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Abstract 
 

The aim of this study is to explore the topic of corrective feedback (CF) in an ESL classroom, 

and more specifically the preferences in oral corrective feedback strategy among native English 

teachers and Korean university students in Korea. The importance of this study may lie in the 

potential for a thorough investigation of the potential divergence (or similarities) in the teachers’ 

and learners’ preference of corrective feedback, and such investigation could lead to strategies 

that could close the gap, which may lead to more effective learning for the students. The 

research approach adopted in this dissertation is mixed methods research. A questionnaire 

survey was conducted in order to gather data on learners’ preferences, and data was gathered on 

teachers’ use of CF, as well as the underlying beliefs behind their actions through class 

observations and teacher interviews. The results of the investigation have shown a number of 

similarities, as well as some differences. Both teachers and learners preferred the use of recasts, 

on-line corrections and correcting lexical errors. Both also neither preferred the use of 

metalinguistic feedback. However, learners in the study also favoured explicit correction, and 

although all of the teachers expressed their dislike of its use, their teaching practice told a 

different story as it was their second most preferred corrective strategy. Also, learners in the 

study preferred more varied use of correction timing, though the teachers predominantly used 

on-line correction. The study also revealed that the teachers’ use of corrective feedback is 

strongly influenced by the learning objective, and the principles of Communicative Language 
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Teaching (CLT). Also, their decision making is influenced by contextual restrictions, their 

teaching style, and the needs of different types of learners. While this study has revealed some 

useful insight on the overall picture, more qualitative research needs to be conducted into the 

beliefs of learners as this will help to add further clarity to some of the similarities and 

differences found in this study. 

Keywords: Korean education; corrective feedback (CF); language acquisition; communicative 

language teaching (CLT); English language. 
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Introduction 

 

According to Ellis (2013), the term ‘corrective feedback’ refers to the specific move that corrects 

a learner’s error, and for second language acquisition researchers, the main interest lies in what 

kind of effect CF has on learners’ 1interlanguage development, and what type of CF is most 

effective. Such interest has led to extensive research in the area of CF and it is quite evident that 

“corrective feedback is an enormously complex process that varies from teacher to teacher 

depending on such factors as the broader instructional context, the kind of instructional activity 

they are engaged in, and the teachers’ assessment of the relevance of correction to the particular 

learners they are teaching” (Ellis 2013, 12). 

 

It has been well documented that while there are similarities shared in students’ and teachers’ 

beliefs regarding second language acquisition, there are contrasts in many aspects of their beliefs 

also. One of these conflicting beliefs is in the area of corrective feedback. Much research has 

already shown that teachers and students hold contrasting beliefs regarding corrective feedback 

and many of these research studies have shown that students of varying cultural backgrounds 

hold different beliefs regarding its use (Schulz, 2001). Therefore, a similar study conducted in the 

Korean context is necessary in order to better understand the preferences of Korean learners.  

 

Literature Review 
 

In this section, there will be a discussion of what constitutes oral corrective feedback. There will 

then be a review of studies that have looked into the preferences of teachers and learners 

regarding CF. Finally, there will be a brief discussion on the conceptual framework of this study. 

																																																													
1	Interlanguage refers to the learner's current version of the language they are learning.	
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Oral Correc t ive  f eedback 
 

Oral corrective feedbacks are categorized in a variety of ways. CF may be on-line attempts to 

make learners aware that they have produced an utterance that contains an error (i.e. the 

feedback is provided more or less immediately following the utterance that contained an error) 

and off-line attempts (i.e., the feedback is withheld until the communicative event the learners is 

participating in has finished). Oral CF can be input-providing (i.e., the learner is supplied with 

the correct form) or output-prompting (i.e., it can attempt to elicit a correction from the learner). 

Oral CF can also be implicit as when the teacher simply requests clarification in response to the 

learner’s erroneous utterance or explicit as when the teacher directly corrects the learner and or 

provides some kind of metalinguistic explanation of the error (Sheen & Ellis, 2011). A table of 

CF taxonomy can be found in Table 1. 

 

 Implicit Explicit 

Input-providing Conversational recasts 
Didactic recasts 

Explicit correction 

Output-prompting 
Repetition 

Clarification requests 

Metalinguistic clue 

Elicitation 

Table 1: A Taxonomy of Oral CF Types (Sheen & Ellis, 2011)  

 

Allwright & Bailey (1991) state that on-line CF can be disruptive, which can negatively affect the 

learners’ affective filter, reducing the learners’ willingness to participate in the class. Nonetheless, 

not all on-line CF’s are disruptive. One of the most used CF’s, recast, is less disruptive than most 

other CF strategies. Off-line, on the other hand, may be beneficial in that the feedback may be 

shared by the group (Allwright & Bailey, 1991). However, off-line CF is also regarded to be less 

effective than an on-line error correction that immediately brings learner’s attention to an error 

(Ur, 2012; Allwright & Bailey, 1991). 
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No. CF Description Example 

1 Recast 

The teacher simply says the correct version 

of the student’s utterance, without any 

further comment 

Student: I reading a book 

Teacher: I am reading a book 

2 Explicit Correction 

The teacher says explicitly that there has 

been a mistake, and what the right form is 

Student: I reading a book 

Teacher: No that is incorrect. You 

should have said “I am reading a 

book.” 

3 Elicitation 

The teacher elicits the correct form from the 

student (assuming that the student can in 

fact produce it) 

Student: I reading a book. 

Teacher: Can you correct that? 

