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ABSTRACT

Making errors is considered a normal occurrence in the process of language learning,
which teachers are expected to guide and support by providing suitable and beneficial
guidance and error correction. Although teacher training programmes prepare the teachers
for such situations, best practices and beliefs are only developed through time and classroom
experience. The aim of this MA thesis is to analyse the practices and beliefs of two
experienced EFL teachers in Estonia regarding oral corrective feedback.

The thesis consists of introduction, two main chapters, conclusion, a list of references
and two appendices. The first chapter provides an overview of the theoretical background
and some prior research done in the field, answering the questions of when, how and by
whom should oral corrective feedback be provided. The second chapter describes the
participants, data collection and analysis methodology of the study before presenting the
main findings and suggestions for further research. The analysis indicates that teachers
combine different corrective feedback strategies in their classroom practice with minor
differences in fluency and accuracy work, and their beliefs are quite consistent with the
observed practices.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

CA — conversation analysis
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INTRODUCTION

It is a well-known fact that being successful in language teaching requires a lot more
than speaking the language, and there are several aspects to language acquisition. Although
current technology with its language-learning applications and the wide range of possibilities
to travel and experience different cultures offer plenty of possibilities for independent
language learning, our society still values the work of a qualified teacher. Teacher training
programmes provide primary knowledge and skills for working in a classroom. However,
best practices and beliefs are developed only through time and classroom experience.

Feedback is an important part of teaching and learning a language that fosters learner
motivation and encourages linguistic accuracy (Ellis 2009). Positive feedback, such as praise
and conversational encouragement, indicates to the learner that their response to an activity
is correct and the teacher is listening with interest. However, learners are bound to make
mistakes and errors in the learning process as a natural part of language learning, and
nowadays most scholars believe that they should be corrected (Sheen 2011: 39). Commonly,
researchers distinguish between a mistake and an error (Edge and Harmer 2015: 155, Ellis
2009: 6). Mistakes in language learning generally occur because of the learner having trouble
processing new information and limitations in memory, yet they are able to correct it
themselves once it is pointed out to them. An error is a mistake that the learner cannot correct
themselves as they lack the necessary knowledge for doing so. As mistakes are often
considered a performance phenomenon (Sheen 2011), most teachers choose to focus on the
errors. Therefore, this thesis focuses on the correction of errors occurring in natural
classroom interaction.

If a learner has made an error in their speech or writing, teachers may turn to negative
or corrective feedback (CF) that implicitly or explicitly points to the incorrect part. Sheen

(2011: 2) defines corrective feedback as “feedback that provides learners with evidence that



something they have said or written is linguistically incorrect”. In this study, the author
chooses to focus on oral corrective feedback and its use in classroom. Researchers have
identified several feedback strategies used in classroom interaction that should be adapted
to different tasks and learners’ needs. Most commonly, research uses the categorization
provided by Lyster and Ranta (1997): explicit correction, recast, clarification request,
metalinguistic feedback, elicitation, and repetition. Choosing the most suitable and
beneficial feedback strategy for each individual learner’s needs could be quite challenging,
especially for a novice teacher, which is something that the author of this thesis has
experienced as well during her classroom practice. An opportunity to observe, analyse and
reflect on different strategies used for correcting the learners’ errors in an EFL classroom is
the main motivation for writing this thesis.

The current thesis aims to analyse the beliefs and practices of two teachers of English
as a foreign language (EFL) regarding oral corrective feedback. The analysis is based on
non-participant observations and semi-structured interviews with the participating teachers
and follows the transcription conventions set in conversation analysis (CA) approach
(Hutchby 2019) for transcribing the instances of CF identified in the observed lessons. As
prior research (Sheen 2011, Li 2013, Mendez and Cruz 2012) suggests that teachers may
have different views on using CF in tasks focused on fluency and accuracy, the author
collected data about both. In fluency tasks, the focus should generally be on the content and
comprehension of the learner’s speech whereas in accuracy tasks, the main emphasis is on
the correct form of the target language (Sheen 2011). The observed students were pre-
intermediate learners in Year 7 and Year 10. The thesis aims to answer the following
research questions:

- Which CF strategies do teachers use in classroom practice?

- Is there a difference in strategies used during fluency/accuracy activities?



- Are teachers’ own beliefs regarding CF consistent with their practices identified in
the observations?

The thesis is divided into two main chapters. The first chapter of the thesis gives an
overview of the theoretical background and some research done in the field, answering
questions of when, how and by whom should oral corrective feedback be provided. In
addition, the chapter explains the strategies categorized by Lyster and Ranta (1997) in closer
detail. Second chapter provides information on the participants, data collection and analysis
methodology of the study before presenting the main findings and suggestions for further

research and discussion.



1 CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK IN EFL CLASSROOMS

Nowadays it is expected that a teacher can effortlessly embrace many roles when
standing in front of a group of learners. As Chaudron (1988: 132), a renowned scholar of
linguistics and language acquisition has once said, the primary role of a language teacher
when teaching a language is to provide a fair balance of both error correction and positive
sanctions or approval. This is a given right to impose judgement on the behaviour of others,
a phenomenon that rarely occurs in other social interactions. However, with great power
comes great responsibility and the matter of error correction is considered one of the most
complicated and controversial in language learning. This is an issue that both novice and
experienced teachers often face — how, when and which kind of errors made by learners
should be corrected, and who should do the correcting?

The first chapter of the thesis provides an overview of literature and prior research
on the topic of corrective feedback. First, the author looks at the categorization of mistakes
in SLA theories and the attitudes towards them. Then follows a discussion on when, how
and by whom should oral corrective feedback be provided as well as the descriptions of
different corrective feedback strategies. Finally, this chapter gives insight into prior research

done in the field.

1.1 Categorization of Mistakes in Language Learning

According to Edge and Harmer (2015: 155), one of the common ways of categorizing
mistakes in language learning is as follows: slips, errors and attempts. A slip is a mistake
that learners are able to correct themselves once it has been pointed out to them. Other
scholars (Ellis 2009: 6) have referred to this simply as a “mistake”, where the learner is
having trouble processing new information due to competing information and limitations in

memory. The language structures are not yet natural or automatic for the learner, but they



have been largely acquired. Secondly, an error is a mistake that the learners cannot correct
themselves and it needs further explanation, usually from the teacher (Harmer 2015: 155).
Errors occur due to lack of knowledge, rather than performance issues (Ellis 2009). Finally,
an attempt is when a student tries to say something but does not yet know the correct way of
doing so (Harmer 2015: 155).

Second language acquisition (SLA) researchers have had different views regarding
errors and their correction throughout time. In the 1950s, the behaviourist views of language
learning regarded errors as damaging to process, therefore they needed to be eradicated
immediately (Sheen 2011: 9). A couple of decades later, the nativists believed language
acquisition to be mainly driven by positive input and error correction was deemed a less
important role. Nowadays most scholars agree that language learners are bound to make
mistakes and errors in their learning process, and it is a vital part of acquiring a new language
(Ellis 2009). In addition to accepting the natural occurrence of errors, most scholars believe
that oral errors should be corrected (Sheen 2011: 39). Moreover, studies show that students
themselves would prefer to be corrected in their speech (Sheen 2011, Schulz 1996), even if
some may occasionally find corrections embarrassing (Havranek 2002).

Teachers are generally most concerned about the category of error as researchers
mostly believe mistakes to be a “performance phenomena” (Sheen 2011: 41). Yet, it must
be kept in mind that errors and mistakes are in practice rarely as easy to distinguish as in
theory, being largely a matter of personal opinion (Ellis 2009: 6). Distinguishing between
an error and a mistake is not as clear because the learner’s intended meaning can often only
be guessed (Sheen 2011). Therefore, before a teacher can begin to choose the most suitable
correction strategy, they are faced with the challenge of deciding whether the erroneous
utterance is merely a slip of the tongue or a systematic gap in learner’s knowledge that could

benefit from correction.
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Harmer (2015: 156) points out two most common sources for error: first language
(L1) interference and developmental errors. L1 interference in EFL learning means that
English and the learner’s first language come into contact and the arising confusion provokes
errors. These can happen at the level of sounds, grammar or word usage. In addition to
second or foreign language learning, developmental errors also occur when learning the first
language and they typically refer to over-generalization of some language rule or element.
The learner has acquired a new language rule, often subconsciously, and starts to mix it with
their prior knowledge, sometimes making mistakes in aspects that they already seemed to
know. However, for second language (L2) learners it is a good sign, demonstrating a part of

the natural process of language acquisition.

1.2 Use of Corrective Feedback — when, how and by whom?

Feedback is considered to be a powerful force in language learning that should foster
learner motivation and ensure their linguistic accuracy in most SLA theories, both structural
and communicative approaches (Ellis 2009). Feedback is commonly divided in two: positive
and negative feedback. According to Ellis (2009: 3), positive feedback is considered
important for it provides encouragement and support to the learner, affirming that their
utterance or response to an activity is correct. However, it has not received much attention
in terms of research as it is often vague or indistinct (phrases such as Good or Yes) and is
frequently followed by corrections or modifications.

As errors are an inevitable and vital part of language learning, teachers must decide
on a method for dealing with them in the most beneficial way. The right kind of feedback
given at a suitable time is of utmost importance towards the learner’s success (Harmer 2015:

154). Classroom conversations between the teacher and students frequently follow the
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initiation-response-feedback (IRF) sequence, which is often followed by positive feedback
or evaluation by the teacher on what the student has said.

Although teachers often want to respond to the learner’s contribution with praise or
encouragement (positive feedback), research shows that phrases like Good and Very good
might shut down the possibility of further discussion, therefore teachers should be careful
when using them (Harmer 2015: 154). Moreover, Ellis (2009) states that too much of praise
without specifying what it is exactly that the learners have done right could minimalize its
effect on them. Therefore, in addition to positive feedback, teachers often practice negative
feedback and one aspect of it in general, which is corrective feedback.

