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CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

1. INTRODUCTION

In this dissertation | intend to conduct a stumythe corrective feedback on
students oral production generated by one teaahdwo EFL classrooms in one
secondary school. The focus of my research is sieeofi teacher's corrective feedback
on students' oral production. The procedure folibwesludes three stages. First, | will
check the knowledge and awareness on the use @&ctoe feedback that the teacher
has on students' oral production. Then | will olseeihe types of corrective feedback
this teacher used in their classes and her frequaineach type. Finally, | will analyze
the changes produced in teacher's use of thedegés after an awareness raising
process on the issue.

In this dissertation, the termorrective feedbackvill refer to any corrective
feedback provided to a learner that contains ewee@f learner error of language form.

To conclude the introduction, | would like to emagize that the interest of this
dissertation lies in the fact that corrective fesdbis a topic that has many possibilities
in order to improve students' oral production. Hegre many teachers are not aware of
how relevant corrective feedback is in EFL clas3dsis, | decided to carry out this
research to demonstrate the importance of coreedéedback in EFL classes and to
bring teachers closer to corrective feedback. ,Tthisrefore, are the reasons that have
helped me decide on my choice of subject mattarthé sense of being interested in
investigate this topic and the possibility that ffrt of this dissertation will contribute
to a greater or lesser degree, to the improvememtheo same in relation to teacher
training and | would also like to contribute to iroping learning for many children,
young people and adults.

1.1. RESEARCH DESCRIPTION

This project is organized in different sectioniah | discuss below by way of
summary.

In thetheoretical framework firstly | carry out a review on the researcheselon
on corrective feedback analyzed for this dissematSecondly, | complete an analysis
of the different types and techniques of correctasziback.

Afterwards,the research methodology is carried out for the development of
such research. In this paragraph, | justify whyhbse the method to develop the
research process, as well as a set of technique®als which support my study.

The following chapter is to present tresults of the study | will analyze the
study and give an appropriate and correct inteagicet of those results that allow me to
reach a series of conclusions.

After that, | initiate adiscussion in order to compare the results of my
investigation with some previous researchers.

In the next chapter, these findings will appeathvihe conclusions of the
analysis performed above, from which | can draw esomcommendations and
suggestions for improvement in the subject.
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Apart from this, at the end of the project, | hameluded bibliographical
sourcesnecessary to carry out this work, aapgpendicesto the questionnaires and
tokens used for this work.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The focus of this dissertation is the study ofl caarective feedback to learner's
oral production. To this aim | have studied somahaf most recent literature on the
topic.

2.1. DEFINING CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

Speaking skills constitute an important aspect ofliEh language education.
Within this context, oral feedback in school istaeed to be a tool for EFL teachers to
help learners alerted to errors in order to imprthedr knowledge, in which non-target
forms become fixed (Ellis 1999).

Early in the twentieth century, language errorsenmnsidered to be undesirable
forms and it was the teacher's goal to reduce teeses by any means (George, 1972).
However, in the early sixties, language errors hdgae viewed by language experts in
a more positive way, as being indicative of progi@s. Corder (1974) illustrated the
significance of learner errors in several ways. péented out that learner errors are
important for teachers as they indicate the amaod@nhformation that the learner has
acquired, and teachers can then modify their inBom according to their students’
needs. Errors were then seen as important, incesitable, in the learning process.

Although the provision of feedback in the foreimguage classroom seems
natural in the process of learning a language, rthe that feedback plays in the
classroom and the attitudes language teachers toavegds it have been not same
through the years, or even from one teacher tohanoOn the other hand, in the
theoretical ground, corrective feedback has alsmlaa area of research and discussion
in language acquisition and learning over thedastades.

For the sake of clarity, one of the first defioits of feedback is that of
Chaudron (1977) who considers it as “any reactiébnthe teacher which clearly
transforms, disapprovingly refers to, or demandsrovement of the learner utterance”.

Other synonyms of feedback more commonly used “arer correction”,
“negative or positive evidence” “negative or pogiti feedback”. However, error
correction implies an evident and direct correctiwhereas feedback is a more general
way of providing some clues, or eliciting some eation, besides the direct correction
made by the teacher.

There are various terms used in identifying erransl providing corrective
feedback in EFL, the most common betwrective feedbackegative evidengeand
negative feedbackBecause of possible confusion arising from the waé this
terminology, a brief review of the definitions adrins and of the different types of
feedback is presented below.

Chaudron (1988) has pointed out the fact thattdmn corrective feedback
incorporates different layers of meaning. In Chaanty view (1988: 99), the term
“treatment of error” may simply refer to “any teachbehavior following an error that
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minimally attempts to inform the learner of thetfaterror”. The treatment may not be
evident to the student in terms of the respongdiaits, or it may make a significant
effort “to elicit a revised student response”. Hinahere is “the true” correction which
succeeds in modifying the learner’s interlanguagle so that the error is eliminated
from further production.
Lightbown and Spada (1999: 171-172) define cowedeedback as:
"Any indication to the learners that their use loé target language is incorrect.
This includes various responses that the leareeeve. When a language learner
says, ‘He go to school every day’, corrective femako can be explicit, for
example, ‘no, you should say goes, not go’ or ioipliyes he goes to school
every day’, and may or may not include metalingaistformation, for example,
‘Don’t forget to make the verb agree with the sabjé

2.2. POSSIBLE BENEFITS OF CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

Corrective feedback aims to make learners awatetllea utterances contained
errors. However, it should be noted here that ctisre feedback is an interlocutor's
interactional move that indicates explicitly or ilefly any non-target like feature in
the learner's speech and need to be corrected.

Lightbown (1999) emphasizes that when teenagetsadualts, however, start to
learn a foreign language, they are usually expdsethis new language only a few
hours a week compared to the situation when legraifirst language. Mistakes are part
of the learning process. For this reason it is irtgyd that the teacher gives corrective
feedback to students to boost their confidencetlansl raise their oral production.

Teachers, students, or researchers who haveizgdicorrective feedback as
being ineffective, or even harmful (for exampleh@mann, 1979), may be missing the
point. Corrective feedback is not an island whdreraors can be fixed in isolation. It is
a part of a long EFL process, and like anything @tslanguage acquisition, corrective
feedback takes time to be effective. Truscott&eeton that corrective feedback was at
best a waste of time and at worst a detriment tisguing, but it also might be at
chances with what is known in second language aitoun theory.

There is a wide variety of potential correctivedback choices when dealing
with an oral error. And while the choice may beheatvaried, it demonstrates the
creativity and inquisitiveness of teachers and aedeers who strive to find the most
effective means to give corrective feedback intéengpt to enact the greatest change.

