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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 teacher’s 

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 (  = 3.69, S.D.= .315) and the students’ beliefs ( = 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 

OCF, 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 (Hernández Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012).  
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As mentioned above, a mismatch between teacher’s beliefs and students’ beliefs regarding 

OCF 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.  
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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 
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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 & Khoshmod, 

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 

speaker’s 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 et.al; 2021). Corrective feedback can 

improve students’ understanding of the language and their ability to communicate (Yüksel 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 

(Hernández 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 

(Hernández 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; Hernández Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012; Sakiroglu, 2020; Yüksel 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 (Hernández 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 (Hernández 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 b) 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 (Hernández 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).  
 

Hernández Méndez and Cruz (2012), Mackey, Gass and McDonough (2000), and Yoshida 

(2008) classified types of errors as follows: 
 Morphosyntactic error: using word order, tense, conjugation and particles incorrectly. 

 Phonological error: mispronouncing words including the vocabulary, stress and 

intonation. 

 Lexical error: using the vocabulary inappropriately, code switching into their L1 due 

to their lack of vocabulary knowledge.  

 Semantic and pragmatic error: students’ utterances are not understood although there 

are no errors regarding grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation.  

Yüksel, 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 
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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). Hernández Méndez and Cruz (2012) classified 

types of feedback providers as follows.  

 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.  

 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).  Hernández 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  
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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; Hernández 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 (Hernández 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.   

2.3.3.5 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 learner’s 

response to CF received.” (Hernández 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 (Hernández 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.  

 Recast: students’ incorrect form or utterance were immediately reformed into the 

correct one. 
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 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.)  

 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.  

 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, Yüksel 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).  

2.4.1 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 (Hernández 

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., 

Ha et al., 2021; Horwitz, 1985; Kartchava et al., 2020; Şakiroğlu, 2020: Yüksel 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.  

 

3.2.5 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 

effectiveness of OCF 

Subject  1 

(%) 
2 

(%) 
3 

(%) 
4 

(%) 
5 

(%) 
 S.D. 

1.OCF is important for 

L2 learning. 
   

T 0 0 8.06 38.71 53.22 4.45 0.64 

S 0 1.22 12.80 37.80 48.17 4.33 0.74 

2. OCF can improve 

students’ speaking 

skills. 

T 0 0 9.68 33.87 56.45 4.47 0.67 

S 0 1.83 9.15 42.07 46.95 4.34 0.72 

3. OCF can interfere 

with students’ 
speaking skills. 

T 24.1
9 

40.32 20.97 9.68 4.84 2.31 1.10 

S 17.6
8 

25 30.49 16.46 10.36 2.77 1.22 

 

 

4. OCF does not really 

work for improving 

students’ speaking 

skills. 

T 33.8
7 

43.55 17.74 4.84 0 1.99 0.85 

S 21.9
5 

32.93 23.78 14.02 7.32 2.52 1.19 

5. OCF can improve 

students’ English-
speaking accuracy. 

T 0 0 12.90 40.32 46.77 4.34 0.70 

S 0 2.44 14.63 42.68 40.24 4.21 0.78 

7.Students are 

satisfied with being 

given OCF.  

T 0 3.22 46.77 32.26 17.74 3.64 0.81 

S 0.61 3.66 22.56 48.78 24.39 3.93 0.82 

8. OCF should be done 

friendly and kindly.  
T 0 0 4.84 6.45 88.71 4.84 0.48 

S 0 1.83 12.20 31.71 54.27 4.38 0.77 

9. One on one OCF 

can decrease students’ 
anxiety.   

T 0 3.22 16.13 27.42 53.22 4.31 0.86 

S 0 3.66 25 32.32 39.02 4.07 0.89 

10. Providing OCF in 

front of the classroom 

is appropriate.  

T 6.45 17.74 40.32 29.03 6.45 3.11 0.99 

S 8.54 14.02 31.71 28.66 17.07 3.32 1.16 

11. Providing OCF to 

all students’ errors is 

useful to students.  

T 16.1
3 

16.13 30.64 22.58 14.51 3.03 1.28 

S 2.44 6.10 26.22 38.80 27.44 3.82 0.99 

12. Providing OCF 

only when students’ 
speech is not 

understood is 

beneficial to students.   

T 0 1.61 22.58 38.71 37.10 4.11 0.81 

S 0.61 3.66 23.17 39.02 33.54 4.01 0.88 

13.Providing OCF on 

the same types of 

student’s errors that 

are often occurred is 

beneficial to students. 

T 0 4.84 29.03 38.70 27.42 3.89 0.87 

S 0 1.83 17.07 43.29 37.80 4.17 0.77 
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14.Correcting 

students’ errors that 

are the focus of the 

lesson is beneficial to 

students. 

T 1.61 3.22 19.35 41.94 33.87 4.03 0.90 

S 0.61 6.10 20.12 42.68 30.49 3.96 0.90 

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, I 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 

the focus of 

error correction 

Subject  1 

(%) 
2 

(%) 
3 

(%) 
4 

(%) 
5 

(%) 
 

 S.D. 

15.Correcting 

students’ 
mispronounced 

words is 

beneficial to 

students.  

T 0 1.61 6.45 27.42 64.52 4.55 0.69 

S 0 0.61 6.71 31.10 61.58 4.54 0.65 

16.Correcting 

students’ 
mispronounced 

stress is beneficial 

to students.  

T 0 3.22 9.68 40.32 46.77 4.31 0.78 

S 1.83 3.05 8.54 33.54 53.05 4.33 0.89 

 

 

 

 

17.Correcting 

students’ 
mispronounced 

intonation is 

beneficial to 

students.  