Student: I am reading a book 

4 
Metalinguistic 

Feedback 

The teacher explains using grammatical or 

other linguistic terminology 

Student: I reading a book. 

Teacher: In the present continuous 

you need the be verb before the –ing 

form of the verb 

5 
Clarification 

Request 

The teacher asks for a clarification of the 

student’s utterance 

Student: I reading a book. 

Teacher: I didn’t understand, can 

you tell me more clearly? 

6 Repetition 

The teacher repeats the incorrect utterance, 

with a rising intonation and a doubting 

expression, implying that there’s something 

wrong with it 

Student: I reading a book. 

Teacher: I reading a book? 

 

Table 2: 6 Corrective Feedback Types and Their Descriptions (Ur, 2012, 95) 

 

Many studies have reported on the teachers’ use of corrective feedback types, as well as their 

effectiveness, measured by the learner uptake (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). Of the six CF strategies, 

recast is reported to be the most commonly used strategy (Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Sheen, 2004; 

Mackey et al, 2000; Panova & Lyster, 2002; Ellis et al, 2001), and the use of other CF strategies 

are similarly less frequent, though repetition is found to be the least used strategy. However, 
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recast is often said to be the least effective in leading to learner uptake (Lyster & Ranta, 1997; 

Panova & Lyster, 2002, and Ellis et al, 2001); thus the least likely to result in lasting learning (Ur. 

2012). Nonetheless, there is also evidence to suggest recasts are effective in certain environments 

(Sheen, 2004; Nabei & Swain, 2002). 

 

Teachers’ decision making process on the CF strategy employed is highly complex. Teachers 

must also consider the potential negative implication of telling someone that they have done 

something wrong (Ur, 2012). Error correction, done publicly, has the potential to humiliate 

learners, so whatever CF strategy adopted by teachers, it is essential for the teacher to provide 

such feedback in a clearly objective and supportive way, making it clear that the criticism is 

aimed at the mistake, not at the student personally (Ur, 2012). 

 

When it comes to oral corrective feedback, what errors are corrected are influenced by the 

pedagogical approach of the teacher, and the recent advent of Communicative Language 

Teaching (CLT) emphasizes the process of communication, rather than mastery of language 

forms (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Nevertheless, what constitutes a communicative error has 

not been categorized with distinction, and the research undertaken in the field primarily focuses 

on accuracy errors. One of these is a study conducted by Mackey et al (2000) who classified 

errors into four categories and they are as follows: 

 

1. Phonological 

NNS: The rear, rear [rleks]. 

NS: The rear what? Legs? 

NNS: [regs] Yeah. 
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2. Morphosyntactic error 

NNS: There is a three bird my picture. 

NS: Three birds in your picture? 

NNS: Three birds yeah. 

 

3. Lexical error 

NNS:  There is a green, uh… 

NS: A green? 

NNS: A, no, I don’t know the letter for this. 

NS: Yes, yes, yes, a plant. 

 

4. Semantic error 

NNS: He is on the tree. 

NS: He is standing on the tree. 

NNS: Yeah, standing on the tree. 

 

In their investigation of types of errors corrected in ESL (English as a Second Language) and 

IFL (Italian as a Foreign Language) environment, they found contrasting results between the two 

types of classes. In ESL classes, the majority of error corrections focused on morphosyntactic 

(47%) and phonological (41.5%) errors while in IFL classes, lexical (48%) and morphosyntactic 

(31.5%) were the most common errors to be corrected. Yoshida (2008), adopting the same error 

type classification as Mackey et al (2000) other than the 2kanji error specific to her context, found 

that in second-year level Japanese language courses in Australia morphosyntactic errors were the 

most common errors corrected (64%), while kanji (19%) was the second most corrected error.  

 

																																																													
2 Kanji are Chinese characters used in modern Japanese writing system 
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Teachers and Students ’  Bel i e f s  about Error Correc t ion 
 

Nunan (1995) notes that the principal reason for the mismatch between teachers and learners 

beliefs, which gives rise to a disparity between what is taught and what is learned, may be that 

there is a mismatch between the pedagogical agenda of the teacher and that of the learner. A 

number of studies have looked specifically at the students’ and teachers’ beliefs regarding CF. 

Schulz (2001) found that the students and the teachers in USA and Colombia held contrasting 

beliefs in both explicit grammar study and in the role of error correction, with students in both 

countries preferring correction more than their teachers. Lasagabaster and Sierra (2005) also 

compared the perceptions of Spanish English teachers (one native speaker of English) and 

students on error correction. When the students and teachers watched the CF on tape, they 

revealed specific beliefs on error correction. Both the teachers and students agreed that errors 

should be corrected selectively so that students are able to communicate freely, but when errors 

are corrected, more time should be devoted to the correction and a wider use of resources to 

improve efficiency of correction. In addition, teachers reveal certain constraints on error 

correction such as the question of teacher-talk time versus learner-talk time, the impossibility of 

stopping after every error, the inefficiency of quick corrections, etc.  

 

Yoshida (2008) also investigates teacher’s use of CF, and students’ preferences of CF in Japanese 

language course in Australia. Teachers in Yoshida’s study believe that CF types that generate self-

corrections are more effective for learner’s learning. However, they used recasts more than other 

CF types because of class time restrictions, “but also to avoid intimidating the learners by 

explicitly correcting their errors or forcing them to self-correct in front of the whole class” 

(Yoshida, 2008: 89). Students also shared the same view as teachers; as all but one of the seven 

participants claimed to prefer being given time to think about correct answers over receiving 

them. Nonetheless, one student in the study specified that while she prefers to work out the 
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correct answers when she has some ideas about the answers, when she has no idea, she prefers 

to receive the correct answers immediately.  