There is an evidence of the role of correctivelbeek in the hypothesis testing
models of acquisition. In these models, the learm@ssumed to formulate hypotheses
about the target language, and to test these hgpedhagainst the target norm. In this
model of learning, corrective feedback, or negatia¢a, plays a crucial role (Bley-
Vroman, 1986). Ohta (2001) takes corrective feekllaastep further by showing that if
the correct form is provided, learners may have ¢hance to compare their own
production with that of another. In this way, catree feedback may stimulate
hypothesis testing, giving the learner the oppotyuto deal with form-meaning
relationships. Corrective feedback which does movide the correct form, on the other
hand, may force the learners to utilize their owesources in constructing a
reformulation.
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In either case, corrective feedback may facilit&2edevelopment. According to
Chaudron (1988: 134), "the information availableféedback allows the learners to
confirm, disconfirm, and possibly modify the hypetical, transitional rules of their
developing grammars." These effects, however, “depn the learners’ readiness for
and attention to the information available in fegch That is, learners must still make a
comparison between their internal representatiom refle and the information about the
rule in the input they encounter”. Finally, Scharh{l991: 159), with reference to the
above views, points out that it is due to the adive feedback the learners receive that
they leave their wrong hypotheses and immediateitck to formulating new ones.”

It has been written about extensively that stuglappreciate corrective feedback
and find it useful (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Oth2001) and that they feel upset when
teachers do not comment on their errors (Ferrisokdrts, 2001).

Ferris and Roberts (2001) reported on the cowmecteedback views and
preferences of EFL students at an American unityer8ithough, by the authors’ own
admission, this study is limited in what it caniciadue to the small sample size, their
findings are still valuable. Most students appreciateacher feedback on their oral
production, as well as expecting direct correctartheir errors. The authors make this
observation about the problems of students appiegiaorrective feedback, but also
expecting mass correction of all surface errors.

2.3. RESEARCH RESULTS

Many of the articles | read describe the resultamfrexperimental action-
research examining different features of feedbaokl, some offer interesting historical
reviews.

The most significant results have been obtained.yster and Ranta and |
explain these conclusions below. Most of the rededike the one of Loewen & Erlam
(2006), examined certain types of feedback andrésearcher found it difficult to
decide which type of feedback is best for all catgeAlthough research, in general,
showed a superior advantage for learners receifgegback, regardless of its type
(Lyster, 2004).

Lyster and Ranta (1997) examined corrective feeklliiam the perspective of
an analytical teaching strategy. The study illusttathe types and distribution of
corrective feedback moves and their relationshifeéoner uptake. The overall aim of
the study was to determine, first, whether erreatiment is indeed negotiable and if so,
to what extent such pedagogically motivated negotia(i.e. of form) occurs in
communicative classrooms and, second, what movestitde such an exchange. The
database analyzed for this study was comprised dégsons totaling 18.3 hours. The
teachers in this study were aware that the reseexclere interested in recording
classroom interaction. They were unaware, howewérthe fact that the research
focused mainly on corrective feedback. Analysighe data revealed that there were
seven different types of feedback used by the teachers in the study: explicit
correction, recasts, clarification requests, metglistic feedback, elicitation, repetition,
and multiple feedback (which referred to combinaticof more than one type of
feedback). It was found that recasts were by famtiost widely used form of feedback
of all the teachers’ corrective feedback moves;artban half involved recasts. In the

Noelia Bayer Pégina 6



CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

analysis of student turns immediately followingdieer feedback (referred to aptakg

it was found that 69% of recasts were followed dyyi¢ continuation; 18% of recasts
were immediately repeated or incorporated into estiditterances and were coded as
needs repairRecasts did not lead to any student-generateasfof repair.

The findings of the study above revealed thatiéaehers were more systematic
and consistent in their provision of feedback tlodimer teachers observed in previous
studies carried out by Chaudron (1988). The intemacbetween error type and
feedback type was significant, confirming that ertgpe affected choice of specific
corrective feedback types. While grammatical andnpltogical errors tended to elicit
recast, lexical errors tended to invite negotiatanform. A reason might be that
cognitive processing involved in accessing and yapgl the system-driven rules of
grammar is much more complex than that involvethm retrieval of lexical items or
modeling of the teachers’ recasts of phonologicedrs. Overall, the findings of the
study from Lyster and Ranta support the view thatrtegotiation of form manifested in
the provision of feedback and immediate learneairemakes up a distinguishable set
of moves in classroom discourse, which inviteshiartresearch to determine its effect
on the development of target language accuracy.

Comparison studies of feedback also demonstrae@vidence suggesting that
feedback helped learners generalize the informatimained from the feedback process
to new contexts (Carroll 1993).

In view of these results obtained from the différauthors, | will compare the
effects of my own research in a secondary schalea¢nd of this dissertation.

2.4 TYPES OF FEEDBACK

The feedback types were identified according totéryand Ranta's (1997) as
follows: explicit correction, recast, clarificatiorequests, metalinguistic feedback,
elicitation, repetition. All of these techniqueseaplaced in an explicit-implicit
continuum. The following section focuses on eacthese corrective feedback types.

Explicit correction:

As the name suggests, explicit feedback falls atetkplicit end of corrective
feedback. This kind of error correction therefase¢characterized by an overt and clear
indication of the existence of an error and thevigion of the target-like reformulation
and can take two forms (for example, 'Oh, you megn

In explicit correction, the teacher provides bpthsitive and negative evidence
by clearly saying that what the learner has produserroneous. However,
in providing the correct answer, explicit error @mtion reduces the need for the learner
to produce a modified response.

Recast:
Recasts are the most commonly used form of comedtedback. Recasting is

when a student makes a mistake (whether in meamririgrm) and the teacher adds,
omits, or changes words to make the student’s rgesskearer. Recasts can be an
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effective form of corrective feedback. They allotudents to choose whether they want
to focus on form or on meaning. Teachers can alsdifjnrecasts by combining them
with other forms of corrective feedback if they watudents to focus more on form or
on meaning. Recasts also reinforce grammar panthé whole class.

A example of a recast is:

S: Did you talk long time?

T: Did you talk for a long time?

Clarification request:

Feedback that carries questions indicating thauttexrance has been ill-formed
or misunderstood and that a reformulation or atrepe is required are identified as
clarification requests. Clarification requests da more consistently relied upon to
generate modified output from learners since ithhigpt supply the learners with any
information concerning the type or location of #reor.

A clarification request includes phrases suclEasuse me...." and 'What do you
mean by...".

Metalinguistic feedback:

Metalinguistic feedback falls at the explicit endl the corrective feedback
spectrum. Metalinguistic feedback is categorized casnments, information, or
questions related to the well-formed utterance lué student, without explicitly
providing the correct form. Metalinguistic feedbaslkdivided into three subcategories:
metalinguistic comments, metalinguistic informateomd metalinguistic questions.

For instance:
S: We look at the people yesterday.
T: What's the ending we put on verbs when we taduathe past?

