The second sub-question of the second interview question: Which spoken
errors do you tend to correct?

As discussed in the first research question, instructors expressed their tendency to
correct the grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation errors and pragmatic failures in different
ways. For the grammar errors, some instructors (n.2) do not prefer correcting them if these
errors are related to the content of the lesson and they are so simple that even native speakers
can commit. On the other hand, the rest of the instructors (n.13) prefer correcting grammar
errors if these errors are taught before. According to these instructors, global errors related
to grammar should be corrected. Considering the vocabulary errors, some instructors (n.2)
do not prefer correcting vocabulary errors since they highlighted that it is more beneficial to
correct these errors in text activities like reading the text rather than speaking. However,
other instructors (n.13) stated that vocabulary errors should be corrected if these errors affect
the accuracy of the sentences. Also, if these errors are global and systematic errors,
instructors should provide OCF. For the pronunciation errors, all instructors except one
explained that pronunciation errors should be corrected in some situations like systematic
errors, global errors, and errors affecting the accuracy of sentences. For the pragmatic
failures, all instructors except one believed that OCF should be provided for pragmatic
failures in some situations that are systematic errors, pragmatic failures that are important

for students’ daily life and inappropriate pragmatic usages that lead to misunderstandings in
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their social lives. To sum up, the systematic errors, global errors and the errors that are

related to accuracy are the common criteria to correct spoken errors by providing OCF.

4.2.1.2. The sixth interview question: How do you correct your students’ spoken

errors in the classroom?

The answers given by the instructors were categorized under five main categories and

totally 11 themes. The frequency of these themes is given in Table 4.13. below:

Table 4.13. Provision of OCF in the Classroom

Categories Themes Frequencies

Explicit Correction 2

Based on Type of Re_cgst - 3
Feedback EI|(:|_tgt|or_1 L
Clarification Request 1

Repetition 1

. Immediate 4

Based on Timing Delayed 5
Based on the Manner Gentle 1
Based on the Way of Whole Class 2
Correction Individual 1
Based on Error Type Global 1

In terms of types of OCF, 2 instructors mentioned the explicit correction, 3 instructors
mentioned recast, instructor 24 mentioned elicitation, instructors 11 mentioned clarification
request and repetition. Apart from these, some of the instructors answered the question based
on timing of OCF. In this respect, immediate feedback was mentioned by 4 instructors while
delayed feedback was mentioned by 5 instructors. In addition to the themes above, some of
the instructors answered the question based on the manner in which they give OCF. From
this point of view, in a gentle way was mentioned by instructor 3. Moreover, the question
was answered by instructors based on the way of correction. Therefore, whole class feedback
was mentioned by 2 instructors while individual feedback was mentioned by instructor 4.
For the final category, the answers based on error type were investigated; only global error
was mentioned by instructor 26. Some of the answers given by instructors are provided

below:

Instructor 7: “It depends. For some students, | just try to repeat the correct

answer. For the other ones, you need to be blunt. You need to explain directly ”

Instructor 11: “Repetition I use a lot. Clarification as well.”
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Instructor 24: “In general, | usually correct the mistakes by just not saying
this iswrong. | get attention of my students and write them on board and correct

together.”

Instructor 21: “If they have grammar or vocab errors, | prefer delayed

correction but for speaking sessions, I correct them immediately. ”

Instructor 3: “As I mentioned earlier, |1 get close while correcting the shy

students’ mistake...”

Instructor 4: “In the first weeks of the classes, if a student makes a mistake,
I’m acting as if they did that mistakes and | provide loudly. After some weeks

later, | provide individual feedback and not louder.”

Instructor 26: “If it is a major one, if it shadows the meaning, | interfere

)

immediately and correct it because it may affect the other students in the class.’

4.2.1.2.1. The first sub-question of the sixth interview question: What type(s) of
OCF do you often use? (e.g., explicit correction, recast, elicitation, clarification
request, repetition, metalinguistic feedback, hinting)

Before gathering the answers from the instructors, the researcher explained seven types
of OCF in details and then instructors in the study started to answer the provided question.
The answers given by the instructors could be categorized under seven themes. The
frequency of these themes is given in Table 4.14. below:

Table 4.14. Instructors’ Use of OCF Types

Themes Frequencies
Explicit Correction 4
Recast 14
Elicitation 11
Metalinguistic Feedback 9
Clarification Request 8
Repetition 11
Hinting 12

As seen in Table 4.14., explicit correction was mentioned by 4 instructors, recast was
mentioned by 14 instructors, elicitation was mentioned by 11 instructors, metalinguistic
feedback was mentioned by 9 instructors, clarification request was mentioned by 8
instructors, repetition was mentioned by 11 instructors, hinting was mentioned by 12

instructors.
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There are some reasons stated by the instructors for their choices of OCF type. For
instance, instructor 19 stated that recast is a good way to see students’ error while instructor
25 stated that using of recast is a more natural way of correction. Moreover, instructor 19
uses elicitation for grammar errors while instructor 25 uses just elicitation because it is more
natural like his previous reason. Additionally, instructor 19 uses metalinguistic feedback for
the explanation; however, instructor 27 uses metalinguistic feedback for students with high
proficiency level. Besides, instructor 19 uses repetition for pronunciation while instructor 21
uses repetition depending on students’ proficiency level. Hinting is used by 3 instructors.
Instructor 19 expressed that it is a good way to give students options so students can find the
correct answer. Instructor 21 uses hinting depending on students’ proficiency level.
Instructor 25 perceives hinting as a natural way to provide OCF. Lastly, instructor 27
preferers hinting as a whole class feedback. Some of the answers given by the instructors are
provided below:

Instructor 28: “I'think | use most of them. I generally use recast, metalinguistic
feedback and sometimes explicit correction but I don’’t feel happy about it. I also
use hinting. ”

Instructor 30: “I think I don’t use explicit correction, clarification request. |
think I do recast, metalinguistic feedback, mostly elicitation and repetition.”
Instructor 27: “I tend to use recast. For higher levels of students, | use
metalinguistic feedback. For whole class, hinting.”

Instructor 25: “I usually use elicitation, hinting and recast because they are
more natural ways to provide feedback. Metalinguistic way is not natural
formalized.”

Instructor 21: “Mostly I use repetition, hinting definitely but it depends on their

levels.”

4.2.1.2.2. The second sub-question of the sixth interview question: Is there a

specific type of OCF that works more efficiently?

The answers given by the instructors were categorized under seven themes. The

frequency of these themes is given in Table 4.15. below:
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Table 4.15. Instructors’ Perceptions on Efficiency of Specific OCF Types

Themes Frequencies
Explicit Correction 3
Recast 5
Elicitation 6
Metalinguistic Feedback 6
Clarification Request 3
Repetition 7
Hinting 11

According to Table 4.15., explicit correction was mentioned by 3 instructors, recast

was mentioned by 5 instructors, elicitation was mentioned by 6 instructors, metalinguistic

feedback was mentioned by 6 instructors, clarification request was mentioned by 3

instructors, repetition was mentioned by 7 instructors, and finally hinting was mentioned by

11 instructors.

The reasons of instructors’ perceptions were categorized under six themes. Depending

on proficiency level was mentioned by 2 instructors, self-discovery was mentioned by 6

instructors, better understanding of the error was mentioned by instructor 24, depending on

the learners was mentioned by instructor 27, practicality was mentioned by instructor 7 and

lastly depending on the error type was mentioned by instructor 3. Some of the answers given

by the instructors are provided below.

Instructor 19: “Repetition | would say. | use it most. I think using intonation
make them(students) realize something is wrong. It forces them to think back
and correct themselves.”

Instructor 27: “I don 't think there is an efficient way of correcting. It depends
on context, learner traits, etc.”

Instructor 7: “Recast and Hinting could be more important because as a
teacher you also need to be time efficient so recast and hinting is effective
in that way. ”

Instructor 3: “I said I use all of them. It depends on the error.”

Instructor 30: “7 think it depends on the level and grammar itself. With
higher, eliciting is better. With lower, hinting, metalinguistic is better.”
Instructor 24: “Among all those types, | prefer metalinguistic a lot. I want
my students to know the metalinguistic information of the language because

it causes better understanding.”

61



4.2.2. The quantitative and qualitative data

In this part, both quantitative and qualitative data analysis are given together. The
reason is that the instructors’ questionnaire and the seventh interview question explore the
perceptions and preferences of the EFL instructors for OCF. Thus, it is better to explain the
findings gathering from both the questionnaire and interviews here. The instructors’
questionnaire consists of twelve situations under the categories of grammar, vocabulary,
pronunciation, and pragmatic failures. There are seven OCF techniques for each situation.
The seventh interview question is “Can you look at the spoken errors provided and your
preferences for OCF techniques for each item one by one and explain why and how you
decided to correct the errors in that way?”. It was asked to comprehend the reasons of
instructors’ preferences for each item under the categories in the questionnaire. As a
summary, the questionnaire gathered the preferences of instructors for OCF, and the
interviews gathered the perceptions of instructors for OCF.

4.2.2.1. The preferences of instructors for OCF

The preferences of instructors for OCF were gathered from the instructors’
questionnaire. Table 4.16. shows the details of instructors’ preferences for the situations

under four categories: Grammar, VVocabulary, Pronunciation, and Pragmatic Failures.

Table 4.16. The Preferences of Instructors for OCF Based on the Situations

Grammar Vocabulary Pronunciation Prag_mat|c
Failure
% % % o
Yo
Explicit Correction 2.2 1.1 4.4 28.9
Recast 51.1 53.3 60 22.2
Metalinguistic Feedback 4.4 11.1 4.4 21.1
Repetition 4.4 6.7 7.8 7.8
Clarification Request 3.3 3.3 4.4 4.4
Elicitation 18.9 12.2 6.7 15.6
Hinting 15.6 12.2 12.2 28.9

There are three situations in each part of the questionnaire (Grammar, VVocabulary,
Pronunciation, and Pragmatic Failure) and totally there are 12 situations through which OCF
preferences of instructors are investigated. 30 instructors participated in the questionnaire.
The answers of the participants were categorically analyzed. The answers of an instructor

for three situations under a category were considered in overall.
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The findings for grammar situations showed that recast is the most preferred OCF
technique with 51.1%. Elicitation follows recast with 18.9%. Hinting is the third preferred
OCF technique with 15.6%. The percentage of metalinguistic feedback and repetition is
4.4%. The least preferred OCF technique is explicit correction with 2.2%. and the percentage

of clarification request (3.3%) is a little bit higher than explicit correction.

For vocabulary situations, recast is the most preferred OCF technique with 53.3%.
Elicitation and hinting follow recast with 12.2%. Metalinguistic feedback is the third
preferred OCF technique with 11.1%. Repetition follows metalinguistic feedback with 6.7%.
The least preferred OCF technique is explicit correction with 1.1% and hinting is coming

before explicit correction with 3.3%.

For pronunciation situations, recast is the most preferred OCF technique with 60%.
Hinting follows recast with 12.2%. Repetition is the third preferred OCF technique with
7.8%. Elicitation follows repetition 6.7%. The least preferred OCF techniques are explicit
correction, metalinguistic feedback and clarification request with 4.4%.

For pragmatic failure situations, hinting and explicit correction are surprisingly the
most preferred OCF techniques with 28.9%. Recast follows them with 22.2%. Metalinguistic
feedback is a little bit lower than recast with 21.1%. Elicitation the fourth preferred OCF
technique with 15.6%. Repetition has the percentage of 7.8 and clarification request has the

least percentage with 4.4%.

Overall, it is seen that recast is the most preferred OCF technique for grammar,
vocabulary, and pronunciation. On the other hand, explicit correction and hinting are the
most preferred OCF techniques for pragmatic failures. Explicit correction is the least
preferred OCF technique for all except pragmatic failure and clarification request is the least
preferred OCF technique for pragmatic failure.

4.2.2.2. The reasons of instructors for the use of OCF

To comprehend the perceptions of the instructors’ preferences from the questionnaire,
an interview was held with half of the instructors Below, the themes of the reasons given by

instructors are presented in Table 4.17.
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Table 4.17. The Reasons of Instructors for Their Preferences of OCF Type

Grammar Vocabulary Pronunciation Plr:aqmatlc
ailure
Quickness (Inst.
21, 7)
Explicit Quickness Avoiding
Correction (Inst. 21) Rudeness
(Inst.19, 3, 20,
11)
(|Esetngon?ﬂf4 Being Gentle (Inst.  Being Gentle (Inst.
'28 ‘29)’ ' 14, 28, 29) 28, 29)
. Focusing on
Self-Discovery Fluency Quickness (Inst.11) .
(Inst. 25) Being Gentle
Recast (Inst. 27) (Inst. 28, 29)
Focusing on e
elf-Discovery elf-Discovery
(Tr']‘;f”;%’) Self-Di Self-Di
Quickness (Inst. 3) (Inst. 3, 14, 27)
(Inst. 3)
Self-Discovery RudAe\;%Is(,jsl??nst
i Inst. 19, 7 . '
Metalinguistic Complicated ( ) Self-Discovery 11, 25, 26, 27)
Feedback Grammar Error . (Inst. 19) .
(Inst. 26) Effectiveness Self-Discovery
(Inst. 21) (Inst. 20, 19, 7)
Serious Error Self-Discovery Ad?—lﬁrer?c?f of
Renetition (Inst. 19) Self- (Inst. 19, 7, 20, 25) (Inst. 26
P . Discovery(Inst. 7) . .
Self-Discovery Using Gestures Self-Discovery
(Inst. 25, 26) (Inst. 11) (Inst. 29)
Clarification Self-Discovery Basic Error
(Inst. 20, 11, 29,
Request 25) (Inst. 26)
Self-Discovery
Elicitation (Inst. 11, 30, 27) Self-Discovery Self-Discovery
Basic Grammar (Inst. 11, 3, 25) (Inst. 25)
Error
(Inst. 26, 19)
Complicated Self-Discovery .
Being Gentle
S RS Sty na i
Hinting (Inst. 19, 27) . 20, 29) (Inst. 19, 7, 27, 11,

Self-Discovery

20)

Self-Discovery

Quickness (Inst.21)

(Inst. 7, 21, 29) (Inst. 30)

As seen in Table 4.17., different reasons for the use of OCF techniques were expressed
for the situations related to grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and pragmatic failure. For
the grammar situations, instructors did not give any reason for the use of the explicit
correction and clarification request. Five instructors preferred recast because recast is seen
as a gentle way to show where the error is. Similarly, instructor 25 used recast since it leads

to self-discovery. Likewise, instructor 27 preferred to use recast when the exercises focus on
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fluency. The last reason to use recast was expressed by instructor 3 to provide OCF in a
quick way. Instructor 26 preferred to use metalinguistic feedback when the complicated
grammar structures are uttered as errors. 3 instructors stated that repetition can be used for
grammar if the error is serious, and the teacher wants students to discover the error(s) by
themselves. 3 instructors preferred to use elicitation for self-discovery in grammar errors.
Likewise, the use of elicitation preferred by 2 instructors can be for the basic grammar errors.
Lastly, hinting was preferred by 5 instructors who wants to give options for complicated

grammar errors and lead learners to discover their own errors by providing options.