 

The final study of relevance is a study by Bang (1999) which looked at students’ preferences 

regarding corrective feedback (no context of the study is stated) by investigating Hendrickson’s 

(1978) questions. Bang (1999) found that students held positive attitudes towards error 

correction and they wanted errors to be corrected frequently. Furthermore, many valued 

correction of content error more than other types of errors, with grammar being the second 

most important. The issue of when students are to be corrected was a little more divisive, with 

42% wanting to be corrected immediately after, while 58% wanted to be corrected after 

completely finishing their message. In terms of how to be corrected, most students chose CF 

strategies that were more implicit than explicit, and output-prompting over input-providing. The 

learners specifically claimed to dislike the CF strategies that highlight the errors in their speech.   

Conceptual Framework 
 

Similar to Bang’s study, this research will use the questions posed by Hendrikson (1978) as its 

theoretical framework. These questions are: 

 

1. Should learners’ errors be corrected?  

2. When should learners’ errors be corrected?  

3. Which errors should be corrected?  

4. How should errors be corrected?  

5. Who should do the correcting? 

 

From these five questions, questions 5 has been omitted from this study as instances of student 
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to student correction rarely occurs in Korea; thus may not be of significant value. Moreover, 

another this current research will add an additional criteria to investigate whether teachers’ use of 

CF and learners’ preference of CF are influenced by the class activities which are more focused 

on developing communicative skills. Hence, this study will consider the following aspects of 

teachers’ and learners’ preferences on oral CF. 

 

1. Should learners’ errors be corrected? If so, how? 
2. Which errors should be correct should learners’ errors be corrected? 
3. When should learners’ errors be corrected? 
4. How do teachers’ and learners preference change based on the focus of speaking 

activities? 

Methodology 
 

The overall aim of the study is to investigate the CF preferences of learner and teachers. Using a 

mixed methods research design, learners’ preferences will be investigated using the quantitative 

approach and the teachers’ preferences will be investigated using the qualitative approach. In the 

rest of the chapter, the context of this study will be discussed and the research instrument’s 

design and its question. 

Research Quest ions  
 

1. What are students’ preferences on corrective feedback? Are these preferences influenced 
by varying contextual factors? 

2. What CF strategies do teachers adopt in the classroom environment? What factors 
within their belief system and the context of their teaching affect their decision making? 

3. What similarities and differences exist between the students and teachers 
preferences/beliefs on CF? 

Sett ing & Part i c ipants 
 

This study was conducted at a university in Korea. The Enrichment Program at the university 

provides two types of conversation classes: English Conversation (EC) classes, a class with a 
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maximum of twelve students, and English Conversation Tutoring (ECT), a class of three 

students. The focus of this study is on the EC classes as ECT classes are too limited in number. 

 

Of the four teachers within the Enrichment program, three teachers will be involved in this 

research and they have been given two classes each that are either the same level or similar level. 

Of the three teachers, two are North Americans, Alysia (American) and Dan (Canadian), one is 

Korean, Grace (though she spent her formative years in USA). All the teachers have agreed to 

their names being used in this research. 

 

No. Teachers Class Level 

1 Grace A Beginner level (11 students) 

B High Beginner level (11) 

2 Alysia A Low Intermediate level (8) 

B Intermediate level (8) 

3 Dan A High Intermediate level (MWF – 8AM) (8) 

B High Intermediate level (TTH – 9AM) (9) 

Table 3. Details of 6 classes and teacher assigned 

Research Design 
 

The current study is based on the concept of mixed methods research; collecting data through 

both quantitative and qualitative methods. For this particular research, convergent parallel design 

is adopted as it aids in directly comparing and contrasting quantitative statistical results with 

qualitative findings for corroboration and validation purposes (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011) 

 

 

 

Quantitative	Data	
Collection	and	Analysis	

Qualitative	Data	
Collection	and	Analysis	

Compare	and	
Relate	

Interpretation	
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Figure  2 .  The Convergen t  Para l l e l  Des ign  (Creswe l l  & Plano Clark,  2011)  

 

In order to collect data, three instruments were adopted. 

1. Student Questionnaire Survey (Likert-Scale) 

The main purpose of the student questionnaire survey was to determine students’ preferences 

regarding CF. There are four sections to the survey. 

 

1. How do I want to be corrected (students preference on 6 corrective feedback types) 

2. What errors do I want corrected (Ranking of four error types) 

3. When do I want corrected (students’ preference on three types of correction timing) 

4. Corrective feedback preference during the speaking activity (students’ correction 

preference for different types of speaking activity). 

 

The participants were asked to rate their preferences using a five-point Likert scale. 

 

 

 

2. Class Observation 

The main purpose of class observations was to log teachers’ use of CF strategies. All 

observations were carried out during the same week and were done a week after the surveys. 

Following are the aims of class observations: 
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1. Log the use of error corrections 
2. Log the errors corrected by teachers 
3. Log the timing of errors and the amount of disruption caused by the corrective 

feedback. 
4. Log the nature of speaking activities within which error corrections were made 

Each class was observed once, which means each teacher was observed twice. Where attendance 

was not possible, observation was carried out via video recording. 

 

3. Teacher Interviews 

The main purpose of teacher interviews was to discover the why teachers do what they do. The 

format adopted for this research is the semi-structured interview. The format is open-ended and 

the interviewee is encouraged to elaborate on the issues raised in an exploratory manner 

(Dornyei, 2007). The interviews were conducted a week after the class observations. Following 

are the guiding questions during the interview. 

