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Abstract
Understanding both teachers' and students’ beliefs in oral corrective feedback (OCF) enables
teachers to conduct their language instruction effectively. The present study explored teachers
and students’ beliefs regarding oral corrective feedback (OCF) in many aspects including the

effectiveness of OCF, focus of OCF, OCF providers, timing for OCF, and types of OCF as well
as investigated whether there were any significant differences between teachers and students

beliefs regarding OCF. The study employed mixed methods research. The 62 EFL teacher

participants and 164 EFL student participants who were selected through a purposive sampling
were required to complete the questionnaire. Six of each were voluntarily interviewed in

accordance with the themes from the questionnaire. The results revealed that the majority of
both teachers and students believed that OCF were beneficial for improving students: L2
learning and their speaking skills. OCF should be done kindly to prevent students from anxiety
and embarrassment. Mispronounced errors and the use of wrong vocabulary were the most

types of errors that both teachers and students viewed that should be necessarily corrected to
avoid miscommunication. Teacher correction and self- correction were viewed as the most

beneficial type of correctors for students by both teachers and students. Teachers were viewed

as a knowledge transmitter; however, students believed that they could recognize their own
errors better through self - correction. Both of the teachers and students also believed that

delayed feedback was effective for enhancing students> speaking skills as the flow of speech
was not interrupted. The majority of both teachers and students believed that recast and explicit

correction were beneficial to students whereas clarification request was found to be the least
preference from their views. There was a significant difference in overall scores between the

teachers' beliefs ([1-=3.69, S.D.~.315)and the students: beliefs ((1=-3.90, S.D.=.439), t
(152.63)=-3.95, p < 0.001 and the effect size (0.55). Students: mean scores were more positive

than that of teachers in many aspects including correcting all errors, correcting grammar errors,
using peer correction, using immediate OCF, and using metalinguistic feedback.

Keywords: teachers: beliefs, students’ beliefs, oral corrective feedback, types of OCF
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Background to the study

Beliefs are an important concept to understand in regard to how teachers think and practice in
the classroom (Richardson, 1996). In other words, beliefs are influential on individual
practices (Borg, 2001). The beliefs held by teachers and students influence their decision
making and actions in the classroom (Abdi & Asadi, 2015; Hall, 2017; Hu & Tain, 2012;
Kuzborska, 2011; Zheng, 2009).

Several studies on OCF have examined either teacher-s beliefs e.g.,, Bao, 2019; Phipps &
Borg, 2009; Yoshihara, 2012) or students’ beliefs e.g., Al-Roomy, 2015; Huisman, et al,
2019; Lee & Brach, 2018, Ustaci & Ok, 2014). However, studies comparing the beliefs of
teachers and students in terms of language teaching and learning are lacking. Unfortunately,
serious issues might arise when there is a mismatch between teachers: beliefs and students’
beliefs (Roothooft & Breeze, 2016; Schulz, 2001). It is possible that students are not willing to
attend classrooms where teaching methods does not meet their expectations (Roothooft &
Breeze, 2016). It is important to explore both teachers and students- beliefs regarding OCF in
order to reduce the gap between those beliefs and to promote students- learning (Kim &
Mostafa, 2021; Schulz, 1996, 2001).

Corrective feedback is important for language teaching and learning (Ellis, 2009). While

language skills can be learned through practice, providing corrective feedback can speed the
process of learning (Alsolami, 2019). While there are two types of corrective feedback,

namely oral corrective feedback and written corrective feedback, this study focuses only on
OCEF, as previous studies commonly investigated these two types separately (Ha et al., 2021).

This study emphasized OCF, as the issues of how teachers and students deal with students
spoken errors remains contested (Roothooft & Breeze. 2016). In this area, what, how, when
and whether to correct student error is still arguable Ellis, 2009). Moreover, other issues

including how to implement OCF into practice and the effectiveness of OCF need further
exploration (Herndndez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012).
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As mentioned above, a mismatch between teacher-s beliefs and students’ beliefs regarding
OCEF can be harmful to students’ language learning. Furthermore, the comparative research
between teachers- beliefs and students’ beliefs in many areas including OCF have been scarce.
Studying both teachers and students beliefs on OCF can provide insight which could
possibly be transferred into practice. Such insight about how students believe they should be

corrected and how teachers believed they should provide OCF is ultimately aimed at
improving students> language learning. Consequently, the study aims to explore teachers- and

students’ beliefs regarding OCF to fill a gap in the literature. The data from this study will be
useful for improving language pedagogy.

1.2 The research questions

1. What are Thai EFL university teachers: beliefs and students- beliefs in OCF?

2. Are there any significant differences between Thai EFL university teachers> and students’
beliefs in OCF?

1.3 The purpose of the study
1 To study Thai EFL university teachers’ beliefs and students- beliefs in OCF.

2. To investigate whether there are any significant differences between Thai EFL
university teachers’ beliefs and students: beliefs in OCF.

1.4 The significance of the study

This research will be beneficial to language teaching and learning. Understanding both
teachers and students- beliefs provide what will happen inside the classroom as beliefs are
influential to practices. Moreover, it can understand how both of them believe in order to

adjust how to implement corrective feedback in the classroom to meet their satisfaction as the
mismatch between teachers and students- beliefs might be not useful for students learning as

it might not meet their expectation. On the other hand, understanding teachers- beliefs can
help us understand how teachers: beliefs and can be reshaped if they are note supported by the
literature.



Chapter 2 Literature Review
2.1 Introduction

The present study investigated teacher's and students’ beliefs regarding oral corrective
feedback. This chapter presents the theoretical framework for the study. It is separated into
two main parts. The first part is a review of teachers’ and student's beliefs. The other part

provides the review of the literature on oral corrective feedback which include the
effectiveness of oral corrective feedback, focus of error correction, corrective feedback
providers, timing for corrective feedback, types of oral corrective feedback and research on
teachers' and students’ beliefs about corrective feedback.

2.2 Literature review

2.2.1 Teachers’ beliefs

Teachers beliefs and understanding of teaching and learning is important for teachers’
practices and their professional development (Kuzborska, 2011). The definition of beliefs has
been defined by several scholars. Borg (2011) stated that <beliefs are propositions individuals

consider to be true and which are often tacit, have a strong evaluative and affective
component, provide a basis for action, and are resistant to change~ (p. 370). Additionally, Borg

(2001) stated that beliefs refer to what could be held consciously or unconsciously by
individuals to be true and involve one's emotions and feelings. Individuals- beliefs affect their
thought and actions. In short, beliefs are what individual hold true which are influential on
individuals’ practices. Meanwhile, she also defined teachers: beliefs as individuals> pedagogic



beliefs that are relevant to teaching. Teachers beliefs play an important role in teachers:
thought process and in their pedagogical practice. Teachers’ beliefs about how language
should be learned affect their teaching practices (Zheng, 2009 including making decisions
and interactions with students, planning ,and constructing curricular (Abdi & Khoshmaod,
2015; Alghanmi & Shukri, 2016; Kuzborska, 2011). Therefore, to understand the way
teaching is implemented in the classroom, it is necessary to study teachers: beliefs (Richards
et al,, 2001). Understanding teachers: beliefs can lead to improving instruction and enhancing
their teachers- professional development (Pajares, 1992).

2.2.2 Students’ belief

Hall (2017) stated that <language learners hold beliefs about themselves, about language and
about language learning~. (p.137). Beliefs that students hold regarding language learning play
an important role in making predictions about their learning (Hu & Tian, 2012). Similar to
teachers’ beliefs, students- beliefs also had an influence on their actions (Hall, 2017; Huisman
et al, 2020 ; Kloosterman & Cougan, 1994).

Therefore, understanding students’ beliefs can provide a better understanding of how students
learn language, including what learning strategies they use. Teacher can then use this
information to plan their language instruction accordingly (Horwitz, 1999; Sadeghi & Abdi,
2015). Investigating students’ beliefs can help teachers understand why students behave in the
ways they do and have a clearer understanding of what is going on in the classroom (Hall,
2017). As students- beliefs are likely to have a great effect on students- learning process
(Huisman et al,, 2020 ), researchers have recently focused on students’ beliefs in various areas
regarding both language teaching and learning e.g., Hu & Tian, 2012; Huisman et al., 2020;
Lee & Brach, 2018; Al-Roomy, 2015)to improve students’ language learning.

2.2.3 Oral Corrective Feedback

Feedback plays a dominant role in most theories of second language (L2) learning and
teaching (Ellis, 2009). Several scholars have defined corrective feedback. In the teaching
context, Ur (1996) stated that feedback is a comment provided to students about their
performance of a given learning task in order to develop this performance. As pointed out by
Li (2021), corrective feedback (CF) refers to responses from teachers and peers to learners’
errors in second language production. Similarly, Li and Vuono (2019, stated that corrective
feedback is a response or a comment on the correctness or comprehensibility of students’ L2
production. This implies that it is a comment or a response given to correct errors in another
speakers L2 production.