T 0 6.45 8.06 43.35 41.94 4.21 0.85 

S 1.83 1.83 12.80 32.32 51.22 4.29 0.89 

18.Correcting 

students’ errors 

when they use the 

wrong vocabulary 

is beneficial to 

students.  

T 0 1.61 4.84 37.10 56.45 4.48 0.67 

S 0 19.5
1 

8.54 24.39 65.24 4.53 0.73 

T 1.61 1.61 19.35 43.55 33.87 4.06 0.86 
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19.Correcting 

students’ errors 

when they use 

wrong grammar 

utterances is 

beneficial to 

students.  

S 1.22 1.22 11.58 26.22 59.76 4.42 0.84 

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 

OCF Providers 

 

Subject  1 

(%) 
2 

(%) 
3 

(%) 
4 

(%) 
5 

(%) 
 S.D. 

20. Teachers should 

be the one to 

correct students’ 
speaking errors. 

T 0 1.61 20.97 38.71 38.71 4.14 0.81 

S 0.61 1.83 14.63 43.29 39.63 4.20 0.80 

21. Peer- correction 

should be 

encouraged to use 

in the classroom. 

T 3.22 11.29 30.64 27.42 27.42 3.64 1.10 

S 0.61 3.66 20.73 40.85 34.15 4.04 0.87 

T 0 0 19.35 35.48 45.16 4.26 0.77 
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22. Self- correction 

is beneficial to 

students.  

S 0.61 4.27 16.46 36.58 42.07 4.15 0.90 

 

 

23. Self- correction 

and peer correction 

are more beneficial 

to students than 

teachers’ correction.  

T 8.06 16.13 43.55 20.97 11.29 3.11 1.07 

S 4.88 12.20 32.32 32.32 18.29 3.47 1.08 

24. Anybody can 

correct students’ 
errors. 

T 27.42 16.13 27.42 17.74 11.29 2.69 1.35 

S 6.09 12.19 24.39 28.66 28.66 3.62 1.20 

25. Nobody should 

correct students’ 
errors. 

T 69.35 19.35 6.45 1.61 1.61 1.50 0.94 

S 50 12.20 15.24 10.36 12.19 2.22 1.46 

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

disagree  

           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 

the timing for 

OCF 

Subject  1 

(%) 
2 

(%) 
3 

(%) 
4 

(%) 
5 

(%) 
 

 

 S.D. 

26. Students’ 
errors should be 

corrected at the 

end of their 

speech. 

T 0 4.84 22.58 32.26 40.32 4.08 0.91 

S 1.22 4.27 21.95 33.59 39.02 4.05 0.94 

27. Students’ 
errors should be 

corrected at the 

end of the class. 
 

T 0 8.06 30.64 35.48 25.81 3.79 0.93 

S 3.66 6.10 28.05 35.98 26.22 3.75 1.03 

28. Students’ 
errors should be 

corrected 

immediately after 

errors have been 

made. 

T 30.65 9.68 29.03 25.81 3.22 2.64 1.30 

S 14.02 12.80 23.17 26.22 23.78 3.33 1.34 

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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4.1.5 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 

types of OCF 

Subject  1 

(%) 
2 

(%) 
3 

(%) 
4 

(%) 
5 

(%) 
 S.D. 

29. Recast is beneficial 

to students.   
T 0 4.84 12.90 37.10 45.16 4.22 0.86 

S 0 0 11.58 33.54 54.88 4.43 0.69 

30. Repetition is 

beneficial to students.  
T 4.83 12.90 27.42 30.64 24.19 3.56 1.14 

S 7.93 7.32 22.56 31.10 31.10 3.70 1.21 

31.Clarification request 

is beneficial to students.  
T 16.13 19.35 24.19 25.81 14.52 3.03 1.30 

S 7.32 10.98 23.17 29.27 29.27 3.62 1.22 

32.Metalinguistic 

feedback is beneficial 

to them.  

T 12.90 8.06 24.19 46.77 8.06 3.29 1.15 

S 4.88 7.93 18.29 34.15 34.76 3.86 1.13 

33. Elicitation is 

beneficial to students.   
T 4.84 3.22 32.26 50 14.52 3.76 0.74 

S 3.66 3.66 26.22 35.66 31.10 3.86 1.02 

34.Explicit correction is 

beneficial to students.   
T 4.84 14.52 17.74 38.71 24.19 3.63 1.15 

S 2.43 3.66 20.73 26.83 46.34 4.11 1.02 

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  S.D. df t p Effect size 

Teachers 62 3.69 0.32 152.63 -3.95 <0.001 0.55 

Students 164 3.90 0.44     

As shown in Table 6, there was a significant difference in overall scores between the 

teachers’ beliefs ( = 3.69, S.D.= 0.32) and the students’ beliefs ( = 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 Effect 

size 

  Level S.D.  Level S.D.     

The effectiveness of OCF 

1.OCF is important for 

L2 language learning. 
4.45 Strongly 

Agree 
0.64 4.33 Strongly 

Agree 
0.74 224 1.142 .254 

 

0.17 

2.  OCF can improve 

students’ speaking skills. 
4.47 Agree 0.67 4.34 Strongly 

Agree 
0.72 224 1.196 .233 0.19 

3. OCF can interfere with 

students’ speaking skills. 
2.31 Disagree 1.10 2.77 Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.22 224 -2.607 0.10 0.3 
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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 (  = 3.03, S.D.= 1.28) and 

students’ belief (  = 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 

4.  OCF does not really 

work for improving 

students’ speaking skills. 

1.99 Disagree 0.85 2.52 Disagree 1.19 154.0
1 

-4.100 .001 0.51 

5.  OCF can improve 

students’ English-
speaking accuracy. 