1. How do you approach error correction? 

2. Which corrective feedback method do you use the most? 

3. Please rank these four errors types in the order of importance in error correction. Please also 
justify your ranking. (1 Pronunciation, 2 Grammar, 3 Lexical Error, 4 Semantic Error) 

4. Does your corrective feedback method change depending on the orientation of the speaking 
activity? (i.e. communicative, pronunciation, grammar, etc.) 

5. Overall, do you think your way of correcting students’ errors matches with what the students 
want? Why or why not? 

Results & Discussion 
 

The finding from the three research instruments can be found in the appendix section. These 

findings are discussed in relation to the three research questions. 

Research Question 1 
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What are s tudents ’  pre ferences  on correc t ive  f eedback? Are these  pre ferences  in f luenced by 

varying contextual fac tors? 

To address the first research question, the discussion will be divided into the four parts 

categorized in the survey. 

1. How do I want corrected? 

Overall, the participants showed strong preferences for corrections that provide the correct form, 

recasts (4.36) and explicit corrections (4.26). Output-prompting corrections all fared quite low. 

Among them, elicitation (3.23) was the most popular while metalinguistic feedback (2.68) was 

the least popular. The preference for CF type was relatively similar among the proficiency levels. 

However, the two high intermediate classes showed greater preference for no corrections 

compared to the two lower level classes. This may be due to the different needs of the learners in 

different level classes.  

2. What type of errors do I want corrected? 

Learners ranked lexical errors (2.94) as being the most important and this view is strongly agreed 

by the learners in this study. Grammar errors (2.55) and lexical errors (2.47) are ranked a close 

second and third while pronunciation errors (2.04) were ranked last. There was some divergence 

among the levels. Lower level classes viewed pronunciation errors as being more important. In 

particular, the beginner level ranked pronunciation errors as the most important error (2.91) 

while they ranked grammar errors (2.73) second. On the other hand, both high intermediate 

levels viewed pronunciation errors much lower than the group average at 1.63. Re-enrolees also 

showed a significantly different tendency compared to new students. They viewed lexical (3.14) 

and semantic (2.77) errors more important than new students and they also viewed 

pronunciation (1.68) and grammar (2.41) errors as being less important compared to new 

students. 
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3. When do I want to be corrected? 

Learners in the study showed slightly stronger preference for on-line corrections without 

explanations. Second choice was delayed correction, once the speaking activity was completed 

and on-line correction with explanation was third. Certain contextual factors seemed to have an 

influence in that beginner level learners actually chose on-line corrections with thorough 

explanation as their most preferred timing, while in more upper levels, learners tended to show 

greater preference for corrections without explanations.  

4. Corrective feedback preference for different types of speaking activity. 

Overall, although learners preferred to have slightly more frequent corrections during activities 

that have Vocabulary & Expressions and Communicative-skill focus, they show strong 

preference for frequent correction regardless of the speaking activity’s focus. In relation to 

proficiency level, there is generally much agreement in their viewpoint. However, higher level 

learners want slightly less frequent error correction during pronunciation and grammar focused 

activities compared to lower level learners.  

Research Question 2 

What CF strateg ies  do teachers adopt in the c lassroom environment? What fac tors  within 

the ir  be l i e f  sys tem and the context o f  the ir  t eaching af f e c t  the ir  dec i s ion making?  

1. How do teachers want to correct learners? 

Class observations showed that teachers show a strong preference for recasts and this is 

supported by their interview in which recast was the only CF method selected as a preferred 

method by all teachers. During the interviews, teachers also cited a number of different reasons 

for their choice of CF. For instance, the teachers were concerned about the possibility that they 

might negatively affect learners’ confidence and self-esteem, which is why some teachers claimed 

to dislike using explicit correction. 
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However, there was also some disparity between what teachers said and what they did. For 

instance, while only Grace chose explicit correction as a preferred CF method, it was the second 

most used CF method by the teachers, with both Alysia and Dan using it relatively frequently. 

Furthermore, while both Alysia and Dan chose clarification request as a preferred CF method, it 

was only used once by Alysia and Dan did not use the method in both of his classes. 

Discrepancies between what teachers say and what they do is well documented, and these may 

arise due to contextual factors like the classroom environment (Phipps & Borg, 2009) or due to 

teachers’ level of experience (Basturkmen, Loewen, and Ellis, 2004). During the interviews, both 

Grace and Dan mentioned contextual elements which influenced their choice of CF method, 

specifically the size and length of the class.  

2. What type of errors do teachers prioritize? 

Class observations also showed that teachers mostly corrected morphosyntactic errors, while 

lexical errors were the second most corrected. Third most was phonology while semantic errors 

were the fourth most. During their interviews, both Grace and Dan emphasized the importance 

of lexical and semantic errors over grammar and phonological errors; the main reason they cited 

was their belief regarding the purpose of language learning, which is to develop learners’ 

communication skills. Only Alysia differed slightly in choosing phonology as the second most 

important error while lexical was the most important error. Alysia was also the only person to say 

that her priorities would change depending on the learners’ level - this was because the needs of 

the learners differed depending on their proficiency. 

3. When do teachers want to correct errors? 

Class observations showed that teachers mostly chose on-line corrections without an explanation. 