In literature about SLA theories the term “corrective feedback (CF) covers a large
area of meaning, including “negative feedback, error correction and error treatment” (Sheen
2011: 1). Chaudron (cited from Sheen 2011: 1) provided one of the first definitions of CF as
“any reaction of the teacher which clearly transforms, disapprovingly refers to, or demands
improvement of the learner utterance”. In simpler terms, Ellis (2009: 3) defines CF as
“responses to learner utterances containing a linguistic error” and Sheen (2011: 2) as
“feedback that provides learners with evidence that something they have said or written is
linguistically incorrect”. In addition to feedback given by teachers in a classroom setting,
CF can also be seen in naturalistic settings, e.g. conversations between friends, where the
correction is provided by native or non-native speakers (Sheen 2011). CF may be both
written and oral; however, due to present aims of research this thesis focuses on the latter.

Most scholars in the field have researched and agreed on the benefits of corrective
feedback in language learning, yet they have frequently disagreed on the specifics. When to
correct errors, what errors to correct, how to correct them and who should do it — the teacher,
the learner or their peers. These are the questions that spark controversy and remain the topic

of discussion (Ellis 2009). Even the Common European Framework of References for
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Languages (CEFR) (2001: 155), which is used to evaluate and guide the learner’s language
acquisition process, provides teachers with a list of different attitudes to be taken regarding
errors but does not dictate the best approach.

The CEFR (2001: 155) points out four key elements to giving feedback in a
beneficial way. First, the recipient of the feedback needs to be in a position to notice the
feedback that is being given to them, meaning that they are “attentive, motivated and familiar
with the form in which the information is coming”. Second, the learner needs to be in a
suitable state to actually receive the feedback, meaning that they are not already
overwhelmed with various information. This is also referred to as the “window of
opportunity” (Sheen and Ellis 2011: 596). Third, a teacher must make sure that the learner
is able to interpret the feedback on the basis of their prior language knowledge and
awareness, and finally, integrate or make use of the feedback in order to avoid making the
same error in the future (CEFR 2001: 155).

When considering the question of when to correct the learners’ errors in case of oral
CF, researchers mainly divide the correction approaches in two categories: online and offline
correction (Harmer 2015, Li 2013). The same distinction is also discussed in literature as
immediate and delayed feedback (Ellis 2009, Sheen 2011). According to Harmer (2015),
online or immediate correction means on-the-spot correction of a language error. First, the
teacher often indicates that something is not quite right, giving the learner a chance to correct
themselves. This could be done by a facial expression and body language, rising intonation
or phrases such as Sorry? or Could you try that again? Then they could use a number of
correction techniques such as specifying or echoing the incorrect part, using metalanguage,
reformulation, or further explanation of the problematical topic.

Online or immediate correction is more often used in accuracy or form-focusing tasks

as it immediately draws attention to the erroneous forms and offers learners “a brief timeout
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from the ongoing interaction” (Li 2013: 197). If the aim is effective language acquisition
and activating the learner’s cognitive mechanisms required for noticing the gap between
their language and the target form, it is important to provide online correction in the “window
of opportunity” (Sheen and Ellis 2011: 596). However, the issue with online correction
might be that learners perceive it as natural part of student-teacher interaction in classroom
and do not notice the correction implied by the teacher (Harmer 2015). Moreover, it might
disturb the learners’ flow of thought and focus on fluency (Ellis 2009).

As for offline or delayed correction, Harmer (2015: 160) describes it as feedback that
takes place after the activity and is generally less personal, focusing on the overall
assessment of the activity and often points out mistakes made by several learners. Some
teachers believe that the best time to intervene in learner’s talk is as late as possible and that
learners should never be interrupted when speaking, i.e. fluency work (Sheen 2011). The
purpose of this is to not obstruct the communicative flow until the activity has been
completed. Offline correction is also a method most likely used during distance learning as
teachers often do not even have an option to give immediate CF and must give individual or
group feedback to learners and their submitted tasks after the activity.

For offline or delayed correction to be effective, the teacher should use a strategy
that allows them to give proper feedback after the activity has ended, e.g. take notes as it
might be easy to forget what exactly the student has said or record the activity and ask
learners to point out their own mistakes (Ellis 2009: 11). In the post-task stage, it might also
be easier to contextualise the form-focused mistakes (Li 2013). Before pointing out the
specific errors, Harmer (2015) suggests that the teacher could first give an overall assessment
of the activity and also ask for the learner’s opinion on what they considered the easiest and

most challenging aspects of the task. Some of the errors could be noted on board and
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analysed together, but this needs a sensitive approach as some learners might take it too
personally (Harmer 2015).

Although teachers often seem to favour offline correction in fluency work, studies
indicate that their beliefs are not always in accordance with their actual classroom practice,
and they might still give immediate feedback (Sheen 2011, Mendez and Cruz 2012). Besides
online and offline correction, there is a less discussed third option of “gentle correction”,
which means that the teacher reformulates the learner’s idea, correcting their error(s) and
helping them communicate their message while moving the conversation further (Harmer
2015). This is also a good way to indicate that the teacher has listened with great interest.
All things considered, there is no definite evidence that one correction (immediate or
delayed) is significantly more effective than the other.

In addition to the time of correction, another question is what exactly should be
corrected. This is also a topic that has not reached general consensus. One approach is that
teachers should mostly focus on errors that affect the whole sentence and its organisation,
e.g. word order, sentence connector and syntactic errors, not local errors that may only affect
single elements in a sentence (morphology or some grammatical functions). Ellis (2009: 5)
suggests that the focus of CF should be on all elements that seem to be problematic for the
learners. In order to make distinguishing those easier, the teacher should learn more about
their students’ needs and attitudes towards CF as well as agree on expected outcomes (Ellis
2009: 14).

Harmer (2015: 157) suggests that the main elements a teacher should focus on are
grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, register mistakes or any combination of these.
However, it is not advisable to focus on more than one or two types at once. Instead, a teacher
should emphasise the language point in focus during the current task or an error that largely

disrupts communication, making a distinction between accuracy and fluency work. Over-
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correction of language errors might have an opposite effect and discourage the learner’s
language learning motivation. However, responding to a learner’s language production is
very important, even if it is a simple framing or follow-up move (e.g. right, so, okay). If the
teacher provides no response at all, the learners might begin to doubt in their answers or
abilities (McCarthy 1991).

In order for corrective feedback to be effective, it has to be provided in the most
suitable way for the learner. Another assessment that a language teacher must make is
whether to provide the correction themselves, let it be self-corrected by the learner or to
encourage peer-correction. Sheen (2011) maintains that while the teacher is often assumed
to be responsible for providing corrective feedback, they should not be dominant in it.
Instead, learners should be given the means and encouragement to correct their own errors
as this provides them with an opportunity to pay closer attention to the gaps between their
target and interlanguage, which is “the version of the language which a learner has at any
one stage of development” (Harmer 2015: 156).

Although self-correction might be effective for some learners, there are also issues
to consider. First, studies show that many learners actually prefer the teacher to provide
correction, while self-correction is the least popular preference among them (Sheen 2011,
Mendez and Cruz 2012). Secondly, in order for the learner to be able to self-correct they
must possess the necessary linguistic knowledge or interlanguage (Ellis 2009). Therefore,
they might be able to correct their slips or mistakes, but not their errors for which they simply
lack the knowledge. In this case it might be effective for the teacher to first encourage self-
correction but be prepared to provide correction themselves, if necessary (Sheen and Ellis
2011). Lastly, some CF strategies indicate that there is something wrong with the learner’s
utterance and require self-correction, but the learner might not be able to notice that the

problem is linguistic, rather than simply communicative.
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As language learning often takes place in groups of learners, it provides an
opportunity to give peer-to-peer corrective feedback. Correcting the errors of their peers
enables the learner to analyse the language in use further. Studies have shown that
encouraging peer-correction could be beneficial for language acquisition (Lyster et al 2013),
yet teachers need to acknowledge that this approach may not suit all learners and groups as
it requires a supportive, low-anxiety atmosphere (Harmer 2015). Moreover, giving
constructive and beneficial feedback is a skill that needs to be taught before it could be used,
which is something that teachers need to consider before applying peer-correction strategies

in their classrooms (Sheen and Ellis 2011).

1.3 Corrective Feedback Strategies

Researchers and methodologists have identified several different ways in which
errors can be corrected. Most of the strategies have been derived from studies conducted
over decades among practicing teachers, observing methods that they use for error correction
in a classroom situation as well as laboratory experiments (Ellis 2009). In oral CF, scholars
have mainly distinguished between implicit vs explicit CF, and input-providing vs output-
prompting CF (Ellis 2009: 8). Examples of these are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. A taxonomy of CF Strategies. (Ellis 2009: 8)

Implicit Explicit
Input-providing Recast Explicit correction
Output-prompting Repetition Metalinguistic feedback
Clarification request Elicitation
Paralinguistic signal

Implicit strategies indicate that something is incorrect about the learner’s utterance
without clearly pointing out the erroneous part, while explicit strategies directly correct the

error and/or provide additional metalinguistic explanation (Sheen and Ellis 2011). Input-
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providing CF supplies the learner with the correct form without encouraging a response,
whereas out-put prompting CF expects the learner to attempt self-correction. Output-
prompting CF strategies are often also referred to as “prompts” (Li 2013).

Out-put prompting CF strategies or prompts generally require the learner to provide
a response, which is also referred to as “learner uptake” (Sheen and Ellis 2011). Lyster and
Ranta (1997: 49) define uptake as “a student’s utterance that immediately follows the
teacher’s feedback and that constitutes a reaction in some way to the teacher’s intention to
draw attention to some aspect of the student’s initial utterance”. Learner uptake could either
result in repair of the focused error or in an utterance that still needs further repair, and
possibly a different choice of CF by the teacher.

Lyster and Ranta (1997) were one of the first scholars to provide a categorisation of
different types of CF that they based on an observational study of six French teachers. This
categorisation mostly continues to be used in research to this day. The six categories of CF
identified by Lyster and Ranta (1997) are: explicit correction, recasts, clarification requests,
metalinguistic feedback, elicitation, and repetition. Ellis (2009) also distinguishes the
category of paralinguistic signal that refers to various facial expressions or gestures used to
indicate an error in the learner’s utterance, and some researchers have supplemented the list
by translation and multiple feedback (Ahangari and Amirzadeh 2011). The six categories

along with their descriptions and examples are provided in Table 2.
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Table 2. CF Strategies (Lyster and Ranta 1997, examples from Sheen 2011).