Instructor 28: “Most of the time | use recast because it is more polite, and |
don’t want to harm their self-confidence.” (Recast)

Instructor 26. “With complicated grammar structures like passive voices, |
directly interfere the students and give them a hint on grammatical explanation.”
(Metalinguistic Feedback)

Instructor 19. “This one like saying he studying (...) He STUDY I would say
because this is a simple but very serious mistake. They need to understand the
seriousness of this mistake and correct themselves.” (Repetition)

Instructor 11 “I do this one in grammar because they try to remember the rules
of the grammar and that’s why I prefer this one.” (Elicitation)

Instructor 29. “Yeah, I usually say this one to give options to let him realize the
error.” (Hinting)

For vocabulary situations, instructors did not express any reason for explicit
correction. 3 instructors preferred recast because of its gentle provision. Similarly, instructor
27 preferred to use recast if the exercises focus on fluency and instructor 3 stated that recast
is a good way for self-discovery. Metalinguistic feedback was preferred by instructor 21 who
pointed out the effectiveness of metalinguistic feedback for the vocabulary errors. For the
reason of self-discovery, metalinguistic feedback was preferred by 2 instructors, repetition
was preferred by instructor 7, clarification request was preferred by 4 instructors, elicitation
was preferred by 3 instructors and lastly hinting was chosen by 6 instructors. Instructor 21
preferred to use hinting for the activities in the limited time. As seen, the most expressed
reason is self-discovery for vocabulary errors.

Instructor 28: “Most of the time I use recast because it is more polite, and |
don’t want to harm their self-confidence.” (Recast) (the same reason is provided)
Instructor 21: “Maybe, it (Metalinguistic feedback) might be more effective to

remind the correct adjective” (Metalinguistic Feedback)
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Instructor 7: Because when we are talking about vocabulary errors, words are
essential, and | use repetition here. By repetition, | use high intonation so student
can easily understand where the error is. (Repetition)

Instructor 26: “If there is a sign of signification or enough content for my
learners, I wouldn’t go into detailed feedback. I believe that they are familiar
with this word so they can easily catch the answer because | ask this to the
whole class.” (Clarification Request)

Instructor 25: “ [ repeat the sentence until the student corrects it. Student can
understand the question and the mistake.” (Elicitation)

Instructor 30: “I guess again here, giving the options may make them discover
the mistake they did.” (Hinting)

For pronunciation situations, instructor 21 preferred to use explicit correction for
providing quick feedback. Recast was preferred by 2 instructors for being gentle, instructor
11 for being quick and 3 instructors for helping students’ self-discovery. Metalinguistic
feedback was preferred just for self-discovery by instructor 19. Repetition was chosen by 4
instructors for leading self-discovery and using gestures. Clarification request was
emphasized by instructor 26 just for basic errors. Both elicitation and hinting were preferred
for self-discovery respectively by instructor 25 and 5 instructors.

Instructor 21: “If we need to correct the students’ errors, it might be in the
speaking session, and they can understand the mistake quickly, so I prefer
immediate correction and quick one. ” (Explicit Correction)

Instructor 11: “Because again here I just want them to speak more. I don’t want
to waste time. Students can understand the mistake from my sentence.” (Recast)
Instructor 19: “It is about phonetic, and they can understand in that way
better. ” (Metalinguistic Feedback)

Instructor 11: “I chose this one because this is a speaking activity and in
pronunciation, I want to show them the movement of my mouth.” (Repetition)
Instructor 26: “If there is a sign of signification or enough content for my
learners, I wouldn’t go into detailed feedback. I believe that they are familiar
with this word so they can easily catch the answer because | ask this to the
whole class.” (Clarification Request)

Instructor 25: “ [ repeat the sentence until the student corrects it. Student can

understand the question and the mistake.” (Elicitation)
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Instructor 27: “Giving them a hint may help them discover the correct version
because that is how my teachers corrected me in this word.” (Hinting)

For pragmatic failures situations, instructors did not give any reason elicitation and
clarification request. Explicit correction was preferred by 2 instructors for giving quick
feedback while it was preferred by 4 instructors for avoiding rudeness. Recast was chosen
by 2 instructors for being gentle. Metalinguistic feedback was expressed by 4 instructors for
avoiding rudeness and 3 instructors for helping students’ self-discovery. Repetition was
preferred by instructor 26 when a sense of humor is wanted to create and instructor 29 for
leading to self-discovery. Hinting was preferred by instructor 14 for providing gentle
feedback and instructor 30 for self-discovery.

Instructor 3: “These are very informal and rude mistakes and | believe that
they must be corrected explicitly. ” (Explicit Correction)

Instructor 28: “Most of the time I use recast because it is more polite and I don'’t
want to harm their self-confidence.” (Recast)

Instructor 27: “I’m really careful about being formal with my superiors so
they should learn it. By using this feedback, I want to remind the formality of
their utterances. ” (Metalinguistic Feedback)

Instructor 26: “This is probably used by me because I want to give humorous
feedback and it might be more effective. ” (Repetition)

Instructor 30: “7 guess again here, giving the options may make them discover
the mistake they did.” (Hinting)

4.3. Research Question 3: What are the EFL Students’ Perceptions and Preferences for
OCF?

4.3.1. The preferences of students for the OCF techniques

In order to find students’ preferences for the OCF techniques, they participated in a
questionnaire. Their answers were investigated through descriptive analysis. The results are
depicted in Table 4.18. below.
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Table 4.18. Students’ Preferences for OCF Techniques

Grammar Vocabulary Pronunciation Prag_matlc
Failure
% % % o

Yo
Explicit Correction 24,0 25,1 25,6 37,2
Recast 26,7 25,8 27,9 20,9
Metalinguistic 14,4 15,5 11,6 10,8
Feedback
Repetition 5,0 4,6 7,0 5,7
Clarification Request 4,7 3,6 4,3 3,1
Elicitation 3,1 5,3 3,6 3,0
Hinting 22,0 20,1 19,8 19,3

There are three situations in each part of the questionnaire (Grammar, Vocabulary,
Pronunciation and Pragmatic Failure) and there are totally 12 situations through which OCF
preferences of students are investigated. 247 students participated in the questionnaire.

The findings for grammar situations showed that recast is the most preferred OCF
technique with 26.7%. Explicit correction follows recast with 24%. Hinting is the third
preferred OCF technique with 22%. The percentage of metalinguistic feedback 14.4%. The
percentages of repetition and clarification request are close to each other (respectively 5%
and 4.7%). The least preferred OCF technique is elicitation with 3.1%.

For vocabulary situations, recast is the most preferred OCF technique with 25.8%.
Explicit correction follows recast with 25.1%. Hinting is the third preferred OCF technique
with 20.1%. Metalinguistic feedback follows hinting with 15.5%. The least preferred OCF
techniques are elicitation, repetition, and clarification request (respectively, 5.3%, 4.6%, and
3.6%).

For pronunciation situations, recast is the most preferred OCF technique with 27.9%.
Explicit correction follows recast with 25.6%. Hinting is the third preferred OCF technique
with 19.8%. Metalinguistic feedback follows hinting 11.6%. The least preferred OCF
techniques are repetition, clarification request and clarification request with respectively 7%,
4.3%, and 3.6%.

For pragmatic failure situations, explicit correction is the most preferred OCF
technique with 28.9%. Recast follows it with 20.9%. Hinting is a little bit lower than recast
with 19.3%. Metalinguistic feedback is the fourth preferred OCF technique with 10.8%.
Repetition (5.7%), clarification request (3.1%), and elicitation (3%) are the least preferred
OCF techniques.
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Overall, it is seen that recast and explicit correction are the most preferred OCF
techniques for grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation. For pragmatic failures, explicit
correction is the most preferred OCF technique. Recast and hinting follow explicit correction
with the percentages of 20.9% and 19.3% for pragmatic failures. However, the least

preferred OCF technique among all error types is elicitation.

4.3.2. The perceptions of students for the OCF techniques

In order to find the perceptions of students for the OCF techniques, the second part of

the questionnaire was analyzed. The findings were given in Table 4.19. below:

Table 4.19. Students’ Perceptions on OCF

Totall Agree to Totally
A reey Agree Some Disagree  Disagree
g % Extent % %
%o %
0
Correction of Grammar 18,2 10,7 4,2 0,3
Correction of Vocabulary 17,9 9,7 5 0,5 0,1
Correction of 17,1 8,9 6,1 0,7 0,5
Pronunciation
Correction of Pragmatic 15.9 9 6.7 15 01

Failure

As seen in Table 4.19., students want to be corrected by their instructors for all types

of errors.

4.4. Research Question 4: To what extent do the EFL Instructors’ and Students’

Perceptions on and Preferences for OCF match?

4.4.1. The preferences of the EFL instructors and students for OCF techniques

In order to find the answer to what extent instructors’ and student’s preference match,
chi-square analysis was conducted. In this respect, to what extent instructor’s and students’
preference of OCF techniques in grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation errors, and pragmatic
failure situations are given in Table 4.20., 4.21., 4.22., and 4.23. below.
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Table 4.20. Instructors’ and Students’ Preferences for OCF Types in Grammar Situations

EC RC MF RP CR ECT HNT TOTAL x? p

T % 2.2 511 4.4 4.4 3.3 18.9 15.6
100% 83.36 .01

St. % 24 26.7 14.4 5 4.7 3.1 22

Chi-square results showed that there is a significant difference between preferences of
both instructors and students. When Table 4.27. is reviewed, it is seen that the most preferred
OCF techniques of students are recast (26.7%) and explicit correction (24%) while the most
preferred OCF technique of teachers is recast (51.1%). Although they have some similarities,

there is a significant difference at least one of the groups of pairs X?=83.36, p <.01.

Table 4.21. Instructors’ and Students’ Preferences for OCF Types in Vocabulary Situations

EC RC MF RP CR ECT HNT TOTAL x? p

T. % 11 53.3 111 6.7 3.3 12.2 12.2
100% 5254 01

St. % 251 258 15.5 4.6 3.6 53 20.1

Chi-square analysis revealed that there is a significant difference between preferences
of both instructors and students. Table 4.28. shows that the most preferred OCF techniques
of students are recast (25.8 %) and explicit correction (25.1%) while the most preferred OCF
technique of teachers is recast (53.3%). Although they have some similarities, there is a
significant difference at least one of the groups of pairs X?=52.54, p < .01.

Table 4.22. Instructors’ and Students’ Preferences for OCF Types in Pronunciation
Situations

EC RC MF RP CR ECT HNT TOTAL X2 p

T % 44 60 4.4 7.8 4.4 6.7 12.2
100% 49.88 .01

St. % 256 279 116 7.0 4.3 3.6 19.8

Chi-square analysis revealed that there is a significant difference between preferences
of both instructors and students. Table 4.29. shows that the most preferred OCF techniques
of students are recast (27.9 %) and explicit correction (25.6%) while the most preferred OCF
technique of teachers is recast (60%). Although they have some similarities, there is a

significant difference at least one of the groups of pairs X?=49.88, p <.01.
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Table 4.23. Instructors’ and Students’ Preferences for OCF Types in Pragmatic Failure
Situations

EC RC MF RP CR ECT HNT TOTAL x? p
T. % 289 222 211 7.8 0 44 15.6
100% 13.32 .04
St. % 372 209 10.8 5.7 3.1 3.0 19.3

Chi-square analysis indicated that there is a difference between preferences of both
instructors and students. Table 4.30. shows that the most preferred OCF techniques of both
instructors and students are explicit correction (respectively 28.9%, 37.2%) and recast
(respectively 22.2 %, 20.9%). Although the results of the chi-square test emphasized the
difference at least one of the groups of pairs X2 = 13.32, p < .04, the similarities are more
significant than the differences. Thus, it can be said that there is no significant difference
between the preferences of instructors and students in terms of the correction of pragmatic

failures.

As a conclusion, it could be observed that results of chi-square revealed that there is a
significant difference between preferences of instructors and students in terms of the
correction of grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation errors. However, the percentage of
each OCF technique of students’ and teachers’ preferences for pragmatic failures showed
that the similarities between the preferences of instructors and students can be more

significant than the differences although the p-value of chi-square analysis is 0.04.

