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Abstract: The objective of the present research paper is to describe the beliefs and the perceptions of Tunisian EFL teachers 

regarding the nature and the purpose of oral corrective feedback (OCF) used in teaching speaking. The method relies on the 

use of a questionnaire survey which is made up of seven items. 20 EFL teachers participated in this study and they were invited 

to fill in the questionnaire which seeks to elicit their opinions and preferences concerning the particular type of feedback they 

deliver as a response to their students’ spoken errors. The results of the study found out that EFL teachers hold positive 

attitudes towards OCF, as the majority of the informants seem to embrace the benefits of OCF and its importance in the 

language learning process. However, the findings show that the respondents’ opinions concerning the timing of using OCF, its 

impact on developing speaking skills and on learners’ feelings and emotions vary significantly. The results also display some 

discrepancy in teachers’ responses to some items and reveal that the dominant types of OCF used in teaching speaking were 

explicit correction, recasts and elicitation. 
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1. Introduction 

According to Hattie and Timperley, feedback generally 

denotes any type of “information provided by an agent 

(e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) 

regarding aspects of one’s performance or understanding.” 

([1], p.) It has gained considerable interest among 

researchers who tried to define the concept and to outline 

its significant importance in the field of language learning 

in particular and education in general. Crystal defined 

feedback as “the process whereby the sender of a message 

obtains a reaction from the receiver which enables a check 

to be made on the efficiency of the communication” ([2], 

p. 187). In order to emphasize the role of feedback in the 

process of learning the target language, Crystal confirmed 

that “speakers are able to monitor their own performance 

(both by self-observation, and by observing the response-

signals of others) “([2], p. 187) thanks to feedback 

delivered during oral production and interactions. 

Likewise, Leahy, Lyon, Thompson, & William viewed 

feedback as a necessary technique used by teachers to 

facilitate the noticing of ill-formed or erroneous utterances 

of their learners [3]. As such, in the classroom context, 

teachers are at the heart core of feedback delivery since 

they are the ones who provide corrective feedback 

depending on different variables such as the appropriate 

timing, the type of the activity, the type of feedback 

strategy, the type of the error and the ways convenient to a 

given context. Therefore, it is assumed that teachers’ 

conceptions and perceptions regarding the objectives and 

the nature of feedback will certainly influence their 

classroom decisions and practices (when and how to 

provide feedback) which will have great influence on the 

learners [1, 4, 5]. The present research paper seeks to 

explore and understand the various attitudes and opinions 

that teachers may hold concerning the concept of 

Corrective feedback (CF) conducted during oral work. 

2. Theoretical framework 

2.1. Understanding the Concept of Oral Corrective 

Feedback (OCF) 

The concept of feedback has been among the most 
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significant issue in the field of education, and language 

education. Although researchers have proposed various 

definitions for the concept of CF across decades, the central 

idea is practically shared. It is widely perceived as any form 

of information provided by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, 

book, parent, and self experience) regarding aspects of one’s 

performance or understanding, for instance, CF is described 

as “any reaction of the teacher which clearly transforms, 

disapprovingly refers to, or demands improvement of the 

learner utterance” ([1-6], p. 51). According to Schegloff et 

al., CF refers to “the replacement of error or mistake by what 

is correct” ([7], p. 363). Lyster, Saito and Sato tend to 

consider CF as ‘responses to learner utterances containing an 

error” and as a “complex phenomenon with several 

functions” [8]. Similarly, according to Lightbown and Spada, 

CF serves to warn speakers that their use of the target 

language is erroneous [9]. For instance, when a language 

learner says, ‘He go to school every day’, corrective 

feedback can be explicit, ‘no, you should say goes, not go’ or 

implicit ‘yes he goes to school every day’, and may or may 

not include metalinguistic information, for example, ‘Don’t 

forget to make the verb agree with the subject’ ([9], p. 171-

172). As such, it is recognized as “any indication to the 

learners that their use of the target language is incorrect” ([9], 

p. 171). Similarly, Russell and Spada argue that “any 

feedback provided to a learner, from any source, that contains 

evidence of learner error of language form” ([10], p. 134) is 

considered as CF. Ellis et al. perceive that CF denotes any 

kind of response directed to repair learner’s erroneous 

utterance (i.e. linguistically deviant). These different forms of 

responses might basically include ([11], p. 28): 

(1) An indication that an error has been committed.  