Elicitation

Elicitation is a correction technique that promihts learner to self-correct and
may be accomplished in one of three following wdysng face-to-face interaction, all
of which vary in their degree of implicitness ormpégitness. One of these strategies is
request for reformulations of an ill-formed uttezan(for example, S: My father cleans
the plate. T: Excuse me, he cleans the ... ? $&9Ma The second one is through the use
of questions (for example, ... 'How do we say English?'). The last strategy which is
the least communicatively intrusive and hence tlstnmplicit is the use of strategic
pauses to allow a learner to complete an utteréfocexample, It's a ...).

Repetition:

Another approach to provide corrective feedbackeigetition which is less
communicatively intrusive in comparison to explieitror correction or metalinguistic
feedback and hence falls at the implicit extreme tbh@ continuum of corrective
feedback. This feedback is simply the teachersntarlocutors’ repetition of the ill-
formed part of the student's utterance, usuallit @withange in intonation.
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For instance:
S: He's in the bathroom.
T: He's in the bedroom.

3. TEACHERS'AWARNENESS OF CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

First of all it is important to discuss teacheaglareness of using corrective
feedback in EFL classrooms.

Every class and each student in a class are uniMpigrescriptive answer or
formula provided by researchers on effective feeklzan efficiently guide teachers in
making the best feedback decisions in their classesrder to find out what works best
with their students, teachers need to develop aareavess of the ways in which they
provide feedback in classroom interaction as wellhee signs they transmit to students
through various forms of feedback. Therefore, is ttase the researcher’s main task is
to explore, not to conclude. Prescriptions basedesearch or experience trying to get
teachers to substitute an alternative type of faeklbfor what they do cannot be
successful, but teachers should become aware othmwactually correct learners and
explore different aspects of their corrective fessko In different settings, teachers
should also explore how their students feel abatferdnt aspects of classroom
interaction. Thus, teachers should take this saglya model and, based on their own
needs and interests conduct “action research” ynama of classroom discourse in
order to improve their teaching activity, and haplgf students’ learning. Within that
framework, the teachers should:

» record and investigate their own lessons and Htatpatterns they follow,

* experiment with different ways in their teachingiaty, such as corrective
feedback and avoid sticking to one particular pajte

e try to increase awareness of what effects eachcagpaheir teaching activity
may have on learners,

* investigate learners’ perspectives in the teachnogedure.

Teachers, however, should systematically edueat®érs in the skills they need
to make decisions through experimenting with déférways of doing things in their
teaching activity, by trying to develop an awarene$ what effects each aspect or
category of their teaching activity may have onirtls¢udents, and through exploring
learners’ perspectives on classroom learning peeses

4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this chapter I will attend to methodologicapasts and the research design. |
will try to explain the nature of the techniquesl @ools of choice, i.e. exposing the path
| have chosen to address the subject of studyelisas/ providing a justification of why
| chose to conduct the study in this way.

First, it is important to point out how | am goitgapproach the objective of the
dissertation. My research focuses on analyzing @describing a specific teaching
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strategy in a particular context, so | can say tlzah faced with a case study because it
iIs a process of a descriptive research which amnstiady any given situation. A
descriptive research, also known as statisticalares$, describes data collection.

So first of all, | have used some questionnairelitain information and then |
have used some observation tables to obtain dama fine different EFL classes and
finally | give some conclusion or confirmation albdlue research.

In my case, the teaching strategy being studie¢desise of corrective feedback
in a specific classroom context in a secondary alichnd the possibility of improving
the lessons after having provided teachers withwkedge about awareness raising
about the different types of feedback.

At this point | will refer to the limitations of caess to the field of this
dissertation and the justification of the chosemga. To carry out this research the
circumstances and limitations presented in termsved, accessibility and feasibility of
this research should be taken into account. Tallfthle aims of this study, it is also
necessary for information about students and teatcbdée analyzed.

It is necessary, therefore, to compile as mucbrmétion as possible to provide
greater rigor and credibility, so that this invgation may be considered complete and
greater accuracy and credibility may be givenhe tesults. So what | have is a
technique used to collect information, with theemton of giving more validity to this
research.

4.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Regarding my specific goal, to analyze feedbachteties observed in students'
productions in the EFL classroom in order to spettie frequency and effectiveness of
strategies used by the teacher when he or shectoitee errors made in class, the
following research questions were delimited. Thisegtion will guide me for the
analysis of the data from my research:

» Does the teacher userrective feedback to students' oral production?

* Does the teacher use a varietycarrective feedback types?

* Does the teacher know the existence of a varietpotctive feedback types?

* Is the teacher aware of the effect thatrective feedback has on students'
production?

« What are thecorrective feedback strategies frequently used by the teacher and
how do these strategies affect student errors?

» Does the raising of the teacher's awareness havienpact on the use of
corrective feedback in the EFL classroom?

4.2. SCHOOL CONTEXT

My research will be conducted throughout the fiveek practicum Il and 11l in
the school that | have chosen. This school is pivalthough subsiding by the
Government school and integrates every level ofcation from kindergarten to
Bachillerato.
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The students hold a high level of social cohesissyally belonging to the
upper-middle classes, with very good academic tesahd future prospects, and
virtually zero immigration rate in their classroanThe location of the center, away
from the city center and close to a natural envitent as well as the high cost of
transportation, usually determines a specific lahdtudents.

The main concern was with class discourse in whedaning and message
conveyance was primary but attention to target fanwuse in implementing teacher
corrective feedback. In order to facilitate leashemteractions and to observe
communication strategy development, free discusaiwh role play were aimed while
grammatical items were also intended. These twonahs of focus-on-form and
communicative tasks are considered essential atidrie®d to be incorporated into the
tasks for the analysis of corrective feedback.

4.3. PARTICIPANTS

The database used for analyses in the presentrtdisse derives from
observation of two EFL classrooms in my practicuinosl. It yields 50 minutes' lesson
for each of the two groups. The participants wsttelying in first and third Grade of
secondary education and were provided with 4 hpersweek English classes which
has been defined by the general curriculum of thentry. This means the time devoted
to English teaching/learning was identical in egabup.

They were fifty-two students (23 males and 29 feslaand their English
teacher (1 female). Based on the researchers' kdgel of the students' previous
performances, the teacher's mid- and final- exaatuations, student participants were
judged to be of Intermediate level. They were unded in grammar, reading, and
speaking, and were required to read for meaningemaal presentation and discussion
on their readings, or free oral discussion. Theefthe students have three English
classes and one conversation class per week.

None of the participants had studied abroad oleast in English speaking
countries. They did not have opportunities to usglisSh outside the classroom. The
investigation took place over 6 weeks.

4.4. PROCEDUREAND DATA COLLECTION

| think the use of a closed questionnaire is thestnguitable and effective
method to provide the information that | need tarygaout this project. When
formulating the problem | want to check with theegtionnaire, | should be aware that
the terms must be reliable, valid and operatioihal is, when asked for some feedback
aspects, to know clearly what | am looking for wiiat question so as not to result in
error or misinterpretation.