CF Strategy

Description

Example

1. Explicit correction

Explicit provision of the
correct form. The teacher
clearly indicates that the
learner’s utterance is
incorrect.

S: I’'m late yesterday.
T: You should say ‘I was
late’, not ‘I’m late’.

2. Recast

The teacher reformulates all
or part of the learner’s
utterance, minus the error.

S: How many people in your
picture?
T. How many people are
there in my picture? Three
people.

3. Clarification request

Signals that something is
wrong with the learner’s
utterance by phrases such as
‘Sorry?’ or ‘Pardon me?’.

S: Why does he taking
flowers?
T: Sorry?

4. Metalinguistic feedback

The teacher provides a
metalinguistic comment
(e.g. grammatical rule or
word definition) but
withholds the correct form.

S: He kiss her.
T: You need past tense.

intonation to highlight the
error.

5. Elicitation Repetition of the learner’s | S: Once upon a time, there
utterance up to the point | lives a poor girl named
where the error occurs, | Cinderella.
enabling them to ‘fill in the | T: Once wupon a time,
blank’. there...

6. Repetition Teacher repeats the | T: Mrs. Jones travel a lot last
learner’s erroneous | year.
utterance, either partially or | S: Mrs. Jones travel a lot last
entirely,  eliciting  self- | year?
correction. Teacher
generally  adjusts  their

Explicit correction is one of the most straight-forward types of corrective feedback,
where the teacher explicitly provides the learner with the correct form of their erroneous
utterance. Lyster and Ranta (1997) found in their study of French immersion teachers that

explicit correction was more commonly used in lower levels where the students have less
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knowledge and experience with the language; however, the situation was reverse for native
speakers and this correction strategy was used more in higher grades. Explicit correction is
less likely to lead to learner uptake, which is helpful for engaging the students and acquiring
the correct form (Lyster and Ranta 1997), yet studies have shown that it is more effective
than implicit recasts (Sheen 2011).

Recast in CF is a technique where the teacher reformulates the erroneous utterance
either entirely or partially, correcting the error. In general, recasts are considered to be
implicit meaning that the teacher does not point out the correction with phrases such as You
should use... or You mean... (Lyster and Ranta 1997). Sheen (2011) also distinguishes
between didactic (draws attention to the exact location of the error) and conversational
(communication error, teacher clarifies the learner’s intended meaning) recasts. If the
teacher provides a translation in response to the learner using their L1, it is also considered
as a recast (Lyster and Ranta 1997).

While studies (Ahangari and Amirzadeh 2011, Sheen 2004) show that recasts are
widely popular among practicing teachers of different backgrounds, they might not be as
effective as using explicit correction or prompts. The problematic aspect of recasts is that
the learners are often simply not capable of noticing them. Moreover, using recasts has been
proved to be more effective in laboratory settings rather than classroom practice (Sheen
2011). Ahangari and Amirzadeh (2011) concluded in their study among Iranian EFL
teachers that similarly to explicit correction, the use of recasts as a CF strategy significantly
reduced as the learner’s proficiency levels increased, making more way for output-
prompting strategies and offering opportunities for learner uptake.

According to Lyster and Ranta, a clarification request “can refer to problems in either
comprehensibility, accuracy, or both” (1997: 47). Phrases such as Sorry? or Pardon me?

indicate to the learner that there is something incorrect about their utterance, or the teacher
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has misunderstood (Sheen 2011). Its effectiveness lies in its ability to elicit uptake from the
learner in most cases (88% in the study conducted by Lyster and Ranta), forcing the learner
to analyse what they are saying in closer detail. If the error still remains, the teacher could
use a more explicit strategy or opt for peer-correction.

Metalinguistic feedback prompts self-correction by commenting (e.g. You need an
indefinite article), giving information (e.g. It is better to use past tense) or asking questions
(e.g. Can we say so in English?) about the error without providing the correct form (Sheen
2011). Lyster and Ranta (1997) also discovered that while metalinguistic feedback is very
likely to elicit learner uptake, it also elicits repair (correct self-correction) in nearly half of
the observed errors. In the same study, metalinguistic feedback was often used in
combination with elicitation and explicit correction.

Elicitation is a strategy that could be used in several ways. First, the teacher could
elicit learners to complete their own utterance by pausing and waiting for their response (e.g.
Itis a ...) (Lyster and Ranta 1997). The same pause can be used when repeating the learner’s
erroneous utterance, as seen by the example in Table 2. Lyster and Ranta (1997) also point
out a third option, which is using questions to elicit correct forms, e.g. How do we say X in
English? In their study of French teachers, elicitation also turned out to be the most
successful in eliciting learner uptake, as it “‘cannot be ignored by the learner” (Sheen 2011
28).

Repetition occurs when a teacher mimics the learner’s erroneous utterance either
partially or completely, highlighting the incorrect part by rising intonation or emphatic stress
(Sheen 2011). In literature, it is occasionally discussed together with recasts, although
recasts generally eliminate the incorrect part of the utterance. Lyster and Ranta (1997) noted
a minimal use of repetition in their findings, because it often occurred in combination with

other strategies that prompted more basis for analysis. Repetition might also require further
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CF from the teacher as this implicit strategy may not help the learner acknowledge their
errors.

Experimental studies (Lyster et al 2013, Havranek 2002) suggest that oral corrective
feedback is significantly more effective than no corrective feedback at all and demonstrate
more gains in learner development. It has been discussed that explicit and output-prompting
CF techniques might lead to better results than implicit ones (Lyster et al 2013). However,
it would be inefficient to look for the most effective correction strategy as one could never
cover all the needs of the different learners, and most scholars in the field believe that the
various techniques work best when used simultaneously (Sheen 2011). The most effective
teachers are able to use a wide range of corrective feedback types that best suit their learners’

requirements (Lyster et al 2013).

1.4 Corrective Feedback Research

Both oral and written CF continue to be a subject of interest for language researchers.
Ellis and Sheen (2011: 601) emphasise that there could be “no single set of guidelines for
conducting either oral or written CF that is appropriate for all instructional contexts.”
Questions and debates about CF efficacy, what errors to correct and who should correct them
are most likely best discussed and investigated by empirical research (Sheen 2011).

As observational studies are often the preferred method in CF research, scholars
frequently use conversation analysis for data interpretation. Conversation analysis (CA) is a
research approach originating in the work of Harvey Sacks that “investigates the sequential
organisation of talk as a way of accessing participants’ understandings of, and collaborative
means of organising, natural forms of social interaction” (Hutchby 2019: 1) in the naturally

occurring settings. In CF research, CA theories help to structure the classroom discourse and
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analyse learner-teacher interaction (Sheen 2011) as CF also generally occurs in
conversational sequences.

A distinctive feature of CA methodology is the use of recordings, both audio and
video. Recordings are transcribed in close detail, following set conventions, and focusing on
turn-taking and speech delivery (Hutchby 2019). When compared to observation, this
provides the researchers with an opportunity to “re-live” and thoroughly analyse a situation
as many times as necessary, although the main focus still remains on the recorded data itself.

Many scholars have carried out studies researching the learner’s perception and
beliefs on CF. Lyster et al (2013) conducted a research in second language classrooms,
which amongst other findings revealed that learners prefer to receive more corrective
feedback than the teachers feel they should provide. Moreover, a research conducted by
Schulz (1996) at the University of Arizona indicated that only a minor percentage of learners
dislike it when they are corrected in class. In traditional settings, learners tend to believe that
their teachers have superior knowledge on the topic, granting them the right to provide
constructive and corrective feedback. The same study also discovered that teachers did not
often believe their students liked to be corrected in their language errors.

Zhang and Rahimi (2014) examined the differences in learners’ anxiety levels in
correspondence to their beliefs about CF. This is relevant as some teachers are extremely
cautious about applying CF in their classrooms because of concerns about their students’
feelings and reactions to it (Mendez and Cruz 2012). However, the study conducted among
160 Iranian EFL students indicates that despite their levels of anxiety, learners have similar
beliefs about CF and are in favour of receiving it in EFL classes (Zhang and Rahimi 2014).
Naturally, each teacher should be able to adapt their CF strategies to the individual needs of

their learners.
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Some studies show that learners are more likely to pay attention to CF if they believe
in its usefulness (Leontjev 2016), and not understanding the reason behind it could minimise
the effect of both praise and corrections (Harmer 2015). Thus, the aims and benefits of CF
should be acknowledged and communicated to them by the teacher as learners’ beliefs
regarding the usefulness are transformed through social interaction and positive experience.
Havranek (2012) found that learners subject to CF benefit from it in approximately 50% of
the cases. Additionally, it is important to notice that in classroom context, the peers of the
corrected learner can also learn from the correction as they are able to listen and concentrate
without the anxiety and pressure to react.

The importance of knowing and practicing various corrective feedback techniques is
often more visible to the learners’ benefit, but it is also important for teachers. Reflecting on
—and perhaps improving — their feedback and error correction practices is a valuable part of
teacher development, therefore should be further encouraged not only among teacher
training students but also experienced teachers (Ellis 2009: 14). Teachers’ understanding of
teaching and their abilities keep evolving through time and practice, and corrective feedback
strategies could always be improved and adapted on the basis of constant self-analysis.

Studies focusing on teachers have researched both their preferred methods of
corrective feedback in the classroom as well as compared those with teachers’ beliefs and
perceptions. Mendez and Cruz (2012) found in their study of Mexican teachers that the
importance of CF may vary among teachers, depending on their prior training and
experiences as teachers as well as language learners. In general, teachers find oral CF to be
important in language learning, while those in doubt have concerns about students’ feelings
and perceptions. As for the techniques, the teachers providing oral CF preferred unfocused
and implicit strategies. Similar findings were present in a study of Iranian teachers, who

mostly used recasts in their classrooms (Ahangari and Amirzadeh 2011).
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When comparing a novice and an experienced language teacher, Junqueira and Kim
(2013) discovered no significant differences in the amount of CF used in classroom.
However, it was noted that an experienced teacher was more successful in generating
teacher-learner interaction and uptake, as well as using more types of CF. In Estonia, a
similar study was carried out by Leemet (2015), who analysed the CF use of a novice and
experienced teacher and concluded that the teacher with less experience also used a limited
number of CF types. Both of the teachers preferred to use output-prompting rather than
input-providing (recasts) CF.