4.34 Strongly 

Agree 
0.70 4.21 Strongly 

Agree 
0.78 224 1.162 .246 0.18 

 

6. OCF can improve 

students’ English-
speaking fluency. 

3.90 Agree 0.97 4.10 Agree 0.80 93.84 -1.364 .176 0.22 

 

7.Students are satisfied 

with being given OCF. 
3.64 Agree 0.81 3.93 Agree 0.82 224 -2.314 .022 0.36 

 

8.  OCF should be done 

friendly and kindly. 
4.84 Strongly 

Agree 
0.48 4.38 Strongly 

Agree 
0.77 173.5

5 

 

 

5.275 

 

.001 0.72 

9. One on one OCF can 

decrease students’ 
anxiety. 

4.31 Strongly 

Agree 
0.86 4.07 Agree 0.89 224 1.825 .069 0.27 

 

10. Providing OCF in 

front of the classroom is 

appropriate. 

3.11 Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

0.99 3.32 Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.16 128.0
5 

-1.312 .192 0.19 

11. Providing oral 

corrective feedback to all 

students’ errors is useful 

to students. 

3.03 Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.28 3.82 Agree 0.99 89.75

8 

-4.363 .001 0.69 

 

12. Providing oral 

corrective feedback only 

when students’ speech is 

not understood is 

beneficial to students. 

4.11 Agree 0.81 4.01 Agree 0.88 224 .784 .434 0.12 

 

13.Providing oral 

corrective feedback on 

the same types of 

student’s errors is 

beneficial to students. 

3.89 Agree 0.87 4.17 Agree 0.77 224 -2.378 .018 0.34 

 

14. Correcting students’ 
errors that are the focus 

of the lesson is beneficial 

to students. 

4.03 Agree 0.90 3.96 Agree 0.90 224 .513 .609 0.08 

Total 3.74 Agree .376 3.85 Agree .477 138.4
3 

-1.819 .071 0.26 
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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 

 

As shown in Table 8, while there were no significant differences in overall means 

between teachers’ beliefs ( = 4.32, S.D. = 0.63) and students’ beliefs ( = 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 ( = 4.06, S.D. = 0.86) and the student’s 

belief ( = 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 

 

 

 Teacher  Student df t p Effect 

size 

  Level S.D.  Level S.D.     

Focus of error correction 

15. Correcting 

students’ 
mispronounced 

words is beneficial to 

students.  

4.55 Strongly  

Agree 
0.69 4.54 Strongly  

Agree 
0.65 224 .120 .905 0.01 

 

16.Correcting 

students’ 
mispronounced stress 

is beneficial to 

students.  

4.31 Strongly  

Agree 
0.78 4.33 Strongly  

Agree 
0.89 224 -.177 .860 0.02 

 

17.Correcting 

students’ 
mispronounced 

intonation is 

beneficial to students.  

4.21 Strongly  

Agree 
0.85 4.29 Strongly  

Agree 
0.89 224 -.631 

 

.528 0.09 

18. Correcting 

students’ errors when 

they use the wrong 

vocabulary is 

beneficial to students.  

4.48 Strongly  

Agree 
0.67 4.53 Strongly  

Agree 
0.73 224 -.438 .662 0.07 

 

19. Correcting 

students’ errors when 

they use wrong 

grammar utterances is 

beneficial to students.  

4.60 Agree 0.86 4.42 Strongly  

Agree 
0.84 224 -2.830 .005 

 

0.21 

Total  4.32 Strongly 

Agree 
0.63 4.42 Strongly 

Agree 
0.68 224 -1.001 .318 0.15 
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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  

According to Table 9, there was a significant difference in mean scores between the 

teachers’ beliefs ( = 3.22, S.D.= 0.47) and the students’ beliefs ( = 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 ( = 3.11, S.D. = 

1.07) and students’ beliefs ( = 3.47, S.D. = 1.08) that self- correction and peer correction is more 

beneficial to students than teachers’ correction, t (2.24) = 2.830, 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 

 

 

 Teacher  Student df t p Effect 

size 

  Level S.D.  Level S.D.     

OCF providers 

20. Teachers should 

be the one who 

correct students’ 
speaking errors. 

4.14 Agree 0.81 4.20 Agree 0.80 224 -.419 .676 0.07 

 

21. Peer- correction 

should be encouraged 

to use in the 

classroom. 

3.64 Agree 1.10 4.04 Agree 0.87 224 -2.555 .012 0.40 

22. Self- correction is 

beneficial to students.  
4.26 Strongly  

Agree 
0.77 4.15 Agree 0.90 224 .825 .410 0.13 

23. Self- correction 

and peer correction is 

more beneficial to 

students than 

teachers’ correction.  

3.11 Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.07 3.47 Agree 1.08 224 -2.224 .027 0.33 

24. Anybody can 

correct students’ 
errors.  

2.69 

 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.35 3.62 Agree 1.20 224 -4.992 

 

.001 

 

0.73 

25. Nobody should 

correct students’ 
errors.  

1.50 Strongly  

Agree 
0.94 2.22 Disagree 1.46 170.48 -4.407 .001 0.59 

Total  3.22 

 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

0.47 3.62 Agree 0.68 157.452 -4.875 .001 0.68 
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The Significant Differences in Scores between Teachers’ and Students’ Beliefs regarding 

OCF in Each aspect: Timing for OCF   

 

Table 10 showed that there was a significant difference between the teachers’ beliefs 

( = 3.50, S.D.= .470) and the students’ beliefs ( = 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 ( = 2.64, S.D. = 1.30) and the students’ 

beliefs ( = 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 S.D.  Level S.D.     

Timing for OCF  

26. Students’ errors 

should be corrected at 

the end of their 

speech. 

