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1 Introduction 

Providing feedback is an essential part of the teaching profession and its impact on the 

learners’ language acquisition is unquestionable (Oliver & Adams 2021: 187). Feedback that is 

“provided by teachers or other conversational partners to language learners when their output 

is erroneous, nontarget-like, and/or not appropriate or ambiguous” (Oliver & Adams 2021: 

188) is called oral corrective feedback (OCF) which will be the focus of this paper. Here, the 

difference between oral and written feedback is significant. Feedback in an oral mode is often 

considered more difficult to provide since “when you are speaking instead of writing, you have 

less time to make decisions about how to say things, and once you have said them you can’t 

take them back” (Brookhart 2008: 47). Errors that provoke OCF can be related to 

pronunciation, vocabulary or grammar (Oliver & Adams 2021: 189). While researchers agree 

on the general advantages of feedback, Hendrickson (1978: 389) posed five central questions: 

whether errors made by students should be corrected at all, the appropriate timing for 

correction, which types of errors merit correction, the most effective feedback strategies, and 

who should be responsible for providing the correction. These issues are still relevant today 

and most teachers try to find the answer to these questions when providing OCF in their 

everyday work with students (Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 30). 

In connection to these five questions, Lyster and Ranta (1997: 46-48) mentioned six feedback 

types that occur most frequently, namely explicit correction, recasts, clarification requests, 

metalinguistic feedback, elicitation and repetition. The effectiveness of OCF depends on the 

types of feedback and also on its explicitness, whether it is input-providing or output-

prompting and if it is focused or unfocused. However, also other aspects like the personality, 

the proficiency-level as well as the age of the students, the use of non-verbal features and the 

classroom climate have an influence on its effectiveness. All these aspects will be discussed in 

detail in the course of this thesis. 

An important focus of this thesis is also the difference of OCF between lower and upper 

secondary classes. This is a significant aspect since most studies in the past focused on adult 

learners and research on children and teenagers has been very limited (Vuono & Li 2021: 645). 

In addition, Lyster and Saito (2010: 270) stated that research on the effectiveness of feedback 

related to the age of the learners was very restricted and therefore, the difference between 

lower and upper grades will be an important focus.  
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The primary motivation for writing this thesis is my own experience as an ELT teacher. Based 

on my observations, teachers often know only a limited number of feedback forms and the 

others will most likely be recognized once named by the interviewer. In addition, it is known 

that concentrating on all errors simultaneously is not possible and therefore, selecting a focus 

beforehand is useful. A variety of different strategies are expected to appear in interviewees’ 

comments about which types of OCF they use most often. Furthermore, when addressing the 

difference between lower and higher grades, direct and explicit feedback is, drawing on my 

experience, often perceived as being more useful for learners of lower proficiency. When 

thinking about which feedback forms are perceived as being most helpful, it is expected that 

teachers will have diverse opinions about the usefulness of different feedback strategies since 

they are strongly influenced by their personal experiences with students. Finally, it is 

anticipated that especially less-experienced educators face a variety of problems when 

providing OCF. 

The aim of this thesis is to gain insights into the beliefs of Austrian ELT teachers regarding OCF 

by answering six research questions. First, the goal is to find out which types of OCF teachers 

know. Another important focus is how educators decide which errors to correct and which 

types they report using most often in English language teaching (ELT) classes. In addition, 

special attention is paid to the differences of OCF in lower and upper secondary classes. 

Furthermore, teachers’ views on the usefulness of specific methods of giving feedback in the 

classroom and their motivations of using these are addressed. Finally, the challenges that 

teachers face when providing oral correct feedback are discussed. To answer the research 

questions, interviews with Austrian teachers of English at both lower and upper levels of 

secondary education are conducted and analyzed.  

In the first part of the thesis recent research on OCF is analyzed. Here, key terms are defined 

and the five questions posed by Hendrickson (1978) are explored using current literature. Next, 

the focus of OCF is discussed before the different types as well as categorizations are 

introduced in detail. Furthermore, the difference between lower and upper secondary classes 

is analyzed and the challenges faced by teachers when providing feedback are addressed. As 

a last part of the literature review, the ways of measuring the effectiveness of OCF is discussed. 

Afterwards, the empirical research project is introduced. Here, motivation is brought up and 

the research questions are outlined. In addition, the research method, namely qualitative 

content analysis, as well as the research instrument, i.e., interviews, and the interview 
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guideline, are presented. The participants are introduced and the coding system is presented. 

In the next chapter, the findings of this thesis are presented whereby the subchapters are 

aligned with the research questions. Finally, the findings are discussed and compared with 

previous literature and the implications for teaching as well as limitations of this thesis are 

addressed. 
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2 Oral corrective feedback 

2.1 Definition of oral corrective feedback 

Corrective feedback can be defined as “responses to learner utterances containing an error” 

(Ellis 2006: 28). For this, an error is defined as an expression that is considered unacceptable 

either because its use is not appropriate or because it does not reflect common usage in real-

life conversations (Hendrickson 1978: 387). For this, the difference between the terms error 

and mistake is a significant one. Corder (1967: 167) was one of the first ones to note the 

difference and defines mistakes as “errors of performance” while the term error “refer[s] to 

the systematic errors of the learner from which we are able to reconstruct his knowledge of 

the language to date”. Therefore, errors are of greater importance for language learning but 

the distinction between the two terms is not always clear (Corder 1967: 167).  

The main aim of corrective feedback is on the one hand to deepen knowledge that has already 

been learned and on the other hand to gain new knowledge (Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 1). To 

achieve this goal, corrective feedback can provide different types of linguistic evidence. If 

teachers or other interlocutors offer feedback, this may provide positive evidence, negative 

evidence or both types of evidence (Mackey et al. 2021: 111). Positive evidence models correct 

language use while negative evidence points out that an error occurred without providing the 

correct form (Oliver & Adams 2021: 192). Examples of both kinds of evidence will be discussed 

in 2.6 where the different types of feedback are introduced. 

Teachers use corrective feedback to point out errors in students' spoken or written language 

output (Mackey et al. 2021: 111). For both of these types, feedback can either be in oral or 

written mode (Brookhart 2008: 15). The distinction between oral and written forms of 

feedback is inevitable since feedback that is delivered orally has to happen faster and thus, the 

teacher has significantly less time to make decisions about how to convey the feedback and it 

can also not be withdrawn (Brookhart 2008: 47). This thesis focuses on oral corrective 

feedback only. 

2.2 Definition of peer feedback 

An important consideration is that not only teachers can provide feedback. Iwashita and Dao 

(2021: 276) note that feedback “involves a learner receiving corrective information on his or 

her speech from a teacher, native speaker, or peer(s) during an interaction”. Native speakers 
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can correct errors in a school setting or, more typically, outside of an English classroom. In 

addition, students can also correct themselves or provide feedback to each other. The latter is 

called peer feedback. 

Peer feedback differs from teacher feedback in various aspects. First, peer feedback usually 

deals with several aspects of language and is therefore extensive, whereas teachers often 

focus on just one type of error and thus provide intensive feedback (Iwashita & Dao 2021: 

279). The distinction between extensive and intensive feedback as well as their advantages 

and disadvantages will be discussed in 2.6.3. Second, the goal of peer feedback is often not to 

respond to an error but to complete a task and understanding each other is the primary 

motivation when providing feedback to peers (Iwashita & Dao 2021: 279). Third, many 

students tend to accept feedback from peers more easily than from teachers. This is due to 

them working as a team and sharing the same goal (Iwashita & Dao 2021: 279) as well as 

having a “more relaxed learning environment” (Martin & Sippel 2024: 1043). 

For peer feedback to have a more positive influence on language development, it is 

advantageous to give students instructions on how to provide feedback (Iwashita & Dao 2021: 

285). These instructions might also help to encourage students to provide more peer feedback 

since the occurrences are relatively low in general. A possible reason for this is that learners 

hesitate to correct each other because they do not want to threaten their classmates’ face 

(Iwashita & Dao 2021: 287). In addition, factors like perceived equality of peers, their comfort 

levels, and any prior experience working together can also have an impact (Iwashita & Dao 

2021: 286). 

Beyond its role in language development, peer feedback aids teachers in establishing critical 

thinking skills which are essential for the academic and professional success of their students. 

Collaborative learning tasks promote key social and cognitive abilities, such as effective 

communication, teamwork, and analytical thinking, which are valuable for students’ growth 

(Chakarvarti 2022: 139). 

2.3 Definition of assessment literacy 

The term assessment literacy refers to “a basic understanding of the meaning of high- and low-

quality assessment” (Stiggins 1991: 535). Popham (2011: 268, emphasis in the original) adds 

that a teacher needs to understand “only those concepts and procedures thought likely to 

influence educational decisions” instead of every detail connected to assessment. According 
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to Stiggins (1991: 535), it is significant that the aim of the assessment is distinct and that the 

assessment does not miss the point. Therefore, teachers should learn about assessment 

during their education and also during in-service training (Koh, DePass & Steel 2019: 1). 

However,  this training is not offered frequently and most new teachers gain knowledge about 

assessment during their first teaching experience in a practicum course (DeLuca & Klinger 

2010: 434). As stated by Popham (2011: 272), this is problematic since many teachers with 

years of experience are not assessment literate so less-experienced educators cannot learn 

from them. He argues that a course on assessment held by a professional teacher educator 

relating to an established textbook is absolutely necessary to guarantee a deep understanding 

of assessment (Popham 2011: 272). 

2.4 Hendrickson’s (1978) questions about oral corrective feedback 

Hendrickson (1978) was already interested in OCF several decades ago. At that time, he 

realized that there were many different aspects of this topic that needed to be considered. 

Thus, he formulated five questions that are still of great importance today: “1. Should learner 

errors be corrected? 2. If so, when should learner errors be corrected? 3. Which learner errors 

should be corrected? 4. How should learner errors be corrected? 5. Who should correct learner 

errors?” (Hendrickson 1978: 389). The aim of the following subchapters is to answer these 

questions with the assistance of current literature. 

2.4.1 Should learner errors be corrected? 

The first question that teachers have to consider before providing OCF is whether the error 

should be corrected (Hendrickson 1978: 389). Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 8) state that in 

general, learners desire more correction than teachers tend to provide. Nevertheless, 

feedback must be treated carefully since it can lead to language anxiety (Lasagabaster & Sierra 

2005: 122). 

There are multiple factors that influence a teacher’s decision of whether an error should be 

corrected. First, the personality and characteristics of the student hold a significant influence. 

Roothooft (2014) compared the observed practices of OCF of adult EFL teachers and their 

beliefs. Four of the ten teachers highlighted that the personality of the student needed to be 

considered since introvert students may reply differently to OCF than extrovert learners 

(Roothooft 2014: 71). A similar study, also focusing on the comparison of practices and beliefs 

of EFL teachers, was conducted by Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021). The teachers 
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participating in this study also stressed that the character traits of the student had an 

important influence. One teacher stated that he had not provided feedback on an error 

because of the timidity of the student (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 373). However, not only 

the personality of the student is often decisive but also their language proficiency. For instance, 

one teacher interviewed by Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 371) explained that sometimes 

explicit correction was necessary if a learner was less proficient than his classmates. Another 

important consideration of whether to correct an error or not is the type of activity. One of 

the teachers explained that for some exercises, feedback was inevitable while for example, 

grammar mistakes could be ignored during fluency activities (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 

375). In addition, the dynamics of the discussion is decisive. Therefore, an error should not be 

corrected during a vivid discussion (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 371). The distinction 

between accuracy and fluency is a very important one introduced by Brumfit (1984). On the 

one hand, accuracy is focused on the form and correct language use (Brumfit 1984: 51) but on 

the other hand fluency is defined as “natural language use, whether or not it results in native-

speaker-like language comprehension or production” (Brumfit 1984: 56). 