Becoming an EFL teacher generally requires prior training and pedagogical
knowledge, which leads to an assumption that teachers are aware of various feedback
strategies and use these in their classroom. As mentioned earlier, it takes time and experience
to find the most suitable ones. However, a common feature in research is that teachers tend
to be inconsistent in their actual CF practices (e.g. different responses to errors, correcting
some mistakes/learners and ignoring others, correcting students during fluency activities
when they believe it to be unnecessary etc.) (Sheen and Ellis 2011). Therefore, teachers’
views on CF strategies and their actual classroom practices is a field that could be further

researched.
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2 CASE STUDY: TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND PRACTICES OF

CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK IN EFL CLASSROOM

The empirical part of this thesis includes a case study of the teachers’ beliefs and
practices regarding error correction in EFL classroom. First, the second chapter provides
background information on the participating teachers and learners as well as the data
collection and analysis methodology. Second, the data collected in fluency and accuracy
lessons are analysed in separate subsections along with illustrative examples. The final
subsection provides a summary of the teachers’ own beliefs and compares them with the

author’s findings and conclusions.

2.1 Participants and Data

The thesis aims to analyse the corrective feedback strategies used by two teachers in
pre-intermediate level EFL classroom interactions as well as compare the findings with the
teachers’ own beliefs regarding CF. The study includes one female and one male teacher.
The female teacher (hereafter referred to as Teacher A) has completed teacher training, while
the male teacher (hereafter referred to as Teacher B) has a higher education in business and
marketing. The teachers have approximately 20 and 17 years of teaching experience,
respectively. The current sample was chosen out of convenience as the author is previously
acquainted with the selected teachers.

The observed students currently study in Year 10 (aged 16-17) and Year 7 (aged 13-
14) in Tartu, Estonia. The lessons take place in smaller groups of 10-15 learners. The
students have four 45-minute English lessons per week, and more than half of them have
been learning English since Year 1. Most of the lesson is conducted in the target language.
Their apparent language level is between B1 and B2. The author recognises that this sample

is too limited and subjective to draw definite conclusions about teachers’ beliefs and
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practices in Estonia, but it gives a sufficient overview of the topic under the current scope of
research.

In order to reach the aims of this thesis, the author used different data collection
methods: non-participant observation, video and audio recording, and semi-structured
interviews. The observed students and their legal guardians received a prior notice on the
study procedures and gave their consent to use the collected data for the purposes of this

study.

2.2 Methodology

The current analysis is based on data collected through non-participant observation
and semi-structured interviews with the teachers. The observation data were collected in five
lessons between February and April 2021, totalling in 225 minutes and 41 analysed instances
of CF. The selected teachers received minimum information about the purpose of the study
in order to avoid any possible adjustments to their behaviour. Two of the five observed
lessons took place in a classroom setting in which both the audio and video were recorded.
Three observations took place during the distance learning period in an online environment
Google Meet. Due to the more complicated conditions of distance learning and restrictions
on visibility (some students do not have access to cameras or refuse to turn them on), only
the audio of these lessons was recorded.

After the observations, instances of corrective feedback were identified from the
recordings and transcribed using the conventions of conversation analysis that can be seen
in Appendix 1. The transcriptions further support the contextual analysis of CF occurrences,
illustrating the elements of turn-taking, duration of pauses, prosodic features such as stress
and intonation, and other relevant details of real classroom interaction. Incomprehensible or

unclear utterances are marked by empty brackets in the transcription.
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The identified instances of CF were categorised on the basis of strategies suggested
by Lyster and Ranta (1997) and Sheen (2011), as previously discussed in 1.3. Corrective
Feedback Strategies, Table 2. The thesis analyses the instances of CF in fluency and
accuracy focused lessons separately as prior research on CF suggests that teachers might
prefer to use different strategies and time for correction depending on the nature of the task
(Harmer 2015, Sheen 2011). As the transcribed extracts of CF are only a minor part of the
interaction, further context and background information are provided in the analysis. Finally,
teachers’ own beliefs and commentaries on a few chosen CF instances were discussed in the

semi-structured interviews and then also included in the analysis.

2.3 Corrective Feedback in Fluency Tasks

According to Sheen (2011: 55), the main emphasis in tasks focused on fluency should
be on the “learner’s ability to speak without undue pausing or repair”. As mentioned in
Chapter 1, it is often believed that it is better not to impede with the learners’ speech during
communicative fluency tasks where the main focus is on comprehensible meaning and
content of the speech, and delayed error correction should be provided after the activity
(Sheen 2011: 40). This thesis analyses two lessons focused on fluency, one of each
participating teacher. The teachers were instructed to conduct a lesson that included a
speaking task for which the learner had been able to prepare, and some spontaneous
discussion. In both lessons, students had prepared a short oral presentation on their preferred
topic (museums, a person they admire).

In the observed lessons, both of the teachers chose to give feedback and correct
possible errors after the activity, i.e. offline correction. However, Teacher B did provide
positive feedback to more anxious or nervous students during the task with encouraging

nods, thumbs up gestures or comments such as “it’s alright” or “take it easy”. Perhaps, as he
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is teaching Year 7, the younger students have less experience with giving oral presentations
and therefore need more encouragement. It was interesting to note that one of the teachers
took notes during the presentation, which is recommended as it might be easy to forget what
exactly the student has said (Ellis 2009), while the other did not. The teachers’ comments
after the presentations were generally positive and reassuring, mainly focusing on the
content and manner of the presentation as shown in Example 1.

Example 1

1 Teacher: Well thank you it was very very detailed and uh (1.0) it was uh: just
2 the right uh length a::nd also it was interesting that you (.) mentioned
3 the Arab Spring the Egyptian Revolution (1.8) people call it

4 differently a:nd uh (2.0) you mentioned all the things that I asked you
5 to do (1.5) include and also you presented it very confidently that it
6 was really interesting to listen to (.) I hope everybody enjoyed [it?

7 Student: [Mhhmm

First, the teacher thanks the student for the presentation, which was a common
feature in both of the observed lessons, creating a polite and positive atmosphere. Then she
gives their evaluation on the content, while adding details as the student did not refer to the
Egyptian Revolution in his presentation. The teacher also gives feedback on the manner in
which the presentation was carried out before addressing the rest of the students. During
fluency tasks, both of the teachers encouraged further classroom discussion by requesting
the students to comment or ask questions regarding the topic of the presentation, but only
Teacher A also urged the students to tell what they liked and what could be improved
regarding the manner and execution of the presentation, although the learners were quite
reluctant in doing so. In the post-observation interview the teacher explained that the
classroom relationships might not be strong enough yet and students are hesitant to comment
on each other’s performances as not to hurt anyone’s feelings. In general, older learners tend
to be more mature and better prepared to give constructive, beneficial feedback. With

younger learners, the feedback and correction were mainly provided by the teacher.
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While the teachers used a lot of positive feedback and evaluation, only six instances
and four strategies of corrective feedback were identified in the lessons focused on fluency:
explicit correction, recast, metalinguistic feedback and elicitation. Use of repetition and
clarification requests as CF strategies was not identified in the observed lessons. A summary
of CF strategies used in fluency tasks is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. CF strategies used in fluency work.

Teacher A Teacher B Total:

(1 lesson) (1 lesson)
1. Elicitation 1 0 1 time
2. Metalinguistic 1 0 1 time
feedback
3. Recast 0 1 1 time
4. Explicit 2 1 3 times
correction

Total: 4 2

The table indicates that during lessons focused on fluency, the teachers provided a
minimum amount of corrective feedback. Teacher A teaching Year 10 provided CF in four
instances, while Teacher B teaching Year 7 in only two. Older students receiving more
corrective feedback is most likely not an indicator of them generally making more errors in
their speech but could be due to the nature of the task as they had to prepare longer
presentations. The most common CF strategy was explicit correction, used altogether in

three instances, two of which can be seen in Examples 2 and 3.

Example 2

1 Teacher: Uhm okay just a fe::w things was it chamber (( /'tfermba/))

2 okay (.) the kamber the chamber [mhm

3 Student: [mhm

4 Teacher: alright a:::nd (1.0) it was good that you mentioned that it’s possible
5 to visit this museum online as well

6 Student: yeah
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In this CF example taking place after the activity, the teacher points out the learner’s
pronunciation error that took place during the presentation by saying the word correctly, then
referring to it in the learner’s first language (Estonian) and then repeating the correct
pronunciation once more. The learner acknowledges the feedback with an approving sound.

A similar correction can be seen in Example 3.

Example 3

1 Teacher: Uhm (0.6) I don’t think I have much. yes and we say renaissance
2 (( /12" nersans/ )) mitte renessa::nss (( /10'nesa:ns/ )) renaissance,
3 otherwise everything was (0.4) good

4 Student: Okay

In Example 3, the teacher once again explicitly points out the pronunciation error
and also says the word incorrectly (phonetic transcriptions provided in double brackets) as
previously done by the student, possibly because of the influences of their first language. In
both of these examples, the teacher does not require a correct repetition of the word from the
learner, or learner uptake, which would indicate that the learner has noticed the error and is
able to fix it. This is conflicting with her statement mentioned in the post-observation
interview, where she emphasized the need for repeating a mispronounced word correctly
several times and in different manners. Repeating the correct target form or pronunciation
could be more beneficial to its acquisition.

In addition to pronunciation errors, explicit correction was used regarding hesitant
or incorrect use of vocabulary, which can be seen in Example 4. This example was also the
only instance of corrective feedback that happened during the fluency task or online as the

learner was struggling with vocabulary choice and required correction from the teacher.

