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Abstract: The present study is an attempt to investigate the differences
between Iranian teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of the significance
of different feedback types on the improvement of the speaking skill.
For this purpose, ‘implicit’, ‘explicit’, ‘reiteration’, ‘repetition’,
‘elicitation’, ‘metalinguistic’, ‘recast’, and ‘no feedback’ types of error
correction were examined. A total of 460 teachers and learners
participated in the study and were asked to complete Fukuda’s
questionnaire of correction preferences. Data were analyzed through
MANOVA and revealed significant differences only between the
implicit and explicit categories, with teachers more inclined towards the
explicit correction and learners preferring the implicit feedback.
Implications for teachers and learners, and suggestions for effective
feedback strategies are further discussed.
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1. Introduction

Over the past decades, second language writing teachers and
researchers have debated the value of error correction or corrective
feedback in L2 speaking. There have been numerous studies conducted
in this area, yet many have reported conflicting results (Russell &
Spada 2006; Truscott 2007). For example, some researchers such as
John Truscott (2007) have claimed that in both L1 and L2 courses
grammar correction is not helpful due to two major theoretical and
practical reasons: firstly, correction, according to Truscott, has a
negative effect on the natural sequence of acquisition and interferes
with the gradual and complex process of acquiring the forms and
structures of a second language, secondly, there are certain practical
problems with the ability of teachers to correct at the right time the
specific type of error, and also the students’ desire to receive feedback
from the teacher. There are other scholars who argue against the
efficiency of corrective feedback (Gulcat & Ozagac 2004; Krashen
1982; Sheppard 1992). Stephen D. Krashen, for example, believes that
explicitly capturing the students’ attention to the forms of language
interferes with the naturalistic and implicit process of acquisition.
However, a growing body of evidence suggests that corrective feedback
can improve accuracy in limited contexts (Bitchener & Knoch 20009;
Chandler 2003; Hartshorn et al. 2010). In 1999, Dana R. Ferris
published an article against Truscott’s claim by giving the research
evidence that in some ways effective error correction could help L2
students and fulfill students’ willingness for getting feedback (Ferris
1999). Studies investigating the general benefits of feedback
consistently demonstrate a moderate-to-strong positive effect for
feedback recipients when compared to those in control groups (Azevedo
& Bernard 1995; Kluger & Denisi 1996). This should come as no
surprise since it is difficult to identify anything that is learned without
feedback. Furthermore, this should ascertain that providing feedback is
based on a sound pedagogical principle that is likely to improve
learning. However, it should be noted that most of these studies focus
on the question of whether corrective feedback should be provided or
not rather than asking how the teachers can help students learn and use
the language more accurately and appropriately. Definitely, in this
process, specific contextual factors facilitate or hinder these efforts. The
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contextual variables justify the results of some studies that have shown
no effect for corrective feedback and why some have produced
conflicting results. Researchers need to identify the additional variables
that can influence the teaching, learning and the research processes.
Thus, to select an appropriate error correction strategy, teachers also
have to consider social and situational contexts. These additional
variables can be classified into three main categories of “learner
variables, situational variables, and methodological variables” (Ferris
2006, 89).

The role of corrective feedback in second/ foreign language
development has been proved to be beneficial (Kim 2005). According
to the socio-cultural theory of the Russian psychologist, Lev Vygostky
(1978), learning best occurs in social interaction. He opines that this
kind of learning leads to development. Regarding this perspective, the
best type of feedback to the learners’ errors is the one provided through
social interaction. Through this kind of interaction, the learner is not
provided with explicit or implicit corrective feedback, but a step-by-
step and contingent feedback negotiation through which the learner
moves from the most implicit to the most explicit corrective feedback,
that is, the learner receives the corrective feedback based on his/her
zone of proximal development (ZPD) (Aljaffreh & Lantolf 1994;
Nassaji & Swain 2010). According to Vygostky (1978), ZPD is the
distance between what the learner is able to do independently and what
s/he will be able to do with the help of more capable others. In other
words, the distance between the learner’s actual and potential ability
level is called ZPD. In this process of feedback negotiation, the learner
would not be provided with the correct response, but s/he is located in a
problem-solving process in which s/he moves from other-regulation to
self-regulation (Aljaffreh & Lantolf 1994). Moving through the
continuum makes the learner more confident and the correction would
be internalized in his/her linguistic repertoire, resulting in cognitive
development.