With such heavy use of recasts, focus on on-line timing is somewhat expected. However, what is 

somewhat surprising is the teachers’ lack of off-line corrections. Grace was the only teacher to 
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use off-line correction, twice in one of her classes. Grace appears to adopt more of a systematic 

approach to her timing as stated in her interview, whereas Alysia, as stated in her interview, 

seemed happy to let the students go on with the conversation even if they were making errors, as 

long as the learners were engaged in a meaningful conversation. Even though the teachers 

claimed to be flexible in their approach to error correction timing depending on the nature of his 

or her learners, as well as the errors committed, they predominantly preferred to correct learners’ 

errors immediately after the learners’ errors and without an explanation of what the error was. 

4. Corrective feedback preference during the speaking activity 

Correction tendency for each speaking activity focus did not reveal any pattern for teachers. 

Instead, the results showed some inconsistent patterns among the teachers’ tendencies. For 

instance, Grace’s error correction frequency during grammar-focused activity was different 

across her classes. In the beginner class, she corrected 0.27 errors per minute while in her high 

beginner class, she corrected 1.27 errors per minute. The cause of such discrepancy was 

dependent upon whether Grace would adopt a teacher-centred learning style or a student 

centred-learning style. Furthermore, the teachers’ focus of error correction did not correlate with 

the type of activity they were conducting. During the interview, while Dan claimed to focus his 

attention on the specific skill they are learning, in actuality, his correction tendency did not match 

his beliefs. Furthermore, both Grace and Alysia stated that focusing on one specific error type 

goes against the learning objective and while they do try to pay more attention to the error type 

related to the speaking activity, this could not be practiced at all times.  

Research Question 3 

What s imi lar i t i es  and di f f erences  exis t  between the s tudents and teachers pre f erences/bel i e f s  

on CF? 

The following table provides an overview of the learners’ and teachers’ preferences of CF. 
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 Learners Teachers 
 Survey Observation Interview 

1 

1. Recast 
2. Explicit Correction 
3. Elicitation 
4. Clarification 
5. Repetition 
6. Metalinguistic 

1. Recasts 
2. Explicit Correction 
3. Clarification 
4. Repetition 
5. Elicitation 
6. Metalinguistic 

- Prefer recasts and 
clarification 

- Disprefer explicit 
correction and 
metalinguistic feedback 

2 

1. Lexical error 
2. Grammar 
3. Semantic 
4. Pronunciation 

1. Morphosyntactic 
2. Lexical 
3. Pronunciation 
4. Semantic 

1. Semantic 
2. Lexical 
3. Grammar 
4. Pronunciation 

3 

1. On-line without exp 
2. Off-line 
3. Off-line with 

explanation 

1. On-line without exp 
2. On-line with exp 
3. Off-line 

1. On-line without exp 
2. Off-line 
3. On-line with exp 

4 - Frequent error 
correction 

- Frequency varies 
among teachers 

- Corrections not 
related to the focus of 
the activity 

- Different views on 
frequency 

- Difficult to focus on 
specific error types 

Table  4 .Overv i ew o f  l earners  and t eachers  pre f e r ence s  

1. How to correct. 

The learner preference and teacher’s use of corrections share a number of important similarities. 

They both show strong preference in the use of recasts and explicit correction and least 

preferred metalinguistic feedback. However, the interviews revealed a different picture as two of 

the teachers stated that they do not like to use explicit correction as it can hurt the learners’ 

confidence. Learners similarly preferred other output-prompting corrections, with elicitation 

preferred slightly higher (3.23) than clarification request and repetition (3.06 for both). Teachers, 

on the other hand, showed great contrast between their beliefs and their behaviour as even 

though Alysia and Dan mentioned three output-prompting corrections (clarification request, 

repetition and elicitation) as their preferred methods, between the two of them, they only used 

clarification request once in 225 minutes of class time. 

2. What to correct/prioritize? 

Learners ranked lexical errors as most important while teachers ranked semantic errors the most 
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important. However, teachers also prioritized lexical errors as they ranked lexical errors as their 

second most important error to correct while the teachers also talked mostly of lexical errors 

even though they ranked semantic error as their first choice. Grammar was ranked second most 

important by the learners whereas for teachers it was ranked the third most important error by 

all the teachers. There also seemed to be a difference in how teachers view error priority based 

on different level as two teachers claimed that they would not adjust their error type priority 

although the lower level learners in this study clearly prioritized phonological errors. Despite 

these findings, the interview and the class observations reveal that the principles of CLT are 

deeply ingrained in teacher’s decision making on error correction. 

3. When to correct 

Students most preferred on-line corrections without an explanation, but the other two types 

were preferred highly also by the learners. Similarly, during the interviews, teachers mentioned 

that their error correction timing depended on their proficiency or whether the learners are 

involved in a highly engaging conversation. Nevertheless, the class observations reveal that the 

teachers’ correction tendency is dominated by on-line corrections without an explanation. Such 

tendency is much the same regardless of the level. Teachers also cite contextual reasons as why 

they have to adopt certain CF strategy in their classes. 

4. Corrective feedback preference during the speaking activity 

Finally, learners generally wanted frequent corrections regardless of the orientation of the 

speaking activity, but this was more so in vocabulary and expression, & communicative-skill 

focused activities. Teachers’ frequency of error correction and the types of errors corrected did 

not reveal any pattern. Instead, the interviews revealed that the teachers practice was more 

determined by the principles of CLT and the immediate needs of their learners. However, the 

frequency and focus of error correction was partly determined by the type of activity and the 
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overall orientation of the activity as an activity which was teacher-centred and whose sole aim 

was to practice producing a phonetic sound led to a more focused correction and more frequent 

correction by the teacher 

Conclusion 
 

Overall, the study has revealed a number of shared beliefs between the learners and teachers in 

this study. Both groups viewed the use of recasts very favourably, which suggests significance 

since it was the most used CF method in the study. Least favoured was metalinguistic feedback. 