4.08 

 

 

Agree 0.91 4.05 Agree 0.94 224 .228 .820 0.03 

27. Students’ errors 

should be corrected at 

the end of the class. 

3.79 Agree 0.93 3.75 Agree 1.03 224 .270 .788 0.04 

28. Students’ errors 

should be corrected 

immediately after 

errors have been 

made. 

   

2.64 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.30 3.33 Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.34 224 -3.449 .001 0.52 

Total  3.50 Agree 0.47 3.71 Agree .713 166.146 -2.497 .013 0.35 

 

 

 Teacher  Student df t p Effect 

size 

  Level S.D.  Level S.D.     

Types of OCF  

29.  Recast is 

beneficial to students.   
 4.22 

 

Strongly  

Agree 
0.86 4.43 Strongl

y  

Agree 

0.69 224 -1.874 .062 

. 
0.27 
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Table 11 demonstrated a significant difference between teachers’ beliefs ( = 3.58, 

S.D.= 0.63) and the students’ beliefs ( = 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 ( = 3.86, S.D. = 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.   

30.  Repetition is 

beneficial to students.   
   

3.56 

Agree 1.14 3.70 Agree 1.21 224 -.770   .442 0.12 

31.  Clarification 

Request is beneficial 

to students.  

   

3.03 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.30 3.62 Agree 1.22 224 -3.180 

 

 

.002 0.47 

32.  Metalinguistic 

feedback is beneficial 

to students.  

3.29 Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

1.15 3.86 Agree 1.13 224 -3.365 .001 0.50 

33. Elicitation is 

beneficial to students. 
   

3.76 

Agree 0.74 3.86 Agree 1.02 150.7
9 

-.876 .383 0.11 

34. Explicit correction 

is beneficial to 

students.  

  

3.63 

Agree 1.15 4.11 Agree 1.02 224 -3.061 

 

.002 0.44 

Total  3.58 Agree 0.63 3.93 Agree 0.72 224 -3.373 0.001 0.52 
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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 (Yüksel 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 Van 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 % 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 % 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; 

Yüksel 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 Lee’s (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 Muslem’s (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, Hernández 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.  
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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 

OCF, 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 teacher’s 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 

OCF 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).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A: Information Sheet for Research Participant 

 

 AF 04-10/1.0 

  
 

ข้อมูลค ำอธิบำยส ำหรับอำสำสมัครของโครงกำรวจิัย 
(Information Sheet for Research 

Participant) 
 

ช่ือโครงการวิจยั การศึกษาความเช่ือเร่ืองการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจาของอาจารยแ์ละนกัศึกษาในบริบทการเรียนการสอนภาษาองักฤษใน
ฐานะภาษาต่างประเทศ 
 

ผูส้นบัสนุนการวิจยั ทุนวิจยัส่วนตวั 
 

 

Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat University 

Research Ethics Committee 
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ผู้ท ำวจิัย  
ช่ือ  นางสาวกิตติยา พิศุทธางกูร 
ท่ีอยู ่  2/5 คณะศิลปศาสตร์ ถนนราชด าเนินนอก ต าบลบ่อยาง อ าเภอเมือง จงัสงขลา 90000 

เบอร์โทรศพัท ์ 074-324-346 , 099-852-3599 

(ท่ีท  างานและมือถือ) 
 

 

เรียน ผู้เข้ำร่วมโครงกำรวจิัยทุกท่ำน 

 ท่านไดรั้บเชิญให้เขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัน้ีเน่ืองจากท่านเป็นนกัศึกษาระดบัชั้นปีท่ี 3 หลกัสูตรสาขาวิชาท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งกบัภาษาองักฤษ
หรืออาจารยผ์ูส้อนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะภาษาต่างประเทศ ก่อนท่ีท่านจะตดัสินใจเขา้ร่วมในการศึกษาวิจยัดงักล่าว ขอให้ท่านอ่านเอกสารฉบบัน้ี
อยา่งถ่ีถว้น เพ่ือให้ท่านไดท้ราบถึงเหตุผลและรายละเอียดของการศึกษาวิจยัในคร้ังน้ี หากท่านมีขอ้สงสยัใดๆ เพ่ิมเติม กรุณาซกัถามจากทีมงาน
ของผูท้  าวิจยั หรือผูร่้วมท าวิจยัซ่ึงจะเป็นผูส้ามารถตอบค าถามและให้ความกระจ่างแก่ท่านได ้
 ท่านสามารถขอค าแนะน าในการเขา้ร่วมโครงการวิจยัน้ีจากครอบครัว เพ่ือน หรือญาติของท่านได ้ท่านมีเวลาอยา่งเพียงพอในการ
ตดัสินใจโดยอิสระ ถา้ท่านตดัสินใจแลว้วา่จะเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัน้ี ขอให้ท่านลงนามในเอกสารแสดงความยนิยอมของโครงการวิจยัน้ี 

เหตุผลควำมเป็นมำ 
 เน่ืองจากการศึกษาว่าดว้ยความเช่ือของอาจารยแ์ละนกัศึกษามีผลต่อการเรียนการสอนของอาจารยแ์ละนกัศึกษา ดั้งนั้นงานวิจยัน้ีจึง
ไดท้  าการศึกษาความเช่ือของอาจารยแ์ละนกัศึกษาท่ีมีต่อการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจาซ่ึงจะส่งผลต่อการเรียนรู้และพฒันาความทกัษะดา้น
ภาษาองักฤษของผูเ้รียนและการจดักิจกรรมการเรียนการสอนของอาจารย ์การศึกษาความเช่ือของอาจารยแ์ละนกัศึกษาในดา้นน้ีจะเป็น
ประโยชน์ต่อการพฒันาการเรียนการสอนภาษาองักฤษต่อไป 