It should be noted that corrective feedback can be classified into OCF and written corrective
feedback. The former refers to feedback given to students> spoken errors; on the other hand,

while the latter involves written comments on students: written errors. Due to the unique

features of these two types of corrective feedback and the fundamental differences between
them (Ha et al., 2021; Li, 2017), previous research on corrective feedback has studied OCF
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and written corrective feedback separately (Ha et al., 2021). This study, therefore, focuses only
on OCF.

Previous studies have showed that corrective feedback had a positive impact on L2
development (Li, 2021; Muslem et al,, 2021; Van Ha etal; 2021). Corrective feedback can

improve students> understanding of the language and their ability to communicate (Y liksel et
al., 2021) and can promote students> motivation and language accuracy Ellis, 2009). However,

in some cultures, errors are considered something that should be prevented or avoided
(Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012). Additionally, more issues regarding corrective

feedback including “whether to correct errors, what errors to correct, how to correct them and
when to correct them~ (Ellis, 2009, p. 3)are still debatable. In other words, the issues of how to

implement OCF in the classroom, the problems of using or not using OCF, and the
effectiveness of it have been questioned for decades. Therefore, how to deal with students’

spoken errors has still been a question for both teachers and learners (Roothooft & Breeze,
2016). These controversial issues have existed in both theoretical and methodological sides
(Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012). In order to fill the gap in the literature, many
aspects of OCF including its effectiveness, focus, providers, time and types of OCF (Ellis,
2009; Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012; Sakiroglu, 2020; Yuksel et al, 2021) were the
focus of this study.

2.2.3.1 The effectiveness of oral corrective feedback

Corrective feedback plays the important role in the language learning process (Alsolami,
2019). The question of when and how to implement CF in the classroom has been interested
by practitioners (Li, 2021). Although several forms of feedback have been used, oral
corrective feedback is commonly used in language teaching. It helps both teachers and
students to focus on highlighting their errors and correcting them. It is true that essential

language skills can be learned through practice, corrective feedback can fasten the process of
language learning and provide a better understanding of many concepts of a language. Several

researchers viewed that corrective feedback promote a good relationship between teachers
and students. Generally, oral corrective feedback has an impact on language skills. It helps

students to acknowledge their mistakes and support self-correction (Alsolami, 2019).

When providing corrective feedback, teachers should concern about the frequency of
providing corrective feedback. Overcorrection can have a negative effect on learners: both

performance and attitude. On the other hand, providing little feedback can interfere with their
language learning.

Providing appropriate amount of CF is still challenging (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz,
2012). Ur (1996, stated that it is important to provide corrective feedback in a positive way in

which students become aware that it is natural to make mistakes and it is a process of
language learning. Teachers give them feedback in order to help them improving their

learning and try to help them correct their mistakes. However, CF feedback has been valued
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differently according to different theories (Ellis, 2009). For the audio-lingualism, negative
assessment should be avoided. It refers to punishment and can hinder students- learning
whereas positive assessment promotes learning. Similarly, in humanistic methodologies,
assessment «should be positive and non-judgmental > (Ur, 1996, p.243).

On the other hand, for cognitive code learning, it suggests that mistakes cannot be avoided
and must be always corrected to prevent them not to happen again. However, in

communicative approach, <not all mistakes need to be corrected: the main aim of language

learning is to receive and convey meaningful messages, and correction should be focused on
mistakes that interfere with this aim, not on inaccuracies of usage» (Ur,1996, p. 244). However,

oral corrective feedback can be done in different ways depending on students: level of
understanding and teachers- preferences (Alsolami, 2019). Individual teachers viewed the role
and importance of corrective feedback differently. Their views have been shaped through

different aspect including their previous teaching and learning experience, and their teaching
training. This issue is still debatable among scholars (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz,

2012).
2.3.3.2 Focus of error correction

The two main issues concerning the focus of error correction include a) deciding which
«specific errors should be corrected~ (p.6) and by whether to employ unfocused feedback which

relates to pointing out all or most of the errors students made or focused feedback which
relates to paying attention to a few types of students- errors (Ellis, 2009). In other words, while

focused feedback refers to providing feedback on one particular language feature, unfocused
feedback refers to different features or levels such as vocabulary, pronunciation, or grammar
errors (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012). However, methodologists suggested teachers

to focus on dealing with a few errors instead of correcting all of them (Ellis, 2009; Ur, 1996).

Hernandez Méndez and Cruz (2012), Mackey, Gass and McDonough (2000), and Yoshida
(2008) classified types of errors as follows:
[J  Morphosyntactic error: using word order, tense, conjugation and particles incorrectly.

1 Phonological error: mispronouncing words including the vocabulary, stress and
intonation.

[0 Lexical error: using the vocabulary inappropriately, code switching into their L1 due
to their lack of vocabulary knowledge.

[J Semantic and pragmatic error: students’ utterances are not understood although there
are no errors regarding grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation.

Yiksel, et al >s study (2021) investigated the consistence between EFL university teachers-
beliefs and practices about oral corrective feedback in Turkey. The results showed that

teachers stated beliefs were congruent with their practices in terms of the focus on correcting
grammatical errors and vocabulary errors and there was an incongruence between their

12



beliefs in correcting pronunciation errors and their practices. Bao's (2019 study of teachers:
beliefs and practices regarding oral corrective feedback in L2 Chinese class revealed that
teachers corrected phonological errors the most.

2.3.3.3 Oral corrective feedback provider

The issue of who to provide feedback is controversial (Li, 2021). Alsolami (2019) pointed out
that correction should be conducted in a systematic way in which students have time to self-
correct their mistakes. Self-correction can motivate students and promote classroom
interaction whereas students often need feedback from the teachers. The self-correction might
not be appropriate when students lack of basic linguistic knowledge (Li, 2021). On the other
hand, teachers should be aware of students: understandings and provide clarifications when
needed. In other words, teachers should be aware of students understandings and provide
clarifications when needed (Alsolami, 2019). Hernandez Méndez and Cruz (2012 classified
types of feedback providers as follows.

(1 Self-correction: learners correct their errors. It will be effective when students realize
they are making errors and self -correct them. It is face-saving and promotes their
autonomous learning.

(] Peer correction: one leaner corrects another learner. The advantages of this type

include learner cooperate face to face with each other in language learning; teachers
acknowledge what students’ current abilities are; students are less depending on

teachers; it keeps students’ mistakes privately which can promote student self-
confidence.

1 Teacher correction: teachers are correctors. He or she know the problem and how to
solve them. Teachers can simply correct their errors to help them understand them.

Teachers are encouraged to let students self-correct their errors which seems to mainly based
on western educational ideology. Some CF strategies allow students to self-correct their errors
by e.g., teachers might just repeat their incorrect utterances. However, students expect their

teachers to correct their mistakes and if they can correct their mistakes if only, they have
sufficient linguistic knowledge. Although there are supportive ideas for using learners- self-

correction, it is not always successful for every situation. Therefore, the way to solve the
problem is to encourage self-correction first. If it does not work, the teacher can take charge of
being a corrector (Ellis, 2009). Hernandez Méndez and Cruz’s (2012) study of EFL Mexican
teachers’ perception and practices about oral corrective feedback revealed that the teachers
had positive attitude towards OCF. Teachers’ correction was the most preferable type of
correction, followed by peer correction and self-correction.

2.3.3.4 Timing for Corrective feedback

13



To ensure the positive impact on students- learning process, teachers or correctors should
provide students corrective feedback within a specific time (Phillips, 1992). This implied that
timing for corrective feedback is important for language learning (Sakiroglu, 2020). However,

this aspect has not been sufficiently studied whether to provide immediate feedback or
delayed feedback (Li, 2020). Written corrective feedback is always obviously delayed whereas

oral corrective feedback can occur either immediately after students are making mistakes or
later after they finish their utterances (Ellis, 2009; Herndndez Méndez & Cruz, 2012). This

issue has been discussed among practitioners as it is still difficult to pinpoint the effectiveness
of immediate and delayed feedback (Ellis, 2009).

If the teachers focus on meaning and promote fluency, they prefer using delayed feedback. On

the other hand, if the teachers focus on form and promote accuracy, they rather implement
both immediate and delayed corrective feedback (Herndndez Méndez & Cruz, 2012). Using

the delayed feedback allows students to focus more on form and ease their burden from
focusing on form and meaning concurrently (Li, 2020). Sakiroglu's (2020) study of university

students’ preference on oral corrective feedback in communicative classes revealed that the

majority of students preferred to be corrected at the end of the speech with kind and friendly
manners. On the other hand, Lee’s (2013) study of teachers  and ESL advanced students:

corrective feedback found that students reported that they preferred the immediate feedback
during the middle of their conversation and during interaction between teacher and students.

Additionally, Li, Zhu and Ellis’s (2016) study of the effectiveness of immediate and delayed

CF in facilitating L2 development and learning outcome in EFL Chinese middle school
revealed that immediate feedback showed more advantage than delayed feedback; however,
only for learners: explicit knowledge not implicit knowledge.

2.3.35 Types of Oral Corrective feedback

There are many types of CF strategy which teachers can use to correct errors (Ellis, 2009).
When considering the strategies to provide feedback, the uptake which is «it is the learners
response to CF received.» (Herndndez Méndez and Cruz, 2012, p. 66) should be taken into
account. The learners have to choose to repair their mistakes or not. For to repair, students

correct their mistake after receiving feedback from the corrector, on the other hand, not to
repair students may realize that they receive the correction but still do not correct their errors
or might keep speaking (Hernandez Méndez & Cruz, 2012; Lyster & Ranta, 1997).