There are two types of questions: open and clgsedtions. This dissertation
will select the majority of closed questions, bull wmclude some questions with an
open answer, so that the teacher can give heraspabout the topic and questions. The
reason | chose these is to make it easier to ansaamer to avoid the diversion of
information | want to obtain. This type of questisnhighly desirable if the aim is to
measure the value that the subjects themselvedmivbat they are asked.
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All of the instruments used in this data collestiwere created by the researcher.
The interview questions used for the teacher infilst stage of this research and
second stage can be found in Appendix |. The olaserv tables can be found in
Appendix Il. In Appendix lll, there are two obsatwons tables of the number of errors
made by the students in a class and the timetkgtltave been corrected in class. And
finally in Appendix IV can be found some informatiabout corrective feedback types
that is for the teacher to know about the topic.

The study will be carried out in three stagesthia first stage, the teacher will
fill out a questionnaire about her professional addcational background, and about
her own perception on her used procedures in gigorgective feedback. The second
stage aimed at gathering data on teacher’s useedback types in class while working
with her own students. For this | use an obsermatioart (App. Il and Ill). The first
observation chart is to see if the teacher usegdore feedback in class and how she
uses it in class. The second observation chaotfisd out how many mistakes students
did during a class and how many times the teacbeects this mistakes. This chart
also finds out how many times the teacher uses eawkctive feedback type. In this
manner | can find out what corrective feedback tilpe teacher uses more and what
type she never uses in class. In the third stagdl provide the teacher a chapter with
information about Lyster's and Ranta's classiftzatand explication of the corrective
feedback types. Then me do again an observatiaretisure the impact in the teacher's
awareness and whether she finally implementedsakets in the classroom. Thus, my
intention is to find out whether the teacher chanber corrective feedback behavior
and how these changes affect students participadioth production in the EFL
classroom.

5. RESULTS

Results are presented relating to a) First stégmcher's questionnaire and
opinion (Teacher's gquestionnaire); b) Second stalgeervation task before providing
clarification of Lyster's and Ranta's types of ective feedback (Observation 1); and c)
Third stage, teacher's questionnaire and observatisk after providing knowledge
about corrective feedback (Observation 2).

5.1. TEACHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE

The analyzing of teacher's questionnaire showamgttendency to agree on the
need to correct learners so that they gain fluemzyaccuracy. This is concurrent with
the idea that corrective feedback has a positiveash on language learning. In the
guestionnaire, the teacher justifies the need twige corrective feedback in the
classroom and so she includes corrective feedlbadiei classes. However, she says

! Lightbown and Spada wrotéow Languages are Learnéd order to provide information to second
language teachers about second language acquiéBlok) research findings and theoretical views. It
was originally based on materials the authors apesl for workshops with experienced classroom
teachers. This orientation is obvious throughoateélkample- and activity-filled book. In chapterhéy
speak about corrective feedback and its diffengreed on page 125-127.
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that she does not know the different types of abive feedback that | show her in the
guestionnaire (App.l). So she uses corrective faekllin class without being aware of
the different types. After reading a summary of tey's and Ranta's classification of
corrective feedback types in the questionnairestéites that the most common type she
uses in the classroom are repetition and recabts.c8nsiders that these types are the
most useful in a EFL class and help students utadedghe errors in an easier way.

Overall, the teacher has positive beliefs andtualtis towards corrective
feedback, as she considers it necessary for laegeaging.

Nonetheless, the teacher told me that most oEtigdish teachers in that school
associate corrective feedback with an interruptbstudents' oral production and that
the lack of knowledge of the corrective feedbagbet/has to do with their academic
education and any training on this topic.

5.2. OBSERVATION 1

This second stage of my research is the firstqgfarty observation conducted in
two secondary classes. After having obtained data the teacher's questionnaire | am
especially interested to see if the teacher rgalhyides feedback and if she really uses
the strategies or types of corrective feedbackgsegd by Lyster and Ranta (1997), such
as for example metalinguistic feedback or clartfama request. The observation tables
used for this research is added in Appendix Il &ind

In order to determine corrective feedback typesnadly used by the teacher |
observed mainly the frequency with which she usadhetype and, therefore, the
number of mistakes students made in their prodactio

In a class of 50 minutes the students fail anayeiof 44 times. However, the
teacher does not always respond to those mistakesonly responses to 16 mistakes
made in students' oral production as shown in Tal§kpp. I11).

Corrective Feedback

31% B Explicit correction

B Recasts
44%

Clarification requests

B Metalinguistic feedback
0%

B Elicitation

19% L L 6% Repetition

0%

Graphic 1: Corrective feedback types used by taehter
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The graphic above shows the corrective feedbag&styised by the teacher in
the classes during students' oral production. We see that the corrective feedback
types frequently used by the teacher are explaitection that is, providing the correct
form of the mistake explicitly, and repetition dfeterroneous utterance. She also uses
metalinguistic feedback, that is comments, infororgtor questions related to student's
utterance, and recast, reformulation of studaritsrance, but she only uses this two
types in few cases. The graphic also shows thatgaeher never uses clarification
request, that is indication to students either thatr utterance has been misunderstood
by the teacher or that their utterance is till fednand elicitation, eliciting of what the
student has meant or uttered.

However, there is a contradiction with the teashanswers in the questionnaire.
She stated that the most common types she used reqgeéition and recast. In the
observation of her classes | detect that she wegmition as she stated, but the most
frequent type she applies is explicit correctiohe Said that she uses recast, however
this type is the least used.

From this first observation, we can also see that teacher uses another
corrective feedback type being not aware of thikisTtype is the metalinguistic
feedback. So this is quite interesting and in tlewWwing stage | want to discuss this
topic with the teacher.

Another important finding is that the teacher udes same strategies in both
classes, first Grade and third Grade, however théests show different reactions in
both classes. | have observed that the studeriissirGrade respond in a encouraging
manner after the teacher gives corrective feedbal&. students in this class want to
correct the mistake, want to know more about therasé some questions about them.
This factor is important because | have observed skudents produce more and the
teacher achieved a dynamic participation in class.

For summing up this second part of the presergarel | find out that the
teacher is not aware of using any specific covectieedback, or rather, she had never
noticed she uses various types when she teachissalko important that she thought
about using two types in particular as she saithe questionnaire, however in real
practice it is not like that because as we seaisés different types.

The most frequent types uses are also repetitioneaplicit correction, however she
uses other types of corrective feedback like megailtic feedback and recast, but she
never uses elicitation or clarification request.

Another point is that the teacher uses the sampestpf corrective feedback in
both secondary classes (First Grade and third Grattevever these correction types
have different effects in each class. The studentkird Grade did not respond to the
feedback given by the teacher for example by askingepeating the mistakes. The
students from first Grade showed much more intéoelgarn from their mistakes.

This findings did not match my expectations beedutought that the teacher is
aware of the different feedback types and usestties she stated in the questionnaire. |
also thought that students in third Grade were moterested in correcting their
mistakes than students in first Grade.

