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Abstract 

Corrective feedback has been discussed mainly in the area of Second 
Language Acquisition (SLA). Providing feedback to learners on their 
performance is another important aspect of teaching. Harmer (1998: 62) 
remainded the teachers that they have to be careful when correcting since, if 
they do it in an insensitive way, they can upset their students and break their 
confidence. What is appropriate for one student may be quite wrong for 
another one. The controversy of corrective feedback has been debated mostly 
by the experts.  As it is a controversy, the researcher decided to prove the case 
by exclusively analyzin
feedback in foreign language setting. In this case study, conducted at a 
university in Banjarmasin, the researcher aims was to identify the beliefs of 
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) lecturers about spoken corrective 
feedback and the factors affecting their beliefs. The data gathering instrument 
in this study was a semi-structured interview that inquired the participants 
beliefs about spoken corrective feedback and the factors that affecting their 
beliefs. The result showed that lecturers have a positive belief about spoken 

considered whether the lecturers corrected the students directly or indirectly. 
hey were students is dominant factor affecting 

 

Key words: EFL, , Spoken Corrective Feedback. 

Introduction 

Hendrickson (1978) defined an error 
language teacher deems unacceptable because of its inappropriate use or its absence in 
real-   According to Mendez and Cruz (2012), errors in most cultures are 
seen as something people should avoid or prevent, as errors can be the cause even of 
unfortunate events. 

A number of error types were proposed by some experties to help the teachers in 
applying appropriate steps to treat the learners difficulties. One of the mostly used is Lyster 
and Ranta (1997) classification. They classified 5 types of error. 

Table 1. Error Types 

No Types of Error Explanation Example 
1 Unsolicited use 

of L1 
Occasionally a language learner resorted to her 
first language (unsolicited use of L1), even 

S: I buy some eeee 
some sayuran. 
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when the use of L1 was not allowed. Even if 
the student was capable of producing a certain 
utterance in English, the teacher might 
consider the use of L1 an error. 
 

T: You can say 
 

2 Grammatical 
Error 

Grammatical errors were non-target like use of 
determiners, prepositions, pronouns, number 
agreement, tense, verb morphology, and 
auxiliaries. Additionally, errors in 
pluralization, negation, question formation, 
and word order were considered as 
grammatical errors. 
 

S: I have an exam in 
Sunday. 
T: On Sunday. 

3 Lexical Error Lexical errors included inaccurate use of 
nouns, verbs, adverbs, and adjectives -in the 
sense of open classes. 
 

S: They found each 
other after a small 
time. 
T: After a  
 

4 Phonological 
Error 

Phonological errors were inaccurate 
pronunciation of words that often led to 
difficulty of comprehension of the target 
words. 
 

S: Depelopment 

Development 

5 Multiple Error Multiple Error included two types of 
combinations of which one was coded and the 
other disregarded. 
 

S: I have a accident. 
T: You had an 
accident. 

To deal with an error, then, is not easy. An error is usually followed by the teacher's 
reaction resulting in some types of corrective feedback. The term of  
has been defined at different times in a very similar way. Richards and Lockhart (1996: 

performance. 
Many studies have examined different strategies of corrective feedback (Ellis, 

2009a; Ellis, 2009b; Jabbari & Fazilatfar, 2012; Mendez & Cruz, 2012; Rezaei, Mozaffari 
& Hatef, 2011
corrective feedback strategies that they frequently use. Lyster and Ranta (1997), conducted 
a study of corrective feedback and learner uptake in four immersion classrooms at the 
primary level. In their analysis of different feedback types, they found that all the teachers 
in the immersion classrooms used recast more frequent followed by elicitation, 
clarification request, metalinguistic feedback, explicit correction, and repitation was the 
least frequent feedback type provided. 