Lyster and Ranta (1997) classified types of corrective feedback as follows.

] Explicit correction: the correct form is clearly pointed out and the corrector clearly
states that students used the incorrect form.

1 Recast: students incorrect form or utterance were immediately reformed into the
correct one.

14



(] Clarification request: when students are required to make a clarification of their
utterance. e.g., What? and can you say it again?). The corrector signal that he;she does
not understand the speakers- utterance.

[ Metalinguistic feedback: The corrector provides information or comment that is
related to errors without providing the correct form. e.g., You need a noun,)

[J Elicitation: The corrector tried to elicit the correct form from the students by using a
technique such as pause and let student complete the sentence.

[0 Repetition: The corrector repeats the students’ incorrect utterance.

Bao's (2019 study of teachers beliefs and practices in oral corrective feedback in China

showed that the participants used various types of corrective feedback; however, recasts and
explicit correction were employed the most. On the other hand, Yuksel et al s 2021) study of

EFL Turkey teachers: beliefs and practice about oral corrective feedback revealed that recast
was used the most followed by elicitation. However, recast was considered the least effective
type of corrective feedback in terms of student uptake (Lyster & Ranta, 1997).

241 Teachers’ and students' beliefs about corrective feedback.

Oral Corrective feedback (OFC) had been the focus in the second language acquisition
contexts; however, it has received less attention in the foreign language setting (Hernandez
Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012). Individual beliefs including teachers> and students’ beliefs are
influential on their practices (Hall, 2017; Huisman et al., 2019; Kloosterman & Cougan,
1994). Li 2017 defined beliefs regarding corrective feedback as «the attitudes, views,
opinions, or stances learners and teachers- hold about the utility of CF in second language (L2)
learning and teaching and how it should be implemented in the classroom.» (p. 143). In short, it
involves their beliefs regarding the use of corrective feedback. Beliefs regarding oral
corrective feedback affect the effectiveness of oral corrective feedback. Most importantly,
understanding their beliefs can predict what will happen in the classroom (Sheen, 2007).

However, very few studies (e.g., Roothooft & Breeze, 2016; Tomczyk, 2013; Van Ha et. al,
2021) focused on a comparison between EFL teachers: beliefs and students’ beliefs regarding
OCF. Research on a comparison between teachers’ and students- beliefs regarding OCF are
necessary for improving language teaching and learning. It is worth noting that the
inconsistence between teachers: beliefs and students- beliefs might be harmful to their
practices. This is because when teacher instruction might not meet students: expectation and

satisfaction, students become hesitant to participate in classroom activities and their
motivation to study declines (Li, 2017; Li & Vuono, 2019; Roothooft & Breeze, 2016). The

aspects of OCF should receive much more attention in language teaching in terms of
comparison between teachers: beliefs and practices in various aspects (Roothooft & Breeze,

2016).
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Previously, studies on a comparison between teachers- beliefs and students- beliefs on OCF
were conducted in ESL or other languages e.g., Yoshida, 2008; Lee, 2013). Later, a few more
studies focused on this aspect in the EFL contexts. Tomczyk (2013) studied the secondary
school or college teachers> and students’ perceptions toward OCF in Poland. The results

showed that the majority of both teachers and students viewed that pronunciation errors
should be corrected the most. Both teachers and students preferred the delayed feedback as it

would not disrupt the students: flow of communication. It was found that 81.20 « of the
students preferred using explicit correction whereas 46.51 % of teachers agreed so. However,
most of the teachers preferred using gestures and repetition technique. Roothooft and
Breeze's (2016) explored the comparison of EFL teachers> and students- attitudes toward OCF

in Spain and found that students preferred to be corrected by teachers more than the teachers
thought. Students felt more positive about explicit types of corrective feedback such as

metalinguistic feedback than their teachers did. The student participants reported that they
were likely to react positively to their teachers: immediate feedback. This is in line with the
findings of Van Ha et al. 2021) who investigated Vietnamese teachers: beliefs and students’
beliefs regarding OCF. The findings revealed that both teacher participants and student

participants had a positive view towards the efficacy of corrective feedback and valued
explicit feedback type. However, teachers preferred using delay corrective feedback due to

their concern on students' emotional state and their fluency whereas students valued

immediate corrective feedback because it helped them recognize their errors and learn the
correct form.

Ellis (2008) suggested that teachers should have an awareness of students- beliefs and have a
discussion with students in order to avoid the mismatch between teachers: beliefs and
students' beliefs. Sakiroglu (2020) suggested that teachers should take students: attitude toward
oral corrective feedback into consideration. This implies that being aware of teachers and
students’ belief in this aspect could help both teachers and students reflect on their beliefs and

openly discuss with each other in order to reduce the gap between their beliefs which in turn
leads to the improvement of language teaching and learning. If the teachers’ beliefs and

students’ beliefs do not align with learning theories, the teacher can reshape their own beliefs
and also their students’ beliefs in order to improve their English learning. Moreover, the

students can also become aware of their beliefs and possibly are willing to reshape their
beliefs that interfere with their developing English skills.

As mentioned above, there have been a very few studies focusing on exploring teachers: and
students- attitudes regarding OCF (Roothooft & Breeze, 2016). The mismatch between
teachers- beliefs and students- beliefs are not beneficial for language teaching and learning.
Therefore, it would be very helpful for teachers to understand students- beliefs and for
students to be aware of teachers: beliefs (Hall, 2017). While previous research studied a
comparison between teachers- beliefs and students- beliefs regarding oral corrective feedback,

they put an emphasis only on types of oral corrective feedback and timing of oral corrective
feedback. Several aspects including focus of OCF, correctors of OCF and the effectiveness of
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OCF have not been sufficiently investigated. Therefore, this study aimed to fill the gap in the
literature by studying the comparison between EFL university teachers> and students: beliefs

regarding oral corrective feedback in many aspects including the effectiveness of OCF, focus
of OCF, OCF provider, time of correction and types of OCF particularly in the Thai EFL
context in which studies on oral corrective feedback are understudied.

Chapter 3 Methodology
This chapter presents the research questions and research design. The data collection and data
analysis are described elaborately.

3.1 The research questions

The purpose of the study was to explore teachers: beliefs and students beliefs on oral
corrective feedback in many aspects. This study sought to answer the following research
questions.

1. What are Thai EFL university teachers’ beliefs and students- beliefs in OCF?

2. Are there any significant differences between Thai EFL university teachers> and students’
beliefs in OCF?

3.2 Research Methodology

3.2.1 Methodology

The study employed a mixed method study to investigate teachers: beliefs and students:
beliefs on oral corrective feedback (OCF). Quantitative data and qualitative data were
collected through the open and close questionnaire and the semi-structured interview to gain
the in-depth data. This study involved 62 EFL teachers and 164 EFL third year students
studying in major related to English selected by a purposive sampling. Furthermore, the six

EFL teacher participants and six EFL student participants wer voluntarily interviewed
through the semi- structured interview.

3.2.2. The participants
This study included 62 EFL teachers and 164 third year EFL students majoring in English.
They were chosen by a purposive sampling. The students were chosen because they already

taken many English courses, which means they have potentially experienced being corrected
to some extent. Meanwhile, the teachers were chosen because they are Thai EFL university

teachers who have taught English in the Thai EFL context. They have also possibly
experienced giving OCF to Thai EFL students. The nature of the population is homogenous in
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terms of nationality, as it is comprised of all Thai EFL teachers and students from the same
context. This is a sufficient size and can be representative to ensure confidence in any results

despite any similarities and differences in the beliefs shown among the two groups (Davis,
2003).

3.2.3. Research Instruments

The study employed a questionnaire regarding teachers> and students’ beliefs on OCF in
regard to the following aspects: effectiveness of OCF, focus of error correction, OCF
providers, timing for OCF, and types of OCF. The 62 EFL teacher participants and 164 EFL
student participants were required to complete the questionnaire. Although the teachers> and

students beliefs could be explored through a qualitative approach, it would be useful to use a
survey to explore a larger group of the population (Davis, 2003). Additionally, six teacher

participants and six student participants volunteered to take part in semi-structured interviews
to gain in-depth data. The questionnaire was adapted from other previous questionnaires e.g.,
Haet al,, 2021; Horwitz, 1985; Kartchava et al., 2020; Sakiroglu, 2020: Yiksel et al., 2021)
and was based on the literatures regarding OCF. It consisted of 34 items including 14 items

regarding the effectiveness of OCF, five items regarding focus of OCF, six items regarding
OCF providers, three items regarding timing for OCF, and six items regarding types of OCF.

The instruments including the teachers> and the students’ beliefs in OCF questionnaire were
verified by three experts for content validity with the Cronbach coefficient of 0.79 and 0.88
respectively. Moreover, there were eleven interview questions regarding their views on OCF.
The interview questions were also verified for content validity by the experts.