5.3. OBSERVATION 2
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The results found in this research into the mosgudent types of corrective
feedback in two secondary classes show some defmelution in the use of certain
types of feedback used by the teacher for corradtiacorrect responses given by
students' oral production.

This part of observation is produced after thehea has become aware of the
existence of different types of corrective feedb&mlstudents' oral production. Apart
from that information, she wanted more informatioeécause she was interested in
knowing more about the types of corrective feedb&he said that many teachers of
this school are unaware of the existence of diffecerrective feedback strategies. And
therefore, they apply some types of corrective lieed without really knowing the
different strategies and the effects they havetotents' oral production.

In this part of observation, the students remdth the same frequency of errors
as in observation 1, about 44 failures per 50 nesatf class. However, in this part of
the research, the teacher corrects most of thekeist exactly she corrects 33 mistakes
done in students’ oral production (App. III).

A very important factor is that the teacher uséfemrnt strategies of corrective
feedback to correct these mistakes. Consequethity,tdacher changed her attitude
towards error correction.

Corrective Feedback
9% 3%

B Explicit correction
B Recasts
28% Clarification requests

B Metalinguistic feedback

B Elicitation

16% Repetition

Graphic 2: Corrective feedback types used by taehter

The most frequent type used by the teacher in ghi$ of the research are
elicitation and recast. She also uses clarificatimguests and occasionally
metalinguistic feedback. These last both typeseeflback require understanding and
internalizing of the new linguistic knowledge prded by the teacher through these
strategies. However, only in some few cases theherauses explicit correction and
repetition as shown in the graphic above.

In this observation the teacher uses again the samective feedback types in
both secondary classes. However, there is a changfedents of the third Grade. The
fact that the teacher uses some different typesdoecting their mistakes, the students
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want to know more about their mistakes committethair oral production and so they
ask about them and repeat the mistakes done.

10
9
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Graphic 3: Differences of both stages in teachesgsof corrective feedback

The graphic below shows a comparison of the cauedtedback types used by
the teacher in the first and second observationthAgraphic indicates there are some
differences in using different types. So in thetfiobservation, the teacher frequently
uses repetition or explicit correction. Howeveteaproviding some information of the
different types of corrective feedback, the teaaksss in this second observation more
frequently elicitation and recasts.

The teacher uses metalinguistic feedback in bbservations, however in the
second few times. So in the second observatiorusés for the first time clarification
requests and elicitation, because in the first agi®on she ignores these types of
corrective feedback. And the important thing heréhat she uses elicitation for the first
time and this corrective feedback type is the dreersost frequently uses.

Another important finding is that in the secondseltvation the teacher avoids
the use of repetition and explicit correction. Tddmth types are the ones that the
teacher frequently uses in the first observation.

For summing up this part of the research, thelteshow that after providing
some information about corrective feedback to thacler, there has been lots of
changes in the use of the corrective feedback tygesvell as in the responds of the
students. So there has been an increase in ssuddéntest in learning from their own
errors.

As shown in the graphic 2, the teacher tried te asvariety of different
corrective feedback types in order to find out sgmssible changes in students' oral
production. Thus, there has been a great improvenrercontrast with the first
observation, because students now are interestad abrrecting their mistake in both
classes.

Noelia Bayer Péagina 16



CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

The results of the graphics show that the teaokes in the first observation
some specific corrective feedback types like réjpetiand explicit correction, but that
these types of corrective feedback in the obsemaH# she intends to avoid. The
graphics also show that the teacher uses diffetygrgs in observation 2 than in
observation 1. In the second observation the teagkes frequently elicitation and
recast. She also uses clarification requests artdlinguistic feedback. This results
demonstrate that the teacher has now awareness thbadifferent corrective feedback
types and intends to use all of these types.

The final teacher's questionnaire (App. I) sholat the teacher is very satisfied
with the results of the investigation and that Bad not imagined such a change in her
student, in her awareness raising and in heud#éitind behavior toward the mistakes.
She states that she improves as a teacher andmg gorrective feedback. In the future
she will continue to use some corrective feedbachtegies and she will always
remember these types.

However, the teacher says in the questionnairedha@ intent to use different
corrective feedback types, but in her opinion mahyhem interrupt the fluency of
students' oral production and need some extendattattons and so there is no time in
the class for doing this frequently. So she shg$ she will continue to use the most
effective ones according to her perceptions. Ske jaistifies in the questionnaire that
the effectiveness of the different types, produstiand students reaction depends
greatly on the group of students. So, dependingalbrinese aspects, productivity,
effectiveness and students reaction, she may b arse special corrective feedback
type. The teacher re-emphasized her satisfactitmtivis dissertation, and was grateful
because it has helped her enrich her life as aéeac

6. DISCUSSION

The main purpose of the present dissertation wwasonduct a study on the
corrective feedback on students' oral productiamegeted by one teacher in two EFL
classrooms in one secondary school. The focuseofdbearch was the use of teacher's
corrective feedback on students' oral productiahthe impact that teacher's awareness
raising has on her behavior and attitude towardective feedback.

The role of corrective feedback has been studied emphasized since the
beginning of language learning. The term largelgtes to the four skills of language
such as reading, writing, speaking and listeningis Tdissertation focuses on the
students' oral production.

However, the provision of corrective feedbaekems inconsistent, ambiguous
unsystematic. There is a need for teachers to geoswrrective feedback clear enough
to be perceived by learners as such. Although a#targ aware of the different types of
corrective feedback, the teacher employs diffetealhniques for corrective feedback.
However, these perceptions can be understood asdatn provide corrective feedback
in a more systematic and consistent way. Teachersl& not correct every error, or
neglect all of them. They need to use techniquas dre effective and that allow for
time and opportunity for repair.
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In learning a foreign language, making mistakesansindispensible part of
learning process. Finely tuned and pertinent ctimedeedback is an important tool for
teachers to prevent their learners’ errors frontingefossilized and help them progress
along their oral production. There are differendtéas which contribute to the efficacy
of corrective feedback among which is taking inemsideration the level of learners'
proficiency when choosing corrective feedback tepes. This point is what the
teacher stated in the final questionnaire.

The results revealed that recast and elicitatias the most frequently used type
of corrective feedback by the teacher at both kvéist Grade and third Grade.
However, the teacher uses some other correctiihéak types.

In brief, this research provides, in general, evigenf similar problems found in
previous studies (Chaudron, 1977; Lyster & Ran®87): inconsistency; ambiguity of
teachers' corrections; random and unsystematicbfedd on errors by teachers;
acceptance of errors for fear of interrupting tlenmunication; and a wide range of
learner error types addressed as corrective fekdbac

The results from this dissertation also show semelarities to the study done
by Lyster and Ranta in 1997. These similaritieseh&ty do with the frequency and
effectiveness of strategies studied. In this casest grammatical and lexical repairs
were self-repaired by the students after the prowi®f any of the strategies. In the
study by Lyster and Ranta (1997), repetition (whiotludes the strategy of repeating
the mistake) was shown to be more effective intimgagrammatical and lexical
reformulation strategy (recast). Similarly, in terof pronunciation errors it was found
that the most common and effective was recast. elbasilarities make the empirical
evidence more robust in terms of the use of someciive feedback strategies to elicit
self-repairs of the students' oral production nkissaand provide the correct form of
their mistakes.