4.4.2. The perceptions of the EFL instructors and students on OCF techniques

To investigate the relationship between the EFL instructors’ and students’ perceptions
for OCF techniques, the second interview question of instructors and part B from students’
questionnaire were compared. Table 4.24. shows the analysis of the second interview
question, and Table 4.25., indicates the students’ perception in terms of grammar,

vocabulary, pronunciation errors, and pragmatic failures.
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Table 4.24. Perceptions of Instructors on OCF

Correct Don’t Correct
(f) (f)
Grammar 13 2
Vocabulary 13 2
Pronunciation 14 1
Pragmatic Failure 14 1

As seen in Table 4.24., instructors’ answers to the second interview question revealed
that almost all the instructors would like to correct students’ errors in grammar, vocabulary,

pronunciation errors, and pragmatic failure situations.

Table 4.25. Perception of Students on OCF

Totally Agree to . Totally
Agree Agree Some Extent Disagree Disagree
% %
% % %
Correction of Grammar 54.7 32 12.6 0.8
Correction of Vocabulary 53.8 29.1 15 1.6 A4
Correction of Pronunciation 51.4 26.7 18.2 2 1.6
Correction of Pragmatic 478 271 20.2 45 4

Failure

Frequency analysis of student’s answers from the questionnaire were analyzed. Based
on the results given in Table 4.25., more than half of the students would like to receive OCF
in their grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation errors, and pragmatic failure. As a conclusion,

a great majority of both instructors and students’ perception of OCF shows similarities.

4.5. Discussion

4.5.1. Discussion on the findings of research question 1

To investigate how EFL instructors conceptualize OCF and error correction in general,
several questions were posed in the semi-structured interview (See Appendix 2), . The
findings revealed that nearly all participants define OCF as correcting errors orally
emphasizing the importance of providing the accurate version of the students’ mistakes
during the corrective feedback. This definition is in line with Ellis’ (2009) definition where
he stated that OCF is a response to students’ errors by an instructor. Similarly, Gass and
Selinker (2008) defined OCF as “the learner-oriented provision of information about the
success (or, more likely, lack of success) of their utterances that gives additional
opportunities to focus on production or comprehension” (pp. 329-330). According to the
study of Sener (2019), practical knowledge of instructors revealed that they provided OCF
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to the learners when learners committed an error. Likewise, Coban and Karagul (2021) found

out that instructors defined OCF as correction orally.

In the present study, some instructors suggested that OCF should be provided in a
gentle way as well. Edge (1989) also stated that teachers should learn “not to rush into
correction before we know what someone wants to mean, and to think politeness as well as
correctness” (p.4). This non-threatening way decreases students’ anxiety level and does not
interrupt the students’ communicative process. Besides providing OCF in a gentle way,
instructors in the current thesis study stated that they use OCF mostly for speaking,
pronunciation in speaking, grammar in speaking, and vocabulary in speaking. Degirmenci
Uysal and Aydin (2017) that EFL teachers provide OCF to their learners to improve their
accuracy during speaking, grammar, and vocabulary development. Plus, EFL teachers
support the idea that CF may improve habit formation in terms of self-correction, and

learners’ accuracy and fluency.

When the time of using OCF for the spoken error was asked to the instructors, they
expressed that delayed feedback (N=4), and immediate feedback (N=4) were preferred.
Likewise, Li et al. (2017) stated that immediate feedback was not better than delayed
feedback for oral elicitation test. Nevertheless, the study of et al. (2018) highlighted that
the teachers who had not taken the SLA course claimed that teachers should not provide CF

in an immediate way when the error was committed.

In the current study, the occurrence of global error/local error (N=3), and systematic
error (N=4) were given as a time point to correct the spoken errors. Burt (1975) stated that
while global errors hinder communication that affects the sentence organization, local errors
do not influence all elements in a sentence, and they do not affect communication in a
significant way. Hedge (2000) also supported the idea that listeners may misunderstand
because of global errors whereas local errors do not cause any misunderstanding. Hedge
(2000) indicated the importance of “systematic errors” as well. He defined it as “consistent
errors in learner’s language output which indicate that they are constructing and operating a
system for understanding and producing language” (p.418). According to him, systematic
errors also show “the evidence of a learner’s current stage of interlanguage and which are to

do with incomplete or faulty knowledge of English (...)” (p.300).

Lastly, it is found in this study that accuracy is an important decision point to provide
OCF. Ellis (2009) also stated that CF is seen as vital importance in language teaching for

73



behaviorist and cognitive theories of second language learning. In structural and
communicative approaches, feedback increases learners' motivation and maintains linguistic
accuracy in language teaching. Similarly, Bartram and Walton (2002) proposed a question
which is really useful to comprehend whether to let an error go or not: “Are we concentrating
on accuracy at the moment?” (p.34). According to Scrivener (2005) and Bohlke (2014), CF
is essential in accuracy, yet teachers should not prefer CF in fluency, or they can wait until
the activity is finished by learners. On the other hand, Hedge (2000) emphasized that while
using OCF techniques, teachers should not attach importance to accuracy and fluency a lot.
She emphasized that a lot of handbooks for teachers highlighted that learners’ attempts in
fluency activities should not be interrupted. In addition, the instructors’ beliefs of CF during
communicative activities were conducted by Basturkmen et al. (2014), the results
emphasized that EFL instructors in the study believe that feedback should not be provided

in fluency work. However, they generally preferred it in their actual practices.

When the instructors were asked whether they correct all errors or not, almost all
instructors who participated in the thesis study indicated that they do not prefer correcting
all spoken errors. One of the instructors believes that committing errors is a natural process
of learning. This idea is similar to the concept of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
and the Silent Way. In CLT, errors are also seen as a natural part of the learning process
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Likewise, the Silent Way advocates that errors are seen as
indicators of students’ learning and they should not be corrected (Gattegno, 1972). Likewise,
Shaffer (2005) does not suggest the correction of all student errors and emphasizes that
correction should be done in some situations that can be decided in terms of accuracy-
oriented or fluency-oriented activity. Another instructor, in this study, thinks that correcting
all errors can interrupt the flow of speech. Similarly, Truscott (1999) stated that error
correction interferes with the interaction process in the classroom. Some instructors
expressed that correction of all errors is unnecessary and students might lose their
motivation. In the same vein, Krashen (1982) stated CF as a severe mistake since it makes
learners defensive, and CF only increases the learned knowledge. Besides, it does not have
any role in acquired knowledge. Lastly, other instructors, in the current study, stated that
overcorrection can be harmful because it can affect students’ performance and discourage
them from discovering their errors. This idea parallels the perspective of the Directed
method. This method proposes that self-correction is more beneficial than teacher correction
because it facilitates the learning process (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Likewise, Bartram and

Walton (2002) stated that correcting all errors can cause some problems like teacher
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dominant classes, lack of space (the creativity of students is decreased, since accuracy is
more important than fluency or imagination), lack of independent thought (students have a
tendency to repeat sentences and are unable to create new and unique language), caution
(students have a tendency to take a long time to create sentences and are preoccupied with
ensuring that the final product is correct), hesitant students, internal struggle on the part of
the teacher. Although instructors, in the present study, do not prefer correcting all errors,
they are always willing to use OCF for pronunciation errors, global errors, and common
errors. The reason for this situation is that these errors interfering with the meaning of a

sentence break down the communication and hinder the flow between interlocutors.

The tendency of the instructors to correct the spoken errors was asked in terms of
grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and pragmatic failure. For the grammar errors, two
instructors said that they do not prefer correcting them because they can be committed even
by the native speakers. Also, another instructor in the present study explained that if it is
related to the content of the lesson, correcting the grammar errors can be unnecessary. This
idea supports the concept of Suggestopedia approach. This approach advocates that the
errors in language learning should be tolerated because the emphasis is on the content rather
than the structure (Nosrati et. al., 2013). Similarly, Sener’s study (2019) showed that one of
the instructors also did not correct the grammar error because she explained that “when |
correct, the student can understand and fix the error instantly, but the same student does the
same grammatical error in the next sentence”. Besides, Truscott (1999) in his study
advocated the unnecessary use of oral grammar correction because OCF causes a lot of
problems for teachers. On the other hand, the rest of the instructors, in the current study,
prefer correcting the grammar errors. Two instructors believe that the grammar errors that
are taught in previous lessons should be corrected. Goksu (2014) found that three types of
CF (recast, explicit correction and metalinguistic feedback) through focus-on-form
instruction were effective for young learners’ grammar acquisition. Explicit correction was
useful in both short- and long-term learning process for provided grammar forms: Simple
Past Tense and Superlative. Other instructors, in this study, expressed those global errors
that interrupt the conversation and the errors (N=4) that hinder the accuracy (N=5). About
the time of providing OCF, three instructors prefer delayed feedback while three instructors

prefer immediate feedback.

Considering the vocabulary errors, two instructors do not prefer correcting them

because they believe correcting vocabulary errors can be beneficial only in texts rather than
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speaking. Other instructors expressed their preferences for using OCF when the vocabulary
errors affect the accuracy of the sentence. Bohlke (2014) indicated that the flow of speech
should not be interrupted in vocabulary errors. Also, it is stated that these errors should be
corrected if they are global or systematic errors. About the time of providing OCF, two
instructors, in the present study, prefer delayed feedback while two instructors prefer
immediate feedback and they highlighted four ways to correct these errors that are orally,

hinting, giving clues, and showing correct and incorrect forms of the errors.

For the pronunciation errors, all instructors except instructor 4 expressed that OCF
should be provided for pronunciation errors in some situations. One instructor stated that
systematic errors are a big problem for the learning, and they can be corrected. Some
instructors (N=6) believed that the pronunciation errors should be corrected if the
pronunciation errors deteriorate the accuracy of the sentence. This is in accordance with
Harmer (1983). When students are doing communicative activities, the teacher should not
comment on anything even if not telling students that they are committing errors, persisting
in accuracy and repetition of the incorrect utterance etc. According to him, correction of any
errors should not be preferred in accuracy work. In the current study, others indicated that it
is needed to correct if the global errors are occurred in the speech. Hendrickson (in Hall,
2011) suggested that instructors do not need to correct local errors because providing CF
may interrupt the flow of communicative activities while global errors need to be taken into
consideration because the intended message may be tangled. About the time of providing
OCEF, three instructors prefer delayed feedback while one instructor prefers immediate
feedback.

In terms of pragmatic failures, all instructors except instructor 21 stated that pragmatic
failures can be corrected in some situations. Two instructors said that systematic pragmatic
errors should be corrected. Similarly, two instructors expressed that correcting pragmatic
failures can be beneficial because students need to learn how to use some words or sentences
in the correct context. Other instructors (N=10) indicated that inappropriate pragmatic
usages should be corrected because these errors can cause misunderstanding in the social
life. About the time of providing OCF, five instructors prefer delayed feedback while four
instructors prefer immediate feedback.

When their students’ expectations to get OCF were asked to the instructors, they
expressed different reasons for students' expectations. Five instructors stated that students

do not expect any OCF from their teacher. One instructor showed the lack of awareness of
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the errors as a reason for no expectation of students. Similar to the findings in this thesis
study, Truscott (1999) indicated that students underestimate the error correction. In this
study, another instructor expressed the low level of student proficiency as another reason.
Other two instructors said that shyness is one of the reasons that affect the expectation of
students. In spite of these ideas for no OCF expectation of students, some instructors (N=9)
introduced reasons for the OCF expectations of students. One instructor stated that high
levels of student proficiency increase the expectation of students to get OCF from their
teachers. The higher proficiency level means the more OCF expectation. This finding
supports the result of the study of Sepehrnia et al. (2020) in which EFL instructors provided
more OCF to students with higher level proficiency while those with low level proficiency
were provided less OCF by their instructors. Other instructors pointed out that some students
feel the necessity of being corrected and this feeling leads them to get OCF from their
teachers. Katayama (2002) found a similar result that students prefer taking the OCF from

their teachers.

When the attitudes of students towards OCF of instructors were asked, they answered
in three ways. Most instructors (N=12) highlighted the positive attitude of students by
expressing their willingness to get OCF. In the study of Kelahsarayi (2014), all students
agreed on the necessity of OCF and showed a positive attitude although they expressed
different ideas about it. However, some instructors (N=5), in the present study, pointed out
the negative attitude of students and also, they expressed that some students may be
aggressive and insist on their sentences. Students claimed that they have not made any errors.
Similarly, Katayama (2007) found that nearly half of the EFL Japanese students did not have
a positive attitude towards OCF. Likewise, Lasagabaster and Sierra (2005) indicated
undergraduate students in Spain preferred to get OCF just for global errors that inhibit
communication. Some instructors (N=4) indicated that student attitude can be related to
teacher attitude. If students perceive their teacher OCF as a criticism, they are not eager to
be provided OCF.

All instructors expressed that OCF has a positive role in language learning. Because
they can learn the correct form of the errors. Besides, they highlighted that teacher attitude
is one of the reasons for this positivity. Also, one instructor perceives the immediate
feedback as another factor that increases the positive role of OCF. Van Patten (as cited in

Ellis, 2009) expressed that OCF has a positive contribution to language acquisition.
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Especially OCF in the form of negotiation of meaning can help students discover their errors,

open a way to form-meaning connection, and at the end lead to acquisition.