3.2.4 Data collection

The questionnaires regarding student's beliefs on oral corrective feedback were distributed to
62 EFL Universities teachers and 164 EFL universities students. Six voluntary students were
interviewed through a semi-structured interview with an audio recording. Each interview was
last approximately for one hour.

3.25 Data Analysis

The data from the questionnaire were analyzed based on frequency analysis, means and
standard deviation to investigate the teachers: and students: beliefs. The independent samples

t-test was employed to study any significant differences between the teachers: beliefs and the
students’ beliefs in OCF. All the audio interviews from the semi-structured interviews were
transcribed. In relation to the qualitative aspect of this study, thematic analysis was employed
to analyze the data in this study. Through coding, the data from the teachers- and students’
interview responses were analyzed based on the themes from the questionnaire. The data from
all the instruments were triangulated to ensure the overall validity of the study.
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Chapter 4 Findings

This chapter presents the findings for both the qualitative and quantitative data to
highlight teachers- and students’ beliefs in oral corrective feedback. The first section shows the

quantitative data from the questionnaires regarding teachers> and students- beliefs in oral

corrective feedback through the tables and the second section presents the qualitative data
from the semi-structured interview and opened questions in different themes to answer the

research questions.

1. What are Thai EFL university teachers’ beliefs and students- beliefs in OCF?

2. Are there any significant differences between Thai EFL university teachers>and
students’ beliefs in OCF?

4.1 What are Thai EFL university teachers: and students: beliefs in OCF?

4.1 1The Effectiveness of OCF
The following table reveals the findings of participants: beliefs regarding the

effectiveness of OCF.

Table 1

The Results of the Participants’ Beliefs regarding the Effectiveness of OCF
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Beliefs regarding the Subject 1 2 3 4 5 o S.D.

effectiveness of OCF (%) (%) (%) %) (%)

1.OCF is important for T 0 0 806 3871 5322 445 064

L2 learning. S 0 122 1280 3780 4817 433 074

2. OCF can improve T 0 0 968 3387 5645 447 067

students’ speaking S 0 183 915 4207 4695 434 072

skills.

3. OCF can interfere T 241 4032 2097 968 484 231 110

with students’ 9

speaking skills. S 176 25 3049 1646 1036 277 122
8

4. OCF does not really T 338 4355 1774 484 0 199 085

work for improving 7

students’ speaking S 219 3293 2378 1402 732 252 119

skills. 5

5. OCF can improve T 0 0 1290 4032 4677 434 070

students’ English- S 0 244 1463 4268 4024 421 078

speaking accuracy.

7.Students are T 0 322 4677 3226 1774 364 081

satisfied with being S 061 366 2256 4878 2439 393 082

given OCF.

8. OCF should be done T 0 0 484 645 8871 484 048

friendly and kindly. S 0 183 1220 3171 5427 438 077

9.0ne on one OCF T 0 322 1613 2742 5322 431 086

can decrease students’ S 0 3.66 25 3232 3902 407 089

anxiety.

10. Providing OCF in T 645 1774 4032 2903 645 311 099

front of the classroom S 854 1402 3171 2866 1707 332 116

is appropriate.

11 Providing OCF to T 161 1613 3064 2258 1451 303 128

all students> errors is 3

useful to students. S 244 610 2622 3880 2744 382 099

12 Providing OCF T 0 161 2258 3871 3710 411 081

only when students’ S 061 366 2317 3902 3354 401 088

speech is not

understood is

beneficial to students.

13 Providing OCF on T 0 484 2903 3870 2742 389 087

the same types of S 0 183 1707 4329 3780 417 077

student’s errors that

are often occurred is
beneficial to students.

20



14 Correcting T 161 322 1935 4194 3387 403 090
students errors that S 061 610 2012 4268 3049 396 090
are the focus of the
lesson is beneficial to
students.
Note. 5-strongly agree; 4 -agree; 3 =neither agree nor disagree; 2 =disagree; 1-strongly
disagree

T-teachers; S=students

From Table 1, the majority of both teachers and students (91.93% and 85.97
respectively) either agreed or strongly agreed with the belief that OCF is important for L2
learning. Then, it was found that 90.32+ of teachers and 89.02 « of students agreed or strongly
agreed with the belief that OCF can improve students> speaking skills. This was also
supported by the data from an open-ended question. The majority of the participants agreed
that OCF could enhance their speaking skills. Additionally, Teachers B, D, E, and F clearly
stated that OCF could improve students> language learning. Likewise, all six students reported
that providing OCF could improve their speaking skills during the interviews. Some of the

students stated that although they initially felt a bit embarrassed when receiving feedback,
they were later thankful to their teachers because they could improve their speaking skills
from acknowledging their errors.

Concerning the aspect of accuracy, the majority of both teachers 87.09 «)and students
(82.92 ) agreed or strongly agreed with the belief that providing OCF can improve students’
accuracy. During the interviews, all of them stated that OCF could help students speak
accurately. For example, Teacher A said that -as a teacher if we do not correct their errors,
they will speak inaccurately forever.» Similarly, Teacher C stated that -the advantage of OCF
is to help students speak correctly.» For the students, Student C stated that <through being
given OCF, | can speak with correct grammar and it increases my confidence.» Student E and

F mentioned that OCF could improve their speaking accuracy as it could help them notice
their grammar errors and they would then try not to repeat the same errors.

Apart from this, 95.16% of the teachers and 85.98 % of the students agreed or strongly
agreed with the belief that OCF should be done in a friendly way. For example, Student D
stated that she felt good when she received feedback from her teachers in a friendly manner.

Student E added that teachers should use normal or calm voice when providing OCF so
students would not lose confidence. Meanwhile, all six teacher participants were aware that

OCF has the potential to decrease students’ confidence if the teachers did it negatively. For
example, Teacher A stated that how students felt towards teacher-s OCF depended on how
the teacher provided them feedback. If they realized that the teachers really wanted to
enhance their speaking skills, they might feel positive. On the other hand, if the teachers often
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impolitely pointed out their errors, the students might respond negatively. In fact, 80.64 % of
teachers and 71.22 % of students agreed or strongly agreed that one on one OCF can decrease
students’ anxiety. According to the data from the interviews, all of the teacher participants
paid attention to students> emotional states including confidence and anxiety when providing
OCF. One of the teachers stated during the interview that correcting students: errors publicly
might cause them feel embarrassed.

4.1.2 Focus of Error Correction
The following table revealed the findings of participants: beliefs regarding the focus
of error correction

Table 2

The Results of the Participants’ Beliefs regarding the Focus of Error Correction

The following table illustrates the findings of participants beliefs regarding the focus of error

correction.

Beliefs regarding Subject 1 2 3 4 5 o S.D.
the focus of (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

error correction

15.Correcting T 0 161 645 2742 6452 455 069
students’ S 0 061 671 3110 6158 454 065
mispronounced

words is

beneficial to

students.

16.Correcting T 0 322 968 4032 4677 431 078
students’ S 183 305 854 3354 5305 433 089
mispronounced

stress is beneficial

to students.

17 Correcting T 0 645 806 4335 4194 421 085
students S 183 183 1280 3232 5122 429 089
mispronounced

intonation is

beneficial to

students.

18.Correcting T 0 161 484 3710 5645 448 067
students’ errors S 0 195 854 2439 6524 453 073
when they use the 1

wrong vocabulary
is beneficial to
students.

T 161 161 1935 4355 3387 406 086
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19.Correcting S 122 122 1158 2622 5976 442 084
students’ errors

when they use
wrong grammar
utterances is
beneficial to
students.

Note. 5= strongly agree; 4 - agree; 3 =neither agree nor disagree; 2 - disagree; 1-strongly
disagree

T-teachers; S-students

According to Table 2, the majority of both teachers (91.94+) and students (92.68%)
believed that correcting students mispronounced words is beneficial to students. From the

interview, Teachers A and C held the view that if students mispronounced the words, their
message could not be understandable. Similarly, Students D and E agreed that the

mispronunciation of words should necessarily be corrected because it might cause
miscommunication.

Moreover, in this study, 93 55« of the teachers and 89.63 « of the students agreed or
strongly agreed with the belief that correcting students’ errors when they use the wrong
vocabulary is beneficial to students. Teacher E stated that word choice should be the main
consideration when providing feedback. Likewise, Students C and E believed that teachers
should provide correction when students misused vocabulary and it affected understanding.

4.1.3 OCF Providers
The following table presents the findings of participants: beliefs regarding OCF
providers.

Table 3

The Results of the Participants- beliefs regarding OCF Providers

Beliefs regarding  Subject 1 2 3 4 5 O SD.
OCF Providers (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

20. Teachers should T 0 161 2097 3871 3871 414 081

be the one to S 061 183 1463 4329 3963 420 080

correct students’
speaking errors.
21. Peer-correction T 322 1129 3064 2742 2742 364 110

should be S 061 3.66 2073 4085 3415 404 087
encouraged to use
in the classroom.

T 0 0 1935 3548 4516 426 077
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22. Self-correction S 061 427 1646 3658 4207 415 090
is beneficial to

students.

23. Self- correction T 806 1613 4355 2097 1129 311 107
and peer correction S 488 1220 3232 3232 1829 347 108
are more beneficial

to students than

teachers: correction.