2. Review of the Related Literature
2.1. The importance of types of error correction

In the second language teaching/learning process, an error has
always been regarded as something negative which must be avoided. As
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a result, teachers have always adopted a repressive attitude towards it.
On one hand, it was regarded as indication of inappropriateness of the
teaching methods; and on the other hand, it was recognized as a natural
outcome of the fact that, regarding inevitable nature of committing
errors, the reality should be confirmed and effective techniques need to
be developed in order to deal with them. Fortunately, little by little,
learners' errors have been seen from a different point of view that we
can learn from our mistakes. According to Lennon (1991) an error is "a
linguistic form or combination of forms which in the same context and
under similar conditions of production would, in all likelihood, not be
produced by the speakers' native speaker counterparts" (p. 48The term
‘error’ is used in a variety of ways in linguistics and language teaching
theory in English language teaching (ELT) including Teaching English
as a Second Language (TESL). It is noticeable in particular that the
term tends to be interpreted differently when applied to Native Speakers
or to Non-Native Speakers of a language.

Replacing the correct form instead of errors or mistake means
correction (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977) and this correction
varies according to different factors. Based on the types of the error, for
example, one can choose types of EC (Panova & Lyster 2002). The
teachers select types of correction according to the types of error
(Chaudron 1977; Lyster 2001). Knowing about types of EC will be
surely more effective in pedagogical practice (Hendrickson, 1978).

Error correction, therefore, can be of different categories for
different purposes. EC can be implicit or explicit (Lightbown & Spada
1999), negative or positive (Long & Robinson 1998). Gesture and vocal
emphasis can be defined as EC types (Fanselow 1977) too. Recasts,
elicitation, clarification requests, metalinguistic, explicit and repetition
types are also used widely dependent on the context and situational
factors (Lyster & Ranta 1997). In sum, there are different EC types and
there are wide varieties of techniques for EC (Hendrickson 1978;
Yoshida 2008). There have been several studies to investigate teachers’
preferences for doing EC in language classes (e.g., Panova & Lyster
2002; Philp 2003). However, there have been very few studies to
explore the differences between the teachers’ and students’ perceptions
about EC (Ancker 2000; Yoshida 2008; Brown 2009). More studies
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need to be conducted to find the most appropriate type of EC to be
fitted to the needs and purposes of particular classrooms (Lyster &
Ranta 1997; Panova & Lyster 2002).

Thus, the central aim of this paper is to identify the differences
between the teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of the types of
corrective feedback in an attempt to provide an answer to the “how” of
error correction. This study tries to examine the effects of ‘implicit’,
‘explicit’, ‘reiteration’, ‘repetition’, ‘elicitation’, ‘metalinguistic’,
‘recast’, and ‘no feedback’ types of error correction on students’ oral
language use and leads to the question of what kind of feedback is
perceived by teachers and learners to be more effective in L2
educational system because feedback is the fundamental way of
evaluating the stream of speech.

2.2. Research questions

In order to fill the gaps in the literature regarding the attitudes of
teachers and learners about different categories of error correction, the
present study addresses the following research questions and its
subcategories:

Are there any significant differences between Iranian male and
female teachers’ and adult EFL learners’ preferences for the following
types of corrective feedback in Kerman Jahad Daneshgahi Center?
implicit
explicit
reiteration
repetition
elicitation
metalinguistic
recast
no feedback

3. Methodology

VVVVYVYYYVY

3.1. Sample/ Participants

The participants of this study included both foreign language
teachers and adult EFL students making a total of 460 participants. The
study aimed at the investigation of possible differences in their EC
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preferences. The research context included five English centers (C) and
one French center. There were 101 (23.5%) students in C1, 24 (5.6%)
students in C2, 143 (33.3%) students in C3, 103 (24.0%) students in C4,
26 (6.1%) students in C5 and 32 (7.5%) students in C6.