Instructors expressed the problems that they expressed while providing OCF. One
instructor pointed out the ambiguity of providing OCF. He said that he sometimes asks
himself whether | should correct it or skip it. Truscott (1999) stated that teachers have some
conflicting opinions about their error correction. Some instructors said that providing OCF
to students with low level proficiency is challenging because it is hard to understand whether
they understand the feedback or not. Some instructors complain about students' lack of
interest because they do not care about the given feedback. Shyness was expressed as another
problem for instructors because they do not bother these students by providing immediate
feedback. Lastly, choosing the correct type of OCF was given as a challenge to provide.

When the criteria of providing OCF was asked to instructors, they expressed different
criteria. One instructor did not have any criteria. Another instructor perceives the sub-skills
of speaking as criteria. One expressed that the proficiency level can be a criterion to give
OCF. Some instructors highlighted timing as a good criterion to take into consideration.
Most instructors indicated that global error and systematic error are the most important error
types, and they should be seen as criteria. Encouragement is another criterion to provide
OCF because it is a good way to increase student motivation. Personality trait is the last
criterion that instructors mentioned. They pointed out that the correct OCF can be provided

according to the personality types, such as shyness of students.

The effects of the individual differences on providing OCF were asked in terms of
gender, personality traits, learning style, and motivation to get more details. Whether gender
affects the OCF of instructors was asked and their answers were “affect” and “not affect”.
Instructors who supported the effects of gender indicated that each gender has different
characteristics, and these affect the way of providing OCF. For example, an instructor
pointed out that the emotional features of female students are more than male students and
they may be affected more because of my preferred OCF technique. In accordance with, the
study of Zarei (2011) showed that there are significant differences between female students
and male students in terms of their preferences in 6 items. Female students tend to get more
OCF than male students. The reasons might be related to female students’ scrupulousness,
willingness toward perfectionism or their dependency on instructor’s help. The differences
were also emphasized in Geckin's study (2020). In his study, the level of female students’
anxiety is higher than male students and the female students prefer delayed feedback, and
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they are eager to get repetition as an OCF technique. However, the male students preferred
elicitation as an OCF technique. Ha et al. (2021) indicated that female students are more
eager to be provided OCF than male students. On the other hand, other instructors advocated
that they need to be equal in providing OCF to each gender.

Whether personality traits affect the OCF of instructors was asked and their answers
were “affect” and “not affect”. Although some instructors believed that personality traits do
not have any impact on the OCF of instructors, most instructors advocated the effect of
personality traits. Shyness has a big impact on the OCF of instructors because they decide
the OCF type according to students’ personality traits. Kelahsarayi (2014) found that
extroverted students have more positive attitudes toward errors than introverted students. He
explained that extroverted students are more sociable, and they are not afraid of being
laughed at by others while introverted students abstain from getting OCF in order not to be
seen as a fool in the eyes of others. Similarly, Brown (2007) and Weiten (2017) stated that
students who have a strong self-esteem are always ready to get OCF and do not fear to make
an error. On the other hand, students who have a weak self-esteem can experience some
psychological struggle when producing an error and do not want to receive OCF. Also, the
instructors, in the current study, expressed that they could communicate with their students

if they know their students very well and it affects their corrections.

Whether learning style affects the OCF of instructors was asked and their answers were
“affect” and “not affect”. Most instructors believed that learning style affects the OCF of
instructors. For example, some students want to see the words on the board and take OCF
according to it. Thus, the preferences of students are related to their learning style and the
instructors decide their OCF way in terms of these aspects. Tasdemir et al. (2018) stated
that learning style has no impact on the preferences. On the other hand, Samie (2021)
highlighted the learning style as “the elephant in the room” (p.32). In other words, learning
style is neglected a lot by the EFL instructors.

Whether motivation affects the OCF of instructors was asked and their answers were
“affect” and “not affect”. Nearly all instructors believed that low motivation affects the OCF
of instructors negatively. Also, providing overcorrection decreases students’ motivation
while correction in a gentle way increases the motivation of students. This idea is similar to
the result of Truscott (1999). He stated that error correction causes unwished emotions in
students. Similarly, Pavic (2020) indicated that OCF can affect the motivation of EFL
learners in communicative activities. In his study, the results highlighted that the relationship
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between being corrected, and motivation is negative because students only preferred teacher
guidance as a way to find the correct version of their utterance. Lastly, Ha et al. (2021)
explained that learners who have extrinsic motivation have a tendency to get feedback from

the instructors whereas learners who have intrinsic motivation have less desire.

4.5.2. Discussion on the findings of research question 2

The tendency of instructors toward the correction of students’ spoken errors is asked
in terms of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and pragmatism. For grammar errors, a few
instructors do not prefer correcting grammar errors if these errors are related to the subject
of the lesson, and it can be committed by native speakers. However, others have the tendency
to correct grammar errors if these are previously taught and they are global errors that
interrupt the meaning of the conversation. In terms of vocabulary, some instructors do not
prefer correcting vocabulary errors because they think correcting vocabulary errors is
preferable for text-based activities. On the other hand, the rest prefer correcting vocabulary
errors if these errors are systematic errors, global errors and errors that affect the accuracy
of the sentence. Similarly, almost all instructors stated that pronunciation errors should be
corrected if these errors are systematic errors, global errors, and errors that affect the
accuracy of the sentence. For the pragmatic failures, nearly all instructors stated that OCF
can be used for these errors if they have pragmatic failures that negatively impact students’
daily life knowledge, inappropriate pragmatic usages that cause misunderstanding in

students’ social life, and systematic errors.

When the correction ways were asked to instructors, their answers were categorized
under five categories: ‘the type of feedback’, ‘timing’, ‘the manner’, ‘the way of correction’,
and ‘the error type’. For the type of feedback, instructors expressed that explicit correction
(N=2), recast (N=3), elicitation (N=1), clarification request (N=1), and repetition (N=1) can
be used to correct students’ spoken errors. For timing, immediate feedback (N=4) and
delayed feedback (N=5) can be preferred. For the manner, correcting in a gentle way is a
good way to correct students’ spoken errors. For the way of correction, whole class feedback
(N=2) and individual feedback (N=1) can be used for OCF. For the error type, global error

was expressed as a way for error correction.

The preferences of instructors’ use of OCF techniques in the classroom were asked in
the interview, the types of OCF were reminded by the researcher and their answers were

categorized under seven categories that are explicit correction (N=4), recast (N=14),
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elicitation (N=11), metalinguistic feedback (N=9), clarification request (N=8), repetition
(N=11), and hinting (N=12). Although the answers of the instructors were seen as
preferences, they were regarded as perceptions in this study because they did not express
their preferences based on situations, so these preferences are the instructors’ assumptions
for OCF use in their classrooms, not their actual preferences. Instructors mentioned that
recast is a good and natural way to show students’ errors. Also, it was stated that elicitation
is beneficial for grammar errors. Additionally, it is indicated that metalinguistic feedback is
a good way to explain the error and it can be used to correct the errors of students with high
level proficiency. In addition, it is pointed out that repetition can be used for pronunciation
errors, and it should be given according to students’ proficiency level. Lastly, it is
emphasized that hinting is a good and natural way to offer options to students who can realize
the correct version more easily. Also, hinting should be used according to students’

proficiency level, and it can be used for whole class feedback.

When the most efficient OCF type was asked to instructors, their answers were
categorized under seven categories that are explicit correction (N=3), recast (N=5),
elicitation (N=6), metalinguistic feedback (N=6), clarification request (N=3), repetition
(N=7), and lastly hinting (N=11). It is expressed that elicitation can be used for students with
higher proficiency level while metalinguistic feedback can be used for students with lower
proficiency level. This explanation is in accordance with Coban and Karagul’s study (2019).
One of the participants in her study mentioned that elicitation could be more efficient at
higher levels since the learners have necessary knowledge of the target language. loannou
and Tsagari (2022) found that metalinguistic feedback is more beneficial for students with
low proficiency level. In addition, it is highlighted in the present thesis study that repetition
helps students discover the spoken error by themselves. Besides, it is stated that there is no
best OCF way to correct students’ errors. Similarly, Lyster and Ranta (2013) and Hedge
(2000) both emphasized that teachers should utilize a variety of OCF techniques rather than
focusing on one specific technique. The way of correction should be decided according to
the learners. Also, it is indicated that recast and hinting are time efficient OCF ways that can
be used in the limited classroom time. Loewen and Philip (2006) stated the efficiency of
recast as time saving. Lastly, it is pointed out that the correct OCF way should be decided

according to the error type.

Findings from the questionnaire of the instructors show that recast is the most preferred

OCF technique for grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation situations with respectively
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51.1%, 53.3%, and 60%. In that vein, Oliver and Mackey (2003) found that recast is the
most frequently used OCF technique by teachers. Also, Choi and Li (2012) and Lee (2013)
stated that the most preferred OCF technique is recast which causes high uptake rates. The
study of Fakazli (2018) indicated that recast is the most commonly employed OCF
technique. After recast in the present thesis study, the most preferred OCF techniques are
hinting (15.6%) and elicitation (18.9%) for grammar; hinting (12.2%), elicitation (12.2%)
and metalinguistic feedback (11.1%) for vocabulary; hinting (12.2%) and repetition (7.8%)
for pronunciation. Explicit correction is the least preferred OCF technique for grammar, and
vocabulary situations with respectively 2.2%, and 1.1%. Tran and Ngueyen (2020) also
stated that explicit correction is the least chosen OCF technique while providing feedback.
While explicit correction, metalinguistic feedback, and clarification request are the least
preferred OCF technique for pronunciation with 4.4% in the current study, explicit
correction and hinting are the most preferred OCF techniques with 28.9% for pragmatic
failures. Shirkhani and Tajettin (2017) found that teachers used explicit correction for
pragmatic failures, and they stated that they should provide feedback to pragmatic failures.
In the present study, recast and metalinguistic feedback follow them with respectively
22.2%, and 21.1%. Clarification request is the least preferred OCF technique for pragmatic
failure with 4.4%. The seventh interview question indicated that instructors use recast for
the reasons of being gentle, self-discovery, focusing on fluency, and quickness. The reasons
for using hinting are the correction of complicated grammar errors, self-discovery, being
gentle, and quickness. For elicitation, the reasons are correcting basic grammar errors, and
self-discovery. The reasons provided for clarification request are self-discovery and
correction of basic errors. For repetition, instructors emphasized the reasons as: correcting
serious errors, self-discovery, correction with gestures, and sense of humor. For
metalinguistic feedback, the correction of complicated grammar errors, self-discovery,
effectiveness, and avoiding rudeness are the reasons. Lastly, instructors use explicit

correction for the reasons of quickness, and avoiding rudeness.

As a result, it is seen that there are some similarities and differences between
perceptions and preferences of instructors for OCF techniques. As similarities, recast is the
most chosen OCF technique while explicit correction is the least chosen OCF technique
according to the perceptions and preferences of instructors. Also, hinting is attached
importance by the instructors both in the perceptions and preferences of instructors.
However, when the instructors’ use of OCF techniques in the classroom were asked in the

interview, they stated that they rarely prefer using explicit correction, but it is concluded
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from the questionnaire analysis that they use explicit correction mostly for pragmatic
failures. Similarly, in the study of Can (2021), while the perceptions of instructors for OCF
techniques were recast and metalinguistic feedback, the preferences of instructors for OCF
were recast and elicitation. Thus, she found that there can be a partial match between the
preferences and the perceptions of instructors. Likewise, Koroglu (2021) found the same
result that there is a difference between the perception and the practice of pre-service
teachers. Also, Kartchava et al. (2018) found differences between teachers’ classroom
practices and their beliefs.

4.5.3. Discussion on the findings of research question 3

The findings of the third research question showed the students’ perceptions on and
preferences for OCF techniques. It is found that recast is the most preferred OCF technique
for grammar situations while elicitation is the least chosen OCF technique. Similarly, Can
(2021) stated that recast was regarded as a beneficial OCF technique according to the
students for grammar errors. For vocabulary situations in the present study, recast is chosen
as the most preferred OCF technique whereas the least OCF techniques are found as
elicitation, repetition, and clarification request. For pronunciation situations, the most
preferred OCF technique is recast and explicit correction. Similarly, recast and explicit
correction were the most preferred OCF techniques by the students in the study of Nguyen
and Luu (2021). Repetition, clarification request, and elicitation are the least chosen OCF
techniques for pronunciation situations. For pragmatic failures, explicit correction is the
most applied OCF technique whereas repetition, clarification request, and elicitation are the
least preferred ones. To sum up, recast and explicit correction are the dominant OCF
techniques for grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation situations. Alamri and Fawzi (2016)
also found that recast and explicit correction were the preferred OCF techniques by most of

the students.

In addition to preference of students, students perceive OCF techniques that correction
by their instructors is preferred for grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation situations, and
pragmatic failures. In that vein, Alamri and Fawzi (2016) emphasized in their study that
students have positive attitudes to be provided feedback. In addition, Gamlo (2019) stated
that students are in favor of getting feedback on their grammar errors.
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4.5.4. Discussion on the findings of research question 4

The findings of the fourth research question revealed what extent the preferences and
perceptions of instructors and students match. Chi-square analysis showed that there is a
significant difference between preferences of instructors and students in terms of the
correction of grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation errors. Similarly, Lee (2016) found
that teachers preferred using implicit technique (recast) to correct pronunciation errors while
students wanted to be corrected by means of explicit correction for their pronunciation
errors. However, the percentage of each OCF technique of students’ and teachers’
preferences for pragmatic failures in the current study showed that the similarities between
the preferences of instructors and students can be more significant than the differences
although the p-value of chi-square analysis is 0.04. Likewise, Hassan and Yalcin Arslan
(2018) found that there is a significant difference between the preferences of both instructors
and students for OCF techniques. Nguyen and Luu (2021) also showed a great amount of
evidence for the differences between the preferences of teachers and students for OCF in
pronunciation. Lastly, Saeb (2017) found that students contrary to EFL instructors are eager

to be corrected with explicit correction.