Example 4

1 Student: and by that logic, first VR headset uh would be:: (1.5) I don’t know
2 what they’re called but they’re, they’re these little boxes that have
3 two holes (.) and you can look at pictures with them (2.0)

4 Teacher: Uhm:: you mean the: (1.0) pinhole camera.
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5 Student: Yes, | | think that that’s what they’re called

As the student is doing the task, he clearly indicates his lack of knowledge about a
word and begins to describe the thing itself. The teacher steps in and explicitly says the
correct word. The student agrees in response but does not repeat the word. However, the
interaction between the student and teacher seems natural and does not interrupt the flow of
the task. The teacher chose to correct the error himself, although he could have encouraged
peer-correction in this case, possibly believing that other students did not know the answer.
In this example, the student clearly indicates his need for correction; however, with
presentations given by other students it was visible that the teacher chose not to instantly
intervene in a fluency task in case of a pause, giving the learner time to gather his or her
thoughts and come up with a suitable word by themselves.

Another CF strategy that was used in the observed fluency tasks was recast. Recasts
are generally implicit in nature as the teacher reformulates all or part of the learner’s
utterance, minus the error, without explicitly drawing attention to it (Lyster and Ranta 1997).

In Example 5, recast was used for correcting an error in the learner’s choice of vocabulary.

Example 5

1 Teacher: He (1.5) now he’s ve-very famous uh after his death (1.2)
2 Student 1: that’s like the most ()

3 Teacher: Uhuh

4 Student 2: He was famous during he lived too=

5 Teacher: =uh during his lifetime as well. okay

During a spontaneous classroom discussion, the student uses the word “during” with
apronoun “he” and a verb “lived”, which the teacher immediately corrects to a more suitable
expression, stressing the word “lifetime” as a way of emphasizing the error. The teacher then
continued with the conversation. As the interaction happened quite rapidly and moved on to
another topic, it was not clear whether the learner had even acknowledged the correction as

there was no uptake. It is possible that the teacher believed that the learner actually knows
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the expression, and this was only a slip. Therefore, he chose an implicit CF strategy as not
to draw too much attention on it.

The third type of CF used in fluency tasks was metalinguistic feedback in which the
teacher provides metalinguistic comments on the erroneous form or answer but withholds
the correct one (Lyster and Ranta 1997). While explicit correction and recasts are input-
providing, metalinguistic feedback is the only output-prompting strategy observed in the
lessons, meaning that learners have to come up with the correct answer themselves. An

example of metalinguistic feedback can be seen in Example 6.

Example 6

1 Student 1: It was in New York

2 Teacher: It was not in New York it was somewhere in the [United States

3 Student 1: [in the in the in the
4 Americas=

5 Teacher: =in the Americas okay (.) can you remember the place where it wa-
6 Student 2: the capital=

7 Teacher: =in the capital what is the capital?

8 Student 2: [DC

9 Student 1: [Washington

[N
o

Teacher: Okay right yeah

The teacher and learners were having a discussion about the location of a museum
that they had spoken about. Student 1 said that it was in New York, to which the teacher
responded negative, but commented on it being in the United States. Another student then
says that the museum is located in the capital, which the teacher repeats and asks for further
clarification. This now could be considered an example of elicitation, a CF strategy where
the teacher asks a guiding question or repeats the utterance up to the point of error in order
to elicit correct response or repair (Lyster and Ranta 1997). As metalinguistic feedback was
not enough for repair, the teacher also uses elicitation after which two students give the

correct answer at the same time. This combination of correction techniques was most likely
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chosen as the teacher knew her students were aware of the correct answer and encouraged
them to find it themselves by guiding them in the right direction.

The general atmosphere in the lessons was positive and supportive, yet some students
showed signs of nervousness and anxiety, which was most likely due to the nature of the
task and the presence of an observing teacher and cameras. However, both of the teachers
encouraged and supported the learners throughout the lesson, using body language (thumbs
up, nodding, indicating to go on), affirmations (i¢’s alright, very good, take it easy, etc.) and
asking further questions. After the lesson, the teacher of older learners gave reasoning for
her choice of not correcting the pronunciation and grammar errors of one visibly anxious
learner as she noticed the student was clearly too uncomfortable in front of the classroom
and not in a suitable state to receive and benefit from the feedback. This indicates that a
teacher should know their learners and “read the room” before providing feedback in order
for it to be beneficial.

The analysis was based on two lessons focused on fluency work, which included
only a few instances of corrective feedback, most of which took place after the activity as
not to impede with the learners’ flow of thought. As the number of observed lessons and
identified CF instances was rather small, there are no specific differences to point out in the
teachers’ habits. The CF strategies used were mainly explicit and input-providing (explicit
correction, recast) and the teachers did not require learner uptake or self-repair. Most of the
corrected errors focused on pronunciation and vocabulary use, while slips or errors regarding
use of grammar received little or no attention. As the general language level of the learners
was rather high, the teachers’ main focus during fluency tasks was on the content of the

presentations, which is often recommended by scholars (Sheen 2011).
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2.4 Corrective Feedback in Accuracy Tasks

In form-focused or accuracy work, the main emphasis is “on the extent to which
learner output conforms to the target language norms” (Sheen 2011: 55), while fluency
errors, pronunciation errors and slips might receive secondary attention. Studies indicate that
in order to encourage learner uptake, repair and acquisition of the correct form, teachers
generally tend to provide more feedback, especially corrective feedback, during accuracy
tasks, which was also visible in the scope of this research.

The analysis of teachers’ feedback strategies in accuracy tasks is based on three non-
participant observations. All of the lessons were held online in Google Meet as classroom
meetings were prohibited due to the Covid-19 pandemic. As student-teacher interaction in
an online setting is slightly different and more complicated than in a regular classroom
setting, the author acknowledges that observations carried out in a real classroom could have
led to different conclusions. In the observed lessons, the teachers were instructed to carry
out regular grammar practice of a recently learned or revised topic. Year 10 practiced the
use of would and used to when talking about habitual behaviour and Year 7 revised the
different uses of will and going to for definite plans and intentions.

In accuracy work, most of the corrective feedback occurred immediately after the
learner’s erroneous utterance. If the learner’s utterance contained no error, the teachers
usually provided positive feedback or affirmation with phrases such as “very good”,
“excellent”, “well done”, and thanked the learners for their response. Altogether, the author
identified 35 instances of corrective feedback in the observed lessons and several times an
error required more than one CF strategies before repair.

The observed teachers chose to use the following strategies for correcting learners’
errors in accuracy work: elicitation, metalinguistic feedback, recast, explicit correction, and

clarification request. An overview of CF strategies identified in lessons focused on accuracy
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is presented in Table 4. Repetition was the only CF strategy that the author did not identify
in the observed lessons. Lyster and Ranta (1997) have also found minimal use of repetition
in their studies, most likely due to the fact that this implicit strategy often requires using
another strategy as well, therefore teachers choose not to use it at all.

Table 4. CF strategies used in accuracy work.

Teacher A Teacher B Total:

(2 lessons) (1 lesson)
1. Elicitation 3 1 4 times
2. Metalinguistic 12 1 13 times
feedback
3. Recast 2 2 4 times
4. Explicit 4 2 6 times
correction
5. Clarification 1 7 8 times
request

Total: 22 13

As visible in Table 4, the observed teachers had slightly different preferences
regarding CF strategies in accuracy tasks. While Teacher A mostly opted for metalinguistic
feedback as her favored CF strategy, Teacher B mainly used clarification requests. Besides
teachers’ personal preference, this choice could be related to the age and language level of
the learners. Teacher A was working with older students who might be a more suitable target
group for metalinguistic feedback as a CF strategy as they already have a better command
and understanding of the target language. Teacher B, however, has younger learners and
giving comments or information about language rules may not be as beneficial. Both of the
favored strategies are output-prompting as they require learner uptake and active
participation.

Considering that the analysis includes two lessons conducted by Teacher A and only
one by Teacher B, the teachers used almost an equal amount of corrective feedback in their

lessons. The preferred techniques of the teachers were mainly explicit and output-prompting
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as to point out the error and encourage the learner to try and provide correction themselves.
The implicit and input-providing strategy of recast was only used in four instances and
generally in combination with other strategies. In accuracy work, the teachers primarily
chose to correct errors themselves or initiate self-repair right as the errors happened, in
contrast to fluency work, where most corrections took place after the activity.

The most popular CF strategy that was identified 13 times during the observed
lessons was metalinguistic feedback. Metalinguistic feedback is an output-prompting
explicit strategy that is highly likely to elicit learner uptake and self-correction (Ellis 2009).
Lyster and Ranta (1997) found that metalinguistic feedback elicited correct repair in nearly
half of the observed errors, and it is often used in combination with elicitation and explicit
correction. In this CF strategy, self-correction is prompted by commenting, giving
information or asking guestions about the error without prompting the correct form (Sheen
2011). Metalinguistic feedback as a comment on the learner’s erroneous utterance can be

seen in Example 7.

Example 7

1 Student: uhm my grandparents used to talk about it very much (1.2)

2 Teacher: probably you should need (.) y-you should use a negative sentence
3 here

4 (4.0)

5 Student: didn’t use to talk about it very much

6 Teacher: mhm didn’t use to (.) very good (.) okay

In this example, the learner forms a grammatically correct sentence “My
grandparents used to talk about it very much.” However, that sentence is incorrect in the
context of the task, where the meaning should be negative. The teacher gives a metalinguistic
comment about it, withholding the correct form. There is a pause after the teacher’s
comment, giving the learner enough time to think about the error before self-correction. The
teacher then repeats the correct utterance, most likely in order to further emphasise the

correct form. While in this case the teacher gives only a brief comment on the correct form
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and it is enough for learner repair, in many instances the teacher provides longer information

on the erroneous grammar form.