Also, they shared similar views in the preferred timing of correction and in lexical errors being an 

important error to correct. Contrasts in their views were mainly in the use of explicit feedback, 

which the students favoured, and the frequency of error correction, with the teachers perhaps 

unconcerned about errors which did not impede communication. Furthermore, students seem to 

want teachers to adopt more variety in error correction timings, though the teachers’ practice 

revealed that this was not the case. Nevertheless, teacher interviews revealed two principles 

affecting the teachers’ choice of CF strategy: principles of CLT and contextual restrictions. CLT 

influenced the teachers greatly in the method they used, the timing of correction, and the errors 

they prioritized. Moreover, they showed great concern about whether a CF method would harm 

the learners’ confidence since it would affect the learners’ participation, which is critical in a CLT 

class. Additionally, the teachers also emphasized the restrictions imposed on the CF strategy, 

primarily the size of the class and the limited class time, which put pressure on teachers to adopt 

CF methods that used up only a little amount of time. The teachers indicated some of the 

adjustments they had made to the learner’s needs, and while it was not specifically mentioned in 

the interviews, I believe an element of the concerns they have about affecting learners’ 

confidence may lie in the nature of their understanding of Korean learners’ traits as they are 
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often labelled as nervous and introverted (Lee, 2009). 

Furthermore, based on the observations conducted, it was clear to see that the teachers’ teaching 

style affects how they correct learners’ errors. While Grace was the more didactic of the three 

teachers in the study, Alysia is much more conversational in her teaching style. Dan is perhaps 

between the two as he moves in and out of the two styles. Of the three teachers, Grace corrected 

significantly more errors than the others and I believe this is strongly correlated to her teaching 

style and the way she conducts her classes. Also, different teaching styles not only afford each 

teacher different kinds of opportunities to correct learner’s errors, but it also focuses on the 

language which the learners’ are aiming to learn in a given activity.  

This study has revealed some general tendencies among the learners, but there were also some 

inconsistent data, evidenced by some of the differences that exist between the two high 

intermediate classes. This suggests that no two classes of the same level should be considered to 

have the same disposition. Part of the problem lies in the inaccuracy of placement, but based on 

a number of different variables, such as whether they have lived abroad, every learner will have 

his or her needs. As such, although it is important to be aware of general tendencies among a 

group of learners, teachers should be careful of pre-determining the CF strategy to use. 
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APPENDIX A – Survey Results 

Teacher Grace Alysia Dan 
Total (%) 

Level Beg High Beg Low Inter Inter HI (A) HI (B) 

No. of students 11 10 9 7 8 8 53 

G
en

de
r M 5 5 1 3 3 3 20 (38%) 

F 6 5 8 4 5 5 33 (62%) 

A
ge

 

20-29 10 5 7 7 5 7 41 (77%) 

30-39 1 4 2 - 1 1 9 (17%) 

40-49 - 1 - - 2 - 3(6%) 

50+ - - - - - - - (0%) 

E
nr

ol
 

St
at

us
 

New 8 8 3 5 5 2 31 (58%) 

Re-enrol 3 2 6 2 3 6 22 (42%) 

Table  1 Part i c ipant  in format ion  

 

Teacher Grace Alysia Dan 
Total 

Mean 

Total 

SD 
Level Beg High Beg Low Inter Inter High Inter High Inter 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

No 

Correction 
2.18 1.66 1.90 1.10 3.22 1.56 2.14 1.21 2.50 1.20 2.63 1.19 2.42 1.36 

Recast 4.36 0.81 4.80 0.42 4.33 0.71 4.43 0.79 4.00 1.07 4,13 0.99 4.36 0.81 

Explicit 4.36 0.81 4.50 0.71 3.89 1.05 4.29 0.95 4.00 1.07 4.50 0.53 4.26 0.86 

Elicitation 3.18 1.40 3.70 1.34 3.11 0.93 3.14 1.35 2.75 1.04 3.38 0.74 3.23 1.15 

Metalinguistic 2.64 1.36 2.20 1.14 2.89 0.78 2.86 1.35 2.38 1.06 3.25 1.04 2.68 1.14 

Clarification 3.18 1.33 3.10 1.29 3.00 1.00 2.86 1.35 3.13 1.36 3.00 0.53 3.06 1.13 

Repetition 3.00 1.41 3.60 1.84 2.78 0.83 3.00 1.29 3.13 1.25 2.75 0.89 3.06 1.29 

Table  2 Part i c ipants ’  pre f e r ence  on CF s tra teg i e s  – by  pro f i c i ency  l eve l  

 

 

Teacher Grace Alysia Dan Total Total 
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Level Beg High Beg Low Inter Inter HI (A)  HI (B) Mean SD 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Pronunciation 2.91 1.38 2.20 1.32 2.11 1.17 1.29 0.76 1.63 1.06 1.63 1.06 2.04 1.24 

Grammar 2.73 1.10 2.60 1.35 1.78 1.09 2.57 0.98 2.50 1.20 3.13 0.99 2.55 1.15 

Lexical 2.36 0.92 2.60 0.97 3.11 0.60 3.14 0.69 3.38 0.74 3.38 0.52 2.94 0.84 

Semantic 2.00 1.00 2.60 0.97 3.00 1.12 3.00 1.15 2.50 0.93 1.88 0.83 2.47 1.05 

Table  3 Ranking o f  e r rors  by  l eve l  

Teacher Grace Alysia Dan 
Total 

Mean 

Total 

SD 
Level Beg High Beg Low Inter Inter HI (A)  HI (B) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Immediate 