(2) Provision of the correct target language form. 

(3) Metalinguistic information about the nature of the 

error, or any combination of these.  

CF has been classified into two groups such as explicit 

feedback and implicit feedback or negative feedback and 

positive feedback [11-13]. According to Schachter, corrective 

feedback, negative evidence, and negative feedback are three 

terms used respectively in the fields of language teaching, 

language acquisition, and cognitive psychology [14]. 

Negative feedback indicates that there is a problem in the 

learners’ utterances. As such, it refers to any type of 

information that alerts the learners to what is unacceptable in 

their utterances [15]. Corrective feedback refers to the 

various forms of teachers’ responses to learners’ utterances 

including an error. The responses can be other-initiated 

repairs, in the sense that they point to an occurring error and 

supply the correct target language form. They can also 

include metalinguistic information about the nature of the 

error. Feedback could be explicit (e.g., grammatical 

explanation or overt error correction) or implicit. Implicit 

correction includes: Confirmation checks, repetitions, recasts, 

clarification requests, silence, and even facial expressions 

that express confusion [14]. 

Therefore, OCF can be presented in different forms such 

as verbal expressions or facial signals. In the classroom 

context, it denotes the different “comments or information 

learners receive on the success of a learning task, either from 

the teacher or from other learners” ([16], p. 137). In 

Chaudron’s view, treatment of error may basically refer to 

“any teacher behavior following an error that minimally 

attempts to inform the learner of the fact of error” ([6]: 66). 

Besides, it is characterized by imprecision and inconsistency. 

While the latter happens when the teacher respond variably 

to the same error made by different students in the same 

class, correcting some students and ignoring others, 

imprecision occurs when the teacher uses the same overt 

behavior (e.g. repetition) both to indicate that an error has 

been made and to reinforce a correct response, as such it 

urges the learner into more effort leading to a greater depth of 

processing [17]. In this context, it may reflect teachers’ 

attempts to cater for individual differences among their 

students [18].  

Moreover, several researchers and scholars have outlined 

the benefits of endorsing effective CF inside the classroom 

setting. CF is viewed as a means of fostering learner 

motivation and ensuring linguistic accuracy in both 

behaviorist and communicative approaches to language 

teaching [19]. In the same vein, CF contributes to the 

development of knowledge and skill acquisition [20]. 

Interactional feedback is “an important source of information 

for learners and it provides them with information about the 

success (or, more likely, lack of success) of their utterances 

and gives additional opportunities to focus on production and 

comprehension” ([21], p: 329). Effective feedback should 

elicit information about three aspects: (1) The quality of the 

current performance with regard to the desired goal, (2) The 

quality of the desired performance, and (3) The question of 

how to close the gap between present and desired 

performance [22].  

2.2. Lyster and Ranta's Taxonomy (1997) 

According to Lyster and Ranta's Taxonomy, oral feedback 

types are made up of the following six types [23]: 

1. Explicit correction: It consists of a direct and clear 

indication of the ill-formed utterances. It is “the explicit 

provision of the correct form” where the teacher 

“clearly indicates that what the student ha [s] said [is] 

incorrect (e.g. “Oh you mean”, “You should say”).” 

2. Recasts: It involves repeating the ill-formed utterance in 

a correct way. It is “the teacher's reformulation of all or 

part of the student's utterance, minus the error”.  

3. Clarification requests: This type informs the student 

that his-her utterance has been misunderstood or ill-

formed and as a result a repetition or a reformulation is 

requisite. It “indicates to students either that their 

utterance has been misunderstood by the teacher or that 

the utterance is ill-formed in some way”.  

4. Metalinguistic feedback (MF): It takes the form of 

“comments, information or questions related to the 

well-form0edness of the students' utterance, without 

explicitly providing the correct form.”  

5. Elicitation: The teacher explicitly asks questions that 
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aim at eliciting the correct form from the learner. 

“Teachers elicit completion of their own utterance by 

strategically pausing to allow students to fill in the 

blank.”  

6. Repetition: It is the teacher’s repetition, in isolation, of 

the learner’s incorrect utterance (usually with adjusted 

intonation). 