วตัถุประสงค์ของกำรศึกษำ  
 วตัถุประสงคห์ลกัจากการศึกษาในคร้ังน้ีคือศึกษาความเช่ือเร่ืองการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลับดว้ยวาจาของอาจารยแ์ละนกัศึกษาในบริบท
การเรียนการสอนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะภาษาต่างประเทศ จ านวนผูเ้ขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยั เป็นอาจารยจ์  านวน 62 คน และเป็นนกัศึกษาจ านวน 
164 คน 

 

วธิีกำรที่เกีย่วข้องกบักำรวจิัย 
 การศึกษาน้ีเป็นงานวิจยัแบบผสมผสาน ซ่ึงได้ขอ้มูลเชิงปริมาณและคุณภาพจากการตอบแบบสอบถามท่ีเก่ียวกบัความเช่ือของ
อาจารยแ์ละนักศึกษาท่ีมีต่อการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจา และจากการสัมภาษณ์เก่ียวกบัความเช่ือของอาจารยแ์ละนักศึกษษท่ีมีต่อการให้
ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจา โดยหลงัจากท่านให้ความยินยอมท่ีจะเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัน้ี ผูวิ้จยัจะขอให้ท่านตอบแบบสอบถามเก่ียวข้องกบั
ท าการศึกษาความเช่ือของท่านท่ีมีต่อการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจา ซ่ึงตอ้งการอาสาสมคัรท่ีเป็นอาจารยช์าวไทยผูส้อนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะ
ภาษาต่างประเทศ ซ่ึงมีประสบการณ์การสอนภาษาองักฤษมาแล้วอย่างน้อย 1 ปี จ  านวน 62 คน หรือเป็นนักศึกษาระดบัชั้นปีท่ี 3 ระดบั
ปริญญาตรี ซ่ึงเรียนในสาขาวิชาเอกท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งกบัภาษาองักฤษ อายไุม่น้อยกว่า 18 ปี และมีเกรดเฉล่ียสะสม ไม่ต  ่ากว่า 2.00  จ  านวน 164 

คน ซ่ึงจะใช้ระยะเวลาในการตอบแบบสอบถามประมาณ 30 นาที และขอรับสมคัรอาสาสมคัรเขา้ร่วมสัมภาษณ์เก่ียวกบัความเช่ือของท่านท่ี
เก่ียวข้องกับการให้ข้อมูลยอ้นกลับด้วยวาจา โดยเป็นอาจารย์ จ  านวน 6 ท่าน และเป็นนักศึกษา จ านวน 6 คน โดยต้องเป็นผูท่ี้เคยตอบ
แบบสอบถามขา้งตน้ ค  าถามในการสัมภาษณ์จะเก่ียวขอ้งกบัความเช่ือเร่ืองการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจาเพ่ิมเติมจากหัวขอ้ในแบบสอบถาม  
เช่น เร่ืองความเช่ือของอาจารยแ์ละนกัศึกษาในการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจาในประเด็นต่างๆ ไดแ้ก่ ประสิทธิภาพของการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบั
ดว้ยวาจา ประเด็นท่ีควรให้ความส าคญัในการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจา ผูท่ี้ควรให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจา เวลาในการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ย
วาจา และกลวิธีท่ีเหมาะสมในการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจา เป็นตน้  โดยอาสาสมคัรท่ียินยอมเขา้ร่วมสัมภาษณ์ สามารถติดต่อผูวิ้จยัได้ใน
รายละเอียดท่ีให้ไวใ้นเอกสารน้ี  โดยการสัมภาษณ์จะเป็นการสัมภาษณ์ทางระบบ Zoom ออนไลน์ และสัมภาษณ์โดยผูวิ้จยัตวัต่อตวั ท่าน
สามารถนดัเวลาสัมภาษณ์ในเวลาท่ีท่านสะดวก ตั้งแต่เวลา 9.00 – 18.00 น. ตั้งแต่วนัจนัทร์ - อาทิตย ์ซ่ึงการสัมภาษณ์จะใช้เวลาคนละไม่
เกิน 1 ชัว่โมง 

โดยตลอดระยะเวลาท่ีท่านอยูใ่นโครงการวิจยั คือ 1 ปี และมาพบผูวิ้จยัหรือผูร่้วมท าวิจยัทั้งส้ิน 1-2 คร้ัง 
 

ควำมรับผดิชอบของอำสำสมัครผู้เข้ำร่วมในโครงกำรวจิัย 
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 เพ่ือให้งานวิจยัน้ีประสบความส าเร็จ ผูท้  าวิจยัใคร่ขอความความร่วมมือจากท่าน  โดยจะขอให้ท่านปฏิบติัตามค าแนะน าของผูท้  าวิจยั
อยา่งเคร่งครัด รวมทั้งแจง้อาการผิดปกติต่าง ๆ ท่ีเกิดข้ึนกบัท่านระหวา่งท่ีท่านเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัให้ผูท้  าวิจยัไดรั้บทราบ 

 

  

ควำมเส่ียงที่อำจได้รับ 

  

 ในการเขา้ร่วมงานวิจยัคร้ังน้ีอาสาสมคัรอาจมีความเส่ียงเล็กน้อยท่ีไม่มากว่าความเส่ียงในชีวิตประจ าวนั เน่ืองจากท่านจะตอ้งสละ
เวลามาตอบแบบสอบถามและในบางท่านจะตอ้งเสียสละเวลามาเขา้ร่วมสัมภาษณ์ แต่การเขา้ร่วมงานหรือไม่เขา้ร่วมงานวิจยัน้ีจะไม่ส่งผล
กระทบต่อผลการเรียน 