Quick 
3.00 1.10 4.40 0.84 3.89 0.60 3.57 0.98 4.13 0.83 3.38 0.92 3.72 0.99 

Immediate 

Thorough 
3.64 1.12 3.60 1.07 3.11 0.93 3.00 1.29 2.63 0.52 3.25 1.67 3.25 1.14 

Delayed 

Correct 
3.36 1.29 3.60 1.26 3.56 1.13 3.14 0.90 4.00 0.93 3.63 0.52 3.55 1.05 

Table  4 Learners ’  pre f e r ence  on t iming o f  corr e c t ion  by  pro f i c i ency  l ev e l  

 

Teacher Grace Alysia Dan 
Total 

Mean 

Total 

SD 
Level Beg High Beg Low Inter Inter HI (A)  HI (B) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Pronunciation 4.18 1.25 4.20 0.92 3.78 1.09 4.43 0.53 3.63 1.19 3.75 0.89 4.00 1.02 

Grammar 4.18 0.98 4.30 0.82 4.00 0.71 4.43 0.53 4.13 0.99 3.75 0.89 4.13 0.83 

Vocab & Exp 4.55 0.82 4.50 0.53 4.11 0.78 4.57 0.53 4.50 0.53 4.25 0.71 4.42 0.66 

Communicative 4.73 0.65 4.40 0.70 4.00 0.50 4.57 0.53 4.63 0.52 4.25 0.64 4.42 0.63 

Table  5 Pre f e r ence  on f r equency  o f  corr e c t ion dur ing  speaking ac t iv i t y  types  
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APPENDIX B – Class Observation Data 

 

 Grace Alysia Dan Total 

 Beg 

 

High 

Beg 

Low 

Inter 

Inter 

 

High 

Inter (A) 

High 

Inter (B) 

Recast 43(75.4%) 40 (83.3%) 16 (84.2%) 10 (62.5%) 19 (100%) 9 (69.2%) 137 (79.7%) 

Explicit 9 (15.8%) 5 (10.4%) 3 (15.8%) 5 (31.3%) 0 4 (30.8%) 26 (15.1%) 

Elicitation 0 1 (2%) 0 0 0 0 1 (0.6%) 

Metalinguistic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.0%) 

Clarification 3 (5.3%) 1 (2%) 0 1 (6.2%) 0 0 5 (2.9%) 

Repetition 2 (3.5%) 1 (2%) 0 0 0 0 3 (1.7%) 

TOTAL 57 48 19 16 19 13 172 

Table  6 Teachers ’  use  o f  CF types  

 

 Grace Alysia Dan Total 

 Beg 

 

High 

Beg 

Low 

Inter 

Inter 

 

High 

Inter (A) 

High 

Inter (B) 

M/Syntax 24 (42.1%) 27 (56.3%) 5 (26.3%) 2 (12.5%) 13 (68.4%) 0 71 (41.3%) 

Phonology 15 (26.3%) 12 (25%) 0 2 (12.5%) 1 (5.3%) 2 (15.4%) 32 (18.6%) 

Lexical 10 (17.5%) 3 (6.3%) 10 (52.6%) 10 (62.5%) 3 (15.8) 5 (38.5%) 41 (23.8%) 

Semantic 8 (14%) 6 (12.5%) 2 (10.5%) 2 (12.5%) 2 (10.5) 6 (46.1%) 26 (15.1%) 

Inaudible 0 (-) 0 2 (10.5%) 0 0 0 2 (1.2%) 

TOTAL 57 48 19 16 19 13 172 

Table  7 Error  types  corr e c t ed  by  t eachers  
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 Grace Alysia Dan Total 

 Beg 

 

High 

Beg 

Low 

Inter 

Inter 

 

High 

Inter (A) 

High 

Inter (B) 

Online w/o 

explanation 
50 (87.7%) 46 (93.9%) 19 (100%) 14 (87.5%) 19 (100%) 9 (69.2%) 152 (87.9%) 

Online w/ 

explanation 
7 (12.3%) 1 (2%) 0 2 (12.5%) 0 4 (30.8%) 14 (8.1%) 

Off-line 0 2 (4.1%) 0 0 0 0 2 (1.2%) 

TOTAL 57 49 19 16 19 13 173 

Table  8 Timing o f  t ea chers ’  e r ror  corr e c t ion  

**Numbers in the table below indicate errors per minute** 

 Grace Alysia Dan Total 

 Beg 

 

High 

Beg 

Low 

Inter 

Inter 

 

High 

Inter (A) 

High 

Inter (B) 

Grammar 0.27 1.27 0.42 - 0.5 - 0.53 

Pronunciation 1.00 - - - - - 1 

Vocab & Exp - 0.33 - - 0.00 0.16 0.14 

Communicative 0.99 1.01 0.16 0.35 0.56 0.49 0.60 

TOTAL 0.75 1.03 0.28 0.36 0.47 0.33 0.55 

Table 9 Frequencies of error correction for each speaking activity focus 
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APPENDIX C – Teacher Interview Coding 
 

Table 10 - First round of coding 

  Grace Dan Alysia 

Q1 

1 Correct in moderation Important to no overcorrect – 
negatively affect fluency 

Focus on fluency – 
communication 

2 Correct common mistakes – 
dependent on level 

Corrections based on whether 
the message has been 
communicated 

If fluency improves, grammar 
improves 

3 Learners want every error 
corrected 

Interject more for higher level 
as interjecting lower levels 
affect their train of thought 