2.3. Teachers’ Beliefs and Perceptions 

The investigation of teachers’ perceptions and its relation 

to teachers’ practices is an important field of study. 

According to Borg, teachers’ cognition refers to “an amalgam 

of what teachers know, believe, and think, which has been 

traditionally described by constructs such as knowledge, 

belief, attitude, value, perception, and rationale... It embraces 

the complexity of teacher's mental lives” ([24], p. 49). In 

fact, the power of teachers’ beliefs and perceptions, including 

their intentions, attitudes, values, expectations, and 

assumptions about teaching and learning, to influence and to 

shape their classroom practices and behaviors have been 

discussed by many scholars [25-27]. It is believed that 

teachers’ beliefs contribute significantly to their actions [28-

30]. Teachers “shape the curriculum according to their own 

beliefs, teach their own personal values, through the implicit 

curriculum, and operate their classroom in accordance with 

their own particular definitions of teaching and learning” 

([31], p. 70).  

Researchers resorted to different research instruments in 

order to explore teachers’ beliefs and perceptions, they used 

questionnaires, inventories, and interviews and they have 

discussed teachers’ beliefs in accordance to various sets or 

areas [32-36]. Teachers’ beliefs consist of three parts: (1) 

beliefs about language learning, (2) beliefs about learners, and 

(3) beliefs about themselves as language teachers [37]. They 

were also investigated in four areas which are: (1) general 

beliefs about child development, (2) general beliefs about 

language learning, (3) specific beliefs about teaching English 

to children, and (4) self efficacy and expectations [36]. 

Researchers have also outlined the existence of several 

contextual factors that may intervene to shape the beliefs and 

attitudes of EFL teachers. These factors include curriculum 

mandates, availability of resources and the instructional setting 

[38-40].  

In this study, it is assumed that EFL teachers’ beliefs and 

perceptions about the nature and the purpose of oral 

corrective feedback will probably influence both the ways 

and the quality of feedback realization. However, it seems 

that little research was devoted to understand and to examine 

teachers’ perceptions regarding the notion of feedback, as the 

majority of studies were concerned with enacted classroom 

practices [41, 42]. The present research contributes to this 

field by exploring, presenting and interpreting data obtained 

from a questionnaire survey that seeks to elicit Tunisian 

teachers’ beliefs and perceptions of oral corrective feedback. 

These perceptions could be mapped to practices of feedback 

inside the classroom context. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Research Questions 

The present research study addresses the following 

question: 

What are EFL teachers’ perceptions regarding the 

implementation of oral corrective feedback during speaking 

activities?  

3.2. Research Objectives 

The current study seeks: 

A. To investigate the attitudes and beliefs of EFL teachers 

about the ways of conducting oral corrective feedback 

strategies in order to consolidate EFL learners’ speaking 

skills. 

B. To find out the most frequently used oral corrective 

feedback strategy during oral work. 

C. To account for the possible factors that influence EFL 

teachers’ choices of particular oral corrective feedback 

types.  

D. To illustrate how EFL learners feel when they receive 

oral corrective feedback. 

E. To try to assess the efficiency of oral corrective 

feedback in the development of learners’ speaking 

skills. 

3.3. Participants 

It is necessary to choose a sample which actually belongs 

to the population that the researcher is concerned with. In 

fact, to guarantee validity and reliability, choosing a 

representative sample from the appropriate population is very 

rewarding. A group of 20 EFL teachers participated in the 

study. They were asked to answer a questionnaire survey.  

3.4. Research Instrument 

The questionnaire is the adequate data collection tool used 

to collect data on EFL teachers’ perceptions, opinions, beliefs 

and preferences regarding OCF delivery as a reaction to 

students’ spoken errors. It included a set of items that mainly 

focused on whether learner’s errors should be corrected or 

not; by whom spoken errors should be corrected; the timing 

of implementing OCF; the types of spoken errors that should 

be corrected; the frequency in which teachers tend to correct 

certain aspects of the language; and the perceived 

effectiveness of OCF on promoting speaking skills. The 

questionnaire consists of seven close questions: the first five 

questions used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(Completely disagree) to 5 (Completely agree), and the last 

two questions used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(Never) to 5 (Always).  