What teachers do in the classroom is said to be governed by what they believe, and 
these beliefs often serve to act as a filter through which instructional judgments and 
decisions are made. Xu (2012) asserts that beliefs play an important role in many aspects 
of teaching, as well as in life. They are involved in helping individuals to make sense of 
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the world, influencing how new information is percieved, and whether it is accepted or 
rejected. 

Richards & Lockhart, 
1996). The role and importance of corrective feedback in English Foreign Language 

pedagogy can vary from teacher to teacher. This may depend on their previous education 
and training, teaching experience, and their own experience as language learners, amongst 
others.  Research on h
from a number of different sources. Bandura (1986) asserts that behavior is better predicted 

decisions individuals make throughout their lives (Ballone & Czerniak, 2001). Richards 

experience as language learners, experience of what works best, established practice, 
personality factors, educationally based or research-based principles, and principles 
derived from an approach or methods. 

Borg (2003), reviewing a selection of research from the field of foreign and second 
language teaching, also gives the suggestion on  

 

 

 

 

 

1  

 
 

Figure 1. Teacher Cognition, Schooling, Professional Education, and Classrom 
practice (Borg, 2003: 82) 

As shown in Figure 1, Borg (2003) represents a schematic conceptualization of teaching 
wit
includes their beliefs, knowledge, theories, attitudes, images, assumptions, methapores, 
conception, and perspectives about all aspect of their work have close relationship with 
teacher learning (both through schooling and professional education) and classroom 
practice. 

The schooling factor is defined as the extensive experience of classroom which 
ning (Borg, 2003). 

The professional coursework of the teacher such as trainings, seminars and workshops may 
affect existing cognitions although the impact is limited (Borg, 2003). The contextual 
factors for instance students, school, materials, or the curriculum may influence practice by 

TEACHER 
COGNITON 

Shooling 

Contextual Factor Classroom Practice Including 
Practice Teaching 

Professional 
Coursework 
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modifying the cognitions which may lead the inconsistency between beliefs and actions 
(Borg, 2003). The classroom practice included practice teaching is defined by the 
interaction of cognitions and contextual factors. In turn, classroom experience influences 
cognitions unconsciously and/or through conscious reflection (Borg, 2003). 

Method 

In the present study, a case study were adopted to achieve the purpose of the study 
due to the fact that this present study is aimed to analyze beliefs of the lecturers about 
spoken corrective feedback and the factors affecting their beliefs. A case study is one of 
the qualitative research methods used to study in-depth a unit (Latief, 2013: 86). Ary, 
Jacobs, and Sorensen (2010: 454) add that the unit can be an individual, a group, a site, a 
class, a policy, a program, a process, an institution, or a comunity. In this case study. Two 

exemined. A semi-structured interview was used to collect the data. The interviews were 
conducted with the teachers in order to elicit their opinions with regard to spoken 
corrective feedback and the factors affecting their belief. The interviews were also audio 
recorded and the transcription of the interviews were examined by the researcher 
independetly. Since the instrument was developed by the researcher himself, it was 
validated to three experties who were experienced in instruments validation to find the 
instrument validity. 

Participants 

The population of this illustrative case study consist of two EFL teachers. Teacher 
A graduated from English Language Education and Literature at State University of 
Surabaya. She had been teaching ESL for 5 years. She experinced in teaching translation, 
EYL, and speaking. Another teacher, Teacher B graduated from English Language 
Teaching at State University of Malang. He had been teaching ESL for 3 years. He 
experienced in teaching material development, speaking and ESP. With the approval of the 
head of English Department, these two teachers accepted to participate in the present study 
voluntarily. The data collected was conducted at a state university at Banjarmasin, South 
Kalimantan. 