24. Anybody can T 2742 16.13 2742 1774 1129 269 135
correct students S 6.09 1219 24.39 2866 2866 362 120
errors.

25. Nobody should T 6935 1935 6.45 161 161 150 094

correct students’ 50 1220 1524 1036 1219 222 146

errors.

Note. 5= strongly agree; 4 - agree; 3 =neither agree nor disagree; 2 - disagree; 1-strongly
disagree

w

T-teachers; S-students

As shown in Table 3, 77.42 « of the teachers and 82.92+ of the students believed that
teachers should be the one to correct students’ speaking errors. This was supported by the data

from the interviews, where three of the teacher participants agreed that due to their
experience and knowledge, teachers should mainly be the one to provide students with
corrective feedback. Teacher B added that «students trust us for correcting errors.» For the

students, they all strongly believed that teachers should be the corrector of their errors.
Students A, B, D, and E pointed out that teachers were reliable correctors.

Moreover, the majority of teachers (80.64%) and the students (78.65%) agreed or
strongly agreed with the belief that self-correction is beneficial to students. Student F stated
that he liked to self-correct his errors because it allowed him to think first and became aware
of such errors.
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4.1.4 Timing for OCF
The following table reveals the findings of participants: beliefs regarding the timing
for OCF.

Table 4

The Results of the Participants' Beliefs regarding the Timing for OCF

Beliefs regarding Subject 1 2 3 4 5 o S.D.
the timing for (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

OCF

26. Students’ T 0 484 2258 3226 4032 408 091
errors should be S 122 427 2195 3359 3902 405 094
corrected at the

end of their

speech.

27. Students’ T 0 806 3064 3548 2581 379 093
errors should be S 3.66 610 2805 3598 2622 375 103

corrected at the
end of the class.

28. Students T 3065 968 2903 2581 322 264 130
errors should be S 1402 1280 2317 2622 23783 333 134
corrected

immediately after
errors have been
made.

Note. 5= strongly agree; 4 - agree; 3 =neither agree nor disagree; 2 - disagree; 1-strongly
disagree

T-teachers; S-students

As shown in Table 4, both teachers and students believed that students- errors should
be corrected at the end of their speech at 72.58 « and 72.61 % respectively. Most teachers
believed that students’ errors should be corrected when they finished their speaking;
otherwise, it might interrupt their speech. Teacher B said that he used to correct students:
errors immediately. However, he then realized that his students could lose their confidence,
and it could interrupt their flow of speech. Likewise, Teacher D insisted that her students
could feel embarrassed when they were corrected immediately. For students, Student D and F
felt that interrupting students’ speech could decrease confidence and cause them anxiety.
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4.15 Types of OCF
The following table reveals the findings of participants: beliefs regarding types of
OCF.

Table 5

The Results of the Participants’ Beliefs regarding Types of OCF

Beliefs regarding Subject 1 2 3 4 5 o S.D.
types of OCF (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

29. Recast is beneficial T 0 484 1290 3710 4516 422 086
to students. S 0 0 1158 3354 5488 443 069
30. Repetition is T 483 1290 2742 3064 2419 356 114
beneficial to students. S 793 732 2256 3110 3110 370 121
31 Clarification request T 1613 1935 2419 2581 1452 303 130
is beneficial to students. S 732 1098 2317 2927 2927 362 122
32 Metalinguistic T 1290 806 2419 4677 806 329 115
feedback is beneficial S 4.88 793 1829 3415 3476 386 113
to them.
33. Elicitation is T 484 322 3226 50 1452 376 074
beneficial to students. S 3.66 366 2622 3566 3110 386 102
34 Explicit correction is T 484 1452 1774 3871 2419 363 115
beneficial to students. S 243 366 2073 2683 4634 411 102

Note. 5= strongly agree; 4 =agree; 3 =neither agree nor disagree; 2 =disagree; 1-strongly
disagree

T-teachers; S-students

As illustrated in Table 5, 88.26¢ of the teachers and 88.42 of students believed that
recast is beneficial to students. Teachers A, C, and D held the view that recast should be used
for providing OCF. Teachers A and C agreed that teachers could simply give students the
correct form, so they would know they made errors. Teacher D also added that using recast
could help students feel less embarrassed because the teacher did not point out their errors.

For the students, Student E agreed that she was satisfied with her teachers using recast
because they did not conspicuously mention her errors but simply informed her of the correct
form.
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Based on the findings, 62.90 « of the teachers and 73.17 « of the students believed that
explicit correction is beneficial to students. Teachers A, B, C, and F agreed that for students

with low English proficiency, using explicit correction might possibly be more beneficial for
them because they were still unaware of what errors they made even though the teacher
reformed their sentences. Likewise, Students A, C, D, and E stated that the use of explicit

correction not only helped them know what errors they made explicitly but it also let them
know how to speak accurately.

4.2 Are There any Significant Differences between Thai EFL University

Teachers> and Students’ Beliefs in OCF?

The following table reveals the findings of the significant differences in scores
between the teachers’ and the students beliefs in OCF.

Table 6

The Overall Significant Differences in Scores between Teachers and Students: Beliefs
regarding OCF

Group Beliefs regarding OCF
n 0 SD. df t p Effect size

Teachers 62 369 032 15263 -395 <0001 055
Students 164 390 044
As shown in Table 6, there was a significant difference in overall scores between the
teachers’ beliefs (U= 3.69, S.D.-0.32) and the students: beliefs (J=3.90, S.D.=0.44) regarding
OCF, t (152.63)=-3.95, p < 0.001 with the effect size =0.55. The magnitude of the difference

between two groups was medium.

Table 7

The Significant Differences in Scores between Teachers-and Students: Beliefs regarding
OCF in Each aspect: Effectiveness of OCF

Teacher Student df t p
Level S.D. Level S.D.

The effectiveness of OCF
1.OCF is important for 445  Strongly 064 433 Strongly 074 224 1142 254
L2 language learning. Agree Agree
2. OCF can improve 447 Agree 067 434 Strongly 0.72 224 1196 233
students’ speaking skills. Agree
3.0CF can interfere with 231  Disagree 110 277 Neither 122 224 2607 010
students' speaking skills. agree nor

disagree
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4. OCF does not really 199 Disagree  0.85 252 Disagree 119 1540 4100 001

work for improving 1

students’ speaking skills.

5. OCF can improve 434  Strongly 070 421 Strongly 078 224 1162 246
students> English- Agree Agree

speaking accuracy.

6. OCF can improve 390 Agree 097 410 Agree 080 9384 1364 176
students' English-

speaking fluency.

7.Students are satisfied 364 Agree 081 393 Agree 082 224 2314 022
with being given OCF.

8. OCF should be done 484  Strongly 048 438 Strongly 077 1735 5275 001
friendly and kindly. Agree Agree 5

9.0ne on one OCF can 431 Strongly 0.86 407 Agree 0.89 224 1825 069
decrease students’ Agree

anxiety.

10. Providing OCF in 311 Neither 099 3.32 Neither 116 1280 1312 192
front of the classroom is agree nor agree nor 5

appropriate. disagree disagree

11.Providing oral 3.03 Neither 128 382 Agree 099 8975 4363 .001
corrective feedback to all agree nor 8

students- errors is useful disagree

to students.

12.Providing oral 411 Agree 081 401 Agree 0.88 224 784 434

corrective feedback only

when students- speech is

not understood is

beneficial to students.

13 Providing oral 389 Agree 087 417 Agree 077 224 2378 018

corrective feedback on

the same types of

student's errors is

beneficial to students.

14. Correcting students’ 403 Agree 090 396 Agree 0.90 224 513 609

errors that are the focus

of the lesson is beneficial

to students.

Total 374 Agree 376 385 Agree A77 1384 1819 071
3

0.51

0.18

022

0.36

0.72

0.27

0.19

0.69

0.12

0.34

0.08

0.26

The results revealed no significant differences between teachers> and students’ beliefs
regarding the effectiveness of OCF, t (138.43)=-1.819, p =.071. However, it is worth nothing
that there was a significant difference between teacher-s belief (1-3.03, SD-=128)and
students- belief (11=3.82, S.D.=0.99 that providing OCF to all students- errors is useful to
students, t (89.758)= -4.363, p-.001 with the effect size = 0.69. The students seemed to be more
agreeable to correcting all errors than the teachers. This showed that Thai EFL students really
wanted to speak accurately. During the interview, one of the students also said that those who
speak accurately looked smart. On the other hand, while some of the teachers agreed that all
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errors should be corrected to help students not to repeat the same errors, other teachers
viewed that it could interfere with their language learning and increase students: anxiety.