3.1.1. Students

The total number of the students was 429 males and females. Their
ages were from 18 up to 60 years old. There were 161 (37.5%) males
and 268 (62.5%) females. Their first language was Persian. The
characteristics of the participants are summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1.
Demographic Characteristics of Student Participants
Age Gender Target language Years of Level of
learning proficiency
Adolescents Females English (92.5%) 1 year Beginning
(65.7%) (62.5%) (38.2%) (17%)
Adults Males French (7.5%) 2-5 years Lower-
(34.3%) (37.5%) (38%) intermediate
(17%)
6-9 years Intermediate
(13.8%) (45.7%)
More than Upper-
10 years intermediate
(10%) (12.6%)
Advanced
(7.7%)

3.1.2. Teachers

A total number of 31 teachers took part in the present study. From
all of them, 12 (38.7%) were males and 19 (61.3%) were females. Their
ages were between 25 to 40 years old. All the instructors should have
passed different examinations in written and oral to become employees
in the JD language centers. They should have had at least one document
in TOEFL, IELTS or TESOL, and also passed teacher training course
(T.T.C.). According to the center’s regulation, the teachers should have
had acceptable experiences in teaching. From all the trainers, 30 were
teaching English and one of them was a man who was teaching French.
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They taught foreign languages in the oral classes which were dissimilar
in levels of proficiency.

Table 2.
Demographic Characteristics of Teacher Participants
Age Gender Years of Oral skill
teaching teaching
experience
Adolescents Females 1 year 1 year (9.7%)
(34.5%) (61.3%) (6.5%)
Adults Males 2-5 years 2-5 years
(65.5%) (38.7%) (54.8%) (61.3%)
6-9 years 6-9 years
(29%) (22.6%)
More than More than 10
10 years years (6.4%)
(9.7%)

3.2. Instruments

Fukuda’s (2004) questionnaire which consisted of a form for
teachers (N of Items= 25, Appendix A) and another form for learners
(N of Items = 26, Appendix B) was employed in the present study. Each
form of the questionnaire has seven sections, with one section devoted
to the demographic information about the participants. From the first to
the end of the sixth category in each form, there were 22 items which
were aimed at the exploration of the teachers’ and students’ judgments
about the giving and receiving of spoken error correction, frequency of
giving and receiving spoken error correction, time of spoken error
correction, types of errors which need to be corrected, types of spoken
error correction (i.e., from item 12 to 19) in both the teacher and student
forms were utilized. The questionnaire had a Likert-scale type format
with answers ranging from "strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree,
strongly disagree" or “always, usually, sometimes, occasionally, never”
to “very effective, effective, neutral, ineffective, very ineffective”.

3.3. Procedure

A significance level of 0.05 (p < 0.05) was set. Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 21 for personal computers
(SPSS Inc. 2012) was used to carry out descriptive statistics and the
related inferential statistics. To analyze the obtained data, a multivariate
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analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used for the research question
and its subcategories.

4. Results and Discussion

Prior to the main study (i.e., in the pilot study), the reliability
analysis of the questionnaire was computed using Cronbach’s alpha
method. The results of the whole questionnaire reliability turned out to
be 0.60 which is considered to be an acceptable level. In addition, since
only one part of the questionnaire was used in the present study, the
reliability index of this section was estimated to be 0.67.

In order to provide an answer to the research question of the study,
the MANOVA was run. The results of descriptive statistics are
presented in Table 3 and the results of MANOVA are presented in
Table 4 (Appendix C).