2.4.2 When should learner errors be corrected? 

After the teacher has decided whether the error should be corrected, another important factor 

to consider is the timing of the feedback (Hendrickson 1978: 389). Here, a differentiation can 

be made between immediate corrective feedback directly after an error and delayed corrective 

feedback if there is a time gap between the error and the feedback (Quinn 2021: 322). 

According to Quinn (2021: 322) the question of timing has only come up recently. Earlier 

research on written corrective feedback focused on feedback given on finished texts, which is 

inherently delayed, while research on OCF examined feedback given right after spoken errors, 

making it inherently immediate (Quinn 2021: 322). However, more recently immediate and 

delayed feedback following both written as well as spoken errors has been investigated making 

the timing of feedback an interesting subject of research (Quinn 2021: 322). After analyzing 

different studies from the last years, (Quinn 2021: 334) concluded that immediate OCF has a 

slight advantage over delayed feedback. 

Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021) observed twenty university teachers in Turkey during their 

lessons and afterwards asked them about their beliefs regarding OCF using a questionnaire. 

Thereby, congruences and incongruences between the beliefs and the practices were found, 
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including the aspect of timing (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 363). When asked about the 

timing they preferred for correcting errors, the results were balanced. 52% opted for delayed 

feedback while 48% stated to prefer immediate feedback (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 

371). However, when observing the teachers during their lessons, immediate feedback was 

used in 79.6% of the cases pointing to an advantage of feedback directly after the error (Yüksel, 

Soruç & McKinley 2021: 371). 

While Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021) only focus on the discrepancies between the 

teachers’ beliefs and practices, several studies address the question of whether immediate or 

delayed feedback is more effective. Rahimi and Vahid Dastjerdi (2012) divided 20 intermediate 

EFL learners into two groups: the first group received feedback directly after an error while the 

second group got delayed feedback. They found out that delayed feedback positively 

influenced fluency as well as accuracy but not complexity, which however might be due to the 

proficiency level of the learners (Rahimi & Vahid Dastjerdi 2012: 52). In addition, it was 

concluded that students who received delayed feedback felt less language anxiety in 

comparison to the immediate feedback group (Rahimi & Vahid Dastjerdi 2012: 53). Therefore, 

this study indicates an advantage of delayed feedback. However, Quinn (2021: 327) correctly 

notes that there was no pre-test in the study, making it impossible to assess whether the 

students in the second group were already more proficient and thus achieved better results. 

Another study had 90 intermediate ESL learners take three pre-tests before assigning them to 

three groups: immediate feedback, delayed feedback and no corrective feedback (Quinn 

2014). Quinn (2014: 70) came to the conclusion that the timing of feedback did not have an 

influence on language development, as all groups improved significantly, yet no measurable 

differences were observed between them. Furthermore, Li, Zhu and Ellis (2016) divided 120 

EFL learners into four groups: immediate feedback, delayed feedback, task-only and control. 

They came to the conclusion that both feedback groups improved in grammatically judgment 

test scores and the immediate feedback group slightly out-performed the delayed feedback 

group (Li, Zhu & Ellis 2016: 290).  

Quinn (2021: 330) concludes that neither immediate nor delayed feedback is clearly more 

effective. However, after analyzing several studies on both written and oral corrective 

feedback, it can be said that more studies see an advantage for immediate feedback. As an 

implication for practice there is not one way that is suitable for all situations. It is necessary for 

teachers to make informed decisions (Quinn 2021: 334). 
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2.4.3 Which learner errors should be corrected? 

In addition to the questions of whether and when errors should be corrected, there is also the 

matter of which errors should be prioritized (Hendrickson 1978: 390). Several decades ago, 

Hendrickson (1978: 390) highlighted “that errors that impede the intelligibility of a message 

should receive top priority for correction”. Burt (1975: 58) argues that the distinction in global 

and local errors is significant when identifying the importance of an error. According to this 

distinction, on the one hand, global errors disrupt the overall structure of a sentence and  

significantly hinder communication” (Burt 1975: 56). On the other hand, Burt (1975: 57) 

defines local errors as “[e]rrors that affect single elements (constituents) in a sentence”. These 

errors, for example articles, noun and verb inflections, auxiliary verbs and quantifiers, do not 

impede the interlegibility of what has been said (Burt 1975). When deciding which errors to 

correct, global errors should be given priority over local errors. When correcting only a few 

global errors instead of many local errors, the confidence of the learners will also not suffer 

from too many corrections (Burt 1975: 62). 

In addition to the global-local distinction, a focused approach can help answering the question 

of which errors to correct. As explained later in 2.6.3, in focused corrective feedback, a teacher 

concentrates on correcting one or a few selected linguistic aspects, deliberately ignoring other 

types of errors that fall outside this chosen category (Beuningen 2021: 300). In contrast, 

unfocused corrective feedback involves providing corrections across a broad array of errors 

without a narrow, predefined focus on specific types of mistakes (Beuningen 2021: 300). By 

utilizing this approach, the teacher can define a focus beforehand in order to quickly decide 

which errors to correct during the activity. 

2.4.4 How should learner errors be corrected? 

Another important question to consider when providing feedback is how errors should be 

corrected (Hendrickson 1978: 392). Factors to take into account are the type of feedback, 

explicit or implicit feedback, input-proving or output-prompting feedback as well as focused 

or unfocused feedback. The question of how to provide feedback is significant since it can have 

an influence on its effectiveness and will be discussed in more detail in 2.6. However, it is 

important to state that the effectiveness of feedback is not easy to determine since it depends 

on various aspects like the age of the students (Oliver & Adams 2021: 198), the personality as 

well as the proficiency level of the learner (Ellis 2021), nonverbal features (Nakatsukasa 2021) 
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and the classroom climate (Gamlem & Munthe 2014). All of these aspects will be taken into 

account in 2.6.4. Therefore, the decision of how to correct learner errors is a very individual 

one that must be made by the teacher (Oliver & Adams 2021: 200).  

2.4.5 Who should correct learner errors? 

After considering if, when, which and how errors should be corrected, the fifth question 

according to Hendrickson (1978: 395) is who should correct learner errors. Yüksel, Soruç and 

McKinley (2021: 369) identify three providers of OCF: the students themselves, the peers and 

the teachers. In addition, feedback can also be obtained from native speakers (Oliver & Adams 

2021: 198). Most teachers assume that it is their job to provide feedback (Hendrickson 1978: 

395). However, for some students peer feedback or self-correction, under the guidance of the 

teacher, is more effective (Hendrickson 1978: 396). When peer feedback is used in an ELT 

classroom, it is important to address how feedback should be provided beforehand in order 

for it to be more successful (Iwashita & Dao 2021: 285). Another important aspect to consider 

is highlighted by Martin and Sippel (2024: 1049). The providers of peer feedback often 

experience discomfort when giving feedback, worrying about potentially hurting their peer’s 

feelings, while the student who receives the feedback does not report feeling uncomfortable 

about it. It is therefore important to also talk about this feeling and encourage learners to 

correct errors when being asked to do so (Martin & Sippel 2024: 1049). 

2.5 Focus of oral corrective feedback 

OCF can focus on different types of errors. It can be a response to problems with pronunciation 

and to lexical as well as to grammatical errors (Oliver & Adams 2021: 189). In his meta-analysis, 

Brown (2016: 446) concluded that corrective feedback was given most frequently for 

grammatical errors (43%), while 28% of the feedback addressed lexical errors and 22% focused 

on phonological errors. This may be attributed to a higher incidence of grammatical errors 

overall, although studies often do not document the total number of errors made by learners 

but rather only concentrate on the ones receiving feedback (Brown 2016: 453). While 

grammatical errors receive the highest amount of corrective feedback, students mainly notice 

feedback on pronunciation issues and lexical errors (Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 21). Therefore, 

Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 22) propose that corrective feedback may be more beneficial for 

the development of vocabulary and pronunciation than for morphosyntactic development, 
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also stressing that lexical and phonological features of language might be more significant for 

a successful communication while grammatical errors often do not hinder comprehension. 

2.6 Types of oral corrective feedback 

There are six most common types of corrective feedback identified by Lyster and Ranta (1997: 

46-48), namely explicit correction, recasts, clarification requests, metalinguistic feedback, 

elicitation and repetition. 

Explicit correction 

Explicit correction is a type of feedback for which “a teacher or another interlocutor explicitly 

indicates to learners that there is something wrong with what they have said” (Oliver & Adams 

2021: 192) and explicitly provides the correct form (Lyster & Ranta 1997: 46). Therefore, it 

provides negative evidence since the error is explicitly pointed out but also positive evidence 

because the correct form is offered (Lyster & Saito 2010: 268). Explicit corrections do not occur 

very often, Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 7) even name it the least common form of corrective 

feedback in the classroom. The example given in (1) shows that the teacher refers to the 

grammatically incorrect sentence by providing the correct form and also indicating that goed 

is not correct (adapted from Ellis 2021: 342). 

(1) Example of explicit correction (adapted from Ellis 2021: 342) 
   
 S1 Yesterday we goed to the park. 
 T “Went”, not “goed”. 

 
Recasts 

Recasts can be defined as “the teacher’s reformulation of all or part of a student’s utterance, 

minus the error” (Lyster & Ranta 1997: 46). Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 10) point out that 

recasts are ideal for communicative classroom discussions as they typically do not disrupt the 

flow of conversation. They help to maintain students' focus on meaning and offer support that 

allows learners to engage in interactions that demand language skills beyond their present 

proficiency. One the one hand, researchers agree that recasts provide positive evidence 

because they offer the correct linguistic form (Ellis 2021; Lyster & Saito 2010). On the other 

hand, however, whether negative evidence is provided is not as clear since it depends on the 

explicitness of the recasts. While Ellis (2021: 342) argues that recasts reveal that there is an 

error in the utterance and therefore provide negative evidence, Lyster (1998: 52) highlights 

that students often do not recognize the feedback because it is too implicit and thus, no 
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negative evidence is provided. Consequently, difficulties related to the uptake and noticing of 

recasts often arise. Recasts are often regarded to be the most frequent type of OCF and several 

studies support this claim (Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 7; Lyster & Ranta 1997: 56; Yüksel, Soruç 

& McKinley 2021: 370). Li (2013: 635) underlines this assumption by describing this type of 

feedback as non-intrusive, thereby emphasizing the focus on not disrupting the flow of 

conversation. Recasts are not only the feedback type that occurs most often in an educational 

setting but many researchers also argue that it has been studied the most (Li 2010: 335; Li 

2013: 635; Oliver & Adams 2021: 195). Student 1 in example (2) uses an incorrect past tense 

form and student 2 provides peer feedback by using a recast to provide feedback. In this 

situation, student 2 repeats the whole sentence but uses the correct past tense form went 

(Ellis 2021: 342). 