Example 8

1 Student: E:h when Elsie was young eh she: (1.5) used to go? to ballet lessons
2 twice a week for ten years (1.2)

3 Teacher: mhmm (1.5) okay (.) um do you remember the part of the rule which
4 tells you about for how long something happened (3.5) can we use
5 used to (.) when it’s mentioned how long (1.5) something was

6 happening

7 (3.0)

8 Student: um no?

9 Teacher: ech no we can’t use it exactly we use past simple then yeah? so

10 please correct yourself

11 (2.5)

12 Student: eh she went to [ballet lessons

13 Teacher: [mhm thank you (student’s name)

In Example 8, the learner makes an error in using the expression used to when talking
about habitual behavior. The learner’s doubts are visible in her uncertain tone and the manner
in which she gives the answer. The teacher seems to take notice of this and chooses to correct
the error using a metalinguistic comment, referring back to the rule which they had
previously revised together. She makes the learner think about the rule by asking “Can we
use used to when it’s mentioned how long something was happening?” The learner takes
time to think and responds negatively in the same doubtful manner. The teacher then
provides further information about using past simple and then asks the learner to correct her
erroneous sentence by explicitly saying “please correct yourself”. The learner manages to
self-repair the error. In this example, the teacher sticks to the chosen CF technique and waits
for learner uptake as they probably believe that the learner is capable of correcting the error.
In a similar case of metalinguistic feedback, the teacher requires repair by saying “What
should you use instead?”” However, Example 9 analyses an instance of CF where the teacher

does not wait for learner uptake or repair but provides the correct answer herself.
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Example 9

1 Student: Okay eh e::h (2.0) we would live in Washington DC

2 Teacher: mhm. can we say that (1.2) does it sound right to you? (1.8)

3 Student: maybe [ don’t know it I (1.4)

4 Teacher: okay u::h actually with (.) there are three verbs please remember

5 them (.) which is live study a:nd work (.) which are not really state

6 verbs but they’re ca:lled (.) permanent actions so with the:se ones

7 we don’t normally use would okay they act as states alright (1.2) so
8 here u:h we cannot use would so (.) we used to live in Washington

9 DC not we would okay (.) ri:ght

In this example, the teacher provides the learner metalinguistic feedback about his
erroneous utterance by saying “Can we say that? Does it sound right to you?” This indicates
that the teacher believes the learner to have the necessary knowledge to correct his error.
However, the learner responds with “Maybe, I don’t know.” The teacher proceeds by giving
more information about the error, explaining the grammatical use of permanent action verbs.
In here, the teacher could have also required learner uptake and repair, but she chose to state
the correct answer herself, possibly because she had not explained and discussed this aspect
of the topic yet. This CF strategy is called explicit correction. The combination of
metalinguistic feedback and explicit correction occurred in three more analyzed erroneous

utterances, one of which is presented in Example 10.

Example 10

1 Student: I spent weeks trying to train my dog (.) but i::t () uh (2.0) hm (6.0)
2 I-I T don’t know (.)

3 Teacher: Well there are (2.0) well you need to use would and (.) one of the
4 verbs in the box yeah? (.) but it would? (3.5) instead of escape you
5 could say run (.) [off

6 Student: [run off yeah it would run off

7 Teacher: mhm (.) alright thank you

In this example, the learner says the first part of the sentence but struggles to finish
it with the correct grammar form. After giving sufficient time for an opportunity to self-

repair, the teacher provides a metalinguistic comment on what the task requires from the
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learner. She also waits a few more seconds before then explicitly providing the correct
answer herself. As the teacher is about to finish the sentence, the learner also gives the
correct answer. This is an instance which possibly could have turned out differently in a
physical classroom. As the learner self-repairs almost at the same time as the teacher, it is
possible that she could have provided the correct answer sooner but perhaps experienced
some technical difficulties, e.g. turning on the microphone.

In addition to explicit correction, metalinguistic feedback was also used in
combination with recasts in two analyzed instances. Recasts are implicit and input-providing
in their nature, meaning that the teacher does not explicitly point out the correction, but
rather reformulates all or part of the learner’s utterance (Lyster and Ranta 1997). The use of
recasts as a CF strategy tends to decrease as the learner’s language levels increase, making
way for more explicit and output-prompting strategies (Ahangari and Amirzadeh 2011). In
this study, the analysis indicates no difference between the two language levels as both of
the teachers used recast as a CF strategy twice. Moreover, the minimum use of recasts
contrasts with the findings of some previous studies (Ahangari and Amirzadeh, Sheen 2004),
where recasts were widely popular among practicing teachers. Example 11 shows recast

used in combination with metalinguistic feedback.

Example 11

1 Student: I warned her not to swim in that river but she u:h insisted on doing it
2 Teacher: mhm but now (.) add a bit of criticism (3.0) and irritation (1.8)
3 Student: uu::h (1.5)

4 Teacher: now you’re so advanced you can do it (.) (student’s name)

5 Student: uuh (2.0)

6 Teacher: use would

7 Student: would (.) would-

8 Teacher: -ha [ha

9 Student: [would what? would have insisted on doing it I don’t=

10 Teacher: =she would insist yeah she would insist on doing-

11 Student: oh she would insist on doing okay | get it | get it now

12 Teacher: [yeah
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13 Teacher: okay thank you

First, the teacher chooses to give a metalinguistic comment about adding criticism
and irritation, which has been previously discussed in the lesson. In response to the learner’s
confusion, she encourages by saying “Now you’re so advanced you can do it.”” As the learner
remains hesitant, the teacher helps with another comment. When the learner is still unable
to produce correct repair, the teacher opts for recast as a CF technique and repeats part of
the sentence in the correct way, emphasizing the correct form. It seems to be the most
suitable choice as it is followed by learner uptake “Okay, I get it now”, which indicates that
the learner was not capable of self-correction before. The described example could be
considered a didactic recast as the teacher draws attention to the exact location of the error
(Sheen 2011). In the observed lessons, the combination of metalinguistic feedback and recast
seems to appear in cases where the teacher has provided several opportunities for learner
repair, but it has not been successful.

Among the lower level students, recasts also occurred together with the CF strategy
referred to as clarification request. A clarification request indicates to the learner that there
is an issue with either the comprehensibility, accuracy, or both, in their utterance (Lyster and
Ranta 1997). The strategy is implicit as it does not point out the exact location or scope of
the error, however it is output-prompting and encourages the learner to further analyze their
speech produce. If the error still remains, clarification requests could be used together with

a more explicit strategy. Example 12 displays a combination of clarification request and

recast.

Example 12

1 Student: That’s not bad uh what are you gonna do with the money (1.2)
2 Teacher: 0:h dude yeah heh [heh heh

3 Student: [oh yeah forgot=

4 Teacher: what are you going to [do

5 Student: [going to yeah (.) sorry
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6 Teacher: yeah uh (1.0) it’s colloquialism you know (.) we try to avoid that

In this example, the learner uses the colloquial form of going to and the teacher
makes a clarification request by saying “Oh, dude . The saying is followed by laughter on
both sides and it is visible that the atmosphere and nature of the student-teacher relationship
allows him to draw attention to the learner’s error in this manner. In the post-observation
interview, the teacher also claimed to use the word “dude " as an indicator that something is
not quite right, and the learners are used to it. The learner immediately notices his error.
However, the teacher is also quick to provide recast by reformulating the sentence “What
are you going to do?”” and it is followed by learner uptake. As this seems to be a reoccurring
error that the learner is aware of, the use of recast was probably unnecessary, although it
acted as part of a natural conversation. In addition, the teacher also includes a short
metalinguistic comment on the nature of the error. It is interesting to note that when another
student made a similar error later on in the lesson, the teacher corrected him with the same
verbal clarification request followed by explicit correction “Not gonna, you know, going to
be” to emphasize the preferred form even more. A similar verbal clarification request was

used in Example 13.

Example 13

1 Teacher: Continue the next one as well (1.2)

2 Student: I will do the-

3 Teacher: ei ei ei ei [ei

4 Student: [I am going to-

5 Teacher: yes exactly (.) because you see the: this was a definite plan (.) that’s
6 why

In Example 13, the learner’s erroneous utterance “I will do the...” is cut off by the
teacher repeating the word ‘no’ in the learner’s target language. Although an unusual way
of catching the learner’s attention, it does not feel rude or unfit in the classroom atmosphere.

The clarification request is followed by learner repair and the teacher’s explanation of the
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rule, even if the error has been corrected. Explaining the language choice could be more
beneficial to other learners and support correct acquisition. The same technique as a
clarification request was also used together with explicit correction. In other erroneous
utterances, clarification requests such as “Could you repeat it, (Student’s name)?”” and “Can
you try it again please?” were used on their own or in combination with a metalinguistic
comment. In addition to verbal clarification requests, a teacher can indicate an error by using

body language, hesitant facial expressions or sounds as discussed in Example 14.

Example 14

1 Student: | love Mr Bean now but I: (1.2) uh didn’t find him funny (2.5)

2 Teacher: Mmm:: (1.6)

3 Student: never used to find him funny

4 Teacher: yeah that sounds much better doesn’t it (.) okay u:m (.) because we
5 talk about habitual behavior. right

The student makes an error in using the expression used to which the teacher
indicates by a lengthy M-sound, as well as a thinking pause before and after the sound, which
gives the learner a chance for self-repair. This is enough for him to identify the erroneous
part and provide repair, also emphasizing the now correct word choice. Once again, even
though the error has been repaired, the teacher gives an additional comment explaining the
language choice, providing more input that would help the learners remember the correct
form.