Table 3.
Descriptive Statistics Results for the Correction Types
participants Mean Std. Deviation N
Reiteration students 2.08 0.872 429
(item 12) teachers 1.97 0.875 31
Total 2.07 0.872 460
Repetition students 2.11 0.944 429
(item 13) teachers 2.00 1.095 31
Total 2.10 0.954 460
Implicit students 3.15 1.209 429
(item 14) teachers 2.23 0.884 31
Total 3.08 1.212 460
Explicit students 1.76 0.751 429
(item 15) teachers 2.68 1.166 31
Total 1.83 0.817 460
Elicitation students 1.96 0.866 429
(item 16) teachers 2.10 1.044 31
Total 1.97 0.879 460
No feedback students 3.64 1.231 429
(item 17) teachers 3.94 0.854 31
Total 3.66 1.211 460
Metalinguistic students 2.34 0.974 429
(item 18) teachers 2.39 0.919 31
Total 2.34 0.970 460
Recast students 3.17 1.267 429
(item 19) teachers 2.90 1.136 31
Total 3.15 1.259 460
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The results of descriptive statistics show that except for the implicit and
explicit types of spoken error correction, there are very nuance
differences between the teachers’ and learners’ preferences. Whereas
the learners are more eager for the provision of implicit feedback, their
teachers prefer the provision of explicit feedback.

The results of MANOVA test are provided in Table 4 (see
Appendix C). The results of the MANOVA are in line with those of
descriptive statistics since there are significant differences between the
teachers’ and learners’ preferences only in the implicit (F = 17.30, p <
0.000) and explicit (F = 39.12, p < 0.000) types of spoken error
correction, with the teachers’ preferences for the explicit but their
learners’ preferences for the implicit categories.

5. Conclusion

Today, the role of corrective feedback (CF) in second language
acquisition (SLA) and foreign language acquisition (FLA) contexts is
quite evident. There have been numerous studies in this area and they
have all corroborated the significant influence of corrective feedback in
foreign language learning (e.g., Swain 1985; Schmidt 1990; DeKeyser
1993; Lightbown & Spada 1999; Ancker 2000; McDonough 2005;
Katayama 2007). CF has been investigated from different angles and
different theories. There are studies that have investigated the
presentation of CF according to learners’ ZPD in interactional form and
have examined their previous writing pieces composed outside the
classroom and provided feedback stepwise. There are also other studies
(e.g., Nishimura 2000; Lynch 2001; Mendez 2010) that have examined
the interaction that occurs while the learner is performing the task such
that only when the learner encounters a problem the teacher interrupts
and helps the learner internalize the point by negotiation of meaning.
There are, however, very few studies in the FL context which have
attempted to examine the provision of CF according to learners’ ZPD in
oral interactional situations occurring in the classroom. In other words,
the studies of CF provided in spontaneous speeches between the teacher
and learners are very rare. The present study was therefore carried out
to investigate the effectiveness of different types of error correction
methods in best scaffolding and motivating the learners’ flow of
communication by asking their opinions and perceptions.
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The results of statistical analysis showed significant differences for
the ‘implicit” and ‘explicit’ categories. In other words, teachers favored
explicit error correction whereas learners were more in favor of implicit
correction. This finding is in line with the previous research findings
which showed that most of the students preferred their errors to be
corrected implicitly by the teachers because they were afraid of losing
face during conversation (Matsuura, Chiba & Hilderbrandt 2001).

As students need to express themselves in the learning process,
providing them with effective feedback not only fosters their learning
but also enhances their linguistic capabilities and is used as a means of
motivation and promotion for their confidence. R. Ellis (2009)
mentioned the importance of positive feedback in pedagogical theory
because of its “affective support to the learner” (26). He believed that it
“fosters motivation to continue learning” (26). When language learners
are considered as “whole persons”, they are viewed as human beings
who emotionally and psychologically are influenced by many involved
factors in the learning process, one of the most important of which is
the error correction strategies employed by the language teachers. The
framework chosen by the instructor to redress learners' mistakes can
exceptionally aid learners, persuade them, train them, or then again,
may practice them, hinder them, and discourage them. Hattie and
Timperley (2007) underlined the capable impact of feedback on
learning and accomplishment; however, this effect could be positive or
negative.

The abovementioned ideas are closely related to the findings of the
present study. In most cases, there were preference conflicts between
teachers and learners. Learners wished for more indirect, implicit and
delayed corrections, whereas teachers believed in direct, explicit and
immediate corrections. The use of a combination of correction sources
would be more judicious (Zhang 2012) and the results of this study
highlight the point that for EC to be more efficient, teachers should
respect learners’ beliefs. This means that wherever the correction is not
necessary, they can provide it after the activity in a more indirect way.
They should not resort to explicit and immediate correction at all times.
But, it should also be noted that whenever certain errors in the
conversation appear that can hinder the flow of conversation, teachers
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can resort to immediate correction. Therefore, the categories of
correction i.e. types, times, and sources are variable regarding the
situations and contexts of learning and also the individual
characteristics.