(2) Example of recasts (Ellis 2021: 342) 
   
 S1 The man goed home. 
 S2 The man went home. 

 
Clarification requests 

Clarification requests “aim at eliciting a correction or clarification of the learner’s preceding 

utterance by indicating that something was unclear or incorrect in that utterance” (Mifka-

Profozic 2022: 857). For this, phrases such as “Pardon?” or “I don’t understand” are used by 

the interlocutors (Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 4). The correct form is not provided and thus, no 

positive evidence is given (Mifka-Profozic 2022: 857). However, clarification requests provide 

negative evidence by indicating the error “if the learner’s interpretation and inferences are 

correct” (Mifka-Profozic 2022: 857). In the example given in (3), student 2 uses the clarification 

request Sorry? to indicate an error in the language output of student 1 (Ellis 2021: 342). 

Whether this feedback is noticed depends on the student and their interpretation of the 

question. 

(3) Example of clarification request  (Ellis 2021: 342) 
   
 S1 The man goed home. 
 S2 Sorry? 

 
  



 13 

Metalinguistic feedback 

Metalinguistic feedback takes place when the teacher or another interlocutor uses linguistic 

terms to respond to an error (Oliver & Adams 2021: 194). This feedback can be presented as 

a comment or a question (Lyster & Ranta 1997: 47). The correct form is not stated and thus, 

metalinguistic feedback provides negative but not positive evidence and therefore, its 

effectiveness is often questioned (Long 2007, referred to in Ellis 2021: 342). Consequently, this 

type of feedback can help to draw learners’ attention to an error but it is mostly not helpful to 

acquire language that is beyond their current level (Ellis 2021: 342). Example (4) provides an 

insight into metalinguistic feedback. First, the teacher tries to indicate the error using the 

clarification request With you niece? which student 4 does not realize. Afterwards, the teacher 

uses metalinguistic terms to explain that the word niece is only used for females. However, the 

teacher does not provide the correct word for males but asks the student about the correct 

term (adapted from Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 374).  

(4) Example of metalinguistic feedback (adapted from Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 
374) 

   
 S4 We had a great time with my niece. He is a great friend. I enjoyed a lot. 
 T With your niece? 
 S4 Yes, his name is Ali [a boy’s name]. He is great. 
 T But niece is only used for girls. Which word do we use for males? 
 S4 Ah, Ali is my nephew. 

 
Elicitation 

Elicitation “involves techniques promoting learners to produce the correct form” (Ellis 2006: 

29). It is a feedback type that is used by teachers to provide negative evidence about an error 

but the correct form is not provided (Oliver & Adams 2021: 193-194). Lyster and Ranta (1997: 

48) distinguish between three common techniques: the teachers pause to have students 

complete the utterance, the teachers ask questions to elicit the correct form, or the teachers 

tell students to rephrase their sentences. Elicitations do not provide positive evidence and 

therefore, similar to metalinguistic feedback, Long (2007, referred to in Ellis 2021: 342) 

questions its value since it does not contribute to acquire new knowledge. The example given 

in (5) shows an elicitation that takes the form of a pause. The student uses the incorrect past 
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tense form and the teacher repeats the sentence but pauses to let the student think about 

and finish the sentence (adapted from Ellis 2021: 342). 

(5) Example of elicitation (adapted from Ellis 2021: 342) 
   
 S1 The man goed to the park. 
 T The man _____? 

 
Repetition 

Repetition is an implicit feedback strategy “in which the interlocutor repeats part or all of the 

problematic utterance, often with rising intonation” (Oliver & Adams 2021: 195). The rising 

intonation indicates that an error has occurred, thereby providing negative evidence. The goal 

is for the learners to correct the error themselves (Oliver & Adams 2021: 195). Since the 

teacher does not anticipate the correct form, no positive evidence is provided. For instance, 

the teacher in example (6) repeats the sentence but uses a rising intonation at the end and 

indicates that there is an error in the language output of the student (adapted from Ellis 2021: 

342). 

(6) Example of repetition (adapted from Ellis 2021: 342) 
   
 S1 The man goed home. 
 T The man goed home? 

 
As discussed in this chapter, there are different types of feedback. It is important to realize that 

no type of feedback fits all contexts nor is it beneficial for all learners and consequently, 

teachers should use different types of corrective feedback (Beuningen 2021: 313). Thus, the 

effectiveness of OCF does not only depend on the type of feedback but rather on a variety of 

different aspects, including its explicitness, whether it is input-providing or output-prompting 

and if it is focused or unfocused. These are also three of several ways to categorize the types 

of feedback. However, it is significant to consider that none of these categorizations are clear-

cut. In the following subchapters 2.6.1 to 2.6.3 the different categories will be explained, the 

differences in their effectiveness will be discussed and how the six common feedback types 

can be classified according to these categories will be analyzed. Afterwards, in 2.6.4 other 

aspects that significantly influence the effectiveness of feedback will be discussed. 
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2.6.1 Explicit vs. implicit feedback 

One way to categorize feedback types is by distinguishing between explicit (overt) and implicit 

(covert) feedback. Explicit feedback overtly indicates to the person that correcting the 

utterance is necessary while the corrective intent is not as noticeable for implicit feedback. 

This is often done for the purpose of not disrupting the flow of a conversation (Ellis 2021: 341). 

Li (2013: 635-636) highlights that the definition of explicit and implicit feedback depends on 

whether it is viewed from the perspective of the teacher or of the student. The teacher decides 

if their feedback should directly point out that there is an error or if it should only draw the 

attention to the correct form. From the student’s perspective, the distinction is based on 

whether learning happens unintentionally without a focus on rules or whether they gain an 

understanding of the nature of their error (Li 2013: 636). While Li (2013: 635-636) opts for 

relying on the perspective of the instructor, Iwashita and Dao (2021: 276) advocate to focus on 

the salience of the feedback for the learners. 

Many studies have investigated the question of whether explicit or implicit feedback is more 

effective. The majority comes to the conclusion that the effectiveness of explicit feedback is 

higher than of implicit feedback. For example, Yilmaz (2013) observed eighty young adult EFL 

(English as a foreign language) learners during the learning of English articles. The learners 

were divided into groups. The first group received both explicit and implicit feedback, the 

second group received only explicit feedback, and the third group received only implicit 

feedback. Yilmaz (2013: 701) concludes that explicit feedback and a mixed feedback treatment 

is more effective than implicit feedback. There was no noticeable difference between the first 

two groups. This supports the claim by Ellis, Loewen and Erlam (2006) who analyzed eleven 

studies that focused on the difference between explicit and implicit feedback. They highlight 

the different methodological backgrounds of the studies that make a direct comparison 

difficult. Nevertheless, it can be said that overall, explicit feedback is seen as more effective 

than implicit feedback in most studies (Ellis, Loewen & Erlam 2006: 349). However, it is 

important to highlight that implicit feedback is still useful and reasonable. Some even argue 

that the effects of implicit feedback moves are more long-lasting. Li (2010: 337), for instance, 

found that “the effect of implicit feedback was more enduring” since the results at long-

delayed posttest were more positive. Therefore, it can be concluded that explicit as well as 
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implicit feedback have a positive influence on the students but there are more factors to be 

considered. 

In general, the effectiveness of explicit as well as implicit feedback depends on the people 

involved, namely the instructor and the learner. The instructor has more decisions to make 

when providing feedback than the explicitness, for example whether they use gestures, if they 

give feedback intensively or extensively or when they provide feedback. These aspects, some 

of which will be discussed in the next sections, also influence the effectiveness (Ellis 2021: 

352). Furthermore, all students receive feedback in a different way, which is why “various 

learner-internal factors, such as proficiency level, working memory capacity, and language 

anxiety” (Ellis 2021: 352) play a crucial role as well. For example, Li (2014b: 391) states that 

implicit feedback types are more effective for high-level students because they notice implicit 

feedback more often. In addition, it needs to be considered that the effectiveness depends on 

the target of the feedback. For some grammatical structures, implicit feedback might be more 

effective, while other situations require explicit feedback (Ellis 2021: 358). Here, the 

differentiation between salient and non-salient structures is important. Researchers who 

investigate salient target structures find implicit feedback types to be effective, while 

researchers studying feedback on non-salient features come to the conclusion that implicit 

types are not as effective as explicit feedback types (Li 2014b: 391). 

 
Figure 1. Classification of feedback types on the explicit-implicit continuum and differentiation between 

prompts and reformulations (Ellis 2021: 345) 

Most researchers agree that the distinction of feedback types between explicit and implicit is 

not always clear (Ellis 2021: 345). On the one hand, for some feedback types, it is easy to 

decide if they are explicit or implicit feedback moves. For example, explicit correction and 

metalinguistic clues point out the error directly, classifying them as explicit feedback (Ellis 

2021: 341). On the other hand, the classification of other feedback types is more difficult. For 

instance, there are differing interpretations regarding whether clarification requests, 
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repetition and elicitation are explicit or implicit feedback moves. Ellis (2021: 345) classifies 

clarifications requests as more implicit than repetition and elicitation as the most explicit one 

of the three (see Figure 1). This view is in contrast to Li (2010: 323) who sees elicitation as an 

implicit feedback type. Recasts are especially difficult to categorize because they can take on 

different forms and thus, they can be explicit or implicit (Ellis 2021: 341). Loewen and Philp 

(2006: 539-541) have extensively discussed which characteristics of recasts can make them 

more salient and consequently more explicit. This discussion is concisely summarized by Ellis 

(2021: 346). Recasts that are implicit are mostly semantically simple as they only include one 

feedback move, put no stress on the respective word, are often interrogative, repeat the whole 

sentence and focus on one change only (Ellis 2021: 346). In contrast, explicit recasts are more 

complex, put stress on the error, have a declarative form, repeat only parts of what has been 

said and involve more changes (Ellis 2021: 346).  

2.6.2 Prompts vs. reformulations 

Another possibility to categorize feedback types is by distinguishing between prompts and 

reformulations. On the one hand, prompts are output-prompting. This means that students 

are encouraged to think about and correct their own errors instead of the correct form being 

provided by the teacher (Ranta & Lyster 2010: 152). Prompts, thus, provide negative evidence 

by pointing out an error but do not provide positive evidence by giving the correct form (Oliver 

& Adams 2021: 192). On the other hand, reformulations can be seen as input-providing 

because they “supply learners with target reformulations of their non-target output” (Ranta & 

Lyster 2010: 152) and they provide negative as well as positive evidence (Oliver & Adams 2021: 

192). 

Ranta and Lyster (2010: 155) claim that prompts are more effective than reformulations. In 

their study, they explored methods for improving the oral language abilities of students in 

immersion programs and came to the conclusion that prompts are the most effective feedback 

type as this group was the only one to significantly exceed the control group in short as well 

as long term tests (Ranta & Lyster 2010: 155). It was particularly emphasized that prompts 

provided opportunities to actively practice and consolidate the knowledge (Ranta & Lyster 

2010: 155). Furthermore, Ellis (2021: 344) states that corrective feedback “should provide the 

least assistance needed for the learner to self-correct”. This also suggests an advantage of 

prompts since reformulations do not offer the opportunity to self-correct. However, as stated 
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in 2.6.1, the effectiveness of different feedback types depends on a variety of factors, including 

the focus of the feedback and the learner. It is therefore not possible to generalize whether 

prompts or reformulations are more effective.  