 กรุณาแจง้ผูท้  าวิจยัในกรณีท่ีท่านประสบปัญหาความไม่สะดวกในการเขา้ร่วมโครงการวิจยั ขอให้ท่านรายงานให้ผูท้  าวิจยัทราบ
โดยเร็ว 
 

ควำมเส่ียงที่ไม่ทรำบแน่นอน 

 ท่านอาจเกิดอาการอึดอดัใจ หรือความไม่สบาย นอกเหนือจากท่ีไดแ้สดงในเอกสารฉบบัน้ี ซ่ึงอาการขา้งเคียงเหล่าน้ีเป็นอาการท่ีไม่
เคยพบมาก่อน เพ่ือความปลอดภยัของท่าน ควรแจง้ผูท้  าวิจยัให้ทราบทนัทีเม่ือเกิดความผิดปกติใดๆ เกิดข้ึน 

 หากท่านมีขอ้สงสัยใดๆ เก่ียวกับความเส่ียงท่ีอาจได้รับจากการเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยั ท่านสามารถสอบถามจากผูท้  าวิจยัได้
ตลอดเวลา   
 หากมีการคน้พบขอ้มูลใหม่ ๆ ท่ีอาจมีผลต่อความปลอดภยัของท่านในระหว่างท่ีท่านเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยั ผูท้  าวิจยัจะแจง้ให้ท่าน
ทราบทนัที เพ่ือให้ท่านตดัสินใจวา่จะอยูใ่นโครงการวิจยัต่อไปหรือจะขอถอนตวัออกจากการวิจยั 
 

ประโยชน์ที่อำจได้รับ 

 ท่านจะไดรั้บประโยชน์จากงานวิจยัคร้ังน้ี คือท่านจะไดต้ระหนกัถึงความเช่ือของตวัท่านเองท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งกบัการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัด้วย
วาจาเน่ืองจากความเช่ือของท่านส่งผลต่อการเรียนหรือการสอนของท่าน เพ่ือท่ีท่านจะได้น าข้อมูลท่ีได้ไปพฒันาการเรียนหรือการสอน
ภาษาองักฤษของตนให้มีประสิทธิภาพยิง่ข้ึน 

 

อนัตรำยที่อำจเกดิขึน้จำกกำรเข้ำร่วมในโครงกำรวจิัยและควำมรับผดิชอบของผู้ท ำวจิัย/ผู้สนับสนุนกำรวจิัย 
 หากพบอนัตรายท่ีเกิดข้ึนจากการวิจยั ท่านจะไดรั้บการดูแลอยา่งเหมาะสมทนัที  และท่านปฏิบติัตามค าแนะน าของทีมผูท้  าวิจยัแลว้ 
ผูท้  าวิจยั/ผูส้นบัสนุนการวิจยัยินดีจะรับผิดชอบค่าใช้จ่าย และการลงนามในเอกสารให้ความยินยอม ไม่ไดห้มายความว่าท่านไดส้ละสิทธ์ิทาง
กฎหมายตามปกติท่ีท่านพึงมีในอนัตรายท่ีเกิดข้ึนอนัเน่ืองจากการวิจยั 
 

 ในกรณีท่ีท่านไดรั้บอนัตรายใด ๆ หรือตอ้งการขอ้มูลเพ่ิมเติมท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งกบัโครงการวิจยั ท่านสามารถ 
ติดต่อกบัผูท้  าวิจยัคือ ดร. กิตติยา พิศุทธางกูร เบอร์โทรศพัท ์099-852-3599 e-mail: Kittiya.ph@rmutsv.ac.th ไดต้ลอด 24 

ชัว่โมง 
 

ค่ำตอบแทนส ำหรับผู้เข้ำร่วมวจิัย (ถ้ำมี) 
 ท่านจะไม่ไดรั้บเงินค่าตอบแทนจากการเขา้ร่วมในการวิจยั แต่ท่านจะไดเ้งินชดเชยการสูญเสียรายได ้หรือความไม่สะดวก ไม่สบาย  
ในการมาพบนกัวิจยัทุกคร้ัง ในกรณีท่ีท่านเขา้ร่วมการสมัภาษณ์  คร้ังละ 200  บาท รวมทั้งหมด 200  บาท จ านวน 1 คร้ัง 
 

 

 

กำรเข้ำร่วมและกำรส้ินสุดกำรเข้ำร่วมโครงกำรวจิัย 
 การเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัคร้ังน้ีเป็นไปโดยความสมคัรใจ หากท่านไม่สมคัรใจจะเขา้ร่วมการศึกษาแลว้ ท่านสามารถถอนตวัได้
ตลอดเวลา การขอถอนตวัออกจากโครงการวิจยัจะไม่มีผลต่อท่านแต่อยา่งใด 

mailto:Kittiya.ph@rmutsv.ac.th
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 ผูท้  าวิจยัอาจถอนท่านออกจากการเขา้ร่วมการวิจยั เพ่ือเหตุผลดา้นความปลอดภยัของท่าน หรือเม่ือผูส้นบัสนุนการวิจยัยติุการด าเนิน
งานวิจยั หรือ ในกรณีท่ีท่านไม่สามารถปฏิบติัติตามค าแนะน าของผูท้  าวิจยั 
 