To select an appropriate error correction strategy, teachers also have
to consider social and situational context. S/he has to regard the level,
age, needs, skill, time, material and all other factors that may play some
role in the teaching-learning processes.

Hattie and Timperley (2007, 75) pointed out that “the main purpose
of feedback is to reduce discrepancies between current understandings
and performance and a goal.” Therefore, teachers have to ensure “that
feedback is targeted at students at the appropriate level, because some
feedback is effective in reducing the discrepancy between current
understandings and what is desired, and some is ineffective.”

5.1. Implications

The findings of the present study have implications for teachers.
They should be aware of their students and the other teachers’ opinions,
investigate the similarities and dissimilarities and take their preferences
into consideration and act in the ways that result in more satisfactions
and successes. Sometimes the teachers do not indicate their goals while
they should reveal their aims with lesson plans for their students to
improve their awareness and provide useful classes. They should also
encourage their students to participate in the class activities and gain the
better results from their efforts. Moreover, with respect to error
correction, teachers should pay attention to the students’ characteristics
and the situational factors for deciding the appropriate time and method
of correction so as not to discourage the learners from taking part in
conversations.

For error correction, students should know that EC by the teachers
are aimed at the improvement of their language ability and the
threatening of their face. Consequently, they should be more open to the
correction and welcome the corrections at the right time in the class.
They should also learn to help their peers about their problematic areas
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and learn how to support and scaffold each other’s learning in order to
achieve better and long term results.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire Form for Teacher

Please circle the information that applies to you. Make sure to mark only one.

1. Students’ spoken errors should be treated.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

2. How often do you give corrective feedback on students’ spoken errors?

Always
(100%)

Usually
(80%)

Sometimes
(50%)

Occasionally
(20%)

Never
(0%)

[J Students’ spoken errors should be treated at the following time.
3. As soon as errors are made even if it interrupts the student’s speaking.

| Strongly Agree | Agree | Neutral | Disagree ‘ Strongly Disagree ‘
4. After the student finishes speaking.

| Strongly Agree | Agree | Neutral | Disagree ‘ Strongly Disagree ‘
5. After the activities.

| Strongly Agree | Agree | Neutral | Disagree ‘ Strongly Disagree ‘
6. At the end of class.

| Strongly Agree | Agree | Neutral | Disagree ‘ Strongly Disagree ‘

[J How often do you treat each of the following types of errors in oral communication

classes?

7. Serious spoken errors that cause a listener to have difficulty understanding the
meaning of what is being said.

Always
(100%)

Usually
(80%)

Sometimes
(50%)

Occasionally
(20%)

Never
(0%)

8. Less serious spoken errors that do not cause a listener to have difficulty

understanding the meaning of what is being said.

Always
(100%)

Usually
(80%)

Sometimes
(50%)

Occasionally
(20%)

Never
(0%)
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9. Frequent spoken errors.

Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never

(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)
10. Infrequent spoken errors.

Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never

(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)
11. Individual errors made by only one student.

Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never

(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)

[J How do you rate each type of spoken error correction below?

Teacher: Where did you go yesterday?
Student: I go to the park.

12. Could you say that again?

Very Effective

Effective

Neutral

Ineffective

Very Ineffective

13. 1 go? (Repetition: The teacher emphasizes the student’s grammatical error by
changing his/her tone of voice.)

Very Effective

Effective

Neutral

Ineffective

Very Ineffective

14. You went to the park yesterday? (Implicit feedback: The teacher does not directly
point out the student’s error but indirectly corrects it.)

Very Effective

Effective

Neutral

Ineffective

Very Ineffective

15. “Go” is in the present tense. You need to use the past tense “went” here. (Explicit
feedback: The teacher gives the correct form to the student with a grammatical

explanation.