Table 8

The Significant Differences in Scores between Teachers and Students- Beliefs regarding
OCF in Each Aspect: Focus of Error Correction

Teacher Student df t p Effect
size
Level S.D. Level S.D.
Focus of error correction
15. Correcting 455 Strongly 069 454 Strongly 065 224 120 905 0.01
students’ Agree Agree
mispronounced
words is beneficial to
students.
16.Correcting 431 Strongly 078 433 Strongly 089 224 -177 860 0.02
students’ Agree Agree
mispronounced stress
is beneficial to
students.
17 Correcting 421 Strongly 085 429 Strongly 0.89 224 -631 528 0.09
students’ Agree Agree
mispronounced
intonation is
beneficial to students.
18. Correcting 448 Strongly 067 453 Strongly 073 224 -438 662 0.07
students errors when Agree Agree
they use the wrong
vocabulary is
beneficial to students.
19. Correcting 4.60 Agree 086 442 Strongly 084 224 -2.830 005 021
students errors when Agree
they use wrong
grammar utterances is
beneficial to students.
Total 432 Strongly 063 442 Strongly 068 224 -1001 318 0.15
Agree Agree

As shown in Table 8, while there were no significant differences in overall means
between teachers- beliefs ([1=-4.32, S.D.=0.63) and students- beliefs ((1-4.42, S.D.-0.84)

regarding the focus of error correction, t (224)--1.001, p-.318, the results showed that there
was a significant difference between the teachers: belief ((1-4.06, S.D.=0.86)and the student's
belief ([1-4.42, S.D.-0.84) regarding the belief that students: errors should be corrected when
they use the wrong grammar utterances, t (224)=2.830, p=.005 with the effect size 0.22. The
students> mean score was higher than that of the teachers. The findings from the interview
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showed that students also held the belief that using language accurately, particularly with
correct grammar, made them look educated.

Table 9

The Significant Differences in Scores between Teachers and Students- Beliefs regarding
OCF in Each aspect: OCF providers

Teacher Student df t p Effect
size
Level S.D. Level S.D.
OCF providers
20. Teachers should 414 Agree 081 420 Agree 0.80 224 -419 676 0.07

be the one who
correct students’

speaking errors.
21 Peer-correction 364 Agree 110 404 Agree 0.87 224 2555 012 040
should be encouraged

to use in the

classroom.

22.Self-correctionis 426 Strongly 077 415 Agree 090 224 825 410 0.13
beneficial to students. Agree

23. Self- correction 311 Neither 107 347 Agree 108 224 -2.224 027 033
and peer correction is agree nor

more beneficial to disagree

students than
teachers- correction.

24. Anybody can 269  Neither 135 362 Agree 1.20 224 4992 001 0.73
correct students’ agree nor
disagree

errors.
25.Nobody should 150 Strongly 094 222 Disagree 146 17048 4407 001 059
correct students Agree

errors.

Total 322 Neither 047 362 Agree 068 157452 4875 001 0.68
agree nor
disagree

According to Table 9, there was a significant difference in mean scores between the
teachers- beliefs ([1=3.22, S.D=047)and the students- beliefs (1=3.62, S.D.=0.68) regarding

OCF providers, t (157.452)=-4.875, p =0.001 with the effect size =0.68. Interestingly, there was
also a significant difference in mean scores found between teachers- beliefs (1=-3.11, SD.=
1.07)and students- beliefs ([1=-3.47, S.D.=1.08) that self- correction and peer correction is more
beneficial to students than teachers correction, t (2.24)-2830, p-.027. During the interviews,

Teachers B, C, and D pointed out that with knowledge and experience in teaching English,
the teacher should mainly be the one to provide students with feedback. This implies that

teachers still tend not to believe that self-correction and peer correction were more effective
than their correction.

Table 10
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The Significant Differences in Scores between Teachers’and Students’ Beliefs regarding
OCF in Each aspect: Timing for OCF

Teacher Student df t p Effect
size
[ Level SD. [ Level SD.
Timing for OCF
26. Students- errors 408 Agree 091 405 Agree 094 224 228 820 0.03
should be corrected at
the end of their
speech
27.Students’ errors 379 Agree 093 375 Agree 103 224 270 788 0.04
should be corrected at
the end of the class.
28. Students- errors Neither 130 333  Neither 134 224 -3.449 001 0.52
should be corrected 264 ag_ree nor ag_ree nor
immediately after disagree disagree
errors have been
made.
Total 350 Agree 047 371  Agree 713 166146  -2497 013 035
Table 10 showed that there was a significant difference between the teachers: beliefs
([1=350, S.D-=.470) and the students- beliefs ([1=-3.71, S.D.=.713) regarding the timing for
OCF, t (166.146)--2.497, p-013 with the effect size = 0.35 The findings also revealed a
significant difference between the teachers: beliefs ([1=2.64, S.D.=1.30)and the students’
beliefs ([1=3.33, S.D.=1.34) that students’ errors should be corrected immediately after errors
have been made «t (224)--3.449, p =001) with the effect size =0.52). According to the data
from the interviews, most teachers were concerned more about students> emotional states and
the flow of the speech, whereas one of the students expressed that it also depends on the
situation. For example, Student D said that when she talked to teachers informally, her
teachers could correct her errors immediately so she could recognize them. On the other hand,
if she gave a presentation, the teacher should correct her errors later.
Table 11
The Significant Differences in Scores between Teachers-and Students- Beliefs regarding
OCF in Each Aspect: Types of OCF
Teacher Student df t p Effect
size
[ Level SD. [ Level SD.
Types of OCF
29. Recast is 422 Strongly 086 443 Strongl 069 224 1874 062 027
beneficial to students. Agree y

Agree
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30. Repetition is Agree 114 370 Agree 121 224 -770 442 0.12

beneficial to students. 356

31. Clarification Neither 130 362 Agree 122 224 3180 002 047
Request is beneficial 303  agree nor

to students. disagree

32. Metalinguistic 329 Neither 115 386 Agree 113 224 3365 001 0.50
feedback is beneficial agree nor

to students. disagree

33. Elicitation is Agree 074 386 Agree 102 1507 -876 383 0.11
beneficial to students. 3.76 9

34.Explicit correction Agree 115 411 Agree 102 224 3.061 002 044
is beneficial to 363

students.

Total 358  Agree 063 393 Agree 072 224 3373 0001 052

Table 11 demonstrated a significant difference between teachers: beliefs (- 358,
S.D-=0.63)and the students’ beliefs ([1=-3.93, S.D.=0.72) regarding the types of OCF, t (224)--
3.373, p-0.001 with the effect size =0.52. Importantly, there was a significant difference
between the teachers: beliefs ([=3.29, S.D.=1.15)and the students- beliefs (71-3.86, SD.=1.13)
that metalinguistic feedback is beneficial to students, t (224)--3.365, p =0.001) with the effect
size =0.50. From the interview data, one of the teacher participants reported that students still
did not know what errors they made when the teacher provided different sorts of hints for
OCF. She therefore did not believe that metalinguistic feedback was effective for her students.

On the other hand, one of the students stated that he believed that metalinguistic worked for
him because he was able to think of his errors through the hints and he could then be able to
self-correct his errors. In this way, he could recognize his errors better.

Chapter 5 Discussion
5.1 Introduction

This study aims to study Thai EFL university teachers: beliefs and Thai EFL university
students- beliefs in oral corrective feedback and to investigate whether there are any
significantly difference between their beliefs. The participants of the study were 62 EFL
university teachers and 164 third year EFL university students majoring related to English.

All of the participants were asked to complete the questionnaire related to their belief
regarding oral corrective feedback. Six of each were voluntarily interviewed in order to gain

more in-depth data relevant to the themes from the questionnaire. In this chapter, the key

findings are discussed following the research questions and the key themes presented in the
findings chapter.
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5.2 EFL teachers: and EFL students: beliefs in oral corrective feedback.

5.2.1 The effectiveness of oral corrective feedback

The majority of both teachers and students believed that oral corrective feedback is
important for improving students’ speaking skills and L2 learning. Most of teacher and student

participants viewed that OCF can promote students- speaking accuracy. Likewise, only small
number of them thought that OCF can interfere with speaking skills. According to the

quantitative data, none of the teachers believed that OCF are not effective for improving
students’ speaking skills. Feedback plays an important role in most theories of second

language (L2) learning and teaching and language learning process (Alsolami, 2019; Ellis,
2009). Corrective feedback can improve students> understanding the language and their ability
to communicate (YUksel et al., 2021). Corrective feedback can fasten the process of language
learning and provide a better understanding of many concepts of a language (Alsolami, 2019).
This is in accordance with the results of Muslem et al-s (2021) study which showed that the
Indonesian EFL students had a positive perception toward teachers' oral corrective feedback
in speaking classes. Their students acknowledged their errors and avoided to repeat the same
errors which resulted in reducing fossilization. The findings also revealed that OCF had a
positive impact on student's speaking skills. This is aligned with the findings of VVan Ha et al
s (2021) that both of the Vietnamese EFL teachers and students had a positive view towards
the efficacy of OFC.

From both quantitative and qualitative data, the majority of teachers and students pointed out
the benefit of providing OCF on enhancing students speaking accuracy. Many of them

viewed that OCF could help them become aware of their errors which could help them later
speak English accurately. Ellis (2003 stated that OCF can promote students> language

accuracy. It helps students to acknowledge their mistakes and support self-correction
(Alsolami, 2019).