Another corrective feedback strategy identified in the observed lessons is elicitation.
In this strategy, the teacher could either elicit learners to complete their own utterances (e.g.
It is a ...) or repeat the learner’s erroneous utterance up to the point of error, the pause
indicating which part of the sentence requires correction (Lyster and Ranta 1997). Elicitation
has been proven a beneficial technique for eliciting learner uptake as it is hard to ignore
(Sheen 2011). In current research, elicitation as a CF technique was identified on three

instances, both alone and in combination with metalinguistic feedback (Example 15).
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Example 15

1 Student: U:h (1.0) I’'m not sure what goe:s, (1.5)

2 Teacher: mhm alright it’s a question now right? (.) so: to make a question in
3 the past simple (.) because used to is past simple right [you need

4 Student: [did you (1.2)
5 Teacher: mhm did your family:?

6 Student: use to (.) be rich

7 Teacher: excellent very good

First, the learner indicates her hesitation by saying “I’m not sure what goes [here].”
The teacher guides her by saying that she needs to form a question and gives her the rule for
doing so. The learner then starts to form a question but once again pauses in hesitation, which
is followed by the teacher’s encouragement. She elicits a correct repair by starting the
sentence and enabling the learner to finish it, suggesting her turn by stretching the word
‘family and saying it in a rising tone. The learner provides correct repair. Initially the teacher
chose to give metalinguistic information as a CF strategy, but as it did not bring the desired
results, she turned to more explicit elicitation, which proved to be beneficial. In addition to
longer repetitions and questions, elicitation could also work in the form of one word as seen
in Example 16. After a long pause in the learner’s utterance, the teacher elicits a correct

sentence by only saying the word “will.

Example 16

1 Student: Alex and Mandy caught the train at nine o’clock this morning (.) so::
2 (4.5) uh

3 Teacher: will=

4 Student: =s0 they will arrive at London at 2.30 [afternoon

5 Teacher: [at 2.30 yes this afternoon

6 thank you

While in most cases the teachers chose to correct the errors themselves or guide the
learner towards self-correction, there were two instances of peer correction in the lessons
focused on accuracy. In Example 17, the teacher requires error correction from other learners

in the classroom by saying “Okay, can anyone help (Student’s name)?”’



44

Example 17

1 Teacher: | suppose you must: (2.0)

2 Student 1: Eh (4.) eh (2.2) eh (2.5) eh (2.0) e:h (1.5)

3 Teacher: Okay?

4 Student 1: I don’t know.

5 Teacher: Okay can anyone help (student’s name) (4.5)
6 if you’re between two: (.) things can’t decide what could what could
7 suit here

8 (6.2)

9 Student 2: e:h (1.2) in two minds?=

10 Teacher: =good good (student’s name)

The task in hand expects the students to choose a suitable expression to fill in the
gap. The teacher has chosen a student to answer and reads the sentence until the gap,
expecting the learner to provide the correct expression. The learner takes quite a lot of time
to think and seems uncertain before answering “I don’t know.” The teacher then turns to the
peers for help. As no one responds for nearly 5 seconds, the teacher provides a comment on
the meaning of the suitable expression, which could be considered either a metalinguistic
comment or a form of elicitation. After a similar pause, one of the other students provides
the correct answer. Example 18 displays a similar instance of peer-correction although not

initiated by the teacher, which seems more likely to happen among younger learners as in

this case.

Example 18

1 Teacher: s0:: the next summer Olympic Games, (2.0)

2 Student 1: will begin (( very quietly ))

3 Teacher: u:h (student’s name)? (1.8)

4 Student 1: will begin (2.8)

5 Student 2: will take place

6 Student 3: [yes

7 Teacher: [uu:h (1.0) okay ye:s you need to uh pick up uh the words (0.6)
8 which are given there (1.2) you [know in the box-

9 Student 1: [oh yes-yes-yes

10 Teacher: yeah so you need to take from there so yes will take place in Rio de
11 Janeiro
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In this task, the learner needs to pick a word from the box to finish an expression and
use it in a sentence. Student 1 uses correct tense but wrong choice of vocabulary. First, the
teacher uses a clarification request to indicate an error in the utterance, which remains
unnoticed by the learner. As the teacher leaves a pause before reacting, other students step
in to provide correction. Although the correct word has now been identified by Student 2,
the teacher further explains the correction to which Student 1 indicates their understanding.
Last, the teacher repeats the utterance in the correct manner. Although peer correction is a
technique supported by many scholars and teachers, it might be more difficult to practice in
an online learning situation as switching the microphones on and off and taking turns in
speaking might be more complicated. This could explain why peer correction was not widely
used in the lessons observed during this study.

During the observed lessons focused on accuracy, the learners produced 22 erroneous
utterances to which the teachers responded using five of the six corrective feedback
strategies identified by Lyster and Ranta (1997) and described previously in Chapter 1, Table
2. In nearly all cases, the teachers preferred to elicit self-repair or provide the correct answer
themselves and right after the error occurred. Most of the errors were related to incorrect
form and a small part to the use of vocabulary. In accuracy work, the teachers gave no
feedback on learners’ pronunciation as there were no significant errors that would hinder
comprehension. The analysis shows slight differences in the teachers’ preferred CF
techniques as Teacher A with older students preferred metalinguistic feedback and Teacher
B with younger learners opted for clarification requests. However, this choice could be
justified by the nature of the tasks and language level of the learners, and the teachers are

actually using all other strategies just as well.
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2.5 Teachers’ Beliefs

In addition to observations and analyses of the lessons, the author considered it
important to include the teachers’ own views on their error correction practices, therefore
the participating teachers were requested to share their opinions in semi-structured
interviews. The interview topics covered the teachers’ views regarding corrective feedback,
what they consider important when correcting the learners’ erroneous utterances and the
importance of knowing the different strategies for providing CF.

Both of the teachers had heard the term ‘corrective feedback’ before and described
it similarly as feedback given to the students to correct their errors or lead them towards
error correction by themselves. Teacher A with teacher training background also pointed out
the distinction between an error and a mistake and added that it would be important to
provide corrective feedback on the utterances that the learner should be able to correct
themselves, having the prior language knowledge for doing so. If an error occurs because of
a gap in knowledge, she simply corrects it herself and gives further explanation if necessary.

When asked about the important things to consider when correcting learners’ errors,
the teachers agreed that it is vital to know your students and consider their abilities and
readiness to receive correction. Teacher B, relying on his business and marketing

background, always prefers to treat their students as equals and reminds them that it is often
a “give-and-take situation ”. The teacher does not have to be perfect and sometimes students

also correct him regarding grammar, handwriting, etc. He believes that the best thing that
could happen is that the student becomes better than him. The friendly relationship based on
mutual respect is reflected in his classroom practice and the observed lessons as well. In case
of more anxious or sensitive students, the teachers consider it important to not draw too
much attention on them and provide more thorough correction and feedback personally

after/before the class, if necessary.
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The teachers believe that errors should be dealt with in a subtle, positive way, and a
teacher’s role is to be a lighthouse, guiding the learner towards the correct answers. As to
when to correct errors, teachers shared similar views. In their opinion, the time of correction
depends on the nature of the error and the task in hand. For example, Teacher B pointed out
that if the error is glaring or hindering comprehension, he would provide corrective feedback
immediately. Teacher A added that if the task is very long, it is better to provide correction
on the spot, otherwise the learner might not even remember making an error. However, if
the task is short or the main focus is on the content or fluency, CF or correction might be
postponed as was also done in the observed fluency lessons. Regarding positive feedback or
praise, Teacher B does not like to dwell on it, but rather provides it later in person or in the
school’s electronical environment (Stuudium).

One aspect observed in the fluency lessons was that one of the teachers took notes
during the learners’ presentation while the other did not. When asked about it, Teacher B
agreed that he never takes notes as he deems it unnecessary (“I’ve got a good memory.”)
Teacher A prefers to take notes during longer activities as it helps in giving more thorough
feedback later on, whether in person or on Stuudium. Moreover, a technique that she likes
to use involves writing the learner’s erroneous sentence on board and analysing as well as
correcting the errors together. She believes that the visualization of errors and their
correction is important and might be more suitable for some learners, rather than only
correcting the errors orally. Peer correction is generally considered useful by both teachers.
Teacher A mentioned that if a classmate corrects the learner’s error, it might not feel as
patronizing as when she does it. Teacher B has also used peer correction in making the
stronger students help the weaker ones, and he appreciates it when learners correct each
other on their own initiative. However, classroom dynamics and relationships have to be

taken into consideration.
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While the teachers claimed to be familiar with the term ‘corrective feedback’, the
strategies as described by Lyster and Ranta (1997) were new to them regarding terminology.
Table 2. CF Strategies was presented to both teachers and they were asked to reflect on their
classroom practice, pointing out the strategies that they prefer to use. After going through
the table and examples, the teachers believed to use and mix all of the mentioned strategies,
depending on the group or student. Teacher B mentioned that with older, more advanced
students it is probably not necessary to use all of the strategies. Only one CF strategy,
repetition, was pointed out by Teacher A as something that she would not prefer to use as
repeating the erroneous sentence could be counter-productive and the student might
remember it incorrectly. Repetition was also the only strategy not identified in the
observations.

When asked to choose a favourite or most-used strategy, Teacher B mentioned
clarification requests, which was also visible from the analysis of his lessons. In its support,
he lists that clarification requests can be used both online and in classroom and it is an
effective way to indicate that something is not quite right with the learner’s utterance. In
addition to clarification phrases, he sometimes uses signals or gestures that the students are
already familiar with. Teacher A mentioned that she sometimes uses phrases such as Sorry?
and Pardon me? if a student makes an error in something that they have been practicing for
a longer period of time. She considers elicitation as her most favoured strategy of CF as she
believes to use it quite often, and thinks that metalinguistic feedback, which was used the
most in her observed lessons, is only useful with advanced students. This belief is in
accordance with the observation results as her learners were in Year 10, who supposedly
have a better grasp of the target language.

Both teachers said that it is important that the learner is given a chance to self-correct,

and that they repeat the correct utterance if the correction is provided by someone else as it
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gives them more input to remember it correctly. This is a statement that conflicts with the
observed lessons as occasionally, teachers were quick to provide the correction themselves
or did not require learner uptake. Teacher A did say that she sometimes might rush on to the
next activity or forget to ask the learner to repeat the utterance correctly. She also mentioned
that error correction and identifying the learner’s reaction is more difficult in online learning,
which sometimes feels like “talking to a black wall”. In there, it is hard to see whether the
learner has understood the correction and a lot might get lost due to technical difficulties and
communication issues. Overall, the teachers consider online learning not as effective as
learning in a physical classroom.