Too much correction 
embarrasses them 

4 Influence of past teaching 
experience on error correction. 

For his classes (high 
intermediate), correct more 
vocabulary errors – different 
for lower inter (grammar) 

Correct more for lower levels – 
like grammar 

5 Correction depends on the flow 
of communication – don’t want 
to interrupt students 

Pronunciation – correct if 
deviates from native standard 

For higher levels can process 
more information so give more 
examples of expressions 

6  Lenient views on grammar 
errors – even native speakers 
make errors 

 

Q2 

1 Recast – don’t want to interrupt 
learners 

Don’t use explicit – don’t like 
to use the word incorrect 

Don’t want to use explicit 
correction as it can affect their 
confidence – shutdown 

 Use combination of recast and 
explicit correction 

Don’t use metalinguistic – no 
time 

 

 Elicitation don’t use due to 
class size – cannot give 
individual attention 

Interject when possible but 
don’t stop the activity unless 
it’s an error that concerns the 
whole class 

Use all three error correction 
timing – all depends on the 
situation of the class. 

 Use of non-verbal cues – shake 
head, doubting expression 

Timing of correction also 
restricted due to class time 

 

 Don’t use repetition – 
condescending, concerned 
about students’ confidence 

  

 Timing of correction depends 
on class size. 

  

Q3 

 Error type priority same for all 
levels – the most important 
goal is to get the meaning 
across 

Error type priority same for all 
levels – more focus on 
communication skill 

Ranking of errors different for 
each level – based on how each 
error affects communication 

 Don’t like to correct grammar 
because it’s over done in Korea 

 Higher levels make mistakes, 
not errors. 

Q4 
 Focus slightly more – but feel 

the key focus of activity is to 
communicate 

Focus more on specific skills if 
activity has that focus 

Yes, focus on specific errors 
types, but it doesn’t really fit the 
flow 
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   Focus on the grammar point for 
that day 

Q5 

 Students don’t know what they 
want 

Students want absolute 
correction 

Thinks the students want 
explicit correction. 

 Students feel unstable if they 
don’t have proper classroom 
environment 

Class size and time restrictions 
mean Dan cannot meet 
students wishes 

Contrast in what students want 
and how it works out in the 
class. 

 Being aware of cultural 
difference helps to determine 
what’s best for learners – ex. 
Mannerisms, learning style 

 Doing what students want – not 
possible in the class 

  

In the second round of coding, elements from the first round were grouped based on the similarities they 

shared and the following were identified as broad themes of the interviews. 

Table 11 - Second round of coding 

Q Broad Theme Elements 

1 

Correction in Moderation 
1. Correct in moderation (Grace). 
2. Important to no overcorrect – negatively affect fluency (Dan). 
3. Too much correction embarrasses them (Alysia) 

Adapting CF to the needs 
of each level 

1. Correct common mistakes – dependent on level (Grace) 
2. Interject more for higher level as interjecting lower levels affect their 

train of thought (Dan). 
3. For his classes (high intermediate), correct more vocabulary errors – 

different for lower inter (grammar) (Dan) 
4. Correct more for lower levels – like grammar (Alysia) 
5. For higher levels can process more information so give more 

examples of expressions (Alysia) 

Influence of CLT 

1. Correction depends on the flow of communication – don’t want to 
interrupt students (Grace). 

2. Corrections based on whether the message has been communicated 
(Dan) 

3. Lenient views on grammar errors – even native speakers make errors 
(Dan) 

4. Focus on fluency – communication (Alysia) 
5. If fluency improves, grammar improves (Alysia) 

2 

Minimal disruption 
1. Recast – don’t want to interrupt learners (Grace) 
2. Interject when possible but don’t stop the activity unless it’s an error 

that concerns the whole class (Dan) 

Negative influence on 
affective filter 

1. Don’t use repetition – condescending, concerned about students’ 
confidence (Grace) 

2. Don’t use explicit – don’t like to use the word incorrect (Dan) 
3. Don’t want to use explicit correction as it can affect their confidence 

– shutdown (Alysia) 

Contextual restrictions 
1. Elicitation don’t use due to class size – cannot give individual 

attention (Grace) 
2. Don’t use metalinguistic – no time (Dan) 

Use of various timing 

1. Timing of correction depends on class size (Grace) 
2. Timing of correction also restricted due to class time (Dan) 
3. Use all three error correction timing – all depends on the situation of 

the class (Alysia) 
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3 
Influence of CLT on error 

type priority 

1. Error type priority same for all levels – the most important goal is to 
get the meaning across (Grace) 

2. Error type priority same for all levels – more focus on 
communication skill (Dan) 

Adjusting to learners 1. Ranking of errors different for each level. 

4. Communication an 
overriding factor 

1. Focus slightly more – but feel the key focus of activity is to 
communicate (Grace) 

2. Yes, focus on specific errors types, but it doesn’t really fit the flow 
(Alysia) 

5. 

Absolute Correction 

1. Students want absolute correction (Dan) 
2. Class size and time restrictions mean Dan cannot meet students 

wishes (Dan) 
3. Thinks the students want explicit correction (Alysia) 
4. Contrast in what students want and how it works out in the class 

(Alysia) 
5. Doing what the students’ want – not possible in the class (Alysia) 

Influence of past learning 
experience 

1. Students feel unstable if they don’t have proper classroom 
environment (Grace) 

2. Being aware of cultural difference helps to determine what’s best for 
learners – ex. Mannerisms, learning style (Grace) 

 