While over 85 v of both teachers and students agreed or strongly agreed that OCF should be
done friendly and kindly. Ur (1996, stated that it is important to provide corrective feedback in

a positive way in which students become aware that it is natural to make mistakes and it is a
process of language learning. Over 70 « of both of them believed that one on one OCF can

reduce students’ anxiety. Over 60 v of the students believed that providing OCF in front of the
classroom is appropriate whereas only around 35.45 « of the teachers believed so. According
to the data from the interviews, all of the teacher participants paid attention to students:
emotional state including confidence and anxiety when providing OCF. One of the
participants stated during the interview that correcting students- errors in front of the public
might cause them feel embarrassed. However, some of the students stated in the interview that

although they initially felt a bit embarrassed when receiving feedback, they were later
thankful to their teachers because they could improve their speaking skills from
acknowledging their mistakes. This is in line with the findings reported in Sakiroglu-s 2020,

study. Their Turkish university student participants stated that although they felt frightened
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when their teachers provided them OCF, they still need correction from teachers for their
language improvement. However, 22¢ of their participants stated in the self -report that they

wanted their teachers to correct their errors nicely and friendly. This is also consistent with
the findings reported in Roothooft and Breeze's study (2016 that teachers rather concerned on
students’ negative reaction or feeling towards their correction whereas students were willing
to receive feedback from their teachers. Muslem et al. (2021 stated that teachers should be

more careful when providing OCF to students in front of the public to prevent them from
feeling embarrassed and disappointed. Corrective feedback should be done positively and

kindly.

5.2.2 Focus of error correction

The majority of both teachers and students believed that correcting students> mispronounced
word is beneficial to students. Other aspects related to pronunciation including stress and
intonation were also important to be corrected from teachers> and students’ views. Oral

corrective feedback can fasten the process of language learning as well as pronunciation
(Alsolami, 2019). This is in line with the findings of Sakiroglu (2020) that the student

participants specifically stated that they would like their teachers to correct their
pronunciation errors. Similarly, Muslem-s (2021) study revealed that all of their student

participants agreed that pronunciation errors should necessarily be corrected. Their students:
pronunciation improved after receiving oral corrective feedback. Compared to grammar

errors, their participant viewed that using utterances with wrong tense might still be
understandable; however, mispronunciation could cause misunderstanding. This is supported

by the results of Tomczyk-s (2013) study that pronunciation errors was the most important
type of errors that both of their teachers and students preferred to be corrected.

Over 89 « of both teachers and students also believed that correcting the use of wrong
vocabulary is beneficial to students. Ustaci and Ok (2014) pointed out that vocabulary and
pronunciation was the important component of language learning. The correct use of
vocabulary and pronunciation is the primary goal for English teachers. The findings of their
study showed that 73.8% of the ELT Turkish university preferred with the correction strategies
that their teacher correct their vocabulary errors instantly if they misused words and 70.9% of

them agreed and strongly agreed with the correction strategy that their teachers should warn
them to verify the usage of their word choice again.
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5.2.3. Oral Corrective Feedback Provider

In this study, the majority of both teachers and students believed that teachers should be the
one who correct students speaking errors. From the qualitative data, some participants pointed

out that it should be their teachers who provided them OCF due to their knowledge,
experience and expertise. In Thailand, teachers played the dominant role including knowledge

transmitter as well as teacher centered approach have been rooted in Thai culture for several
years (Stone, 2017). In the same vein, Tomczyk's (2013) study also revealed that their student

participants viewed that their teachers should be an OCF provider due to their competence
and authority. Similarly, the results reported in Van Ha et al. 2021) showed that their students

participants viewed that OCF was teachers: responsibility. Sakiroglu-s 2020) study showed
that 76.5 « of the students viewed that their teachers should be the one who provided OFC to
them. Muslem-s (2021) study revealed that teachers: oral corrective feedback can promote
students’ speaking skills. However, Ahangari (2014) argued that although teachers- OCF seem
to be students’ preference because it is faster, more accurate and effective, it does not promote
students’ independence and might affect their emotional state.

Moreover, the majority of teachers and students in this study agreed or strongly agreed that
self- correction is beneficial to students. Tomczyk (2013) stated that self- correction can engage

students in their language learning. It occurs when students react to teachers- feedback, or

when teachers provide them hints rather than the correct forms and they have to reform the
sentences by themselves. This is supported by the findings of Ustaci and Ok-s 2014 study

that the majority of their students preferred the use of self-correction if their teachers provided
them enough time. Promoting self - correction can help enhance students- confidence and their
evaluation on their own performance. Students seems to remember their errors better and
tends not to repeat the same mistakes. It raises teachers: awareness of students> knowledge and
ability (Ahangari, 2014). OCF might not be effective if students did not recognize their own
errors (Ustaci & Ok, 2014). Although there are supportive ideas for using learners self-
correction, it is not always successful for every situation. Therefore, the way to solve the
problem is to encourage self-correction first. If it does not work, the teacher can take charge of
being a corrector (Ellis, 2009).

While over 70 « of students believed in using peer-correction, only 54.84 « of the teachers
believe that it is beneficial to students. Peer-correction encourages students> cooperation and

engagement and feedback from peer is likely to be more honest and allowed students to make
decision (Ahangari, 2014). In this study, some of the students stated that they felt relieved to

receive OCF from their friends. On the other hand, some of the teacher participants were not
certain whether their peer could provide OCF to students correctly. This showed that teacher
concerned more on accuracy rather than students: engagement in the classroom lesson.

5.2.4 Timing for oral corrective feedback

The findings of this study revealed that the majority of both teachers and students believed
that students’ errors should be corrected after students finishing their speech. On the other
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hand, only a very small proportion of teachers believed that students: errors should be

corrected immediately after errors have been made whereas around half of the students
agreed with this belief. This is in aligned with the findings reported in Tomczyk's (2013) study

that 98.02% of their teachers and over 50 « of students favoured the delayed feedback. This

was because it would not interrupt the flow of their speech whereas immediate feedback
caused them to forget what they were going to say. This is similar to the findings of this

study, the teacher and student participants stated that interrupting students- speech increased
their anxiety and decreased their confidence. In the same vein, the findings reported in
Muslem et al >s (2021) study showed that 78 « of their students preferred to be corrected by
their teachers after finishing their turn. Furthermore, 37+ of them were anxious after receiving
OCF. Their study suggested that while the students pointed out that the teachers could provide

OCF immediately, so students could realize their errors instantly, it should be done carefully
and appropriately to prevent them from being nervous and embarrassed. Similarly, the results

of Sakiroglu's (2020) study revealed that most of their EFL Turkish university student
participants preferred to be corrected at the end of their speech whereas 17.6 % of them
preferred to be corrected during the talk. This is in line with the results of Ha et al s (2021)

study which revealed that teachers were aware of the disadvantages of immediate feedback as
it might have a negative impact on students: emotional state as well as their classroom

participation in the future.

Apart from this, over 60 % of both teachers and students in this study believed that OCF
should be done at the end of the class. This is in line with the study of Ustaci and Ok's (2014)
which showed that 71.4 % of students would like to have their teachers noted down their
errors and corrected them at the end of the class. Their students clearly showed their
preference on the delayed feedback.

5.2.5 Types of oral corrective feedback

According to the findings of this study, the majority of teachers and students believed that
recast is beneficial to students the most. This is in line with other previous studies (Bao, 2019;

Yiksel et al ; 2021) which showed that recast was employed by teachers the most. Likewise,
the results of Roothooft and Breeze’s (2016) study showed that the majority of their students
rated recast as quite good. This is possibly because when the teachers used this type of OCF,
they do not obviously correct students- errors. Therefore, the students do not feel anxious or
embarrassed. However, Lyster and Ranta (1997) pointed out that recast seemed to be the least
effective OCF in terms of students> uptake. This is supported by the findings reported in
Muslem et al -s (2021) study which showed that some of the students did not like recast

because sometimes they did not realize that they made errors and they continued repeating
the same errors. Similarly, the findings form Ha et al's (2021) study showed that although all

of their teacher participants accepted that recast was quick and easy for teacher to employ,
they did not ensure whether students noticed their errors.
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In this study, over 70+ of students believed that explicit correction was beneficial to students
whereas over 60% of teachers agreed with this belief. In line with the findings from Ha et al s
(2021), the teacher participants explained that they wanted to correct students: errors as well
as show them the correct form. They had a desire to correct students: errors explicitly so
students could notice their errors. Both of their teachers and student participants favoured

explicit correction as it clearly allowed students to recognize their errors as the same time
they could learn the correct forms. This showed that both of the teachers and students in this

study paid highly attention to the accuracy of the language.

Moreover, the least type of oral corrective feedback that were rated by both teachers and
students that were beneficial to students was clarification request. These findings of this study

showed that the student participant confessed that when her teacher used clarification request,
she might repeat the same sentence as she did not understand that her teacher wanted her to
correct errors. The teacher participants also agreed that if the teachers did not inform

students errors saliently enough, they still did not recognize their errors. This is consistent
with the findings of Ha et al s (2021) study that their student participants expressed that they

did not like clarification request because they did not even realize that their teacher wanted
them to self-correct their errors and it also caused them confused and worried. This suggests

that the teachers should educate students types of OCF at the beginning; therefore, they could
provide OCF more effectively.