Very Effective

Effective

Neutral

Ineffective

Very Ineffective

16. Yesterday, I.....(Elicitation: The teacher asks the student to correct and complete

the sentence.)

Very Effective

Effective

Neutral

Ineffective

Very Ineffective
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17. Really? What did you do there? (No corrective feedback: The teacher does not
give corrective feedback on the student’s errors.)

Very Effective | Effective Neutral Ineffective | Very Ineffective

18. How does the verb change when we talk about the past? (Metaliguistic feedback:
The teacher gives a hint or a clue without specifically pointing out the mistake.)

Very Effective | Effective Neutral Ineffective | Very Ineffective

19. I went to the park. (Recast: The teacher repeats the student’s utterance in the
correct form without pointing out the student’s error.)

Very Effective | Effective Neutral Ineffective | Very Ineffective

[J The following person should treat students’ errors.
20. Classmates

| Strongly Agree ‘ Agree | Neutral ‘ Disagree | Strongly Disagree ‘

21. Teachers

| Strongly Agree ‘ Agree | Neutral ‘ Disagree | Strongly Disagree ‘

22. Students themselves

| Strongly Agree ‘ Agree | Neutral ‘ Disagree | Strongly Disagree ‘

Demographics
Please circle the information that applies to you. Make sure to mark only one.
23. Gender

| Male | Female |

24. How long have you been teaching English?

| 1 year ‘ 2-5 years ‘ 6-9 years | More than 10 years |

25. How long have you been teaching oral skill classes?

| 1 year ‘ 2-5 years ‘ 6-9 years | More than 10 years |

Modern Research Studies: ISSN 2349-2147
http://www.modernresearch.in Vol.2. Issue 1 / March 2015 43




Ali Akbar Khomeijani Farahani & Soory Salajegheh — The Effect of Different Feedback Types on L2
Speaking Skill: A Comparison of Iranian EFL Teachers’ and Learners’ Perceptions

Appendix B

Translated Students’ Questionnaire Form

Please do not put your name on this questionnaire.
e pii dalisias g gl (55 1 253 anl L)

®,

< Please circle the information that applies to you. Make sure to mark only one.

A Cudle \)J)}A;iﬂﬁﬁﬁ.\gﬁdm\;u%\ .Az\.;i&ga)i\dhi\u\ aMLAEL«J:)‘AS‘;\Lc)L\ J}JM oo

1. I want to receive corrective feedback (e.g., provide a hint for me to self-correct, tell
me that I made an error, or correct my error.) when I make mistakes.

A4S i ) LS 353 U0 0l (e 400 )L S0 ) 23S Sl 0 |) Gy il sl A e e L

o3 o S e HALEE] (o 4S By (LS sl | e oLt Ly o) 03 S oLl 48 3 K (4e

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

2. How often do you want your teacher to give corrective feedback on your spoken
errors?
faa2 |y Caya il ga el alad lalitdl (55 lales 4S dal & e led Clgdia ay Sy nia D

Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never
(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)

% When do you want your spoken errors to be treated?
€258 Cayla o ()l oalid CALAS) aal A o lad Cgdn o

3. As soon as errors are made even if it interrupts my conversation.
A e e ) (g dallSe &1 a2 550 &) sea Ll S0 (mae s 3
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

4. After I finish speaking.
S el ) alia asyl a4

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
5. After the activities.
Leidlad Sl a5
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
(38) e AL Ay 38 ga AT allaa allda Ak 4y
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6. At the end of class.

O AT 6
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
(38) e AL Ay 38 g0 AT allaa allda Ak 4y

0
°n

corrective feedback?