For both instructors’ and students’ perceptions on OCF techniques, the answers of
most instructors and students are similar and they are both willing to provide and get OCF
techniques. In spite of these findings, Roothoft and Breeze (2016) found different results
that showed students' perception to be corrected much more than their instructors’ provision.
Similarly, Saeb (2017) also stated that there are significant differences between the

perceptions of instructors and students about the amount of providing and getting OCF.
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CHAPTER 5

5. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, as a first step, the summary of the thesis study is presented with its
methodology. Then, the findings, implications, and suggestions for the further studies are

presented.

5.1. Summary of the Study

The present thesis study investigates the EFL preparatory school students’ and
instructors’ preferences for and perceptions on OCF types on the basis of different types of
language errors. The study also uncovers how EFL instructors conceptualize the concept of
OCF because it is believed that their applications in error treatment and specifically the use
of OCF types will be shaped by their conceptualization significantly. Initially, the
preferences of 30 instructors for OCF techniques working at a private preparatory school
were collected through the OCFPQ. Then, semi-structured interviews were conducted with
15 of the EFL instructors who were also administered the OCFPQ to gather data for their
conceptualization of and perceptions on error treatment and OCF. As a second step, the
OCFPQ was conducted to collect the data from 247 preparatory school students about their
perceptions on and preferences for OCF. The qualitative data of the study were analyzed
using the content analysis framework suggested by Creswell (2014, p. 197), while the
quantitative data coming from the questionnaires were analyzed with the help of IBMM
SPSS Statistics Program.

5.2. The Findings of the Study

The first research question investigated the EFL instructors’ conceptualization of OCF.
The results showed that EFL instructors conceptualize OCF as a process in which errors
require correction orally, and this definition is in parallel with the relevant literature (Coban
and Karagul, 2021; Ellis, 2009; Gass and Selinker, 2008; Sener, 2019). Taking into the
affective domain into consideration, some of the instructors emphasized that OCF should be
given in a gentle way. This can be supported with the principles of humanistic language
teaching methods and approaches such as Suggestopedia (Richards & Rodgers, 2014)

Besides, the findings revealed that they conceptualize OCF as a practice to provide
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correction for grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation errors in learners’ oral language
productions. It can be cautiously concluded that they tend to avoid providing OCF for
pragmatic errors. About the timing of the OCF, it was seen that both delayed and immediate
feedback were preferred equally by the EFL instructors. In addition, the results related to
their conceptualization of OCF uncovered that when it is an issue of accuracy in language
production, they tend to perceive global, local, and systematic errors as the ones that should
receive correction. Nearly all instructors stated that not all spoken errors should be corrected
because they believe that committing errors is the natural process of learning, and the act of
correcting all spoken errors run the risk of interrupting the flow of the speech. Moreover,
they indicated that overcorrection can be harmful and unnecessary due to its detrimental
effects on students’ performance and motivation since students may be discouraged from
participating and engaging more. Although correcting all errors was not preferred,
instructors were found to have a tendency to use OCF for pronunciation, global, and common
errors. This is because errors can affect the meaning of a sentence by interrupting the
conversation between interlocutors. Instructors were asked whether they correct grammar,
vocabulary, pronunciation errors, and pragmatic failure. Some instructors expressed that
grammar errors may not be corrected since native speakers can also commit errors and it can
be unnecessary if the error is related to the content of the lesson. However, most instructors
prefer correcting grammar errors if they are global errors, the errors that hinder accuracy,
and related to the subject that was learned previously. For vocabulary errors, some
instructors do not prefer correcting them because it can be helpful just in texts. However,
most use OCF to correct vocabulary and pronunciation errors if they are global, systematic
errors, and the errors that affect accuracy of the sentence. Lastly, nearly all instructors correct
pragmatic failures if they are systematic and the failures that cause some misunderstandings
in the students’ real life. Instructors explained different reasons for students’ expectations to
get OCF. They pointed out that students do not expect OCF from their teachers because low
level of student proficiency, shyness, and lack of awareness of the errors are the main reasons
for the situation. On the other hand, higher proficiency level and the need for being corrected
increase students’ expectations to get OCF from their instructors. The attitudes of students
toward being corrected by instructors are positive, negative, and based on teacher attitude.
Positive attitudes of students result from the willingness of students to get OCF. However,
negative attitudes of students stem from the insistency of students as well as teacher attitude
is an important factor that determines students’ attitudes for getting OCF. It is found that

OCF has a positive role in language learning. Instructors expressed that students can learn
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the correct form of the errors by means of OCF. Besides, teacher attitude and immediate
feedback have a significant impact on the positive role of OCF. On the other hand, instructors
stated that they sometimes have difficulties while providing feedback. The ambiguity of
providing it, low level student proficiency, the lack of student interest and shyness are the
reasons of having problems. When the criteria of providing OCF was asked to instructors,
they indicated that proficiency level, timing, error types (global, local and systematic), the
sub-skills of speaking, student motivation, and lastly student personality traits are the criteria
to offer feedback to students. Specifically, the effects of gender, personality traits, learning
style, and motivation on providing OCF were investigated, and most instructors emphasized
that gender does not any effect on instructors OCF provision while few believe that each
gender has different characteristics, and it has a great impact. For personality traits, a few
instructors expressed that personality traits do not have any influence on OCF of instructors
while most instructors attached importance to the effects of personality traits since they can
impact student attitude for OCF. For learning style, most instructors advocated that it affects
the provision of instructors” OCF as the preferences of students to get OCF can be related to
their learning style. For motivation, almost all instructors highlighted that low motivation
influences the provision of feedback. In addition, correction in a gentle way boosts student

motivation while overcorrection lowers it.

The second research question aimed to investigate the perceptions and preferences of
the EFL instructors. First of all, the perceptions of the EFL instructors were asked.
Instructors shared correction ways and these ways are categorized under five categories that
are the type of feedback (explicit correction, recast, elicitation, clarification request, and
repetition), timing of OCF (delayed and immediate feedback), the manner (provision of OCF
in a gentle way), the way of correction (whole-class and individual feedback), and lastly the
error type (global, local, and systematic error). Specifically, OCF techniques were
introduced to the instructors, and they were asked which OCF techniques they use in their
real practices. Respectively, recast, hinting, elicitation and repetition were superior to other
techniques for the instructors. On the other hand, when the most efficient OCF technique
was asked to the instructors, hinting is the most effective way of correcting students’
incorrect utterance while explicit correction, clarification request, and recast are the least
effective OCF techniques for them. This finding showed a contradiction in the perceptions
of instructors because recast which was chosen the least most effective OCF technique was
the most preferred feedback technique for the instructors. The preferences of instructors were

gathered through a questionnaire which consists of 12 situations in terms of grammar,
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vocabulary, pronunciation, and pragmatic failure situations. Findings from the questionnaire
showed that recast is the most preferred OCF technique for grammar, vocabulary, and
pronunciation errors while explicit correction is the least preferred OCF technique for
grammar and vocabulary errors. For pronunciation errors, explicit correction, metalinguistic
feedback and clarification request are the least preferred OCF techniques. For pragmatic
failures, explicit correction and hinting are the most preferred OCF techniques equally while
clarification request is the least chosen OCF technique. The reasons of instructors’
preferences for OCF techniques were explored in the interviews. They advocated that
quickness and avoiding rudeness are the reasons for explicit correction. Recast is used for
the reason of being gentle, self-discovery, focusing on fluency, and a quick way of provision.
The reasons for metalinguistic feedback are the correction of complicated grammar errors,
self-discovery, effectiveness and avoiding rudeness. For repetition, correcting serious errors,
self-discovery, correction with gestures, and sense of humor are the reasons. The reasons
given for clarification request are self-discovery and correction of basic errors. The reasons
for elicitation are correcting basic grammar errors and self-discovery. Lastly, hinting is
preferred for the correction of complicated grammar errors, self-discovery, being gentle, and
a quick way of provision. The findings of perceptions and preferences of instructors revealed
that there are similarities and differences. For similarities, recast is the most chosen OCF
technique while explicit correction is the least one according to the perceptions and
preferences of instructors. Although explicit correction is the most preferred OCF technique
in the questionnaire for pragmatic failures, instructors emphasized that they rarely apply
explicit correction as an OCF technique in the interviews. The discrepancy between
instructors’ perception on and preferences for OCF was also found in different studies in the

related literature (Can, 2022; Kartchava et al., 2018; Koroglu, 2021).

The third research question investigated the perceptions and preferences of the EFL
learners by conducting a questionnaire. The perceptions were gathered from the Part B of
the questionnaire and the results indicated that they prefer to be corrected by their instructors
for grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation errors, and pragmatic failures. The same
questionnaire with the teachers was applied to the learners to understand their preferences
for OCF techniques. It is found that recast and explicit correction are the most preferred OCF
techniques for grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation errors while clarification request and
elicitation are the least preferred OCF techniques for those errors. For pragmatic failures,

explicit correction is the most preferred OCF technique and elicitation is the least one. These
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findings show similarities with the studies in the literature (Alamri and Fawzi, 2016; Can,
2021; Gamlo, 2019; Nguyen and Luu, 2021).

The fourth research question was asked to investigate what extent the EFL learners’
and teachers’ perceptions and preferences for OCF techniques match. The results revealed
that nearly all instructors and learners have an agreement with the provision of OCF
techniques for grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation error and pragmatic failure. This finding
is contrary to the studies by Roothoft and Breeze (2016) and Saeb (2017) in which a
statistically difference was found between the perceptions of instructors and students. When
the preferences of both groups for OCF techniques were compared in the current study, it is
understood that there is a significant difference between them for grammar, vocabulary, and
pronunciation error. On the other hand, their preferences for pragmatic failures were
compared and the results showed that similarities can be more significant than the
differences although p-value of chi-square analysis is 0.04 because explicit correction and
recast are the most preferred OCF techniques from both group while elicitation is the least
preferred one. A significant difference between preferences of instructors and students was
also found in the studies of Hassan and Yalcin Arslan (2018), Nguyen and Luu (2021), and
Saeb (2017).

5.3. Pedagogical Implications

The results of this study are believed to contribute to a deeper understanding of the
OCF through the lenses of EFL instructors and students as well as to more effective and
personalized and localized applications of OCF according to the educational culture and
needs of the learners. Accordingly, following pedagogical implications can be drawn from

the findings of this particular study: Teachers, teacher educators, and students.

5.3.1. Implications for teachers

The present study found that there is a significant difference between instructors’
preferences for and perceptions on OCF. Although it is perceived as a negative situation, the
discrepancy between instructors’ perceptions and practices is an indicator of instructors’
professional development process and can be seen as an advantage for personal development
rather than a disadvantage (Kamiya, 2016). Thus, teachers need to gain awareness of their
own practices and learn more about the theory of OCF with a reflective practice. To decrease

the discrepancy between their perceptions on and preferences for OCF, teachers can choose
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the following ways. Attending workshops and seminars is the first thing that teachers need
to do to maintain their professional development in this field. Secondly, there can be some
meeting where teachers share, reflect, and discuss their OCF beliefs and practices with their
colleagues and teacher trainers. In this way, teachers can evaluate their OCF practices by
comparing with their beliefs and take some beneficial feedback to develop themselves.
Thirdly, teachers can continue their professional development on their own by following the
guidelines of Ellis (2009) who proposed for corrective learner errors. This guideline consists

of some principles that can be beneficial for teachers’ professional development for OCF:

1. Teachers should learn the attitudes of their students towards CF and show the
importance of CF to them. Teachers need to express the purpose of using CF according
to the context.

2. Teachers should not be afraid of using CF to correct their students’ errors because

CF is beneficial for both accuracy and fluency errors.

3. Focused CF is more helpful than unfocused CF, so teachers highlight the linguistic
objective for correction in different lessons. This will be effective for both accuracy

and fluency errors.

4. It is vital that students need to know that they are being corrected. In other words,
correction should not be a secret for students although correction may not be clear in
the situation of OCF.

5. Teachers should use a variety of OCF techniques to correct their students’ errors.
Firstly, correction can start with implicit way of correction (e.g., highlighting that there
is an error). If the student cannot do the self-correction, teachers can continue with

more explicit way of correction.

6. OCF can be both delayed and immediate. Teachers will learn the timing by

experiencing it.

7. Teachers need to give some time to students after correction. In this way, students

can uptake the correction.

8. Teachers should be ready to diversify who, when, and how they correct students’
error according to their cognitive and affective needs. This means that individual
differences and the needs of students should be taken into consideration while giving
CF.
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9. Teacher should be ready to correct a specific error in several times to help students

attain self-regulation.

10. Teacher should pay attention to the amount of CF not to increase students’ anxiety

and use some strategies to turn debilitative anxiety into facilitative anxiety for students.

Ellis (2009) stated that these guidelines are proposed as mandatory but rather as a basis
for teacher development.

5.3.2. Implications for teacher educators

Teacher educators play a pivotal role in the process of decreasing the discrepancy of
teachers’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF. Yuksel et al. (2021) found that the
teachers who received high-quality teacher education have less discrepancy between their
OCF beliefs and practices and more appropriate CF literacy. Thus, pre-service teacher
education and in-service professional development programs are important to decrease this
discrepancy. They should be in continuous and mutual interaction to increase the knowledge
of feedback between two groups (Yuksel et al., 2021).