3.5. Procedure 

To achieve the research objectives and to provide an 

answer to the research question mentioned above, this study 

basically relies on the use of a quantitative method which 
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allowed the researcher to measure the informants’ 

perceptions and preferences and to gauge the impact of 

teachers’ OCF on the development of learners’ speaking 

skills. A questionnaire was handed to 20 EFL teachers who 

were directly contacted. It took roughly 18 days to distribute 

the questionnaire, in person, to the teachers who were very 

cooperative to fill it in. It is to be noted that some teachers 

completed the questionnaire during the break and they 

handed it back to the researcher while others preferred to 

give it back at their time convenience. The respondents were 

invited to fill in this questionnaire and were chiefly 

encouraged to express very freely and openly their opinions 

and preferences concerning the particular type of feedback 

they deliver as a response to their students’ spoken errors. 

The questionnaire included a series of questions that were an 

opportunity for the respondents to think about and express 

their views about the ways of performing OCF and its impact 

on learners’ speaking skills. To analyze the collected data, 

descriptive statistics were used with SPSS v. 18 (Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences). 

4. Findings and Discussion 

4.1. EFL Teachers’ Reactions in Response to Their 

Learners’ Spoken Errors 

The results of the first question of the questionnaire depict 

the various reactions that EFL teachers may resort to as a 

response to the spoken errors committed by their students.  

Table 1. EFL Teachers’ reactions in response to their learners’ spoken errors. 

 
Completely 

disagree 
Disagree 

Partially 

agree 
agree 

Completely 

agree 

To ignore the error.  100% 0 0 0 0 

To indicate the error immediately and provide the correct form explicitly.  0 0 15% 60% 25% 

To indicate the error but give the learner a chance to correct it by himself 0 0 10% 70% 20% 

To identify the error and let another student correct it. 0 25% 50% 25% 0 

 

Table 1 reveals that all the informants (100%) “completely 

disagree” about ignoring students’ errors. This result implies 

that EFL teachers seem to agree about the importance of 

error correction in the process of language learning. More 

than half of the informants chose the option “agree” to 

express their tendency to “indicate the error and provide the 

correct form immediately”. It could indicate that EFL 

teachers preferred immediate oral correction. This tendency, 

however, shows that the informants are not aware of the 

negative impact of immediate CF during speaking activities, 

such as interrupting the flow of the communication, creating 

anxiety and demotivating students [43].  

The overwhelming majority of informants perceive that it 

is useful to indicate the error but give the learner the 

opportunity to correct it by himself (70% chose “agree”). In 

this case, EFL teachers seem to be aware of the importance 

of learners’ self-correction which is necessary to strengthen 

learners’ autonomy in the classroom context [44]. Half of the 

informants opted for “partially agree” to indicate that they 

favor “to identify the error and let another student give the 

correct answer”. This result implies that EFL teachers seem 

to view “peer correction” as a relative strategy that depends 

on the communicative situation, the context and the type of 

the activity. 

4.2. The Prevailing Different Views Regarding the Impact 

and the Role of OCF in the Language Learning 

Process 

The informants’ responses towards the impact and the role 

of OCF in the language learning process are classified into 

different views, as shown in the table below.  

Table 2. The prevailing different views regarding the impact and the role of OCF. 

 
Completely 

disagree 
Disagree 

Partially 

agree 
Agree 

Completely 

agree 

OCF promotes learners’ awareness of and familiarity with their errors 0 0 50% 50% 0 

OCF improves learners’ accuracy  0 0 20% 80% 0 

OCF improves learners’ speaking performance  0 0 60% 40% 0 

OCF promotes learners’ fluency  0 10% 20% 70% 0 

 

Table 2 reveals that a large number of EFL teachers 

consider OCF as important in the language learning process 

for various reasons. Half of the informants (50%) agree that 

OCF promotes learners’ awareness of their errors. This view 

implies that the learners become aware of errors they 

committed because the teacher provided them with the 

necessary OCF strategies. So, once students become familiar 

with the error types, it will be easier for them to avoid the 

same error in their next practices. This perception echoes the 

view supported by Kosar and Bedir who maintained that 

OCF facilitates learners’ decision to avoid the same type of 

error through selecting the appropriate strategy in their future 

speaking performance [45]. 