S g jo 1) e Gl sa Jad lallad £ 531 5 Al e dal sa e el (g 2ia 4y 5 i

7. Serious spoken errors that may cause problems in a listener’s understanding.

g a1 01 (S5 5 ISR Caely Chad (e 4S (saa alad slalla

Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never
(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)

8. Less serious spoken errors that do not affect a listener’s understanding.

AR ad i edigih S50 ) g Mt gax L 4S alid glalka
Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never
Aded ¥ sara ey (o SEEPIPPIS R
(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)
9. Frequent spoken errors.
) e Bl )5l 84S Lalad clalad)l 9
Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never
4--\:9,-&» Y}AM L@é_, 45"4"-‘ Qlﬁ}\ ‘SMS )SJA
(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)

10. Infrequent spoken errors.

At ol gl e 3l o)) 84S oalad Claladl

.10
Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never
(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)

11. My individual errors (i.e., errors that other students may not make).

(5 e ane) (Sn () sl (il B30 48 ilaLidl) adsa 5358 cilalid) 11

Always Usually Sometimes Occasionally Never
Aded ¥ yara ey (o Gl gl a8 R
(100%) (80%) (50%) (20%) (0%)

0
°

Modern Research Studies: ISSN 2349-2147
http://www.modernresearch.in

Vol.2. Issue 1 / March 2015

How would you rate each type of spoken error correction below?
Saulai e (bl 1 At (Al Clalid) il ) alaS ja lad 45 K

KD
£ X4

45

How often do you want each of the following types of errors to receive

o



Ali Akbar Khomeijani Farahani & Soory Salajegheh — The Effect of Different Feedback Types on L2
Speaking Skill: A Comparison of Iranian EFL Teachers’ and Learners’ Perceptions

Teacher: Where did you go yesterday?
fad ) LaS ek j5m

Student: I go to the park.

2908 SOh4 (e

12. Could you say that again?

San S0 1 Ol o lse 2l 55 e 112

Very Effective | Effective Neutral Ineffective Very Ineffective

Jise s Jisa s A Aol

13. 1 go? (Repetition: The teacher highlights the student’s grammatical error by using

intonation). _ )
Very Effective | Effective Neutral Ineffective Very Ineffective
e b Sy S Al

14. I went there yesterday, too. (Implicit feedback: The teacher does not directly point
out the student’s error but indirectly corrects it). _
3 oLl 4 ase ) e 4y alae fplana G a4 000 Gilsa) Ot Q585 W) D500 e 14

(Jﬁ@@@;@\)ﬂﬁh&m)ﬂp&)y@dﬂdﬁﬁb)hﬂ)ﬁ]

Very Effective | Effective Neutral Ineffective Very Ineffective

Jise s Jisa s A Aol

15. “Go” is in the present tense. You need to use the past tense “went” here. (Explicit
feedback: The teacher gives the correct form to the student with a grammatical
explanation).

w0 eale 43X i) )y a8 3 b glial Led ag) e S0 da gle) o My " 15

(283 (oo sl (il 4 (5 0l R maasi L] s p3 o alaa sl 5 ) e 4 (0302 il g) " 8"

Very Effective | Effective | Neutral Ineffective Very Ineffective

e Jisa N A HAads

16. Yesterday, I..... (Elicitation: The teacher asks the student to correct and complete
the sentence). i

(A JalS |y alan 5 mmami |y oLl ol (13 48 S e Liali alaa 100 530 ). (00 S5 .16

Very Effective | Effective | Neutral Ineffective Very Ineffective

e Jisa e B Hads

17. Really? What did you do there? (No corrective feedback: The teacher does not
give corrective feedback on the student’s errors).
Gl el il Glalidl ) alae il sl (50) Sy aladl Wil ) (58 an Tl 17
(22 i |y Qs 2

Very Effective | Effective | Neutral Ineffective Very Ineffective

e Jisa e B Hads
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18. How does the verb change when we talk about the past? (Metalinguistic feedback:

The teacher gives a hint or a clue without specifically pointing out the mistake).