In contrast to the distinction between explicit and implicit feedback types, the line between 

prompts and reformulations is more clear-cut. As can be seen in Figure 1, recasts and explicit 

correction can be defined as reformulations since the correct form is provided (Ellis 2021: 345). 

For clarification requests, repetition, elicitation and metalinguistic clues, on the other hand, 

the students need to think of the correct form, which classifies them as prompts (Ranta & 

Lyster 2010: 152). 

2.6.3 Focused vs. unfocused feedback 

Another possibility to categorize feedback types is by distinguishing between focused and 

unfocused corrective feedback. If the teacher decides in advance, which factors they want to 

consider, it is called focused feedback. Errors outside of this category are not taken into 

account and are ignored (Beuningen 2021: 300). In contrast to this, unfocused feedback does 

not rely on a preselected focus but rather considers a broad variety of errors (Beuningen 2021: 

300). 

Other terms to describe this distinction are selective and comprehensive as well as intensive 

and extensive. Beuningen (2021: 300) states that the meaning of the terminology is similar but 

highlights important differences. First, the main difference between the focused and 

unfocused approach lies in whether linguistic target features are intentionally selected. In a 

focused approach, the teacher chooses which error types to address. In contrast, the 

unfocused approach does not involve such intentional selection of specific forms or structures 

when providing corrective feedback (Beuningen 2021: 301). Second, the main difference 

between the selective and comprehensive approach lies in the scope of errors corrected. 

Bitchener and Ferris (2021: 92) argue that selective feedback only deals with the most frequent 

and most serious errors while teachers who provide comprehensive feedback correct every 

minor error. Due to the different definitions, the terms focused/unfocused and 

selective/comprehensive cannot be regarded synonymous. Since focused feedback only 

considers errors of a specific focus, it is always selective (Beuningen 2021: 302). However, this 

equivalence does not apply in the other direction because when a teacher provides selective 

feedback, this is not necessarily according to preselected categories (Beuningen 2021: 302). In 
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addition, unfocused feedback can correct all errors and thus be comprehensive or it can 

correct only some of the errors and therefore be selective (Beuningen 2021: 302). Third, the 

main difference between the intensive and extensive approach lies in “the amount of feedback 

a learner receives on a particular linguistic feature” according to Beuningen (2021: 302; 

emphasis in the original). In an extensive approach, a large quantity of feedback is provided 

whereas in an intensive approach, the feedback is more limited. Beuningen (2021: 302) 

underlines that focused feedback is intensive most of the time. Unfocused and comprehensive 

feedback can be seen as extensive because of the wide focus but it is stressed that this is not 

always true since the amount of feedback can still be limited (Beuningen 2021: 302). However, 

the terminology differs between authors. For example, Nassaji (2017: 355) considers 

intensive/extensive synonymous to focused/unfocused and Ellis (2008: 98) suggests 

“[u]nfocused CF is extensive” and “[f]ocused CF is intensive”.  

Nassaji (2017: 356) compared the effectiveness of extensive and intensive recasts on learning 

English articles. He comes to the conclusion that extensive recasts are more effective than 

intensive recasts and this advantage for extensive feedback is even more visible for oral tasks 

(Nassaji 2017: 362-363). The question whether focused or unfocused feedback is more 

effective also depends on the proficiency level of the learners (Bitchener & Ferris 2021: 129). 

On the one hand, Bitchener and Ferris (2021: 129) argue that learners of lower proficiency 

might be overwhelmed when all errors are corrected and therefore, a focused approach is 

recommended. On the other hand, more proficient learners can benefit from unfocused 

feedback since a wider variety of advanced learner errors can be addressed within a brief 

timeframe (Bitchener & Ferris 2021: 129). 

Lasagabaster and Sierra (2005: 124) do not explicitly consider the effectiveness of focused and 

unfocused feedback but make the significant point that students prefer focused feedback since 

they appreciate being able to communicate without constant correction. Another important 

aspect to consider is that teachers should tell students how they provide feedback. Otherwise 

it can be irritating for learners when some errors are corrected and others are ignored 

(Beuningen 2010: 11). 

A classification of the six feedback types explicit correction, recasts, clarification requests, 

metalinguistic feedback, elicitation and repetition into focused and unfocused forms is not 

common since the “distinction is not a black and white one, but rather a continuum ranging 
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from providing feedback on just one error category to providing feedback on all errors in 

learners’ output” (Beuningen 2021: 300). 

2.6.4 Effectiveness of oral corrective feedback 

The effectiveness of OCF depends on various aspects, including the personality as well as the 

proficiency level of the learner. For example, one teacher interviewed by Roothooft (2014: 71) 

stated that introvert students often had more difficulties responding to OCF than extrovert 

learners. Therefore, direct and explicit feedback is more effective for confident and extrovert 

students and should be used with caution for shy learners (Roothooft 2014: 71). This view is 

also supported by a teacher interviewed by Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 371-373) who 

explained that they often did not provide feedback when a student is particularly shy. In 

addition to personality, however, the proficiency level plays a major role as well. While direct 

and explicit feedback is more effective for low-proficiency learners because they need more 

assistance (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 373), feedback types that rely on self-correction 

are more effective for high-proficiency students (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 373). Lyster, 

Saito and Sato (2013: 8) support this claim and argue that “the likelihood of self-repair 

increases as learners become more proficient in the target language”. 

Moreover, the age of the students can influence the effectiveness of various types of feedback. 

Age has a significant effect on second language learning but its impact on the effectiveness of 

feedback has not been examined frequently (Lyster & Saito 2010: 270). Most studies have 

focused on adult learners, while research on children and teenagers remains limited (Vuono & 

Li 2021: 645). Oftentimes, age is mentioned as one factor that influences the effectiveness of 

feedback but no experimental study has investigated age as the independent variable (Vuono 

& Li 2021: 645). 

Lichtman (2016: 707) highlights that it is often assumed that children learn second languages 

through implicit mechanism while adults’ learning is based on explicitness. In her study, 

Lichtman (2016: 712-713) taught an artificial language to forty children aged five to eleven and 

forty adults. She found that both groups could acquire the language under both implicit as well 

as explicit conditions and based on these findings, it was concluded that “there are more 

similarities than differences between child and adult L2 learners” (Lichtman 2016: 728). A 

study by Choi and Li (2012: 346) considers explicit feedback to be more effective for young 

children since they are often not attentive and therefore do not notice implicit feedback. In 
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general, Lyster and Saito (2010: 293) found that children have a greater profit from corrective 

feedback than adults. They claim that especially prompts are influenced by age, with them 

being more effective for children than recasts (Lyster & Saito 2010: 295). In contrast, the effect 

of prompts and recasts is similar for adults (Lyster & Saito 2010: 295). However, these results 

were obtained from a small sample size and further investigation is required to confirm these 

results (Lyster & Saito 2010: 295). One reason for the effectiveness of prompts for young 

learners, supporting the claim of Choi and Li (2012: 346), might be that the attention span of 

children is shorter and thus, it is necessary to directly point to errors (Vuono & Li 2021: 662-

663). Contrary to these findings, Vuono and Li (2021: 651) found that in classes for children 

under 12 years, teachers tended to prefer input-providing feedback types, especially recasts, 

as shown in their analysis of 13 studies. Output-prompting forms of feedback were most 

frequent in classes of teenagers between twelve and 17 years, possibly because students were 

seen as competent enough to correct their own errors and due to the fact that teenagers tend 

to be easily distracted, making it necessary to push them to output (Vuono & Li 2021: 652). 

While the feedback types changed from input-providing to output-prompting when the 

students got older, in studies focusing on adult learners teachers again showed a tendency for 

recasts as the primary type of feedback (Vuono & Li 2021: 652). However, a notable limitation 

is that age was not a factor in most of the analyzed studies and therefore, the impression was 

created that the findings are relevant for all age groups (Vuono & Li 2021: 653). 

Another important aspect is the use of nonverbal features. Nakatsukasa (2021: 253) 

summarizes that gestures are often used in the classroom, either for classroom management, 

to indicate when to be attentive or to underline the importance of what has been said. Since 

gestures can help to highlight the significant parts of the spoken words, Nakatsukasa (2021: 

253) assumes that they can also be useful to make OCF more salient. The effect of gestures on 

corrective feedback has recently become an area of interest in second language teaching.  

Wang and Loewen (2016: 469) observed 65 hours of English as a second language lessons at a 

university and found that many different nonverbal features were used, including nodding, 

head shaking, pointing at an artifact and pointing at a person. In total, 60.2% of the instances 

of corrective feedback, especially explicit types, were accompanied by nonverbal behavior 

(Wang & Loewen 2016: 473). It is assumed that this number can be divergent for different 

studies since the linguistic target of the feedback is related to the occurrences of nonverbal 

behavior. For example, when correcting lexical errors, using gestures is more useful than for 
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feedback on grammatical issues (Wang & Loewen 2016: 374). In addition, Nakatsukasa (2016) 

studied the effectiveness of gestures in combination with recasts during the acquisition of 

locative prepositions. As discussed in chapter 2.6, recasts often lack negative evidence and 

therefore are not noticed by the students (Lyster 1998: 52). Through the use of gestures, 

recasts can be made more explicit; indeed, Nakatsukasa (2016: 788) found that the group who 

received recasts paired with gestures outperformed the group with only recasts and the 

control group in the delayed posttest. 

Furthermore, it is a frequently asked question which types of learners profit the most from 

nonverbal behavior during corrective feedback. In general, older learners are more capable of 

interpreting gestures of their teachers than younger students (Kamiya 2018: 59). A possible 

explanation for this is the experience of older learners since they are familiar with the gestures 

used in a second language classroom (Kamiya 2018: 60). Additionally, the gender has also an 

impact on the effectiveness of recasts paired with gestures. When comparing male and female 

learners who received verbal recasts without gestures, no significant differences in their 

learning gains were found (Nakatsukasa 2017: 111). However, when gestures accompanied 

recasts, females showed greater long-term retention of learning compared to males 

(Nakatsukasa 2017: 111). 

Additionally, the classroom climate is significant for effective feedback. According to Gamlem 

and Munthe (2014: 85), fostering a positive climate is recognized as an essential quality for 

effectively delivering constructive feedback in classrooms. In other lessons they analyzed, 

which had a more negative classroom climate, important characteristics for effective feedback 

interactions, for instance building on prior knowledge and focusing on the content of the 

lesson, were generally used less frequently (Gamlem & Munthe 2014: 88). However, it has to 

be highlighted that a positive classroom atmosphere does not automatically result in effective 

feedback. Some teachers might be able to support a positive climate due to their social skills 

but have difficulties providing qualitative feedback (Gamlem & Munthe 2014: 88). On the one 

hand, a positive classroom climate can therefore be helpful for providing effective feedback 

but on the other hand, feedback can also help with classroom management. One teacher 

interviewed by Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 373), for example, states that explicit 

correction can help when a class does not pay attention in the lesson. Similarly, Vuono and Li 

(2021: 652) underline that output-prompting can help to discipline distracted students. 
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2.7 Differences of oral corrective feedback between lower and upper secondary 

classes  

As mentioned earlier, there are many different aspects influencing the effectiveness of OCF, 

one of them being the age of the learners. However, despite the well-established influence of 

age on second language development, surprisingly little research has focused on the 

effectiveness of feedback in relation to learners' age (Lyster & Saito 2010: 270). To address this 

research gap, a key focus of this thesis is the difference between lower and upper secondary 

classes. In Austria, lower secondary classes range from level five to level eight (approximately 

ten to 14 years) while upper secondary classes cover level nine to twelve or 13 depending on 

the school type (approximately 14 to 18 or 19 years) (Bundesministerium für Bildung 2022: 6). 