Furthermore, the results show that the majority of the 

informants (80 %) agree upon the importance of OCF in 

improving learners’ accuracy. Therefore, the teachers seem to 

adhere to the view that OCF helps in making students 

successful in learning the language through instructing them 

on the appropriate use of words and vocabulary as well as the 

correct use of linguistic structure. Similarly, Sarwar believed 
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that someone who succeeds in learning the target language is 

usually seen from the way he talks—the more accurate his 

speaking is, the more visible his successful can be [46]. 

An important proportion of the informants (70 %) agree on 

the role of OCF in fostering the students’ fluency. This view 

is in parallel with the idea that OCF has a positive impact on 

language learning. However, 2 out of 20 participants (10 %) 

believe that OCF does not have a significant role in gaining 

fluency. But the majority of the informants seem to agree 

upon the benefits of OCF and its impact on the EFL students. 

So, they tend to consider OCF to be necessary to develop 

both accuracy and fluency. Also, the majority of these 

instructors select the option “agree” to show that they believe 

in the role of OCF in promoting learner’ speaking skills. 

Their view confirms that as a result to the various ways of 

their teachers’ OCF, students become more confident, 

motivated and willing to communicate and convey their 

thoughts and emotions and thus enjoy their speaking 

performances in class. In this respect, Shumin suggested that 

speaking performance can be affected by affective factors, 

and motivation is one kind of affective factors affecting 

students’ speaking performance [47]. 

Overall, the informants tend to hold positive attitude 

towards the benefits of OCF and they seem to view it crucial 

for learning the target language. The majority of the teachers 

seem to maintain the role of OCF in promoting accuracy and 

fluency. This perception can be an indicator of teachers’ 

concern and focus on form and on meaning teaching.  

4.3. The Perceived Effects of OCF on EFL Learners in 

Terms of Their Affective Factors 

The following item is concerned with exploring teachers’ 

perceptions regarding the possible effects of OCF on EFL 

learners’ emotions and feelings during the learning process. 

The results to this question are displayed in the below table 3.  

Table 3. The perceived effects of OCF on EFL learners. 

 Completely disagree Disagree Partially agree Agree Completely agree 

OCF can be a factor of de-motivation 0 85% 15% 0 0 

OCF can be a factor of anxiety, shyness, and introversion. 0 40% 60% 0 0 

OCF can be a factor of annoyance. 15% 85% 0 0 0 

OCF can be an inhibitor of participation. 0 40% 35% 25% 0 

 

While 85% of the informants disagree that OCF can lead to 

learners’ demotivation; (15%) partially agreed with this view. 

It seems that the informants think that OCF cannot be a direct 

cause of frustration and demotivation. This perception 

emanates from the belief that OCF cannot damage learners’ 

feelings or motivation to learn the target language since 

feedback providers can control and take into consideration the 

frequency of OCF delivery, learners’ individual differences, 

students’ personal traits, preferences and attitudes. In this case, 

OCF is not likely to be detrimental to the learning process or to 

the feelings and emotions of the students. Elsaghayer states 

“feedback should always be personal and never directed at 

person’s personality” ([48], p. 76). 

60% of the participants partially agree that OCF can be a 

factor of anxiety, shyness, and introversion. This result 

obviously reveals a mismatch with the previously stated 

perception. The informants, who seem to be very concerned 

with learners' personality traits, preferences, and attitudes in 

order not to demotivate them, think that anxiety and shyness 

can be created in the process of OCF delivery. Therefore, it 

appears that there is not complete agreement among these 

teachers in this issue. Mostly the informants (85%) disagree 

that OCF can be a factor of annoyance. They believe that 

EFL learners do not feel annoyed when provided with OCF. 

These teachers seem to care about learners’ feelings and 

emotions. 

The results show that 25% perceive that OCF inhibits 

students’ participation in the classroom, 35% partially agree 

with this view, and 40% disagree. This variation in the 

informants’ responses can be linked to some other factors. 

First, teachers either “agree” or “partially agree” because 

they think that individual correction influences group 

correction, therefore it might hinder students’ further 

participation. Second, it seems that the informants are 

concerned with the amount of OCF delivered as a factor 

affecting learners’ participation. Third, these teachers seem to 

be aware of the importance of taking into account learners’ 

varied attitudes and perceptions toward error correction while 

providing OCF. In the light of this reasoning, EFL teachers 

perceive OCF as a complex activity involving many intricate 

factors to manage thoughtfully in order not to prevent class 

participation.  