Finally, the analysis and results presented is digsertation open up a variety
of future lines of research on this topic.

An interesting topic that should be investigatedld be the time factor, the time
that the teacher must wait after giving some feeklbdhe results suggest that the
effectiveness of the teaching of the language cbaldnproved by increasing the levels
of interaction in the classroom. One way to achigng is to increase the waiting time.
Therefore, to determine the appropriate timeoutgtfe questions asked in an English
class at different levels, it would be interestiimgcarry out studies that handle this
variable to explore how the waiting time, after ypding the feedback corrective,
interacts with students' ability to make the eand correct themselves.

It would also be interesting to study how Englislachers combine different
feedback strategies. For example, if a strategy dlkcitation or clarification requests
require prior knowledge and then teachers showddige another strategy to correct or
to give deeper thought to the answer. Howevertudyssuch sequences a bigger corpus
is needed than the one used in this dissertatimhttee collection and analysis of such
corpora is intensive and arduous.
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7. CONCLUSION

In this dissertation, | have researched the frequef use of different corrective
feedback types in a two EFL classes. Also | havalyaed the impact of teachers
awareness raising after providing some informatédoout the corrective feedback
classification done by Lyster and Ranta.

Therefore to be able to provide guidance in dguielpcorrective feedback types
for teaching and learning in English classes ii@sessary to be aware of the different
types.

So, after viewing the results of the this resedrcan state that at the beginning
of the research the teacher was not aware of ubiffeyent corrective feedback types.
Consequently, she uses corrective feedback autcafigtvithout fully understanding
the attitude that it has in students oral producéind in her classroom developing.

After the analysis of the questionnaires, | haagesl that the teacher also did not
know the existence of different types of feedba8k. she was very surprised after
knowing the different corrective feedback types am# thought that knowing this
aspects she can improve her attitude toward sts’derati production and so it can be a
possible improvement in students' oral productiot language acquisition. After
providing the teacher some information about thHfekint corrective feedback types, |
observed an improvement in both, students and ¢eatrhthe results of observation 2,
we can see that the teacher uses different typeoméctive feedback from that in
observation 1 where she wasn't aware of using cireefeedback. The graphic 3 that
compares the types used in stage 1 and in staféh2 cesearch shows that the teacher
uses more elicitation and recast. In the first olkzteon the teacher uses only repetition
of students' errors or explicit correction. Thectesxr even corrects more errors than at
the beginning of the investigation.

The preference for using explicit correction opettion by the teacher, as we
can see in observation 1, may be due to the fattthe teacher seems concerned to
maintain the flow of the conversation as she tolthie questionnaire. Thus, the way of
trying to repair the mistake by making the studattter provide the expected forms or
repeat the mistake. However, students are not ahaare of this kind of help as we
can see in observation 1. The teacher says thaittigents do not recognize it as the
teacher's correction because they assume thaedlobdr is responding to the content
rather than to the student's oral production. Hereat the end of the research, after
providing some information and after the changeteachers behavior and attitude
toward corrective feedback, we can see in obsenai a improvement in students
respond to corrective feedback.

The aim of this dissertation was to examine tlaeher's awareness of corrective
feedback and if the raising of this awareness cddde a positive impact in the
teacher's behavior and attitude toward studentspooauction and in her way to give
corrective feedback. Thus, we can see that theemeas raising of the teacher has a
impact in her behavior and attitude, the teaches us the last observation all corrective
feedback types and she states that she notes awvienpent in her way to give
corrective feedback and above all in students'aedpo corrective feedback.

After the observations | can conclude that thectiea shows interest in this
aspect and will use different types of correctieedback to further correct students'
mistakes. The students have a positive inclinatiothis aspect and show interest and
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acceptance of correcting their errors in order mprove language acquisition and
increase their production.

Consequently, when the teacher was provided watme brief information
about the different types of feedback there waseatgmprovement on the part of the
students in both levels, production and an incredsstudents interest in correcting
their mistakes, while acknowledging that studetstext and students level are factors
that interact with the corrective feedback as #aeher stated in her final questionnaire.

So finally, the first step is then, as languagachers, to learn more about
corrective feedback and to share it with the leane manage individual differences in
a way that they do not interfere with the languksgening; to put into practice different
corrective feedback types; to organize and sysiemabrrective feedback; and to set
clear and feasible goals in this respect.

| also came to the conclusion, that it is neagsgainsist in identifying factors
like corrective feedback types, level of studentstadent themselves. So these aspects
should be taken into account when selecting differrective feedback strategies
likely to use some different ones in each clas® f@sults reflect a certain inclination
related between error types and types of feedback.

Briefly summarized, the existence of feedbacksddedepend only on the
teacher but rather on the student. The awarenessg®f the teacher has a positively
impact in teachers behavior and attitude towardective feedback. This aspect we can
see in observation 2 where the teacher uses differ@rective feedback types and
correct more mistakes on students' oral production.

In an area of research as diverse and as sigrifasatihat of corrective feedback,
no single literature can cover all aspects offalissues involved. This paper is only an
attempt to provide an accurate and comprehensieevi@w of the central issues as
determined by the most prominent scholars and reisess in the field. The reason of
this is because of the type of this study, a casegysand of the limitations that this
dissertation has. | could only research one teamhera few students and look only into
two classes. Therefore the data collection is ootwide and the results obtained can
not be conclusive.
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9. APPENDICES

APPENDIX |

TEACHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE 1

1. How do you handle mistakes of the students?
1.1. Do you ignore them? YES/NO /SOMETIMES

1.2. Do you correct them? YES/ NO /SOMETIMES

2. If you correct the mistakes, what is your r@@so
2.1. The frecuency of the mistake

2.2. The seriousness of the mistake

2.3. Otherspronunciation

3. If you ignore the mistakes, what is your reason?
3.1.The frequency of the mistake
3.2. The seriousness of the mistake

3.3. Othersgiving emphasis to oral skills

4. What types of corrective feedback do you use?
4.1. Grammar explanation (Metalinguistic feedback)

4.2. Paraphrasing student's production usingxhetéanguagé¢recasts)

4.3. Providing the correct forgExplicit correction)

4.4. Indicating that the utterance is incorrea eeformulate the utterance.
(Clarification requests)

4.5. Using elicitation (completion, questionsprefiulate) to say the correct
form (Elicitation)
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4.6. Repetition of the erroneous utterance (Repe}i

5. How much do you use the corrective feedback ?
5.1. Type : Explicit correction _ MUCGHSOMETIMES / NEVER
5.2. Type 2: Recasts  MUCISOMETIMES / NEVER
5.3. Type 3: Clarification requests MUCH/ SOMET™HE / NEVER
5.4. Type 4: Metalinguistic feedback MUCH/ SOMEHS / NEVER
5.5. Type 5: Elicitation MUCH/ SOMETIMES / NEVER

5.6. Type 6: Repetition MUCH/ SOMETIMES / NEVER

6. What type of corrective feedback (1, 2, 3, 4)xlo you use more and why?

Recast and explicit correction, because there @te gsay. | don't know this types of
corrective feedback.