However, when comparing these two age classes, not only the age is a significant aspect but 

also the proficiency level. Students in upper secondary classes are more proficient than lower 

secondary students and this also has an influence on the effectiveness of different feedback 

types. Both aspects, age as well as proficiency level, have been discussed in chapter 2.6.4. 

2.8 Challenges of teachers regarding oral corrective feedback 

As previously stated, providing feedback is an essential part of the teaching profession. 

However, it can be argued that it is also one of the most challenging ones. Teachers need to 

consider different factors in order for feedback to be effective. Oliver and Adams (2021: 199) 

argue that the context of the feedback provision is essential and therefore, there is no single 

correct answer to the five questions posed by Hendrickson (1978: 389). Teachers need to 

consider if errors should even be corrected and if yes, which errors should be corrected. Other 

important considerations are the timing, the type and the provider of feedback (Hendrickson 

1978: 389). In addition, the learners’ perceptions of the feedback need to be considered. It is 

important that the teachers’ intentions and the learners’ perceptions are compatible for the 

feedback to be successful (Oliver & Adams 2021: 200).  

One significant challenge teachers encounter when providing feedback is maintaining a 

balance between too much and too little input. An overly abundant amount of feedback can 

hinder learner autonomy, yet it must remain adequate to effectively support second language 

development (Li 2014a: 197). Another concern that many teachers face is the distinction 

between error and mistake since only errors should be the target of feedback. As stated in 

chapter 2.1, mistakes are considered performance errors, whereas errors refer to systematic 
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deviations that provide insight into a learner’s current understanding of the language (Corder 

1967: 167). However, this is easier in theory than in practice, as teachers often struggle to 

differentiate between errors and mistakes in spontaneous classroom interactions (Li 2014a: 

197-198). In general, the spontaneous nature of OCF, as opposed to delayed feedback on 

written tasks, is often a challenge for teachers (Brookhart 2008: 47). In addition, Brookhart 

(2008: 47) emphasizes that once feedback has been given, it cannot be retracted. 

2.9 Measuring the effectiveness of oral corrective feedback 

The last chapters have dealt intensively with the question of which type of feedback is most 

effective in different situations. Therefore, measuring if an instance of OCF has been effective 

is crucial. To assess the effectiveness of different types of feedback, Vuono and Li (2021: 655) 

name three methods that are commonly used by researchers: uptake analysis, customized 

tests and comparisons of pre- and post-test results. These approaches help in evaluating how 

well learners respond to feedback and the subsequent improvements in their language skills 

(Vuono & Li 2021: 655).  

Lyster and Ranta (1997: 40) define uptake as “student responses to corrective feedback”. These 

student responses may be “indicative of learning or, at the very least, noticing of the corrective 

nature of feedback provided to them” (Vuono & Li 2021: 655). The latter, noticing, can be 

defined as “the conscious registration of attended specific instances of language” (Schmidt 

2012: 32). Examples of uptakes are repetitions of the correct form, in case of input-providing 

types of feedback, affirmations, for instance “yes”, or other confirmations of the feedback 

(Vuono & Li 2021: 655). Another possibility of measuring the effectiveness of OCF is a test 

specifically adapted to individual needs. These types of tests are made to examine the 

linguistic focus of the feedback session (Vuono & Li 2021: 655). In addition, comparing a pre- 

and post-test shows, if feedback was effective. Many researchers have participants take a pre-

test to test their knowledge about a specific linguistic target before they receive the feedback 

treatment. Afterwards, a post-test is conducted and the results are compared (Vuono & Li 

2021: 657).  

2.10 Link to empirical study 

Providing feedback is a very important part of the teaching profession. For this very reason, a 

lot of research has been conducted focusing on the types and effectiveness of OCF, which 

underlines its importance for learners’ language acquisition (Oliver & Adams 2021: 187). 
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However, there is little research into providing feedback to children and teenager,  so this study 

aims to add information on how Austrian teachers of lower and secondary ELT classes view 

OCF (Vuono & Li 2021: 645). 

Generally, we can see that teachers, especially those at the beginning of their careers, view 

oral corrective feedback as challenging. In order to address this issue in the local Austrian 

context, six teachers with different backgrounds were interviewed. The themes addressed in 

the interview relate to existing literature, especially the handbook by Nassaji and Kartchava 

(2021), which covers many different aspects of OCF.  

Regarding the question “How do Austrian ELT teachers decide which errors to correct and 

why?”, I anticipated that most educators would agree with Hendrickson (1978: 390), who 

emphasized that correcting errors that hinder communication should be prioritized. In 

addition, teachers often decide on certain aspects to correct beforehand, therefore relying on 

a focused approach as defined by Beuningen (2021: 300).  

Concerning the research question about which types of feedback Austrian ELT teachers use 

most often, a variety of different strategies for providing OCF are expected in the reports, with 

recasts possibly being the most common one, as suggested by Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 7), 

Lyster and Ranta (1997: 56) and Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 370). On the contrary, 

explicit correction is expected to be the least common form of feedback following  (Lyster, Saito 

& Sato 2013: 7). 

Furthermore, when addressing the research question connected to the difference between 

lower and higher grades, it is hypothesized that direct and explicit feedback is perceived as 

being more useful for learners of lower proficiency. This expectation is grounded in the work 

by Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 373), who also emphasize that self-correction is only 

suitable for more advanced learners. However, when analyzing the difference between lower 

and upper secondary classes, not only the proficiency level but also the age of the learners will 

arguably play a significant role. For this aspect, it can be hypothesized that explicit forms of 

feedback are considered more effective for younger learners (Choi & Li 2012: 346). One reason 

for having to directly point to errors for young students is brought up by Vuono and Li (2021: 

662-663), namely the shorter attention span of children. 

With regard to the research question concerning which feedback forms are perceived as being 

most helpful, it is expected that teachers will have diverse opinions about the usefulness of 
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different feedback strategies since they are strongly influenced by their personal experiences 

with students. It can be hypothesized due to previous studies that recasts are perceived as 

being useful since they do not disrupt the flow of conversation (Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 10).  

Finally, concerning the last research question “What are the challenges that Austrian ELT 

teachers face when providing oral corrective feedback?”, a noticeable role of experience is 

predicted, in that less-experienced educators arguably will report on more problems when 

providing OCF. According to recent literature, the balance between too little and too much 

feedback as well as the difference between an error and a mistake are concerns that many 

teachers address (Li 2014a: 197-198). In addition, the fact that oral feedback needs to happen 

spontaneously and cannot be withdrawn is often a challenge for educators (Brookhart 2008: 

47).  
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3 Empirical research project 

The aim of this chapter is to describe the empirical research project in detail. First, the 

motivation to conduct this research is discussed and the research questions are introduced. 

Then, the methodology is explained, focusing on the research instrument, the participants and 

context, the coding system as well as on the research method. 

3.1 Motivation 

While a lot of research in the field of OCF has been conducted, most studies have focused on 

adult learners. Research on children and teenagers has been very limited (Vuono & Li 2021: 

645) which is why this thesis aims to address this gap by focusing on students aged from eleven 

to 19 years and also to highlight the difference between lower and upper secondary classes. 

Therefore, the participating teachers for the interviews were also chosen in order to cover all 

the levels of lower and upper secondary classes of the Austrian school system while educators 

from primary schools and adult education were not considered. 

Another primary motivation for writing this thesis was my own experience as an ELT teacher. 

While the significance of OCF cannot be denied, a large number of problems and questions 

regarding this complex topic remain unanswered. Concerns if and which errors should be 

corrected, when and how feedback should be provided and who should correct students are 

omnipresent in a school setting. Therefore, analyzing studies that focused on these questions 

as well as interviewing more experienced teachers has helped to answer some of the questions 

and gain insights into their practices. 

3.2 Research questions 

The aim of this thesis is to gain insights into the beliefs of Austrian ELT teachers regarding OCF. 

To achieve this, the following six research questions are addressed: 

RQ 1 Which different types of oral corrective feedback do Austrian ELT teachers know? 

RQ 2 How do Austrian ELT teachers decide which errors to correct and why? 

RQ 3 Which types of oral corrective feedback do Austrian ELT teachers report using most 

often in ELT classes? 

RQ 4 How does the use of oral corrective feedback differ between lower and upper 

secondary classes according to Austrian ELT teachers? 
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RQ 5 Which types of oral corrective feedback are perceived as being most useful by Austrian 

ELT teachers and why? 

RQ 6 What are the challenges that Austrian ELT teachers face when providing oral corrective 

feedback? 

3.3 Methodology 

3.3.1 Research instrument: interviews 

I decided to use interviews as the research instrument of this study since qualitative research 

methods “are useful for making sense of highly complex situations” (Dörnyei 2007: 39). 

Another advantage of not only interviews but qualitative research in general is that the reasons 

for certain practices can be investigated (Dörnyei 2007: 40). In the case of this study, for 

example, it is not only important to know which feedback types are used but also why they 

are preferred. In addition, interviews put the experiences of the teachers in the foreground 

rather than focusing on generalizations (King, Horrocks & Brooks 2019: 2). However, one 

disadvantage of interviews as the research instrument is that report and practice do not 

necessarily fully align which Roothooft (2014) experienced when comparing data from 

interviews and observations. Therefore, it is important to be critical of the data and address 

possible inconsistencies in the discussion section of the thesis. 

Based on the research questions, an interview guideline was elaborated (see chapter 8.1). 

First, general questions about the teacher were asked. At this stage, the focus was on years of 

teaching experience, subjects and grades taught. An overview of the information obtained 

from these questions can be found in Table 1. 

Afterwards, questions regarding OCF were posed. It started with the general questions of how 

to react if a student made a mistake in the lesson and how often feedback was provided during 

an ELT lesson. Then, the teacher was asked about the decision-making processes surrounding 

error correction and the following sub-questions were formulated to guide the interviewee:  

• Does this decision also depend on what kind of error was made? 

• Does this decision also depend on the performance level of the students? 

• Does this decision also depend on the personality of the students? 

• What role do the other students play in this decision? 
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Next, the teachers were asked to name any types of feedback they know. Following this, the 

six most common types of corrective feedback identified by Lyster and Ranta (1997: 46-48) 

were listed and explained by the interviewer. Afterwards, the participants were asked which 

types of OCF they used and did not use in their lessons, where they learned how to provide 

feedback and which types they found most useful. The next questions focused on the 

difference between lower and upper secondary classes. All teachers were asked whether they 

found a different usage of feedback in lower and upper secondary classes relevant and then, 

they were requested to imagine having to teach the respective other grades and explain their 

feedback behavior. At the end of the theoretical part, a question focused on challenges 

teachers face when providing OCF, before ending with the usage as well as the positive and 

negative aspects of peer feedback. 

After these general questions, three example situations were read to the participants. The first 

example was about a 6th grade student who is asked about his weekend in the course of group 

work. He answers: “Yesterday we goed to the park.” and therefore uses the irregular past tense 

in a wrong way. Afterwards, the second example involved an 8th grade student reading a short 

text to the whole class. It contains the sentence: “He was determined ['dɪtərmaɪnd] to do it”. 