4.4. The Timing of Implementing OCF 

When they were asked about their perceptions about the 

most appropriate time of conducting OCF, EFL teachers 

opted for either immediate correction or delayed correction. 

Table 4 displays the results of the informants’ responses to 

this question.  

Table 4. The timing of implementing OCF. 

 Completely disagree Disagree Partially agree Agree Completely agree 

Immediate correction  0 0 45% 55% 0 

Delayed correction 0 75% 35% 0 0 

 

Regarding the distinction between immediate or delayed 

CF, 55% of the informants agree that teachers should provide 

OCF just “immediately”; and 45% “partially agree” with this 

statement. 75% of the participants “disagree” with the 
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delayed correction, whereas 35% “partially agree” with this 

view. This distinction in the informants’ perceptions is 

basically related to the type of errors that should be corrected 

(general Vs. individual errors), as well as to the objective 

behind delivering OCF, that’s to say if teachers want to focus 

on fluency, they will likely to opt for delayed CF and if they 

seek to promote accuracy, they will certainly choose 

immediate correction. Also, it seems that the participants 

who favor delayed correction take into account their 

students’ affective dimensions; as such they do not want to 

disrupt or hinder students’ conversational flow.  

4.5. The Types of Errors that OCF Should Target 

This part of the questionnaire intends to investigate 

perceptions of the participant teachers on error types that 

should be corrected through OCF. The results are displayed 

in the following table. 

Table 5. The types of errors that OCF should target. 

 Completely disagree Disagree Partially agree Agree Completely agree 

Grammar 0 0 15% 45% 40% 

Vocabulary 0 0 20% 50% 30% 

Fluency  0 0 85% 10% 5% 

Pronunciation  0 0 70% 15% 15% 

 

Table 5 shows a tendency to favor the correction of 

grammar errors as the majority of the respondents agree 

(45%) or completely agree (40%) with the view that OCF 

should target grammar errors. Similarly, a large proportion of 

the participants seem to prefer the correction of vocabulary 

related errors, as 50% of the informants agree and other 

proportion (30%) completely agree with this perception. This 

result implies a strong tendency to favor the practice of 

focusing on form correction that is probably related to the 

nature of the classroom discourse and the types of activities 

endorsed in the classroom context.  

In fact, the results show that while 85% of the respondents 

“partially agree” that OCF should target fluency errors and a 

proportion of 10% “agree” with this statement, 70% of the 

informants “partially agree” that OCF should focus on 

correcting pronunciation and a proportion of 15% “agree” 

and 15% “completely agree” with this view. It can be 

inferred, therefore, that fluency and pronunciation seem to 

gain little attention on behalf of the teachers and OCF seem 

to be directed toward grammar and vocabulary errors. 

Participant teachers perceive OCF as a necessary tool to 

make learners able to produce correct well-formed 

grammatical structures and to overcome language problems 

(form-focus teaching). In contrast, they do not show great 

concern to pronunciation and fluency errors. 

4.6. The Perceived Frequency of Conducting OCF During 

Oral Activities 

This section seeks to explore the frequency in which 

participant teachers deliver OCF during communicative 

activities. The informants’ responses are displayed in the 

table below. 

Table 6. The perceived frequency of conducting OCF during oral activities. 

 Never  Hardly ever Sometimes  Often  Always  

Grammar 0 0 0 45% 55% 

Vocabulary  0 0 10% 35% 55% 

Fluency  0 0 0 80% 20% 

Pronunciation  0 0 35% 35% 30% 

 

Table 6 shows that teachers’ responses are divided into 

two options “often” (45%) and “always” (55%) with regard 

to the correction of grammar errors. Most of the informants 

(55%) also “always” care about their learners’ vocabulary 

related errors. This implies a frequent concern with 

correcting grammar and vocabulary since they are interested 

in their learners’ accuracy. This result confirms what was 

stated earlier concerning the types of errors that should be 

corrected through OCF. Yet, this perception clearly 

contradicts the spirit underlying CLT (the communicative 

approach) which aims to promoting learners’ communicative 

skills through focusing on meaning negotiation and not on 

frequently correcting every single aspect of the language 

being studied, particularly grammar. 