Thank you for your attention!

TEACHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE 2

1. How do you handle mistakes of the students?

1.1. Do you ignore them? YES/NO /SOMETIMES

1.2. Do you correct them?_YESO / SOMETIMES

2. If you correct the mistakes, what is your r@@so

2.1. The frequency of the mistake

2.2. The seriousness of the mistake

2.3. OthersPronunciation
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3. If you ignore the mistakes, what is your reason?

3.1.The frequency of the mistake

3.2. The seriousness of the mistake

3.3. Others:

4. What types of corrective feedback do you use?

4.1. Comments, information, or questions relatesttident's production
(Metalinguistic feedback)

4.2. Reformulation of student's production (regpst

4.3. Providing the correct form explicitly (Exglicorrection)

4.4, Indicating that the production is incorrectldhe student has to reformulate
the utterance. (Clarification requests)

4.5. Eliciting of what the student has meant (Eimon)

4.6. Repetition of the erroneous utterance (Repe}i

5. How much do you use the corrective feedback ?
5.1. Type : Explicit correction MUCH/ SOMETIMESNEVER
5.2. Type 2: Recasts  MUCKBOMETIMES / NEVER
5.3. Type 3: Clarification requests MUCHOMETIMES / NEVER
5.4. Type 4: Metalinguistic feedback MUCHOMETIMES / NEVER

5.5. Type 5: Elicitation MUCHSOMETIMES / NEVER

5.6. Type 6: Repetition MUCH/ SOMETIMESNEVER

6. What type of corrective feedback (1, 2, 3, )50 you use more and why?

Recast and Elicitation. After the clarificationadrrective feedback types. | think that
these types are quite important for students priimluand language acquisition.

Noelia Bayer Pégina 25



CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

7. Have you noticed changes in your error corradiostudents?

Yes, |, as teacher, changed positively and studknt4% do the same mistakes. They

have improved and changed their oral productiond&tts in third Grade increase their

respond to feedback.

8. Do you use more the type 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 avdmach do you use each of them?

Type 2

9. Have you changed your attitude toward errorestion?

9.1. More positive comments to students

9.2. More negative comments to students

10. Have you noticed a change in the student'©reg?

10.1. More production

10.2. Positive attitude towards participation

Very good!

11. Do you think it was helpful to know the typdsaor correction and its possible
use?

Yes, it was quite useful for me.

12. Do you will use these types of error correctiothe future?

Yes, of course.

Thank you for your attention!
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APPENDIX Il

Observation stage 1
9/4/2013

OBSERVATION TASK 112 |3 |4

Teacher's attitude to student's mistakes

The teacher makes positive comments to the student X

The teacher makes negative comments to the studen X

The teacher gives student time to react
1. asks questions X

2. answers questions X

The teacher stimulates the students to reconsideces | X

Types of corrective feedback

The teacher gives explicit correction X

The teacher gives recasts X

The teacher gives clarification requests X

The teacher gives metalinguistic feedback X

The teacher gives elicitation X

The teacher gives repetition X

Conversational exchange

The teacher summarizes the main content of the X
corrective feedback

Legend criteria: 1 poor; 2 insufficient; 3 suffioie4 excellent
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Observation stage 1
11/4/2013

OBSERVATION TASK 112 |3 |4

Teacher's attitude to student's mistakes

The teacher makes positive comments to the student X

The teacher makes negative comments to the studen| X

The teacher gives student time to react
1. asks questions X

2. answers questions X

The teacher stimulates the students to reconsideces | X

Types of corrective feedback

The teacher gives explicit correction X

The teacher gives recasts X

The teacher gives clarification requests X

The teacher gives metalinguistic feedback X

The teacher gives elicitation X

The teacher gives repetition X

Conversational exchange

The teacher summarizes the main content of the X
corrective feedback

Legend criteria: 1 poor; 2 insufficient; 3 suffiote4 excellent

Observation stage 1
12/4/2013
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OBSERVATION TASK 112 |3 |4

Teacher's attitude to student's mistakes

The teacher makes positive comments to the student X

The teacher makes negative comments to the studen| X

The teacher gives student time to react
1. asks questions X

2. answers questions X

The teacher stimulates the students to reconsideces | X

Types of corrective feedback

The teacher gives explicit correction X

The teacher gives recasts X

The teacher gives clarification requests X

The teacher gives metalinguistic feedback X

The teacher gives elicitation X

The teacher gives repetition X

Conversational exchange

The teacher summarizes the main content of the X
corrective feedback

Legend criteria: 1 poor; 2 insufficient; 3 suffioie4 excellent

Observation stage 2
16/4/2013

OBSERVATION TASK 12 |3 |4

Teacher's attitude to student's mistakes
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The teacher makes positive comments to the student X

The teacher makes negative comments to the studen| X

The teacher gives student time to react

1. asks questions X
2. answers questions X
The teacher stimulates the students to reconsigeces X

Types of corrective feedback

The teacher gives explicit correction X

The teacher gives recasts X
The teacher gives clarification requests X
The teacher gives metalinguistic feedback X
The teacher gives elicitation X
The teacher gives repetition X

Conversational exchange

The teacher summarizes the main content of the X
corrective feedback

Legend criteria: 1 poor; 2 insufficient; 3 suffioie4 excellent

Observation stage 2
18/4/2013

OBSERVATION TASK 112 |3 |4

Teacher's attitude to student's mistakes

The teacher makes positive comments to the student X

The teacher makes negative comments to the studen| X
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The teacher gives student time to react

1. asks questions X
2. answers questions X
The teacher stimulates the students to reconsideces X

Types of corrective feedback

The teacher gives explicit correction X

The teacher gives recasts X

The teacher gives clarification requests X

The teacher gives metalinguistic feedback X

The teacher gives elicitation X

The teacher gives repetition X

Conversational exchange

The teacher summarizes the main content of the X
corrective feedback

Legend criteria: 1 poor; 2 insufficient; 3 suffiote4 excellent

Observation stage 2
19/4/2013

OBSERVATION TASK 112 |3 |4

Teacher's attitude to student's mistakes

The teacher makes positive comments to the student X

The teacher makes negative comments to the studen| X

The teacher gives student time to react
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CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