Ellis (2009) stated that teacher educators need to adopt three roles in the teacher
development. The first one is to promote and guide debate on CF by using the guidelines
above as a starting point. The second one is to help teachers realize how their beliefs about
CF reflect their practice and help them think this critically. The third one is to encourage
teachers to adopt specific strategies while providing CF. A way to adopt these roles is to use
activities which include actual examples of CF in the professional development programs
like in the example (Ellis, 2009, pp.15-16):
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Discuss the following corrective feedback episodes.

How effective are the CF strategies employed by the teacher?
To help you answer this question consider the following:
1. whether teacher and student appear to have shared goals in each episode
2. whether the students show awareness they are being corrected
3. whether the teacher is able to adapt the CF strategies she employs to the needs of the
students
4. whether the students uptake the correction and whether the teacher allows space for
this to happen
5. whether the students appear anxious or negatively disposed to the correction.
When you have answered these questions, state how you would have handled each error and
give the rationale for the strategy you have chosen.

(1) S: I have an ali[bi]
T: you have what?
- an ali[bi]
:an alib-? (.2.) An alib[ay]
- ali [bay]
: okay, listen, listen, alibi

—AnwW 4w

(2) S: We <don’t> catch, we can’t
T: we didn’t
S: didn’t
T: we didn’t catch it, we didn’t keep
it, we threw it back, Ah very good,
so you didn’t eat it?

(3) S: oh my God, it is too expensive, | pay only 10 dollars
T: 1 pay? //
S2: okay let’s go
T: I pay or I2LL pay? (.1.) / Twill pay // ’ll
S: 'l / 1l pay only 10 dollars.

This activity presents a set of corrective feedback situations to teachers and encourage
them to discuss these situations based on the guidelines given above. The purpose of this
activity is to help teachers think critically about the situations and share their perceptions
and preferences. Besides, this activity leads teachers to pretend as a researcher in their own
classrooms (Ellis, 2009).

Similarly, Li (2017) suggested that experiential activities are more beneficial when it
is combined with reflective activities such as groups discussions or retrospective reports of
teachers’ own beliefs at the beginning of the professional development program, and the
changes and no-changes in their beliefs during. “Teachers, therefore, are encouraged to

conduct action research where their beliefs or assumptions that deviate from what has been
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found in the research can be changed by solving problems that they come across in the
classroom” (pp. 155-156).

Additionally, professional development programs highlight that the discrepancy
between teachers’ beliefs and practices should not be seen as bad or good thing, especially
for novice teachers because it is a sign for professional development leading to positive
changes in beliefs (Kamiya, 2016). To see the effectives these programs, further studies may

investigate to what extent programs can impact teachers’ beliefs and their practices.

5.3.3. Implications for students

This present study found that there is a significant difference between instructors’ and
students’ OCF preferences in terms of grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation errors. The
reason for this could be that instructors miss taking students’ preferences into consideration
while choosing an OCF technique. However, Li (2017) stated that the effects of CF and
students’ noticing of CF can be predicted from their CF beliefs. Thus, teachers may benefit
from addressing to the needs of students by choosing the relevant and preferred CF
techniques. Moreover, activities in which students often use peer-correction can improve

their attitudes toward CF and engagement in group work (Sato, 2013).

Besides, understanding students’ preferences is of vital importance to boost their
motivation and autonomy in the 21st century as the Common European Framework (Council
of Europe, 2001) highlights autonomy as a concept that should be acquired by EFL learners
with the help of EFL instructors. Students need to take class-based training that shows their
active participation in assessment and feedback process (Carless & Winstone, 2020).
Therefore, teachers need to create an environment where students generate, monitor, regulate
the information about OCF, and attend to the quality of their academic work (Hawe & Dixon,
2016). Also, leading students to realize the purpose of feedback and playing active role in
generating, processing, and using feedback increase students’ autonomy and self-regulation

(Yang & Carless, 2013).

5.4. Limitations to the Study and Suggestion for Further Studies

Some suggestions can be provided for further studies according to the results and the
limitations of the study. First, the research data were collected from the preparatory school
students studying at a private university; therefore, the findings of the study may not be

generalizable. To increase the generalizability, different data sets can be collected from
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different groups of students with different grade, age, and proficiency level. Second, the
current study only focused on the EFL teachers’ and students’ perceptions on and
preferences for OCF. Further studies may adopt an experimental research design by
exploring the teachers’ actual class practices, and the students’ reactions toward the CF of
their teachers. Furthermore, the real practices of teachers and their perceptions can be
compared to see to what extent they overlap or differ. Lastly, there are not a great variety of
studies which focused on the EFL students’ perceptions on and preferences for OCF
techniques in multicultural ELT settings with a comparative view.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1: SEMI-INSTRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
FOR THE EFL INSTRUCTORS FIRST VERSION

1. What is your understanding of oral corrective feedback? Could you please describe it

in your own words?

2. When do you prefer to correct your students’ spoken errors?

2.1. Do you correct all language errors? Why? Why not?

3. Do you think your students expect to get feedback on their spoken errors? Why/Why

not?

3.1. What are their attitudes towards your oral corrective feedback?

4. What is the role of oral corrective feedback in language learning?

4.1. To what extent do you think corrective feedback is effective in learning?

4.2. Do you experience any problems and/or challenges while providing oral corrective

feedback for your students? How? and Why?

5. What criteria do you take into account while providing oral corrective feedback?

5.1. Do individual differences affect how you correct your students’ spoken errors?

How? Why? (e.g., gender, personality traits, learning style, motivation)

5.2. You had 12 spoken errors in the questionnaire consisting of 3 different parts:
Grammar, Vocabulary, and Pronunciation. Can you choose a spoken error in each part and
your answers as oral corrective feedback types? Explain the contribution to the learning
process and explain the reasons in terms of individual differences for your chosen

answers?

6. How do you correct your students’ oral errors in the classroom?

6.1. What type(s) of oral corrective feedback do you often use? (e.g., explicit error
correction, recast, elicitation, clarification request, repetition, metalinguistic feedback,

hinting, metalinguistic explanation)

6.2. Is there a specific type of oral corrective feedback that works more effectively?
What do you think? How? and Why?
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APPENDIX 2: SEMI-INSTRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

FOR EFL INSTRUCTORS LAST VERSION
INFORMED CONSENT FROM

This present study is conducted for a thesis work titled “A study on EFL instructors’ and
learners’ perceptions on and preferences for oral corrective feedback: Do they overlap?” by
Mustafa Emre Boliikbasi and his thesis advisor Assist. Prof. Sevgi Sahin. For this study, the
ethics committee approval from Baskent University has been received. This study aims to
investigate EFL instructors’ and students’ preferences and perceptions for oral corrective

feedback with a comparative perspective.

Participation in the study must be on a voluntary basis. No personal identification informed
Is required in the interview questions. Your verbal responses will be kept strictly confidential
and evaluated only by the researchers; the obtained data will be used for scientific purposes.
We expect you to read the consent from carefully and put a tick to the box to participate this
study. The interview does not contain any questions that may cause discomfort in the
participants. We would like to thank you in advance for your contribution to this study. For

further information about the study, contact information of the researchers is given below:

Assist. Prof. Sevgi Sahin Mustafa Emre Boliikbasi

I am told what the study is about, and I am participating in this study totally on my
own will and I am aware that | can quit participating at any time | want. | also know
that my verbal responses will be kept anonymous and used for only the study. | give

my consent for the use of the information I provide for scientific purposes.

L1 I agree to participate in this study.
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1. What is your understanding of oral corrective feedback? Could you please describe it

in your own words?

2. When do you prefer to correct your students’ spoken errors?

2.1. Do you correct all language errors? Why? Why not?
2.2. Which spoken errors do you tend to correct? When and why?
2.2.1. Grammar errors? When and why?
2.2.2. Vocabulary errors? When and why?
2.2.3. Pronunciation errors? When and why?
2.2.4. Pragmatic failures? (i.e., inappropriate language use in specific contexts)
When and why?

3. Do you think your students expect to get feedback on their spoken errors? Why/Why

not?

3.1. What are their attitudes towards your oral corrective feedback?

4. What is the role of oral corrective feedback in language learning?

4.1. To what extent do you think corrective feedback is effective in learning?

4.2. Do you experience any problems and/or challenges while providing oral corrective

feedback for your students? How? and Why?

5. What criteria do you take into account while providing oral corrective feedback?

5.1. Do individual differences affect how you correct your students’ spoken errors?

How? Why? (e.g., gender, personality traits, learning style, motivation)

6. How do you correct your students’ spoken errors in the classroom?

6.1. What type(s) of oral corrective feedback do you often use? (e.g., explicit error
correction, recast, elicitation, clarification request, repetition, metalinguistic feedback,

hinting) Here is the list of oral corrective feedback with brief definitions and examples.

6.2. Is there a specific type of oral corrective feedback that works more effectively?
What do you think? How? and Why?

7. Can you look at the spoken errors provided and your preferences for oral corrective
techniques for each item one by one and explain why and how you decided to correct the

errors in that way?
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APPENDIX 3: ORAL CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK TEACHER
QUESTIONNAIRE (OCFTQ) FIRST VERSION

NO| Spoken Errors (Grammar) Error If yes, circle
Treatment Which OCF technique would you use?
Would you
correct this
error?
a) Yes a) No, you should say ‘studies
1 | T: Where does he study? b) ‘So, he studies at...Which
S: He study at Ostim Technical b) No department?’
University. c) ‘Do we say he study?’
d) ‘He STUDY (with a rising
intonation)’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat
that again?’

f) ‘He...” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous  part and  pause
deliberately)

g) ‘study or studies’

h) Third person singular. Add -s

a) Yes (a) No, you should say ‘took’
2 | T: What did you do just (b) ‘So, you took a photo. How was it? ’
a second ago? b) No (c) ‘Do we say taked in past simple
S: | taked a photo. tense?’

(d) ‘I TAKED (with a rising intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat
that again?’

(f) ‘I ...” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

(g) ‘taked or took’

(h) “Irregular past verb. Say took’

a) Yes (a) No, you should say ‘am’
3 | T: What are you doing (b) “So, you are listening to music. What
now? S: I listening to b) No kind of music?’
music. (¢) ‘With Present Continuous Tense,

what do we use as an auxiliary
verb after 1?7’

(d) ‘T LISTENING (with a
rising intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat
that again?’

(f) “I...." (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

(9) ‘I listening or I am listening’

(h) ‘Present Continuous Tense, say [ am
listening’
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T: What do they do?
S: Many fuel types are making by
them.

a) Yes

b) No

() No, you should say ‘made’

(b) ‘So, many fuel types are made...’

(c) “With Passive Voice, what do we use
after the auxiliary verb? ’

(d) ‘are MADE (with a rising intonation)

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat
that again?’

(F) ‘Many fuels are ....” (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

(9) ‘are making or are made’

(h) ‘Passive Voice. Say are made’

NO

Spoken Errors (Vocabulary)

Error
Treatment
Would you
correct this
error?

If yes, circle
Which OCF technique would you use?

T: How was your holiday?
S: I went to Paris and I liked it.
It was funny.

a) Yes

b) No

(a) You should say ‘fun’

(b) ‘Oh, you went to Paris and it was fun.
Great!’

(c) ‘funny is a thing that make you
laugh, what do we call the feeling of
enjoying yourself’?’

(d) ‘It was FUNNY (with a rising
intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘It was what?’

(f) ‘It was ...?" (repeat the sentence
until the erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

(9) ‘“funny or fun’

T: What is she doing at the
moment?
S: She is working out for her exam.

a) Yes

b) No

(a) You should say ‘studying’

(b) “So, she is studying for the exam.
Which exam is it?’

(c) ‘working out is the word using for
the exercise that improve the
strength your body, which verb do
we use for the act of learning?’

(d) ‘She is WORKING OUT (with a
rising intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat
that again?’

‘She is...” (repeat the sentence until the

erroneous part and pause deliberately)

(f) ‘working out or studying’

T: How can we save the
environment in the

future?

S: We need to use electricity cars.

a) Yes

b) No

() You should say ‘electric’

(b) ‘Oh, we need to use electric cars.
Why?’

(c) “electricity is a noun. What is the
adjective which means producing
electricity?’

(d) ‘use ELECTRICITY (with a rising
intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘What cars?’

(f) “We need to use ...” (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

(9) “electricity or electric’
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T: What are disadvantages

of campus life?

S: Students don’t have nothing to
do in campus.

a) Yes

b) No

(a) You should say ‘anything’

(b) ‘So, they don’t have anything to do
there. Are they bored?’

(c) ‘In negative sentences which word do
we use instead of ‘nothing’?’

(d) ‘Students don’t have NOTHING
(with a rising intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that
again?’

(f) ‘Students don’t have ...?” (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

(9) ‘nothing or anything’

NO

Spoken Errors (Pronunciation)

Error
Treatment
Would you
correct this
error?

If yes, circle
Which OCF technique would you use?

T: Where should they meet?
S: They should meet at a café /k
Afil. (kafi)

a) Yes

b) No

(@) You should say café /kee'fer/ (kafey)

(b) ‘So, they should meet in a cafe /kae'fer/
(kafey). Which café?’

(c) ‘How do we pronounce the
place we drink something?’

(d) “CAFE/ "k afi/ (witharising
intonation)’

(e) “Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat
that again?’

(f) “She opened a ....?" (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

(g) Café (kafi) or café (kafey)

10

T: What is the city’s climate
like?

S: The city has a warm climate.
/Kla’meit/ (kilimeyt)

a) Yes

b) No

(8 You should say ‘/'klaimat/> (kilaymat)

(b) ‘Really, it has a warm climate
['klaimat/’ (kilaymat). Do you like it? ’

(c) ‘Do we put the stress on the second
syllable?’