S e oLl alae 4o Gl 52 ) (o Cunia 413 050 3 e By 25 e s Jd 4 Ss 18
(S oLl oL 4y a5 5 padiie ) sha dg A5l (9% W3 (e Fim b
Very Effective | Effective Neutral Ineffective Very Ineffective
B s s | A Ao ld
19. I went to the park. (Recast: The teacher repeats the student’s utterance in the
correct form without pointing out the student’s error.)
S e QIS O G B L el SR ales alaa e 5 s o el ) L3 S e 119
(S 0 )Ll sl il oL 4 4S5 (35
Very Effective | Effective Neutral Ineffective Very Ineffective
Sy ghd S s | e Aot
¢ The following person should treat students’ errors.
A g | cilalidl g3 3 )48 i e o
20. Classmates
la D8 20
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
98 g D2 40 38 ga AT allaa Callda a4
21. Teachers
Lealre 2]
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
98 g D2 40 38 ga (euA allaa callda a4
22. Myself
s 22
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
¢ Demographics
e
Please circle the information that applies to you. Make sure to mark only one.
1) 3 se S Jaih 48 au€ Joala Glivadal | 00380 o yuls Cad s 4 & Led ) 48 e Dal ) oo Ll
a8 Cdle
23. Gender
S 23
Male Female
e uB)
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24. Your first language
Led dgl o) 24
Korean Japanese Chinese Spanish Other:
sl S 3 b (i BNGIS

25. How long have you been studying English?
Sl 03 53 Sl () Alllae Jla 2 e s 25

1 year
Jhs S5

2-5 years
dLu G_.\:I. & EA

6-9 years
Jlear s ik

Al s )\

More than 10 years

- :....

26. What is your speaking or listening class level?

Beginning

@LAMA

Intermediate low
Adass sie ) 5 cpdy

Intermediate

o sie

Intermediate high
b gia 5 YL

Advanced
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Appendix C
Table 4.

MANOVA Results for the Correction Types

Source Dependent Type III df Mean F Sig.  Parti
Variable Sum of Square al
Squares Eta
Squa
red
Corrected reiteration 0.360" 0.360 0.473 492  .001
Model repetition 0.332° 0.332 0.365 .546  .001
implicit 24.526° 24.526 17303 .000 .036
explicit 24.091¢ 24.091  39.128 .000 .079
elicitation 0.556° 0.556 0.720 .397 .002
no feedback 2.507" 2.507 1.712 .191 .004
metalinguistic 0.0638 0.063 0.067 .796  .000
recast 2.096" 2.096 1322 251 .003
Intercept  reiteration 473.507 473.507 622.691 .000 .576
repetition 487.706 487.706 535.571 .000 .539
implicit 834.526 834.526 588.774 .000 .562
explicit 570.448 570.448 926.486 .000 .669
elicitation 475.339 475.339 615.066 .000 .573

no feedback 1659.585 1659.585 1.133E3 .000 .712

metalinguistic 646.115 646.115 685.530 .000 .599

[N YUY [NV, VY U, VI (URINY VNI (U N, U U, U (RIS VSN (U, [N, JUNI U, VRN U, U U

recast 1067.227 1067.227 673.315 .000 .595
participa reiteration 0.360 0.360 0.473 492  .001
nts repetition 0.332 0.332 0.365 .546  .001

implicit 24.526 24.526 17303 .000 .036

explicit 24.091 24.091  39.128 .000 .079

elicitation 0.556 0.556 0.720 .397 .002

no feedback 2.507 2.507 1.712 .191 .004

metalinguistic 0.063 0.063 0.067 .796  .000

recast 2.096 1 2.096 1.322 251 .003
Error reiteration 348.273 458 0.760

repetition 417.068 458 0911

implicit 649.168 458 1.417

explicit 281.996 458 0.616

elicitation 353.954 458 0.773

no feedback 670.589 458 1.464

metalinguistic 431.667 458 0.943

recast 725.945 458 1.585
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Total reiteration 2323.000 460
repetition 2446.000 460
implicit 5051.000 460
explicit 1840.000 460
elicitation 2135.000 460

no feedback 6838.000 460

metalinguistic 2958.000 460

recast 5305.000 460
Corrected reiteration 348.633 459
Total
repetition 417.400 459
implicit 673.693 459
explicit 306.087 459
elicitation 354.511 459
no feedback 673.096 459
metalinguistic 431.730 459
recast 728.041 459

a. R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001)
b. R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared =-.001)
c. R Squared = .036 (Adjusted R Squared = .034)
d. R Squared = .079 (Adjusted R Squared = .077)
e. R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001)
f. R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = .002)

g. R Squared = .000 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002)
h. R Squared = .003 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)
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