1. asks questions

2. answers questions

The teacher stimulates the students to reconsideces

Types of corrective feedback

The teacher gives explicit correction

The teacher gives recasts

The teacher gives clarification requests

The teacher gives metalinguistic feedback

The teacher gives elicitation

The teacher gives repetition

Conversational exchange

The teacher summarizes the main content of the
corrective feedback

Legend criteria: 1 poor; 2 insufficient; 3 suffioie4 excellent
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CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

APPENDIX IlI

OBERVATION 1

CLASS 1

CLASS 2

NUMBER OF ERRORS

44

44

NUMBER OF
CORRECTED

16

14

FEEDBACK TYPES:
Repetition

Elicitation

Recast

Clarification requests
Explicit correction
Metalinguistic feedback

W~NO PRk Oul
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OBERVATION 2

CLASS 1

CLASS 2

NUMBER OF ERRORS

44

44

NUMBER OF
CORRECTED

32

33

FEEDBACK TYPES:
Repetition

Elicitation

Recast

Clarification requests
Explicit correction
Metalinguistic feedback
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CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

APPENDIX IV

Observing learning and teaching in the second language classroom

4 Display questions: There are no display questions. The students are
acrively collaborating rogether to reconstruct the story and are asking ‘real’
questions of each other.

5 Negotiation of meaning: At this point in the interaction, the students
have agreed on the content of the story. Thus, there is more NEGOTI-
ATION OF FORM, that is, more discussion of whether they are using the
correct forms to say whart they've agreed they want to say.

6 Meralinguistic comments: Although they are not using words such as
‘verb’ or ‘pronoun’, the students are ralking abour language as they focus
on trying to find the right form.

These two transcripts of student—student interaction are very different from
each other. In the first communication task, the children are focused
exclusively on meaning and on trying to understand each other in order to
complete the information gap activity. They are constantly using compre-
hension and clarification requests as they negotiate meaning in this rask. In
the second student—student transcripr, however, the learners are focused on
both form and meaning. While reconstructing the story, they make several
explicit statements about whether they are using the correcr form of the
reflexive verb se sonvenir and continually question the grammatical accuracy
of their use of this form as they continue to discuss the content of the storv.

In the activities in the preceding pages, we have described and compared
teacher—student and student—student interaction in terms of six observartion
categories. Some observation schemes use many more categories. covering a
broad range of instructional practices and procedures. Others focus on one
specific feature of classroom instruction and interaction. In the following
sections, we review eight studies in which one particular feature of
instruction has been examined. Four studies examine corrective feedback
and four investigate teachers’ use of questions.

Corrective feedback in the classroom

Study 1: Recasts in content-based classrooms

Roy Lyster and Leila Ranta (1997) developed an observational scheme
which describes different types of feedback teachers give on errors and also
examines student UPTAKE—how they immediately respond to the feedback.
This scheme was developed in French immersion classrooms where second
language students learn the targer language via subject-matter instruction
(i.e. content-based instruction). It may also be used to describe other types of
second language instruction as well.

They developed their scheme by observing the different rypes of corrective
feedback provided during interaction in four French immersion classrooms
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Observing learning and teaching in the second language classroom

with 9~11 year-old students. They began their observations by using a
combination of some categories from Part B of the COLT scheme and other
categories from models that had examined feedback in both firsc and second
language learning. They adjusted some of the categories to fit their data, and
they also developed additional categories. This resulted in the identification
of six feedback types, defined below. The definitions are taken from Lyster
and Ranta (1997). The examples came from 1011 year-old students in an
ESL class.

Explicit correction refers to the explicit provision of the correct form. As the
teacher provides the correct form, he or she clearly indicates that whar the
studenr had said was incorrecr (for example, ‘Oh, you mean ...", “You should
say...").

S Thedog run fastly.
T ‘Fastly’ doesn't exist. ‘Fast’ does not take -ly. That’s why I picked
‘quickly’.

Recasts involve the teacher’s reformulation of all or part of a student’s
urterance, minus the error. Recasts are generally implicit in thar they are not
introduced by “You mean’, ‘Use this word’, or ‘You should say.

S1 Why you don't like Marc?
T Why don't you like Marc?
$2 I don'tknow, 1 don't like him.

Nore that in this example the teacher does not seem to expect uptake from
S1. It seems she is merely reformulating the question S1 has asked S2.

Clarification requests indicate to students cither that their utterance has been
misunderstood by the teacher or that the urterance is incorrect in some way
and that a repetition or a reformularion is required. A clarification request
includes phrases such as ‘Pardon me ... It may also include a repetition of
the error as in “What do vou mean by ... >’

T How often do you wash the dishes?
Fourteen.

Excuse me. (Clarificarion request)
Fourteen.

Fourteen what? (Clarification request)
Fourteen for a week.

Fourteen times a week? (Recasr)

Yes. Lunch and dinner.

Metalinguistic feedback contains comments, informartion, or questions
related to the correctness of the students utterance, withour explicicly
providing the correct form. Meralinguistic comments generally indicare that
there is an error somewhere (for example, ‘Can you find vour error?’). Also,
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B metalinguistic information generally provides either some grammarical
terminology that refers to the nature of the error (for example, 'Tt’s mascu-
line’) or a word definition in the case of lexical errors. Mertalinguistic
questions also point to the nature of the error but attempr to clicit the
informarion from the student (for example, ‘Is it feminine?’).

S Welook at the people yesterday.
T What's the ending we put on verbs when we talk about the past?

S ed

Elicitation refers 1o at least three techniques that teachers use to directly elicit
the correct form from the students. First, teachers elicit completion of their
own urtterance (for example, ‘It’s a ..."). Second, teachers use questions to
elicit correct forms (for example, ... ‘How do we say x in English?’). Third,
teachers occasionally ask students to reformulate their urterance.

S My father cleans the plate.
T Excuse me, he cleans the 227
S Plates?

Repetition refers o the teacher’s repetition of the student’s erroneous
utterance. In most cases, teachers adjust their intonation so as to highlight
the error.

In this example, the repetition is followed by a recast:

S He'sin the bathroom.
T Bathroom? Bedroom. He’s in the bedroom.

In the next example, the repetition is followed by metalinguistic comment
and explicit correction:

S Weis...
T Weis? Butit’s two people, right? You see your mistake? You see the
error? When it’s plural it’s ‘we are’.

Lyster and Ranta found that all teachers in the content-based French
immersion classes they observed used recasts more than any other type of
feedback. Indeed, recasts accounted for more than half of the toral feedback
provided in the four classes. Repetition of error was the least frequent feed-
back type provided. The other types of corrective feedback fell in between.

They also found that student uprake was least likely to occur after recasts and
more likely to occur after clarification requests. metalinguisric feedback, and
repetitions. Furthermore, elicitations and meralinguistic feedback not only
resulted in more uptake, they were also more likely to lead to a corrected
form of the original utterance.

Lyster (1998) has argued that students in content-based second language
classrooms (where the emphasis is on meaning not form) are less likely to
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