However, she pronounces the word determined incorrectly. Finally, the third example was 

about a student in the 10th grade. During an oral exam, he compares two pictures and 

repeatedly uses the phrase “on the first picture” instead of “in the first picture”. For every 

example, the grade of the student, the exact situation in the lesson as well as the sentence 

with the error was introduced. First, the interviewees were asked if they would correct this 

error. If so, interviewees were asked to describe how they would react to this error. Third, the 

six most common feedback types were used to offer various example responses and the 

participants were asked to judge if they were suitable. Last but not least, the teachers could 

add anything they found relevant at the end of the interview. 

The interviews were conducted in German to ensure a natural and fluent conversation and 

thus, the parts included in this thesis have been translated to English. The interviews have 

been transcribed using the software Philips SpeechLive (Speech Processing Solutions n.d.) and 

coded using MAXQDA (VERBI 1989-2025). While transcribing the interviews, the transcription 

guidelines set beforehand were complied with (see chapter 8.2). 
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3.3.2 Participants and context 

Table 1. Overview of information regarding participants’ gender, subjects, current school type and years of 
teaching experiences 

Participants Gender Subjects Current school type Years of 
experience 

Interviewee 1 (I1) female English, Geography lower secondary 1 
Interviewee 2 (I2) male English, Physical 

Education, Geography, 
History, Chess, Career 
Orientation 

lower secondary 
(experience in 
primary school) 

7 

Interviewee 3 (I3) female English, Math, Spanish upper secondary 19 
Interviewee 4 (I4) female English, French upper secondary 

(experience in lower 
secondary) 

4 

Interviewee 5 (I5) female English, History, Law upper secondary 7 

Interviewee 6 (I6) female English, Geography, 
Text Processing  

lower secondary 25 

 

For the purpose of this study, six interviews were conducted (see transcripts in chapters 8.4 to 

8.9). Three interviewees (I1, I2 and I6) teach lower secondary classes and three interviewees 

(I3, I4 and I5) work in upper secondary schools. It is to mention that one teacher (I4) has 

experience in teaching both levels and interviewee 2 has additional experience with primary 

school classes. All interviewees studied English and teach English as well as other subjects. The 

first language of the six teachers is German and they all studied in Austria.  The experience of 

the teachers interviewed ranges from one to 25 years. Table 1 offers an overview of the 

participants and summarizes the background information.  

3.3.3 Coding system 

Table 2 shows the initial set of top-down codes which was defined to answer the research 

questions. This list is based on the research focus as well as on the interview guideline. 

Table 2. Initial set of top-down codes defined before the coding process based on research questions and 
interview guideline 

List of codes 

Background information teachers 
Frequency of error correction in general 

Decision-making whether to correct errors or not 
- focus on accuracy vs. fluency 
- severity of error 
- type of error 
- proficiency level of student 
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- personality of the student 
- class community 

Knowledge of different types of oral corrective feedback 
- feedback types known 
- education on OCF 

Explicit correction 
- frequency in use of explicit correction 
- usefulness of explicit correction 

Recast 
- frequency in use of recast 
- usefulness of recast 

Clarification request 
- frequency in use of clarification request 
- usefulness of clarification request 

Metalinguistic feedback 
- frequency in use of metalinguistic feedback 
- usefulness of metalinguistic feedback 

Elicitation 
- frequency in use of elicitation 
- usefulness of elicitation 

Repetition 
- frequency in use of repetition 
- usefulness of repetition 

Other types of feedback 
- frequency in use of other types of feedback 
- usefulness of other types of feedback 

Difference between lower and upper secondary classes 
- OCF in lower secondary classes 
- OCF in upper secondary classes 

Challenges when providing OCF 

Peer Feedback 
- usage of peer feedback in the ELT classroom 
- advantages of peer feedback 
- disadvantages of peer feedback 

 

This list of top-down codes was complemented with bottom-up codes during the coding 

process. For the code DECISION-MAKING WHETHER TO CORRECT ERRORS OR NOT, new subcodes were 

added since many different aspects were brought up by the participants during the interviews. 

Moreover, to the code DIFFERENCE BETWEEN LOWER AND UPPER SECONDARY CLASSES the subcode OFC IN 

PRIMARY SCHOOL CLASSES was added because interviewee 2 also talked about his experience with 

primary school students. Furthermore, the codes EXAMPLE 1 – IRREGULAR PAST TENSE, EXAMPLE 2 – 

PRONUNCIATION as well as EXAMPLE 3 – PREPOSITION, with the sub-questions whether these errors 

should be corrected and how they should be corrected, were added to be able to use the 
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examples at the end of the interviews in order to answer the research questions. Finally, the 

code OTHER TYPES OF FEEDBACK was deleted since no feedback forms beside the six mentioned in 

the other codes were named by the participants of the interviews. Table 3 provides an 

overview of the final set of codes used for this thesis. The codebook in the appendix (see 

chapter 8.3) offers more detailed information, including a description of the codes and 

examples from the interviews in German. 

Table 3. Final set of codes extended during the trial coding process 

List of codes 

Background information teachers 
Frequency of error correction in general 

Decision-making whether to correct errors or not 
- focus on accuracy vs. fluency or other aspects 
- severity of error 
- type of error 
- proficiency level of student 
- personality of the student 
- class community 
- frequency of error 
- motivation of the student 
- age of the student 
- frequency/importance of the erroneous word 
- if already learned 
- gut feeling 

Knowledge of different types of oral corrective feedback 
- feedback types known 
- education on OCF 

Explicit correction 
- frequency in use of explicit correction 
- usefulness of explicit correction 

Recast 
- frequency in use of recast 
- usefulness of recast 

Clarification request 
- frequency in use of clarification request 
- usefulness of clarification request 

Metalinguistic feedback 
- frequency in use of metalinguistic feedback 
- usefulness of metalinguistic feedback 

Elicitation 
- frequency in use of elicitation 
- usefulness of elicitation 

Repetition 
- frequency in use of repetition 
- usefulness of repetition 
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Difference between lower and upper secondary classes 
- OCF in lower secondary classes 
- OCF in upper secondary classes 
- OCF in primary school classes 

Challenges when providing OCF 

Peer Feedback 
- usage of peer feedback in the ELT classroom 
- advantages of peer feedback 
- disadvantages of peer feedback 

Example 1 – irregular past tense 
- Should this error in example 1 be corrected? 
- How should this error in example 1 be corrected? 

Example 2 – pronunciation 
- Should this error in example 2 be corrected? 
- How should this error in example 2 be corrected? 

Example 3 – preposition 
- Should this error in example 3 be corrected? 
- How should this error in example 3 be corrected? 

 

3.3.4 Research method: qualitative content analysis 

To answer the research questions, a qualitative content analysis is employed. Qualitative 

content analysis describes “the systematic reduction […] of content, analyzed with special 

attention to the context in which it was created, to identify themes and extract meaningful 

interpretations of the data” (Roller & Lavrakas 2015: 232). The core characteristics of 

qualitative content analysis lie in the fact that it “reduces data, it is systematic, and it is flexible” 

(Schreier 2014: 170). 

 
Figure 2. Eight steps necessary in qualitative content analysis (Schreier 2014: 174) 

According to Schreier (2014: 174) there are eight steps necessary in qualitative content 

analysis which can be seen in Figure 2. First, the research questions for this thesis were 

formulated. Regarding the second step of selecting material, Schreier (2014: 175) explained 

that “[q]ualitative research often involves large amounts of material” and therefore, “typically 
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only a part of the material is used in building the coding frame”. This step was not necessary 

for this project since only six interviews were conducted and they were all used. For the third 

step of building the coding frame, categories as well as subcategories were compiled, which is 

called structuring and generating (Schreier 2014: 176). The first list of top-down codes was 

based on the research questions and the interview guideline. In the process of coding, the list 

was complemented by providing bottom-up codes when interviewees mentioned different 

aspects. Furthermore, one code was deleted since no example was found when coding the 

interviews. In chapter 3.3.3 this process is described in more detail and Table 3 offers an 

overview of the final list of codes. Afterwards, the categories were defined by providing a 

description and an example of each category (see codebook in 8.3). As a final move of step 

three, the coding frame was revised as well as expanded (Schreier 2014: 177). For step four, 

the material was divided into smaller units which Schreier (2014: 178) called segmentation. It 

was decided to conduct this step alongside the coding process. The next step was to test 

coding. For this, the coding frame was used on one of the interviews in the same way as the 

rest of the material will be coded later on during the main analysis (Schreier 2014: 179). During 

step six, the coding frame was evaluated and modified after the trial coding so that it is 

consistent and valid (Schreier 2014: 179). The minor changes that were made in this step, are 

explained in detail in 3.3.3. During the main analysis, all the interviews were coded. According 

to Schreier (2014: 179) it is important that “the coding frame can no longer be modified at this 

stage”. 
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4 Findings 

The following chapter presents the findings of this study and is divided into six subchapters, 

aligning with the six research questions introduced earlier. 

4.1 Teachers’ awareness of different types of oral corrective feedback 

To answer the first research question of which types of OCF Austrian ELT teachers know, they 

were asked this question in the course of the interviews. Interviewee 1 mentioned “actually 

correcting, asking the others, things like that“1 (Interview 1 Pos. 32). The first one can be 

interpreted as explicit correction since the teacher explicitly provides the correct form for this 

feedback type (Lyster & Ranta 1997: 46) while the second suggestion refers to peer feedback. 

Interviewee 2 brought up the feedback sandwich which puts criticism in between two positive 

remarks (see for example Parkes, Abercrombie & McCarty 2013: 397). He explained that it 

should not be forgotten to stress the good things and not only focus on the errors (Interview 

2 Pos. 46-48). Interviewee 6 mentioned the difference between oral and written feedback 

(Interview 6 Pos. 64). The other three participants (Interview 3 Pos. 38; Interview 4 Pos. 42; 

Interview 5 Pos. 50) did not have an answer to this question. Therefore, none of the six 

feedback types this thesis focuses on were explicitly named by the teachers during the 

interviews.  

 
Figure 3. Answers to the question "Do you know any feedback types?" during the interviews 

Afterwards, the six most common types of OCF according to Lyster and Ranta (1997: 46-48) 

were listed and explained to the teachers. Most of them remembered the different feedback 

forms once presented to them. For example, interviewee 2 confirmed that he had learned 

about all of them in his studies (Interview 2 Pos. 52). 

 
1 translated from German 
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When asked about specific courses at university or during in-service training the answers of 

the participants were very diverse. Interviewee 4 explicitly learned about the feedback types 

in theory and heard about all of the six ones mentioned. However, she did not put them into 

practice by, for example, allowing peer-feedback (Interview 4 Pos. 56). Interviewee 1 

remembered learning about peer feedback at university and also about not interrupting 

students too often. Another aspect that she stressed is that not every error should be 

corrected (Interview 1 Pos. 42). The interviewee also mentioned learning about the difference 

between error and mistake (see for example Corder 1967: 167). A very interesting point was 

made by interviewee 5 who had courses on this subject, but also commented that she learned 

from her experience as a student at university and school because she experienced getting 

feedback in a way that she did not like, for instance in front of the whole class (Interview 5 Pos. 