(d) ‘CLIMATE /klo’mert /> (with a rising
intonation)

(e) “Sorry?” or ‘Can you repeat that
again?’

(f) “has a warm ....?" (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

(9) “/klo’mert/(kilimeyt) or ‘/’klamot/
(kilaymut) ’
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11

T: How can we protect our
environment?

S: We should preserve natural
I'neet/ral/ sources. (negiral)

a) Yes

b) No

(@) You should say ‘natural /ngtjral/”
(negiril)

(b) ‘So we should preserve natural

'néetral/(negiril) sources.How?’

(c) ‘What is the adjective form of
nature?’

(d) ‘NATURAL /'netfral/” (with a rising
intonation)

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or “‘What sources?’

(f) “We should preserve....?” (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

(9) ‘natural netjral/ (negiral) or natural
I'neetfral/”” (negiril)

12

T: Which sauce do you prefer
for your chicken?

S: Tomato/ta' matou/(tomato)
sauce, please.

a) Yes

b) No

a) You should say ‘tomato /to'mertov/

(tomayto)’

b) ‘Oh, you prefer tomato/to’ mertov/

(tomayto) sauce. Good choice! ’

c) ‘How do we pronounce the letter ‘a’
in the word Tomato’

d) ““Tomato /to'mertou/” (with a rising

intonation)

e) “Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that
again?’

f) °...sauce.’ (repeat the sentence until

the erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

g) ‘Tomato/to'matou/(tomato) or tomato
/ta'mertou/ (tomayto) ’
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APPENDIX 4: ORAL CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK TEACHER
QUESTIONNAIRE (OCFTQ) SECOND VERSION

NO | Spoken Errors(Grammar) Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

a) No, you should say ‘studies’.
T: Where does he study? b) ‘So, he studies at Ostim Technical University. Which
S: He study at Ostim Technical department does he study?’
University. c) ‘Do we say he study?’
T: d) ‘He STUDY (with a rising intonation)’
e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’
f) ‘He...” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

g) ‘study or studies’

a) No, you should say ‘took’.
T: What did you do just a second b) “So, you took a photo. How was it?’
ago? ¢) ‘Do we say taked in past simple tense?’
S: | taked a photo. d) ‘I TAKED (with a rising intonation)’
T: e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’
f) ‘I...° (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)
g) ‘taked or took’

a) No, you should say ‘am’.

3 T: What are you doing now? b) ‘So, you are listening to music. What kind of music?’

S: | listening to music. ¢) ‘With Present Continuous Tense, what do we use as

T: an auxiliary verb after [?’

d) ‘I LISTENING (with a rising intonation)’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) “I....” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

g) ‘I listening or I am listening’
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T: What do they do?

S: Many fuel types are making by
them.

T:

No, you should say ‘made’.
b) ‘So, many fuel types are made by them. Do you know
any fuel type?’

c) ‘With Passive Voice, what do we use after the auxiliary
verb?’

d)
€)
f)

‘are MAKING (with a rising intonation)

‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

‘Many fuels are ....” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

‘are making or are made’

9)

NO

Spoken Errors (Vocabulary)

Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

T: How was your holiday?
S: I went to Paris and | liked it. It was

funny.

a) You should say ‘fun’.
b) ‘Oh, you went to Paris and it was fun. Great!’
‘Is funny a correct adjective to use in this sentence?’
‘It was FUNNY (with a rising intonation)’
‘Sorry?’ or ‘It was what?’
‘It was ...?” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous
part and pause deliberately)

‘funny or fun’

9)

T: What is she doing at the moment?
S: She is working out for her exam.
T:

a)
b)
c)
d)
€)
f)

You should say ‘studying’.

‘So, she is studying for the exam. Which exam is it?’
‘Which verb do we use for the act of learning?’

‘She is WORKING OUT (with a rising intonation)’
‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

‘She is...” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part
and pause deliberately)

‘working out or studying’

9)

T: How can we save the environment
in the future?

S: We need to use electricity cars.

T:

You should say ‘electric’
b)
c)

‘Oh, we need to use electric cars. Why?’
‘Electricity is a noun. Can we use it before the noun
“cars”?’

d) ‘need to use ELECTRICITY (with a rising intonation)’
‘Sorry?’ or “What cars?’

f) ‘Weneed to use ...” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

‘electricity or electric’

9)
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T: How does music influence your
mood?
S: It effects my psychology in a

positive way.

a) You should say ‘affect’

b) ‘So, it affects your psychology. In what way does it
affect?’

c) ‘Is effect a verb? Can you use it after the subject?’

d) ‘It EFFECTS your... (with a rising intonation)’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) “It...” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part and
pause deliberately)

g) ‘effects’ or ‘affects’

NO

Spoken Errors(Pronunciation)

Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

T: Where should they meet?

S: They should meet at a café /k fi/.

(kafi)
T:

a) You should say café /kae'fer/ (kafey)

b) ‘So, they should meet in a cafe /kae'fer/ (kafey). Which
café?’

¢) ‘How do we pronounce the place we drink
something at?’

d) ‘CAFE/'kafi/ (kafi) witharising intonation’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) ‘She opened a ....?" (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

g) Café (kafi) or café (kafey)

10

T: What is the city’s climate like?

S: The city has a warm climate.
/kla’meit/ (kilimeyt)

T:

a) You should say ‘/'klaimot/> (kilaymut)

b) ‘Really, it has a warm climate /"klaimot/’(kilaymit). Do

you like it?’

¢) ‘How do we pronounce the last word in your

sentence?’

d) ‘CLIMATE /klo’meit / (kilimeyt)’ (with a rising

intonation)

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) ‘has a warm ....?" (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

) ‘/klo’mert/(kilimeyt) or /'klamot/ (kilaymit)’
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11

T: How can we protect our
environment?

S: We should preserve natural
I'neetral/ sources. (negiral)

T:

a) You should say ‘natural /'nétfral/’ (negiril)

b) ‘So we should preserve natural

c) /'neétfral/(negiril) sources.How?’

d) ‘How do we pronounce the adjective in your sentence?’

e) ‘NATURAL /nertjral/(negiral)’ (with a rising intonation)

f) “Sorry?” or “What sources?’

g) ‘We should preserve....?” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

h) ‘natural ‘n&tjral/ (negiral) or natural /' n&etjral/” (negiril)

12

T: Which sauce do you prefer for
your chicken?

S: Tomato/ta"matov/(tomato)
sauce, please.

T:

(a) You should say ‘tomato /ta'meitov/ (tomeyto)’

(b) ‘Oh, you prefer tomato/to' meitov/ (tomeyto) sauce. Good
choice!”

(c) ‘How do we pronounce the letter ‘a’ in the word
Tomato’?

(d) ““Tomato /to ' mertou/” (With a rising intonation)

(e) “What sauce?’

(f) “...sauce.” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous
part and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘Tomato/ta'matov/(tomato) or tomato /to' mertow/

(tomeyto) ’
NO | Spoken Errors(Pragmatic Failures)| Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?
() You should say ‘Could you please explain where I can
13 T: How would you request find the assignments?’

information about your assignment
from your instructor?

S: Do you please explain where | can
find the assignments?

T:

(b) So, you say ‘Could you please explain where I can find
the assignments?’ Haven’t I replied?

(c) Do we say, ‘Do you?” while sending an email to your
teacher?

(d) ‘DO you...” (with a rising intonation)

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you please repeat that again?’

(f) “...you please explain where I can find the assignments’
(repeat the sentence until the erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

(9) ‘Do you’ or ‘Could you’

115




(a8) “You should say ‘Hello, Sir. How are you? I hope you are

14 T: Suppose you text your teacher. fine.’
How would you start your (b) So, you started with ‘Hello, Sir’ How would s/he answer?
message? (c) Do we say, ‘what’s up?” while texting your teacher?
S: ‘What’s up, Sir? I hope you are (d) “WHAT’S UP’ (with a rising intonation)
fine’ (e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’
T: (f) “... How are you? I hope you are fine’ (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and pause deliberately)
(9) “What’s up Sir’ or ‘Hello, Sir’.
(a) “You should say ‘I would like to have pizza, please.’
15 T: Suppose you are in a restaurant (b) ‘So, you would like to have pizza. What kind of pizza
and ordering your meal. How would you like to eat?’
would you order your meal? (c) Do we command people to order meals at restaurants?
S: ‘I’'m very hungry. Get me (d) ‘GET me pizza’ (with a rising intonation)
pizza, please.’ (e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’
T: (f) ‘I'm very hungry. ... pizza’ (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)
(9) ‘Get me the pizza’ or ‘I would like to have pizza’
() You should say ‘Do you want to join us? Because do not
16 T: Suppose you meet a new friend speak too friendly with people we just met.’

and want to ask him/her out. How
would you ask?
S: “There is a new restaurant

downtown. I’'m going there with my|

friends. Let’s hang out.’
T:

(b) ‘So, you ask him ‘Do you want to join us? If I were him,
I would definitely.’

(c) Do we say ‘let’s hang out’ to someone we just meet?

(d) ‘LET’S HANG OUT’ (with a rising intonation)

(e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat the last sentence?’

(f) ‘I’'m going to there with my friends. ...” (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘Let’s hang out’ or ‘Do you want to join us?’
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APPENDIX 5: THE DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS OF EFL
INSTRUCTORS LAST VERSION
1. Gender: Male [] Female []

2. Age:

3. The university you are currently working:

3.1. Institutional e-mail:

4. Type of teaching experience and years of experience for each (v or X and
write the year(s) next to the type you ticked):
Language Academy: [

Primary School: O

Secondary School: O

High School: O

University: O

5. Which university did you graduate from?
Bachelor of Arts (BA):

Master of Arts (MA):

Doctor of Philosophy (PhD):
6. Which department did you graduate from?
BA MA PhD

English Language Teaching O
English Language and Literature O
American Culture and Literature [

Translation and Interpretation O

O 0O 0o o0
O O o o o

Linguistics O
Others (Please specify):
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APPENDIX 6: CLASSIFICATION OF OCF FOR EFL INSTRUCTORS

OCF Technique

Definition

Example

Giving the correct form to

S: | hurted my foot.

student’s utterances by

eliminating errors.

1. Explicit
: learners and telling them T: No, not hurted — hurt.
Correction
what they said was
incorrect.
Teacher rephrases the S: You can count with me!
2. Recasts

T: You can count on me!

3. Metalinguistic
Feedback

Commenting or asking
questions about the form
of the student’s
utterances without
explicitly correcting it to
elicit the correct rule
from the student.

S: He like to eat.
T: Do we say ‘he like’

4. Repetition

Teacher repeats
back the incorrect
utterance with rising
intonation or
emphasis on the
error so that student
knows which part is

in need of repair.

S: | have three childrens.

T: | have three childrens

5. Clarification

Request

Teacher indicates to
the student that they
didn’t understand
what the student
said by asking for

clarification or

S: 1 go my job.
T: Sorry, what did you say?
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repetition.

6. Elicitation

Techniques used to get
students to produce the
correct form, either by
completing the teacher’s
own restatement, asking
the student questions
about how something
should be said, or asking
students to repeat
utterances in a

reformulated version.

S: My name are Ahmet.

T: My name .

7. Hinting
(Prompting)

Showing where an error is
and giving a clue how to
correct it, a teacher gives

some hits how to proceed.

S: I maked a decision

yesterday.

T: | maked or made.
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APPENDIX 7:

ORAL CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK TEACHER

QUESTIONNAIRE (OCFTQ) LAST VERSION

NO

Spoken Errors (Grammar)

Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

T: Where does he study?

S: He study at Ostim Technical
University.

T: ...

a) No, you should say ‘studies’.

b) “So, he studies at Ostim Technical University. Which

department does he study?’

h) ‘Do we say he study?’

i) ‘He STUDY (with a rising intonation)’

j) “Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

k) ‘He...” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part
and pause deliberately)

I) ‘study or studies’

T: What did you do just a second
ago?

S: | taked a photo.

T: ...

a) No, you should say ‘took’.

b) ‘So, you took a photo. How was it? ’

¢) ‘Do we say taked in past simple tense?’

d) ‘1 TAKED (with a rising intonation)’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) ‘I...° (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part
and pause deliberately)

g) ‘taked or took’

T: What do they do?

S: Many fuel types are making by
them.

T: ...

a) No, you should say ‘made’.

b) ‘So, many fuel types are made by them. Do you know
any fuel type?’

m) ‘With Passive Voice, what do we use after the
auxiliary verb? ’

n) ‘are MAKING (with a rising intonation)

0) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

p) ‘Many fuels are ....” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

q) ‘are making or are made’
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Spoken Errors (Vocabulary) Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

a) You should say ‘fun’.

T: How was your holiday? b) ‘Oh, you went to Paris, and it was fun. Great!’

S: | went to Paris, and | liked it. It c) ‘Is funny a correct adjective to use in this
was funny. sentence?’

T: ... d) ‘It was FUNNY (with a rising intonation)’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘It was what?’
f) ‘It was ...?” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

g) ‘funny or fun’

a) You should say ‘studying’.

T: What is she doing at the moment? | b) ‘So, she is studying for the exam. Which exam is it?’

S: She is working out for her exam. | ¢) ‘Which verb do we use for the act of learning?’

T: ... d) ‘She is WORKING OUT (with a rising
intonation)’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) ‘Sheis...” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous
part and pause deliberately)

g) ‘working out or studying’

a) You should say ‘electric’

T: How can we save the environment | b) ‘Oh, we need to use electric cars. Why?’

in the future? ¢) ‘Electricity is a noun. Can we use it before the
S: We need to use electricity cars. noun “cars”?’
T: ... d) ‘use ELECTRICITY (with a rising intonation)’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘What cars?’
f) “We need to use ...” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

g) ‘electricity or electric’
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NO

Spoken Errors (Pronunciation)

Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

T: Where should they meet?