A proportion of 80% “often” and 20% “always” correct 

fluency errors. Regarding pronunciation, participants selected 

three options: (35%) “sometimes”, ( 35%) “often” and (30%) 

“always” deliver OCF to repair pronunciation problems. 

Teachers’ interest in pronunciation and fluency is most likely 

related to their attempts to make their students able to 

pronounce the English language properly and fluently. As 

such, it seems that teachers show equal concern to their 

students’ four aspects of speaking skills. However, this 

finding disapproves the result found in the previous item that 

highlighted the participants’ disregard of fluency and 

pronunciation error types. This displays inconsistency in the 

informants’ responses to the questions 5 and 6. 

4.7. The Perceived Frequency of OCF Strategies Employed 

in the Classroom 

With regard to the frequently used type of OCF as a 

reaction to repair learners’ spoken errors, the distribution of 

OCF types reported by the informants is depicted in table 7.  
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Table 7. The perceived frequency of OCF strategies used in the classroom. 

 Never Hardly ever Sometimes Often Always 

Elicitation  0 0 20% 35% 45% 

Repetition  0 0 50% 30% 20% 

Recats 0 0 15% 30% 55% 

Clarification requests  0 0 20% 40% 40% 

Explicit correction 0 0 5% 20% 75% 

Metalinguistic cue  0 0 15% 50% 35% 

 

The results of table 7 show that participants remarkably 

varied their uses of CF types as a response to their students’ 

spoken errors. All the teachers claim their use of CF 

strategies with different degrees of frequency as none of them 

opted for the options “never” or “hardly ever”. The findings 

depict that explicit correction is the most favored type of CF 

which was reported to be used “always” by a proportion of 

75% and “often” by a proportion of 20% of the informants. 

Recasts and Elicitation were mentioned next by respectively 

55% and 45% of the participants who reported using them 

“always”. Then, clarification requests was the type of CF 

“always” and “often” used by respectively 40% and 40% of 

the teachers; 20% of the informants claimed “sometimes” 

using this feedback type. Metalinguistic cue and repetition 

were the least frequented types of CF used by teachers in 

response to their students’ spoken errors. 

Overall, the informants’ responses reveal that explicit 

correction and recasts are the frequently used corrective 

feedback strategies directed to correct and repair EFL 

learners’ spoken errors. Elicitation is the third regularly 

employed type of CF followed by clarification request. 

Finally, metalinguistic cue and repetition are the least 

frequented strategies implemented by EFL teachers. This 

result also shows EFL teachers’ tendency to prefer explicit 

correction strategies over implicit corrective feedback types. 

5. Conclusion 

The findings of this research study contributed to unveil 

the prevailing conceptions and views of EFL teachers 

regarding the concept of oral corrective feedback. EFL 

teachers hold positive attitudes towards CF, as the majority 

of them believed in the benefits of OCF and its importance in 

the language learning process. Most of the participants tend 

to favor immediate correction over delayed correction. The 

majority of the teachers seem to maintain the role of OCF in 

promoting accuracy and fluency. Besides, the informants 

seem to care about learners’ feelings and emotions since they 

mostly disagree about the statements that OCF can be a 

factor of demotivation, anxiety and annoyance. They seem to 

be aware of these factors while delivering feedback. 

However, the results display some discrepancy in teachers’ 

responses to some items; for instance fluency and 

pronunciation gained little attention on behalf of the teachers 

and OCF is directed toward grammar and vocabulary errors. 

This frequent concern with correcting grammar and 

vocabulary emanates from teachers’ interest in their learners’ 

accuracy and focus-on form instruction. Explicit correction 

through explicit correction, recasts and elicitation is the most 

frequently employed corrective feedback strategies directed 

to remedy EFL learners’ spoken errors. Metalinguistic cue 

and repetition, however, are the least frequented strategies 

used by the participants. 

Finally, it worth mentioning that the current research is 

exploratory, as such future studies could be necessary to 

uncover any possible disparity between EFL teachers’ 

perceptions about CF and their actual classroom practices 

during oral activities. 
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