60-62). Interviewee 6 learned about OCF at university as well as during in-service training she 

attended later (Interview 6 Pos. 86). Only interviewee 3 stated that she had not explicitly learnt 

about feedback types in her studies (Interview 3 Pos. 52). 

4.2 Teachers’ decision-making of whether to correct an error or not 

The second research question deals with the decision-making of whether to correct an error 

or not. Therefore, the teachers were asked how they decide if an error needs correction. Figure 

4 summarizes the findings of this question by stating the number of participants naming the 

individual aspects. 

 
Figure 4. Number of participants naming this aspect when asked about their decision-making of whether 

to correct an error or not 
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The first aspect that all six teachers mentioned was the type of activity, namely if the focus 

was on accuracy or fluency or other aspects, like structure as interviewee 3 listed (Interview 3 

Pos. 24). For example, all participants stated that they would never interrupt a presentation 

and also be careful with feedback during group work because the focus should be on 

communication and not accuracy (see for example interview 3 Pos. 18). Interviewees 2 and 5 

also stressed that learners should not be interrupted when reading and that correcting errors 

should happen afterwards (Interview 2 Pos. 14; Interview 5 Pos. 22).  

Another important aspect for the decision of whether to correct an error or not is the severity 

of the error with four of the six participants mentioning this (Interview 1 Pos. 20; Interview 3 

Pos. 18; Interview 4 Pos. 22; Interview 5 Pos. 30). A serious error is described as “very 

disruptive”2 (Interview 3 Pos. 18), “an error which I don’t want to be reproduced”3 (Interview 

4 Pos. 22) and which “hinders communication”4 (Interview 5 Pos. 30). Interviewee 3 stated 

that the focus should be on the most serious errors (Interview 3 Pos. 18) which is supported 

by interviewee 4 who claimed that she would “correct it immediately so that the other 

students notice it as well”5 (Interview 4 Pos. 22). Another reason for focusing on the most 

serious errors only is to not overwhelm students with too much feedback according to one 

teacher (Interview 1 Pos. 20). This approach of only focusing on the most frequent and most 

serious errors is called selective feedback (Bitchener & Ferris 2021: 92). Interviewee 1 also 

stressed that she would only correct pronunciation errors “if the pronunciation of a word 

changed the meaning of the word”6 (Interview 1 Pos. 24). This statement is mirrored by 

interviewee 5 who suggested to only correct errors if they impeded communication (Interview 

5 Pos. 30). 

In addition to the focus of the activity and the severity, the frequency of the errors plays an 

important role as well. Four teachers mentioned that this had an influence on their decision-

making (Interview 1 Pos. 12; Interview 2 Pos. 14; Interview 3 Pos. 18; Interview 5 Pos. 34) and 

interviewee 2 would even interrupt a student while reading aloud if the same error happened 

multiple times (Interview 2 Pos. 14). According to this teacher, a repeated error is a sign that 

the student does not know the correct form yet (Interview 2 Pos. 28). Again, this aligns with 

 
2 translated from German 
3 translated from German 
4 translated from German 
5 translated from German 
6 translated from German 
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the definition of selective feedback by Bitchener and Ferris (2021: 92), namely dealing with 

the most frequent errors only. 

Another point mentioned by three of the six teachers interviewed is their intuition. 

Interviewee 2 stated that it was difficult to specify criteria for the decision because most of 

this happened automatically during the lesson, was dependent on the situation and required 

the teacher’s intuition (Interview 2 Pos. 28). This view is supported by interviewees 3 and 6 

(Interview 3 Pos. 24; Interview 6 Pos. 78-80). Interviewee 6 added: “It is already subconscious. 

[…] that is simply already internalized.”7 (Interview 6 Pos. 78). 

Furthermore, interviewee 4 mentioned the personality of the student as a criterion in the 

decision of if or how to correct. She explained that she would rather tolerate errors if made by 

a student who was very shy and did not participate a lot (Interview 4 Pos. 22). This aspect is 

also an often mentioned one in previous literature. Roothooft (2014: 71) stressed that 

introvert and extrovert learners might reply differently to OCF and Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley 

(2021: 373) reported a case in which feedback was not provided because of the timidity of a 

student. Therefore, this criterion was also incorporated in the interview guideline and 

separately discussed with all teachers. The responses will be summarized at a later point in 

this chapter. 

Interviewee 1 also highlighted the frequency and importance of the erroneous word or phrase. 

She therefore more frequently corrects vocabulary or grammar items that are needed more 

often (Interview 1 Pos. 22). Additionally, in her opinion, feedback is more important if it 

concerned aspects recently studied while things that have not been studied yet can be ignored 

in some cases (Interview 1 Pos. 22). 

The aspects mentioned above were all named by the participants when asked what influenced 

their decision of whether to correct an error or not. Therefore, these are the criteria that came 

to their mind first. Afterwards, sub-questions were asked to find out if other aspects are 

relevant for the teachers’ decision. Here, the focus was put on the proficiency level as well as 

personality of the students, the class community and the type of error. These aspects were 

selected prior to the interviews based on the findings of the existing literature and Figure 5 

summarizes the findings. 

 
7 translated from German 
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Figure 5. Number of participants agreeing that it has an influence when asked about specific aspects 

The teachers interviewed for this study highlighted that the overall performance of the 

students was an important factor and therefore, a differentiation was necessary. However, 

their opinions on how to differentiate were not consistent. On the one hand, three 

interviewees stated that more feedback was necessary for weaker students (Interview 1 Pos. 

26; Interview 2 Pos. 32; Interview 5 Pos. 38-40). According to interviewee 1, there is not a big 

difference but learners struggling with English might need more feedback due to the higher 

number of errors in general (Interview 1 Pos. 26). She also stressed that feedback for weaker 

students should be especially positive, encouraging, and constructive so that they do not feel 

bad afterwards (Interview 1 Pos. 28). Interviewee 2 realized a few years ago that lower-

performing learners get more feedback but he tries to compensate this by reminding himself 

to also focus on stronger ones (Interview 2 Pos. 32). In addition, interviewee 5 explained that 

more feedback for weaker students was natural because they made more mistakes but she 

tried to provide feedback for the stronger learners as well so they can improve their skills 

(Interview 5 Pos. 40). On the other hand, three interviewees provide more feedback for better 

learners (Interview 3 Pos. 32; Interview 4 Pos. 30; Interview 6 Pos. 54). Interviewee 3 stated 

that providing feedback on every error of weaker students could be demotivating and 

therefore, she avoided doing this and focused on the most important errors only (Interview 3 

Pos. 32). This view is supported by interviewee 4 who also reflected that she provided less 

frequent as well as less strict feedback to lower-performing learners by, for example, not doing 

it in front of the class to avoid demotivation (Interview 4 Pos. 32). Furthermore, she argued 

that more focus could be put on pronunciation feedback if the students were more advanced 
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because “they could also process the pronunciation better”8 since they are already secure in 

correct sentence formation (Interview 4 Pos. 30). Interviewee 6 teaches at a lower secondary 

school and mentioned that more feedback was necessary for students who wanted to attend 

an upper secondary school while she ignored most grammar mistakes of weaker students to 

enhance fluency (Interview 6 Pos. 54). 

All participants agree that the personality of the students is a criterion to consider when 

deciding whether to correct an error not but interviewee 5 stated that a difference would only 

be necessary if the situation definitely required it, for instance, if a student started crying 

(Interview 5 Pos. 42). Interviewee 2 suggested that the amount of feedback should be more 

equal than it was in their practice. He admitted that shy learners did not only get less feedback 

but they were also asked less frequently to contribute in class (Interview 2 Pos. 34). In addition, 

interviewee 6 stressed that adjusting the feedback according to the personality was not 

difficult because a teacher knew their students well after some time together and therefore, 

they could decide what the learners could bear (Interview 6 Pos. 58). Another significant 

aspect was noted by interviewee 3 who said that insecure students should get more positive 

than negative feedback (Interview 3 Pos. 34). Moreover, interviewee 4 highlighted that 

proficiency level and personality were often not distinguishable. For instance, a student might 

be shy in an English lesson because they are not confident but then be more extroverted in 

other subjects (Interview 4 Pos. 34). Furthermore, interviewee 1 mentioned that there was no 

difference in the amount of feedback but rather in the type. She stressed that encouraging 

learners and reminding them that you learn from errors was very important (Interview 1 Pos. 

28).  

Another sub-question that was asked during the interviews was if the other students and the 

class community had an influence when deciding whether to correct an error. Five 

interviewees affirmed this (Interview 2 Pos. 42; Interview 3 Pos. 36; Interview 4 Pos. 36; 

Interview 5 Pos. 44; Interview 6 Pos. 60) while interviewee 1 said that this was not the case. 

However, she mentioned that it was important to create an atmosphere where errors were 

seen as a chance for learning (Interview 1 Pos. 30).  Interviewees 3 and 5 stressed the 

importance of providing feedback in private and not in front of the class if a student was bullied 

(Interview 3 Pos. 36; Interview 5 Pos. 44). The teacher explained that feedback in front of the 

 
8 translated from German 
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whole class was sometimes done when everyone could profit from it but not in the case of a 

student not integrated into the peer group to avoid teasing (Interview 3 Pos. 36). Interviewee 

5, however, highlighted that feedback was still necessary for these learners but just how it was 

conveyed needed to be adjusted (Interview 5 Pos. 44). This was also supported by interviewee 

6 who said that it was very important to consider class community, otherwise it could 

contribute to bullying (Interview 6 Pos. 60). An interesting aspect was brought up by 

interviewee 4 who stated that not the classroom climate had an influence but rather the 

proficiency level of the whole class in general. For instance, a focus could be put on 

pronunciation if the learners were proficient enough to cope with this feedback (Interview 4 

Pos. 36). 

Finally, the participants were asked if the type of error had an influence on the decision 

whether to correct an error or not. Only interviewee 5 stated that there was no difference 

because the severity of the error, i.e. whether it disturbs the communication, was important, 

not the type (Interview 5 Pos. 32). Interviewee 6 mentioned that the type of feedback differed 

since she would repeat the word correctly after pronunciation errors (Interview 6 Pos. 48) and 

therefore use a recast (Lyster & Ranta 1997: 46). The other participants all emphasized that a 

difference was necessary (Interview 1 Pos. 24; Interview 2 Pos. 30; Interview 3 Pos. 30; 

Interview 4 Pos. 24). However, they were not in agreement about where the focus should be 

put. Interviewees 1 and 3 explained that a focus should be on pronunciation since it could 

change the meaning of the sentence (Interview 1 Pos. 24; Interview 3 Pos. 30). In addition to 

pronunciation, interviewee 1 puts the focus on grammar but only if it was recently addressed. 