5.3 The differences between teachers- beliefs and students: beliefs regarding

oral corrective feedback
According to the results, there are significant differences between teachers- beliefs and
students’ beliefs regarding oral corrective feedback. In terms of the effectiveness of oral

corrective feedback, although overall no significant differences were found in this aspect,
there is a significant difference between their scores in the item related to the belief that
providing oral corrective feedback to all students- errors is beneficial to students. The student

participants seemed to be more agree on correcting all errors than teachers: participants. This
showed that Thai EFL students really paid attention to speaking correctly. One of the student
participants also said that those who speak accurately looked smart. Another participant
emphasized that to be able to speak accurately can boost her confidence. On the other hand,

while some of the teachers agreed that all errors should be corrected to help students not to
repeat the same mistakes, other teachers viewed that it could interfere with their language
learning and increase anxiety. The findings of this study are consistent with the findings

reported in Lees (2013) study which conducted the study with ESL teachers and students
regarding corrective feedback preference. The results revealed that their teacher participants
did not agree to correct all of students: errors. Sakroglu (2020 stated that teachers should

consider carefully which types of errors should be corrected because not all of errors need to
be corrected.

Furthermore, in this study most of both teachers and students also believed that correcting
students only when their sentences are not understandable are beneficial to students. This is
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similar to the findings of Muslems (2021) study that while 78« of their students wished their
teachers to correct all of their errors, 55% of them also agreed when their teachers provide
OCF when their errors affected communication. This showed that while students wanted their

teachers to correct all of their errors, errors that interfered with communication should be
primarily corrected. This implies that teachers do not need to correct every single error

student made.

For communicative approach, Ur (1996) stated that it is not necessary to correct all mistakes

because the important goal of language learning is to be able to communicate meaningful
messages. Correction can be given to errors that only impact understanding. In contrast, for

cognitive code learning, it suggests that mistakes cannot be avoided and must be always
corrected to prevent them not to happen again. On the other hand, Hernandez Méndez and

Reyes Cruz (2012)argued that overcorrection can have a negative effect on learners: both
performance and attitude. Likewise, Van et al s 2021) study revealed that their EFL
Vietnamese teachers reported that the amount of correction for students- errors also depended
on various aspects including the lesson focus, the students’ English proficiency, teaching
activities, time and class size. Overcorrection could interfere with students> emotional state.

On the other hand, their student participants stated that they wished their teacher could
correct their errors as much as possible to improve their speaking accuracy.

Concerning the aspect of focus of error correction, the percentage of students who strongly
agreed or agree with the item that correcting students’ errors when they use wrong grammar

utterances is beneficial to students were higher than that of teachers’ ones. In this aspect, it is

possibly because grammar translation methods have been used in EFL context including in
Thailand for decades (Al-Maamari, 2021). The findings from the interview showed that

students also held the belief that using language accurately particularly with correct grammar
make them look educated. Speaking competence consists of both accuracy and fluency. To

speak accurately, speakers have to conform to the target language norm including grammar
rules (Wang, 2014). Similarly, the results of Muslem-s 2021) study showed that students

particularly with a low level of English proficiency viewed that grammar errors need to be
corrected. One of their participants emphasized that without correct grammar, his utterances

became meaningless. It also possibly affected other aspects including pronunciation,
vocabulary and their speaking performance. In this study, the student participants might want

their teachers to pay highly attention to grammar errors to enhance their accuracy whereas the
teachers might only focus on errors that interfered with communication or caused
misunderstanding. They probably were more careful not to correct all errors as they took

students: emotional state into consideration. It also depended on the focus on their lesson. If
the teachers focused on fluency, they possibly corrected less on grammar than students
expectation. However, overall, the findings showed that high proportion of both teachers and
students believed that correcting grammar errors was essential for improving students:
speaking skills. This is supported by Tomczyk's (2013) study which revealed that grammar
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errors were one of the most essential errors needed to be corrected rated by both teachers and
students in his study.

Regarding the OCF provider, in this study, the percentage of students who agreed or strongly
agreed that peer correction and self-correction is more beneficial than teachers: correction

were higher than that of teacher ones. This is supported by the findings of Ahangari-s (2014
study that students> pronunciation improved through the use of self-correction more than the
use of peer correction and teacher correction. Moreover, the group of students with the use of
peer correction outperformed the group of students with teacher correction. This is suggested
that teachers should take an advantage of self-correction and peer-correction more by

educating students how to use these techniques appropriately and accurately in order to
improve students speaking skills.

In terms of timing for correcting errors, while the majority of both teachers and students
believed that students’ errors should be corrected at the end of the speech. However, half of

the students still believed that correcting errors immediately was beneficial to students
whereas only a very small percentage of the teachers believed so. This is in line with the

findings of Ha et al s (2021) which showed that the majority of their students preferred their
errors to be corrected instantly; therefore, they would not forget what errors they made. In this
way, it would be helpful if the teachers pointed out their errors immediately. However,
complicated errors could be corrected later after they finished their speech.

Furthermore, there was a significant difference between teachers beliefs and students: belief
regarding type of oral corrective feedback. The students rated more positive on the use of
metalinguistic feedback than the teachers. In this study, from the interview data, one of the

teacher participants reported that students still did not know what errors they made when the
teacher provided sort of hints for OCF. She did not believe that metalinguistic feedback was

effective for her students. On the other hand, the students stated in the interview that he

believed that metalinguistic worked for him because it allowed him to think of his errors and
could self-correct them. In this way, they could recognize his errors which resulted in not

repeating the same errors. The mismatch between teachers> and students: beliefs needed to be
filled to reduce students- frustration and disappointment in order to improve their speaking
skills and their language learning process.

39



5.4 Conclusion
This study provides useful data for teachers, instructors and students to understand both
teachers’ and students- beliefs regarding many aspects of OCF. Regarding the effectiveness of

OCEF, the findings of this study showed that both teachers and students believed that OCF was
beneficial for improving speaking skills, particularly that of speaking with accuracy. The

teachers and students showed an awareness of students: emotional state, evidenced by their
belief that OCF should be provided in a friendly manner.

For the focus of error correction, pronunciation and vocabulary were rated as the most
important errors to be corrected by both teachers and students, since these types of errors
could cause misunderstanding. Concerning their views on who should be OCF providers,

teacher correction was still seen as reliable and self-correction was thought to positively
affect their recognition of errors. However, the students also viewed that immediate feedback
could be given to help them notice their errors instantly.

However, the teachers and students believed that using delayed feedback could prevent
students from feeling anxiety as well as to enhance the flow of speech. This was also reflected

in their view on the types of OCF. They believed that the use of recast was beneficial to
students as it did not conspicuously point out students’ errors, which in turn could reduce their
anxiety. However, when providing OCF, the teachers should take other aspects including the
focus of the lesson and students’ learning styles into consideration.
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There was also a gap between teachers> and students beliefs found in this study. The students
held the view that all errors should be corrected whereas their teachers did not believe so.

This showed that teachers realized that correcting all errors could affect their flow of speech
and cause students to feel anxious by striving to speak as accurately as possible. Such student

beliefs should be reshaped so they could speak more fluently and freely. Moreover, a larger
proportion of the students favored self-correction and peer correction than that of teacher
correction. Teachers who are aware of this may choose to employ more peer-correction use in
the classroom as students felt comfortable with a peer-corrector. In this way, students can also
be engaged in the classroom lesson more effectively.

Furthermore, more students than teachers held the belief that metalinguistic feedback was
beneficial to students. This suggests that teachers should provide them enough time to self-

correct their errors through the giving of hints. The students viewed that this can help them
think on their own, which leads them to being able to remember their errors better. This study
can provide both teachers and students with useful data to understand both teachers and
students’ beliefs and the mismatch between them. The comparison between their beliefs can
also help to reduce the gap that exists between those beliefs. Ultimately, this favors efforts
toward meeting student's learning expectation. Moreover, having an awareness of teachers’
and students’ beliefs that are not effective for OCF and did not support language learning is
particularly necessary. Those are beliefs that need to be reshaped to enhance students
speaking skills as well as teachers> professional growth. It is worth noting that the time when

OCEF is provided, the type of OCF to focus on, and who provides OCF, depends on the
situations, activity, the focus of the lesson, individual learning style, and students: English

ability. Keeping in mind will enable practitioners to not harm the students emotional state,
and enable them to improve their language learning and English-speaking skills.

5.5 Recommendations for future studies

This study provides a better understanding of both of EFL university teachers and students-
beliefs regarding many aspects of OCF and also addresses a gap in the literature. However,
further research should investigate both teachers> and students’ beliefs and practices to explore
whether their beliefs will be consistent with their practices. Also, the factors affecting the
transferring of their beliefs to practices are another aspect to be explored. This can provide
more useful data relevant to the use of OCF for improving EFL instruction.

5.6 Limitations of the study

The population of this study came from universities in only one area in Thailand. It would be
better if the researcher could have recruited more participants from different areas. However,
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the sample of this study was selected through a purposive sampling and the sample size was
calculated by using Krejcie and Morgan-s formula, and was large enough to generalize the

results.

5.7 Ethic Approval

Ethical approval for this study was obtained from Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat University
Research Ethics Committee (REC 077/66).
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