Findings 

k 

In the interview, Teacher A had possitive belief toward spoken corrective feedback. 
As she stated, 

to the 
. She expected that the students 

could learn something from the correction. The reason for that, she explained, was the 
students would remember and learn well the right one from the correction after they got 
corrected. 
should be corrected, she expressed . 
She also made sure that she never decide not to give feedback to the students. As she 
stated, . 
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tive feedback. 
She still remembered well and could describe how the former teacher taught her. As she 
acknowledged, When I was a student, when I was doing my presentation in speaking 
class, the teacher directly gave correction. The teacher directly stopped my speech and it 
was really destrubing. I forgot what I wanted to deliver next. So that, I thought, if I be a 
teacher, I will let my students to finish their presentation and I will give them correction at 

. The effect of teacher education program activities such as 
trainings, seminars, and workshops, according to Teacher A, influenced her but not in 
providing corrective feedback. It influenced her in the way she taught. Because in the 
training, the teachers could share their experiences and the problem they usually face in 
teaching.  her in term of the frequence of 
giving corrective feedback. She mentioned that, in her college, the students were ranked by 
leveling them into class A, B, C and D. For each class, the students had different academic 
competence.  

 

Like Teacher A, according to Teacher B, giving corrective feedback is important 
for the students. He said that corrective feedback would lead the students to see what is 
right. 

. As he said, he always 
expected the feedback that he gave was effective. He would repeat the feedback if the 

Teachers B indicated 
that he only corrected the serious thing hard to understand. As he stated in the interview, 

n form of grammar be corrected, but just for things that 
. He also assert that he 

small mistake. It would not hinder the communication purpose. He stated that he prefered 
to correct the students error directly espesially if the students made errors in pronunciation 
and grammar. As he illustrated, 
thing, dire  

The factors affecting Teacher B  

Teacher B really remembered about his experiences in the college as a student. He 
admitted that his former teacher had been contributed to shape his prior belief about 
corrective feedback. He imitated how his former teacher corrected the students, 
become a teacher, I also do the same thing. I corrected my students error when they do 

. Teacher B did not join any teachers workshop or training, but he almost 
every year he joined seminar like TEFLIN and other seminar. As he stated, the seminar did 

discussed about educational field in general. W
competence affected her in term of the frequence of giving corrective feedback, Teacher B 
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detail. As he said in the interview, 
. Despite Teacher B state that he prefer to 

correct the students directly, he did not deny that he also sometimes corrected the students 
after they completed their activity. 
discussion. It means not really direct correction (he laugh), let them to do discussion, let 

. To make 
sure that his feedback was effective, Teacher B was directly checked them asking to repeat 
and then for the content, like the information, he just needed to ask the students whether 
they understood or not. 

Conclusion 

Overall, both teachers have positive beliefs about spoken corrective feedback. As 
they indicated in the interview, both of them explained the important of spoken corrective 
feedback for the students. Therefore  errors. 
As they stated that they never decided not to give feedback to the students. In the interview 

 
background, professional coursework and contextual factors. Based on Teacher A and 

it clearly showed that their former teachers contributed to the 
way they corrected the students error currently. Subconsciously, by their experience as 
students, they already set up their former beliefs in selecting the appropriate strategies in 
giving spoken corrective feedback currently. For the effect of teacher education program 
activities
were not gave impact in the way they corrected the students error, but only inn the way of 
teaching in general. From the explanation of two participant teachers, it can be concluded 
that the contextual factor brought contribution to their belief of spoken corrective feedback 
but in the different terms. The students academic competence affected 
in term of the frequency of giving feedback, while Teacher B was also affected by the 
students academic competence in term of explanation detail. 

Suggestions 

The purpose the present study was to illustrate the beliefs of foreign language 
teachers about corrective feedback and the factors that affected their beliefs. Therefore, 
instead of posing research questions, the present study attempted to illustrate the case 
thoroughly. Further studies might base the present case study as their source. Additionally, 
since there were limited number of teachers participated in the study, futher study might be 
conducted with the wider amount of the teachers. As the present study only made the resut 
of the study into the representative of teachers, with the wider amount of participant then 
the further study could generalize the beliefs of the teachers. 
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