กำรปกป้องรักษำข้อมูลควำมลบัของอำสำสมัคร 
 ขอ้มูลท่ีอาจน าไปสู่การเปิดเผยตวัท่าน จะไดรั้บการปกปิดและจะไม่เปิดเผยแก่สาธารณชน ในกรณีท่ีผลการวิจยัไดรั้บการตีพิมพ ์ช่ือ
และท่ีอยู่ของท่านจะตอ้งไดรั้บการปกปิดอยู่เสมอ โดยจะใช้เฉพาะรหัสประจ าโครงการวิจยัของท่าน ทั้งน้ี ขอ้มูลของท่านจะถูกจดัเก็บ 4 ปี 
สถานท่ีเก็บในไฟลค์อมพิวเตอร์ท่ีมีรหสั และจะท าลายภายใน 4 ปี  
  

 หากท่านขอยกเลิกการให้ค  ายินยอมหลังจากท่ีท่านได้เขา้ร่วมโครงการวิจยัแล้ว ขอ้มูลส่วนตวัของท่านจะไม่ถูกบนัทึกเพ่ิมเติม 
อย่างไรก็ตามขอ้มูลอ่ืน ๆ ของท่านอาจถูกน ามาใช้เพ่ือประเมินผลการวิจยั  และท่านจะไม่สามารถกลบัมาเขา้ร่วมในโครงการน้ีได้อีก ทั้งน้ี
เน่ืองจากขอ้มูลของท่านท่ีจ าเป็นส าหรับใชเ้พ่ือการวิจยัไม่ไดถู้กบนัทึก 
  

สิทธ์ิของผู้เข้ำร่วมในโครงกำรวจิัย 
 ในฐานะท่ีท่านเป็นผูเ้ขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยั ท่านจะมีสิทธ์ิดงัต่อไปน้ี 

1. ท่านจะไดรั้บทราบถึงลกัษณะและวตัถุประสงคข์องการวิจยัในคร้ังน้ี 

2. ท่านจะไดรั้บการอธิบายเก่ียวกบัระเบียบวิธีการของการวิจยั รวมทั้งเคร่ืองมือท่ีใชใ้นการวิจยัคร้ังน้ี 

3. ท่านจะไดรั้บการอธิบายถึงความเส่ียงและความไม่สบายท่ีจะไดรั้บจากการวิจยั 
4. ท่านจะไดรั้บทราบแนวทางในการรักษา ในกรณีท่ีพบโรคแทรกซอ้นภายหลงัการเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยั 
5. ท่านจะมีโอกาสไดซ้กัถามเก่ียวกบังานวิจยัหรือขั้นตอนท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งกบังานวิจยั 
6. ท่านจะได้รับทราบว่าการยินยอมเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัน้ี ท่านสามารถขอถอนตวัจากโครงการเม่ือไรก็ได้ โดยผูเ้ข้าร่วมใน

โครงการวิจยัสามารถขอถอนตวัจากโครงการโดยไม่ไดรั้บผลกระทบใด ๆ ทั้งส้ิน 

7. ท่านจะไดรั้บเอกสารขอ้มูลค  าอธิบายส าหรับผูเ้ขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัและส าเนาเอกสารใบยนิยอมท่ีมีทั้งลายเซ็นและวนัท่ี 

8. ท่านมีสิทธ์ิในการตดัสินใจวา่จะเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัหรือไม่ก็ได ้โดยปราศจากการใชอิ้ทธิพลบงัคบัข่มขู่ หรือการหลอกลวง 
 

หากท่านไม่ไดรั้บการชดเชยอนัควรต่อการบาดเจ็บหรืออนัตรายท่ีเกิดข้ึนโดยตรงจากการวิจยั  หรือท่านไม่ไดรั้บการปฏิบติัตามท่ี
ปรากฎในเอกสารขอ้มูลค  าอธิบายส าหรับผูเ้ขา้ร่วมในการวิจยั ท่านสามารถร้องเรียนไดท่ี้ คณะกรรมการจริยธรรมการวิจยัในคน มหาวิทยาลยั
ราชภฏันครศรีธรรมราช หมายเลขโทรศพัท ์ 075377742 โทรสาร  075377742 ในเวลาราชการ 

 

ขอขอบคุณในการร่วมมือของท่านมา ณ ท่ีน้ี 

 

 

Appendix B: Informed Consent Form 

 AF 05-10/1.0 

 
 

หนังสือแสดงควำมยนิยอมเข้ำร่วมโครงกำรวจิัย 
(Informed Consent Form) 

 

การวิจยัเร่ือง การศึกษาความเช่ือเร่ืองการให้ขอ้มูลยอ้นกลบัดว้ยวาจาของอาจารยแ์ละนกัศึกษาในบริบทการเรียนการสอนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะ
ภาษาต่างประเทศ 
วนัให้ค  ายนิยอม  วนัท่ี..............เดือน........................................พ.ศ.................................................. 
 

 

Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat University 

Research Ethics Committee 
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 ขา้พเจา้ นาย/นาง/นางสาว.................................................................................................... ...................ท่ีอยู่
............................................................................................................................. .......ไดอ่้านรายละเอียดจากเอกสารขอ้มูลส าหรับผูเ้ขา้ร่วม
โครงการวิจยัวิจยัท่ีแนบมาฉบบัวนัท่ี................................... และขา้พเจา้ยนิยอมเขา้ร่วมโครงการวิจยัโดยสมคัรใจ 
            ขา้พเจา้ไดรั้บส าเนาเอกสารแสดงความยินยอมเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัท่ีขา้พเจา้ไดล้งนาม และ วนัท่ี พร้อมดว้ยเอกสารขอ้มูลส าหรับ
ผูเ้ขา้ร่วมโครงการวิจยั ทั้งน้ีก่อนท่ีจะลงนามในใบยินยอมให้ท  าการวิจยัน้ี ขา้พเจา้ได้รับการอธิบายจากผูวิ้จยัถึงวตัถุประสงค์ของการวิจยั 
ระยะเวลาของการท าวิจยั วิธีการวิจยั อนัตราย หรืออาการท่ีอาจเกิดข้ึนจากการวิจยั รวมทั้งประโยชน์ท่ีจะเกิดข้ึนจากการวิจยั ขา้พเจา้มีเวลาและ
โอกาสเพียงพอในการซกัถามขอ้สงสัยจนมีความเขา้ใจอยา่งดีแลว้ โดยผูวิ้จยัไดต้อบค าถามต่าง ๆ  ดว้ยความเต็มใจไม่ปิดบงัซ่อนเร้นจนขา้พเจา้
พอใจ 
 ขา้พเจา้รับทราบจากผูวิ้จยัว่าหากเกิดอนัตรายใด ๆ จากการวิจยัดังกล่าว ขา้พเจา้จะได้รับการดูแลโดยไม่เสียค่าใช้จ่าย หากเกิด
อนัตรายใดๆ ผูวิ้จยัจะเป็นผูรั้บผิดชอบค่าเสียหายจากอนัตรายท่ีไดรั้บจากการเขา้ร่วมวิจยัน้ี 