S: They should meet at a café /k fi/.

(kafi)
T: ...

a) You should say café /kee'fer/ (kafey)

b) So, they should meet in a cafe /kae'fer/ (kafey).
Which café?’

c) ‘How do we pronounce the place we drink
something at?’

d) ‘CAFE/'kafi/ (kafi) witharising intonation’

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) ‘They should meet ata ....?" (repeat the sentence
until the erroneous part and pause deliberately)

g) Café (kafi) or café (kafey)

T: What is the city’s climate like?

S: The city has a warm climate.
/kla’meit/ (kilimeyt)

T: ...

a) You should say ‘/'klar.mat/” (kilaymit)

b) ‘Really, it has a warm climate /'klaimoat/’(kilaymiut).
Do you like it? ’

¢) ‘How do we pronounce the last word in your
sentence?’

d) ‘CLIMATE /klo’meit / (kilimeyt)’ (with a rising
intonation)

e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) ‘has a warm ....?" (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

g) ‘/klo’mert/(kilimeyt) or ‘/'klamot/ (kilaymut) °

T: How can we protect our
environment?

S: We should preserve natural
I'ngetfral/ sources. (negiral)

T: ...

a) You should say ‘natural /n&tfral/” (negiril)

b) ‘So we should preserve natural

C) ['néetfral/(negirl) sources.How?’

d) ‘How do we pronounce the adjective in your
sentence?’

e) ‘NATURAL /nertjral/(negiral)’ (with a rising
intonation)

f) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘What sources?’

g) “We should preserve....?” (repeat the sentence until
the erroneous part and pause deliberately)

h) ‘natural neetfral/ (negiral) or natural /'néetfral/’ (negiril)
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NO

Spoken Errors (Pragmatic
Failures)

Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

a) ‘You should say ‘Hello, Sir. How are you? I hope you

10 T: Suppose you text your teacher. are fine.’
How would you start your b) So, you started with ‘Hello, Sir’ How would s/he
message? answer?
S: “What’s up, Sir? I hope you are ¢) Do we say, ‘what’s up?” while texting your teacher?
fine’ d) “WHAT’S UP’ (with a rising intonation)
T: ... e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

f) ‘... How are you? I hope you are fine’ (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

g) ‘What’s up Sir’ or ‘Hello, Sir’.

a) ‘You should say ‘I would like to have pizza, please.’

11 T: Suppose you are in a restaurant b) “So, you would like to have pizza. What kind of pizza
and ordering your meal. How would you like to eat?’
would you order your meal? ¢) Do we command people to order meals at restaurants?
S: ‘I’'m very hungry. Get me d) ‘GET me pizza’ (with a rising intonation)
pizza, please.’ e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’
T: ... f) ‘I’'m very hungry. ... pizza’ (repeat the sentence until
the erroneous part and pause deliberately)
g) ‘Get me the pizza’ or ‘I would like to have pizza’
a) You should say ‘Do you want to join us? Because do
12 T: Suppose you meet a new friend not speak too friendly with people we just met.’

and want to ask him/her out. How
would you ask?

S: “There is a new restaurant
downtown. I’'m going there with my
friends. Let’s hang out.’

T: ...

b) “So, you ask him ‘Do you want to join us? If T were
him, I would definitely.’

¢) Do we say ‘let’s hang out’ to someone we just meet?

d) ‘LET’S HANG OUT’ (with a rising intonation)

e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat the last sentence?’

f) ‘I’'m going to there with my friends. ...” (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

g) ‘Let’s hang out’ or ‘Do you want to join us?’
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APPENDIX 8: THE DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS OF EFL
STUDENTS

Gender: Male [] Female[]
Age: Nationality:

Which university are you currently studying?:

How long have you been learning English?:

Class/Level currently studying:
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APPENDIX 9: PERCEPTIONS OF EFL STUDENTS LAST VERSION

“I would like my grammar mistakes to be corrected by the teacher.”

Totally agree  Agree  Agree to some extent Disagree Totally disagree

Totally agree  Agree  Agree to some extent  Disagree  Totally disagree

“I would like my pronunciation mistakes to be corrected by the teacher.”

Totally agree  Agree  Agree to some extent Disagree Totally disagree

Totally agree  Agree  Agree to some extent Disagree Totally disagree
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APPENDIX 10: ORAL CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK STUDENT
QUESTIONNAIRE (OCFSQ) LAST VERSION

PART C: How would you like your teacher to correct your spoken error when you make the
following spoken errors? Please circle the most appropriate way for you. Only ONE OPTION must
be chosen.

NO Spoken Errors (Grammar) Please circle,

Which OCF technique would you use?

(8) No, you should say ‘studies’.
T: Where does he study? (b) ‘So, he studies at Ostim Technical University. Which
S: He study at Ostim Technical department does he study?’
University. (c) ‘Do we say he study?’
T: ... (d) ‘He STUDY (with a rising intonation)’
(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’
(f)‘He...” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part
and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘study or studies’

(a) No, you should say ‘took’.

T: What did you do just a second ago? | (b) ‘So, you took a photo. How was it? ’

S: | taked a photo. (¢) ‘Do we say taked in past simple tense?’

T: ... (d) ‘I TAKED (with a rising intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

(F)T ...” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous part
and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘taked or took’

(a) No, you should say ‘made’.

T: What do they do? (b) ‘So, many fuel types are made by them. Do you know

S: Many fuel types are making by them. any fuel type?’

T: ... (c) “With Passive Voice, what do we use after the
auxiliary verb?’

(d) ‘are MAKING (with a rising intonation)

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

(f) ‘Many fuels are ....” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘are making or are made’
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NO

Spoken Errors (Vocabulary)

Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

T: How was your holiday?

S: I went to Paris, and | liked it. It was
funny.

T: ...

(@) You should say ‘fun’.

(b) ‘Oh, you went to Paris, and it was fun. Great!”

(c) ‘Is funny a correct adjective to use in this
sentence?’

(d) ‘It was FUNNY (with a rising intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘It was what?’

(f) ‘It was ...?" (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘funny or fun’

T: What is she doing at the moment?
S: She is working out for her exam.
T: ...

() You should say ‘studying’.

(b) “So, she is studying for the exam. Which exam is it?’

(c) “Which verb do we use for the act of learning?’

(d) ‘She is WORKING OUT (with a rising
intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

(f) ‘She is...” (repeat the sentence until the erroneous
part and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘working out or studying’

T: How can we save the environment in
the future?

S: We need to use electricity cars.

T: ...

() You should say ‘electric’

(b) ‘Oh, we need to use electric cars. Why?’

(c) ‘Electricity is a noun. Can we use it before the
noun “cars”?’

(d) ‘use ELECTRICITY (with a rising intonation)’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘What cars?’

(f) “We need to use ...” (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘electricity or electric’
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NO

Spoken Errors (Pronunciation)

Please circle,
Which OCF technique would you use?

T: Where should they meet?

S: They should meet at a café /k fi/.

(kafi)
T: ...

(@) You should say café /ke'fer/ (kafey)

(b) “So, they should meet in a cafe /kae'fer/ (kafey).
Which café?’

(c) ‘How do we pronounce the place we drink
something at?’

(d) “CAFE/ 'k afi/ (kafi) witharising intonation’

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

(f) “They should meet at a ....?" (repeat the sentence
until the erroneous part and pause deliberately)

(g) Café (kafi) or café (kafey)

T: What is the city’s climate like?

S: The city has a warm climate.
/kla’meit/ (kilimeyt)

T: ...

(8 You should say ‘/'klar.mat/* (kilaymut)

(b) ‘Really, it has a warm climate /'klaimat/’(kilaymut).
Do you like it?’

(c) ‘How do we pronounce the last word in your
sentence?’

(d) ‘CLIMATE /klo’mert / (kilimeyt)’ (with a rising
intonation)

(8) “Sorry?’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

() ‘has a warm ....?" (repeat the sentence until the
erroneous part and pause deliberately)

(9) “/klo’mert/(kilimeyt) or /'klamot/ (kilaymit) ’

T: How can we protect our
environment?

S: We should preserve natural
/'ngetjral/ sources. (negiral)

T: ...

(@) You should say ‘natural /néetjral/” (negiril)

(b) ‘So we should preserve natural

['néetfral/(negiril) sources.How?’

(c) ‘How do we pronounce the adjective in your
sentence?’

(d) ‘NATURAL /neitral/(neciral)’ (with a rising
intonation)

(e) ‘Sorry?’ or “What sources?’

(f) “We should preserve....?” (repeat the sentence until
the erroneous part and pause deliberately)

(9) ‘natural n&tral/ (negiral) or natural /'ngetfral/” (negiril)
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NO Spoken Errors Please circle,
(Pragmatic Failures) Which OCF technique would you use?
(@) “You should say ‘Hello, Sir. How are you? I hope you
10 T: Suppose you text your teacher. How are fine.’
would you start your message? (b) So, you started with ‘Hello, Sir” How would s/he
S: ‘What’s up, Sir? I hope you are fine’ answer?
T: ... (c) Do we say, ‘what’s up?’ while texting your teacher?

(d) “WHAT’S UP’ (with a rising intonation)

(e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’

(f) “... How are you? I hope you are fine’ (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

(9) ‘“What’s up Sir’ or ‘Hello, Sir’.

(a) “You should say ‘I would like to have pizza, please.’

11 T: Suppose you are in a restaurant and | (b) ‘So, you would like to have pizza. What kind of pizza
ordering your meal. How would you would you like to eat?’
order your meal? (c) Do we command people to order meals at restaurants?
S: ‘I’'m very hungry. Get me pizza, (d) ‘GET me pizza’ (with a rising intonation)
please.’ (e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat that again?’
T: ... (f) ‘I’'m very hungry. ... pizza’ (repeat the sentence until
the erroneous part and pause deliberately)
(9) ‘Get me the pizza’ or ‘I would like to have pizza’
(8) You should say ‘Do you want to join us? Because do
12 T: Suppose you meet a new friend and not speak too friendly with people we just met.’

want to ask him/her out. How would
you ask?

S: ‘There is a new restaurant downtown.
I’'m going there with my friends. Let’s
hang out.’

T: ...

(b) ‘So, you ask him ‘Do you want to join us? If I were
him, I would definitely.’

(c) Do we say ‘let’s hang out’ to someone we just meet?

(d) ‘LET’S HANG OUT’ (with a rising intonation)

(e) ‘Sorry’ or ‘Can you repeat the last sentence?’

(f) ‘I'm going there with my friends. ...” (repeat the
sentence until the erroneous part and pause
deliberately)

(9) ‘Let’s hang out’ or ‘Do you want to join us?’
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APPENDIX 11: E-MAILED VERSION OF SITUATIONS

Al-A2 B1-B2 C1-C2

GRAMMAR

VOCABULARY

PRONUNCIATION

PRAGMATIC FAILURES
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APPENDIX 12: ETHICS COMMITTEE APPROVAL

Evrak Tarih ve Sayist: 23.01.2021-5180

AN,
(;‘;)
1993
BASKENT UNIVERSITESI

Akademik Degerlendirme Koordinatorligii

3 202
Sayt :E-62310886-302.14.03-5180 23.012021

Konu : Tez Onerisi (Mustafa Emre Boliikbas1)
EGITIM BILIMLERT ENSTITUSU MUDURLUGUNE
llgi : 12.01.2021 tarih ve 2047 sayili yazinuz.

Enstitiiniiz Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek Lisans Programui o6grencisi Mustafa Emre
Béliikbasi'nin, Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Sevgi Sahin damsmanliginda viiriitmekte oldugu, "Karsilastirmali
Bakis Agisiyla Ingilizce Ogretiminde Ogretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin Sozlii Diizeltici Geri Bildirimlere
Yonelik Algilart ve Tercihleri" bashikli tez 6nerisi, degerlendirilmis ve bilgilerinize ekte sunulmustur.

Prof. Dr. M. Abdiilkadir VAROGLU
Kurul Baskani

Ek: Degerlendirme Formu

Bu belge, giivenl elektronk imza 1le imzalanmustir.
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Say: 1716%298.600-11 18 OCAK 2021
Konu : Tez Onerisi

Ilgili Makama

Universitemiz Egitim Bilimleri Enstittist ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek Lisans
Programi 6grencisi Mustafa Emre Boliikbasi'mn, Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Sevgi Sahin
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Bilgilerinize saygilarimizla sunariz.

Baskent Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler ve Sanat Arastirma Kurulu

Ad, Soyad Degerlendirme Imza

Prof. Dr. M. Abdiilkadir Varoglu | Olumlu/Olamsuz-

Prof. Dr. Kudret Giiven Olumlu/Olumsuz
Prof. Ali Sevgi Olumlu/Olumsuz
Prof. Dr. Isil Bulut Olumlu/Olumsuz
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Prof. Dr. Ozcan Yagci Olumlu/ Qhimsuz—

Prof. Dr. Sadegiil Akbaba Altun, Egitim Bilimleri Enstittisii Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli
Yiiksek Lisans Programi dgrencisi Mustafa Emre Bolitkbasi'mun, Dr. Ogretim Uyesi
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Prof. Dr. Ozcan Yagc:, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiksek
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Algilar: ve Tercihleri" baslikli tez Snerisinin beklentilere uy gun bir sekilde hazirlandig:
dustincelerini iletmislerdir.
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Prof. Dr. Murat Ali YULEK
Rektor

Bu belge, giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmustar.

133