Finally, the teachers were asked if they ever reflected on their feedback and error
correction strategies and if they would consider it beneficial. Teacher A said that she
occasionally reflects on her error correction strategies, especially if the learners continue to
make the same error. In this case, it is necessary to find a different strategy and provide more
practice on the issue. Teacher B added that sometimes as he thinks back on the lesson, he
realises that he had forgotten to provide feedback or correction and then gives it on Stuudium
or in the next lesson. They both agree that it would be beneficial for a language teacher to
know the different strategies for providing corrective feedback, and specific methods and
tips could always be learned or improved. However, many of them “come naturally” or are
derived from prior career or parenting experiences.

The interviews indicate that despite their different backgrounds in terms of teacher
training education, the teachers share similar views on error correction and implement them
in their classroom practice. The number of lessons observed in this study is not enough to
draw definite conclusions, yet it is visible that what the teachers believe and what they
actually do regarding error correction overlap in most areas. All in all, the teachers believe

in balance of good relationships, positive feedback and constructive criticism that would
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provide the learners with a great starting point for their independent life in addition to the

acquired language skills.

2.6 Discussion

When comparing previous studies in the field of CF, the analyses of current
observations and interviews with the teachers, the results do not show major differences, yet
there are still interesting aspects to consider. Prior research (Sheen 2011, Mendez and Cruz
2013) suggests that teachers may use different CF strategies for tasks focused on fluency
and accuracy. In fluency tasks, the general focus remains on the content and comprehension
of the learner’s speech (Sheen 2011), and teachers prefer to give minimum feedback on
grammar, sentence structure, etc. The present study further supports the claim as only 6
instances of CF were identified in the two observed lessons focusing on fluency. Both
teachers chose to give feedback and correct errors after the activity, so it would not impede
with the learner’s performance. However, the teachers provided positive feedback through
their body language and supportive affirmations. The teachers’ preferred CF strategies were
explicit correction, elicitation, metalinguistic feedback and recast. Most of these strategies
are explicit in nature as they clearly indicate the scope and location of the mistakes to the
learner, which could be more beneficial in case of delayed feedback.

In accuracy work, teachers generally provide more feedback, which is also visible in
the current study, where the author identified 35 instances of CF. From the six CF strategies
categorized by Lyster and Ranta (1997), the observed teachers used five: metalinguistic
feedback, clarification request, explicit correction, recast and elicitation. The strategies were
used both in combination and on their own. Once again, a big part of the teachers’ preferred
strategies are explicit and output-prompting, requiring learner uptake or repair. While the

teachers’ favoured CF strategies were quite similar in fluency tasks, they had different
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preferences in accuracy work. However, this could be explained by the differences in
learners’ language levels or the nature of the tasks. As Lyster et al (2013) suggest, the most
effective teachers are those willing to adapt their CF strategies according to the needs and
preferences of their different learners.

The corrections in accuracy work took place right as the errors happened and were
mainly provided by the teachers. Although teachers claim to favour peer correction as a
feedback method, the current study identified only a few instances of it in practice. This
could be due to the fact that the accuracy lessons were held online, which makes the feedback
process more complicated and time-consuming. It is likely that in a physical classroom, the
teachers use peer correction more often. The post-observation interviews with the teachers
indicate that despite differences in their training and education, the teachers share similar
views regarding CF and error correction in classroom, which have mainly formed during
their years of experience, and are mostly consistent with their practices seen during the
observations. Both of the teachers value good relationships with their students, knowing and
considering their abilities and readiness to receive correction both ways.

All things considered, the analysis provides a brief overview of the practices and
beliefs of two EFL teachers in Estonia. Both of the participating teachers mentioned in their
post-observation interviews the importance of knowing and reflecting on their feedback-
giving strategies, therefore the author hopes that the current study granted them an
opportunity for doing so now and in the future. In general, the results of the study are in
accordance with prior knowledge on the topic and offer a basis for future research. In
addition to widening the scope of study, it would be interesting to look at the differences
between CF used in online and classroom practice as well as the effect CF has on various

learners.
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CONCLUSION

In addition to many important roles that a teacher is expected to embrace successfully
in a classroom, providing guidance and error correction in language learning could be
considered one of the primary ones. The aim of this MA thesis was to analyse which
corrective feedback strategies teachers implement in their classrooms, whether there are any
differences between strategies used in fluency and accuracy work, and whether their beliefs
regarding error correction are consistent with their actual practices. The motivation for
research arose from the author’s own experiences and struggles as a novel teacher to provide
a fair balance of praise and correction as well as finding the most suitable correction
strategies.

Feedback is an important part of language learning process and a great tool for
fostering learner motivation, when used correctly (Ellis 2009). The current thesis focuses on
oral corrective feedback and teachers’ responses to language errors. Researchers have
identified several feedback strategies used in classroom interaction that should be adapted
to different tasks and learners’ needs. Lyster and Ranta (1997) categorise them as: explicit
correction, recast, clarification request, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation, and repetition.
In addition to the choice of feedback, a teacher must decide whether to give feedback during
or after the activity, and who should do the correcting — the teacher, learner or their peers.
Prior studies have identified differences in CF provided in fluency and accuracy lessons,
therefore the current research looks at both. Chapter one of this thesis provides an overview
of the theoretical background and research done in the field, answering questions of when,
how and by whom should oral corrective feedback be provided.

Chapter two of the thesis analyses the results of a case study conducted among two
teachers in pre-intermediate level EFL classroom using non-participant observations, video

and audio recordings and semi-structured interviews. ldentified instances of oral CF were
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transcribed for more thorough and convenient analysis, using the transcription conventions
of CA. Both of the teachers, one female and one male, have nearly 20 years of teaching
experience, and the observed learners were in Year 7 and Year 10. Choosing the most
suitable corrective feedback strategy in a fast-moving, natural classroom discussion is not
an easy task, even for experienced teachers. The analysis based on five observed lessons (2
focused on fluency and 3 focused on accuracy) indicates that teachers use nearly all of the
strategies categorised by Lyster and Ranta (1997) in their classroom practice. In case of
several erroneous utterances, teachers used more than one strategy to elicit learner repair.
For example, the author identified combinations of metalinguistic feedback and elicitation,
metalinguistic feedback and explicit correction, clarification request and recast etc.

The analysis shows that both teachers mainly prefer to use strategies that are explicit
and output-prompting in their nature, meaning that they clearly indicate the location of the
error and demand learner response. In most cases, the CF provided by the teachers guided
the learner towards self-correction or the teacher provided the correct answer themselves.
Peer-correction was encouraged in only a few instances, possibly due to the restrictions set
by online learning. When looking at the differences between CF provided in fluency and
accuracy activities, it is clear that in fluency work the main focus was on the content of the
task and learner’s speech, and the teacher provided minimum correction. In fluency work,
the teachers mainly gave input-providing feedback to errors in pronunciation and vocabulary
choice.

Altogether, the author identified only 6 instances of CF in fluency tasks, whereas
lessons focused on accuracy work resulted in 35 analysed instances of CF as the grammar
topics in practice were less familiar to the learners and required more feedback from the
teachers. While the strategies used for CF remained similar, the time of correction was

different in accuracy and fluency work. In accuracy work, the teachers usually corrected the
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errors right as they happened, they both mainly used delayed or offline correction in fluency
work, providing their feedback after the activity.

The final subsection of the thesis gives an overview of the teachers’ own beliefs
regarding oral corrective feedback, which were discussed in semi-structured interviews after
the observations. The interviews and analyses of the lessons indicate that despite their
different backgrounds in terms of teacher training education, the teachers share similar views
on error correction and implement them in their classroom practice. They put equal emphasis
on knowing their students’ preferred correction strategies and building relationships with
their students.

All things considered, the author recognises that the limited number of observed
lessons and participating teachers is not enough to draw definite conclusions about teachers’
oral corrective feedback practices and beliefs in Estonia, yet it provides a brief overview and
ground for further research. Following studies could include more teachers and analyse their
practices in closer detail and perhaps also look at the effect CF has on different learners. As
error correction remains a vital part in language learning and acquisition, it is important for
language teachers to be aware of the different strategies, their effects and usefulness in

classroom practice.
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APPENDIX 1 — CA Transcription Conventions

The conventions used in this thesis are adapted from Hutchby (2019).

Underline Underlining a word or part of it indicates speaker emphasis

(0.5) Numbers in brackets indicate a gap timed in tenths of a second

@) A dot in brackets indicates a micropause of less than one tenth of a
second

= Equals sign is used to indicate latching or absolute contiguity between
utterances
[] Square brackets indicate the points of onset and cessation of

overlapping talk

(@) Double brackets describe a non-verbal activity or transcriber’s
comments

heh “Laugh token” to represent the sounds that speakers make while
laughing

whi- A dash indicates a sudden cut-off of the word being uttered

we::ll One or more colons indicate noticeable lengthening of a word’s

enunciation. The longer the extension, the more colons are inserted.
A full stop indicates a falling tone
, A comma indicates fall-rise or rise-fall, a continuing tone

? A question mark indicates a marked rising tone
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APPENDIX 2 — Semi-Structured Interview Questions

Both teachers:

1) How long have you been teaching?

2) If you think about the term ‘corrective feedback’, what comes to your mind?

3) What do you consider important when correcting the learner’s errors? What kind of errors
do you correct?

4) Are you familiar with the different types of corrective feedback strategies?

5) Which corrective feedback strategy do you think you use the most? (Table shown to the
teacher)

6) Learner uptake/repair: is it important to give the learner a chance to self-correct?

7) What do you think about using peer-correction?

8) Do you prefer online or offline feedback/correction?

9) Are there any differences in CF strategies used in fluency and accuracy work? In distance
and classroom learning?

10) Have you every reflected on your strategies for providing (corrective) feedback? Would
you find it useful?

Teacher A (female, Year 10):

1) During the fluency activity, you took notes. Why? Do you always take notes?

2) During the fluency activity, you did not give feedback to one student as they were too
anxious and uncomfortable. Did you give it later / in Stuudium?

3) In case of a pronunciation error, you did not require the learner to repeat the word
correctly. Why?

Teacher B (male, Year 7):

1) During the fluency activity, you gave feedback after the activity and did not take notes.

Why?
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