 ขา้พเจา้มีสิทธิท่ีจะบอกเลิกเขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัเม่ือใดก็ได ้โดยไม่จ  าเป็นตอ้งแจง้เหตุผล และการบอกเลิกการเขา้ร่วมการวิจยัน้ี 
จะไม่มีผลต่อสิทธิอ่ืน ๆ ท่ีขา้พเจา้จะพึงไดรั้บต่อไป 

 ผูวิ้จยัรับรองว่าจะเก็บขอ้มูลส่วนตวัของขา้พเจา้เป็นความลบั และจะเปิดเผยไดเ้ฉพาะเม่ือไดรั้บการยนิยอมจากขา้พเจา้เท่านั้น บุคคล
อ่ืนในนามของผูส้นบัสนุนการวิจยั คณะกรรมการพิจารณาจริยธรรมการวิจยัในคน อาจไดรั้บอนุญาตให้เขา้มาตรวจและประมวลขอ้มูลของ
ขา้พเจา้ ทั้งน้ีจะตอ้งกระท าไปเพ่ือวตัถุประสงคเ์พ่ือตรวจสอบความถูกตอ้งของขอ้มูลเท่านั้น โดยการตกลงท่ีจะเขา้ร่วมการศึกษาน้ีขา้พเจา้ไดใ้ห้
ค  ายนิยอมท่ีจะให้มีการตรวจสอบขอ้มูลประวติัของขา้พเจา้ได ้

 ผูวิ้จยัรับรองวา่จะไม่มีการเก็บขอ้มูลใด ๆ เพ่ิมเติม หลงัจากท่ีขา้พเจา้ขอยกเลิกการเขา้ร่วมโครงการวิจยัและตอ้งการให้ท  าลายเอกสาร
และ/หรือ ตวัอยา่งท่ีใชต้รวจสอบทั้งหมดท่ีสามารถสืบคน้ถึงตวัขา้พเจา้ได ้
 ขา้พเจา้เขา้ใจว่า  ขา้พเจา้มีสิทธ์ิท่ีจะตรวจสอบหรือแกไ้ขขอ้มูลส่วนตวัของขา้พเจา้และสามารถยกเลิกการให้สิทธิในการใช้ขอ้มูล
ส่วนตวัของขา้พเจา้ได ้โดยตอ้งแจง้ให้ผูวิ้จยัรับทราบ 

 ขา้พเจา้ไดต้ระหนกัว่าขอ้มูลในการวิจยัรวมถึงขอ้มูลของขา้พเจา้ท่ีไม่มีการเปิดเผยช่ือ จะผ่านกระบวนการต่าง ๆ  เช่น การเก็บขอ้มูล 
การบนัทึกขอ้มูลในแบบบนัทึกและในคอมพิวเตอร์ การตรวจสอบ การวิเคราะห์ และการรายงานขอ้มูลเพื่อวตัถุประสงคท์างวิชาการ เท่านั้น  
 

 ขา้พเจา้ไดอ่้านขอ้ความขา้งตน้และมีความเขา้ใจดีทุกประการแลว้ ยินดีเขา้ร่วมในการวิจยัดว้ยความเต็มใจ จึงไดล้งนามในเอกสาร
แสดงความยนิยอมน้ี  
  ......................................................................................ลงนามผูใ้ห้ความยนิยอม 

  (....................................................................................) ช่ือผูย้นิยอมตวับรรจง 
  วนัท่ี ................เดือน....................................พ.ศ............................ 
  

 ขา้พเจา้ไดอ้ธิบายถึงวตัถุประสงคข์องการวิจยั วิธีการวิจยั อนัตราย หรืออาการไม่พึงประสงคห์รือความเส่ียงท่ีอาจเกิดข้ึนจากการวิจยั 
รวมทั้งประโยชน์ท่ีจะเกิดข้ึนจากการวิจยัอย่างละเอียด ให้ผูเ้ขา้ร่วมในโครงการวิจยัตามนามขา้งตน้ไดท้ราบและมีความเขา้ใจดีแลว้ พร้อมลง
นามลงในเอกสารแสดงความยนิยอมดว้ยความเตม็ใจ 
                  

    ...................................ลงนามผูท้  าวิจยั 
                  (นางสาวกิตติยา พิศุทธางกูร) ช่ือผูท้  าวิจยั ตวับรรจง 
                 วนัท่ี ................เดือน ……………………….. พ.ศ. 2566 

 

  .......................................... ............................................ลงนามพยาน 

                     (                               ) ช่ือพยาน ตวับรรจง 
                วนัท่ี ................เดือน ………………………..พ.ศ.2566 
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