Vocabulary items are not corrected as often during oral exercises (Interview 1 Pos. 24). In 

contrast, interviewee 3 stressed that errors related to vocabulary could also change the 

meaning and were therefore as important as pronunciation while grammar errors only needed 

to be corrected if the level required it (Interview 3 Pos. 30). Similar to this, interviewee 2 also 

focuses on vocabulary errors since, according to him, they are less frequent than the other 

categories. Furthermore, he reported that telling learners about the history of a word, its 

connection to German or Latin as well as the difference between British and American English 

could be very interesting and useful for them (Interview 2 Pos. 30).  
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At the end of the interviews, three example situations were read to the participants who were 

then asked “Would you correct this error?”9. Here, three reasons for not correcting were 

found. In the first example, a student used the wrong past tense form of go in the course of a 

group work. Interviewee 2 stated that he would not correct the error in this example, 

especially since he did not want to interrupt a group work (Interview 2 Pos. 78). However, he 

added that he might not be able to restrain from correcting if it was right after a revision on 

irregular verbs (Interview 2 Pos. 78). In this example, it can be seen that there seems to be a 

misunderstanding in the ways feedback can be conveyed. Interviewee 2 said that he would not 

correct to not interrupt the group work. As Quinn (2021: 322) has already discussed, however, 

feedback can happen immediately after the error or delayed. Therefore, interviewee 2 could 

provide feedback without interrupting the group work but does not seem to be aware of this. 

The other five participants would correct the error in this situation. In the second instance, the 

word determined was pronounced incorrectly by a student when reading a text aloud. 

Interviewee 3 stressed that she would not interfere in this example since the pronunciation of 

the word determined was too advanced for an 8th grade student (Interview 3 Pos. 98). The 

other five teachers argued that they would correct in this case. Finally, in the last example, the 

wrong phrase on the picture was used instead of in the picture during an oral exam. 

Interviewees 1 and 2 emphasized that correcting an error in the course of an oral exam was 

not beneficial. Both would only address this issue afterwards (Interview 1 Pos. 90; Interview 2 

Pos. 118) while the other four stated that they would correct the error during the exam. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the focus of the activity is the most important aspect when 

deciding whether to correct an error or not with all six participants mentioning this. In 

addition, other aspects like the severity and frequency of an error are very important – four of 

the six teachers interviewed highlighted this. The intuition during the lesson and oftentimes 

subconscious, situational decision of when to provide OCF was also named by three 

participants. A misunderstanding of the ways feedback can be provided was detected when 

talking about delayed feedback to not disrupt the flow of conversation, for example during 

group work. 

 
9 translated from German 
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4.3 Teachers’ most used types of oral corrective feedback 

To answer the third research question “Which types of oral corrective feedback do Austrian 

ELT teachers report using most often in ELT classes?”, the participants were first asked: “What 

would you say, how often do you provide feedback in your lessons? Rather often, rather 

seldom?”10. While interviewee 1 stated that she gave “little feedback, maybe also too little”11 

(Interview 1 Pos. 20), all the other participants rated themselves average. Interviewee 3 

highlighted that “it often hinders the production of language, if you do too much, but a certain 

amount of feedback is also necessary”12 (Interview 3 Pos. 22). In addition, interviewee 6 

emphasized the importance of definitely not correcting every single error (Interview 6 Pos. 38-

40) and it was noted that the amount of feedback always depended on the lesson (Interview 

4 Pos. 20). 

Table 4. Usage of explicit correction, recast, clarification request, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation and 
repetition by the six teachers interviewed 

 explicit 
correction 

recast clarification 
request 

metalinguistic 
feedback 

elicitation repetition 

I1 yes* seldom seldom never seldom seldom 

I2 yes* yes* yes* never yes* seldom 
I3 yes yes* yes seldom yes* yes 

I4 yes yes yes yes yes yes 

I5 yes yes* seldom seldom yes never 

I6 yes yes* yes yes yes yes 

* participants named these types of feedback their most used ones (Interview 1 Pos. 38-40; 
Interview 2 Pos. 56; Interview 3 Pos. 40-42; Interview 4 Pos. 44-48; Interview 5 Pos. 52-54; 
Interview 6 Pos. 72-74) 

 

After the six most common types of feedback had been explained, the teachers were asked 

which of them they used in general as well as which of them they used most commonly and 

the findings are summarized in Table 4. It is important to mention that most teachers named 

more than one feedback type when asked which one they used most commonly. This chapter 

only focuses on the frequency of the usage of the feedback types, reasons for this will be 

discussed in 4.5. 

 
10 translated from German 
11 translated from German 
12 translated from German 
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Explicit correction is used by all participants and interviewees 1 and 2 even named it one of 

the most commonly used type of feedback for them (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 2 Pos. 56). 

Recasts are also used by all teachers with four out of the six participants naming recasts one 

of the most commonly used feedback type (Interview 2 Pos. 56; Interview 3 Pos. 42; Interview 

5 Pos. 52; Interview 6 Pos. 74). Similar to recasts, feedback in the form of elicitation is also 

provided by all teachers. While interviewee 1 only uses it occasionally (Interview 1 Pos. 38), 

interviewees 2 and 3 reported that it was one of their most used feedback types (Interview 2 

Pos. 56; Interview 3 Pos. 42). In addition, all teachers use clarification requests in their lessons. 

Interviewees 1 and 5 only use it from time to time (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 5 Pos. 54) 

while interviewee 2 called it, among others, his most used way to provide feedback (Interview 

2 Pos. 56). 

The least used types of feedback are repetition and metalinguistic feedback. Repetition is 

never used by interviewee 5 (Interview 5 Pos. 52), seldomly by interviewees 1 and 2 (Interview 

1 Pos. 38; Interview 2 Pos. 56) and regularly by the other three teachers (Interview 3 Pos. 40; 

Interview 4 Pos. 46; Interview 6 Pos. 72). Interviewees 1 and 2 state to never provide 

metalinguistic feedback (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 2 Pos. 56), interviewees 3 and 5 claim 

to do so occasionally (Interview 3 Pos. 40; Interview 5 Pos. 54) while the other two participants 

use it on a regular basis (Interview 4 Pos. 46; Interview 6 Pos. 72). 

When presenting the three example situations at the end of the interviews, the participants 

were also asked how they would correct this error. Unlike their responses to the theoretical 

questions, metalinguistic feedback was named by three teachers for the first example 

(Interview 1 Pos. 70; Interview 2 Pos. 80; Interview 6 Pos. 146). This is interesting since 

interviewee 1 and 2 stated that they never used metalinguistic feedback when asked about it 

in the theoretical part of the interview (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 2 Pos. 56). A possible 

reason for this is that metalinguistic feedback is often connected to professional terminology 

which does not seem to be suitable for lower secondary classes. However, guiding learners to 

the correct past tense form of a verb is appropriate and easily understandable for students of 

lower proficiency. Therefore, it seems like the interviewees misunderstood this feedback type. 

Clarification requests (Interview 3 Pos. 84; Interview 4 Pos. 96), paired with nonverbal features, 

and asking the peers to correct (Interview 1 Pos. 60; Interview 4 Pos. 84) were both chosen by 

two interviewees. Other feedback types named for the first example were repetition 

(Interview 2 Pos. 80), elicitation (Interview 3 Pos. 84) and recast (Interview 5 Pos. 94). Explicit 
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correction was not reported to be used in this example even though it was stated to be the 

most frequently used feedback form beforehand. For the second example situation, the types 

of feedback named were in line with the ones from the theoretical questions. Three teachers 

each chose explicit correction (Interview 1 Pos. 78; Interview 2 Pos. 94; Interview 4 Pos. 116) 

and recast (Interview 3 Pos. 102; Interview 5 Pos. 98; Interview 6 Pos. 170) to correct this error. 

Interviewee 3 also named clarification request as well as elicitation as further possible forms 

(Interview 3 Pos. 100). Repetition and metalinguistic feedback were not used for the second 

example situation. Explicit correction was also the most common feedback form for the third 

example, chosen by four participants (Interview 1 Pos. 92; Interview 2 Pos. 118; Interview 3 

Pos. 114; Interview 4 Pos. 144). In addition, repetition was named twice (Interview 4 Pos. 140; 

Interview 5 Pos. 118) and elicitation (Interview 3 Pos. 112) and metalinguistic feedback 

(Interview 6 Pos. 206) once each. 

In total, when combining all three example situations, explicit correction was chosen seven 

times, and therefore most often, to reply to an error. Recast as well as metalinguistic feedback 

were both chosen four times while the other three types of feedback, clarification request, 

repetition and elicitation, were used three times each.  

To sum up, some inconsistencies were detected when analyzing the interviewees’ answers to 

the theoretical questions and their usage of different feedback types for the example 

situations. Explicit correction, recasts and elicitation are reported to be the three most 

commonly used feedback types by the participants. Clarification requests are also used by all 

teachers, at least occasionally, while metalinguistic feedback and repetition are the least used 

types of feedback. When analyzing the responses to the example situations it can be said that 

these most common feedback forms are also used in the example situations. However, a 

discrepancy occurs when analyzing the usage of metalinguistic feedback. This type is chosen 

four times in the example situations but the teachers stated to use it only occasionally or never 

in the theoretical part of the interview. 

4.4 Difference in the use of oral corrective feedback between lower and upper 

secondary classes in Austria 

One focus of this thesis is the difference between lower and upper secondary classes. In 

Austria, lower secondary classes range from year five to eight while upper secondary classes 

cover year nine to twelve or thirteen depending on the school type (Bundesministerium für 
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Bildung 2022: 6). Students from lower grades are approximately ten to 13 years old and 

learners from the higher grades approximately 14 to 18 or 19 years (Bundesministerium für 

Bildung 2022: 6). To answer the fourth research question and find out about the different 

usage of OCF in lower and upper secondary classes, two analyses are necessary. First, the 

replies to the question of which feedback types are used most often (see Table 4 in chapter 

4.3) are compared regarding the grades taught by the teachers. Second, the participants were 

directly asked what they would change if they had to teach the respective other levels and 

these answers are analyzed as well. 

Interviewees 1, 2 and 6 teach lower secondary classes while interviewees 3, 4 and 5 educate 

upper secondary levels. When taking a closer look at Table 4, the answers of the lower grade 

teachers can be compared to the ones from upper secondary educators. For this, the table was 

developed further and Table 5 shows the usage of the different feedback types by the teachers 

divided in lower and upper secondary teachers. Explicit correction is used equally by all the 

teachers, regardless of the levels taught. The same applies to clarification requests. One 

teacher of lower and one of upper secondary classes stated to use clarification requests 

seldomly (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 5 Pos. 54) while all the other teachers use this 

feedback type regularly. The difference of providing feedback in the form of recasts and 

elicitation is minimal. While all teachers in the upper secondary classes use these types 

regularly, in both cases one teacher of the lower secondary classes stated that she only used 

them occasionally (Interview 1 Pos. 38). Two out of the three lower secondary educators use 

repetition seldomly (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 2 Pos. 56), while one provides this type of 

feedback regularly (Interview 6 Pos. 72-74). In comparison, one upper secondary teacher 

never uses repetition (Interview 5 Pos. 52), the other two use it on a regular basis (Interview 

3 Pos. 40; Interview 4 Pos. 46). However, this is not due to the age or the level of the students 

but she does not use this form of feedback to avoid making students nervous and to not 

embarrass them in front of the classmates (Interview 5 Pos. 52). A difference can be found 

when comparing the use of metalinguistic feedback. Two teachers from lower secondary 

classes emphasized that they never used this type of feedback since it was not appropriate for 

lower grades (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 2 Pos. 56). All participants who teach upper 

secondary classes use metalinguistic feedback, two of them only occasionally (Interview 3 Pos. 

40; Interview 5 Pos. 54) and one regularly (Interview 4 Pos. 46). A reason for this difference 

could be that interviewees 1 and 2 connect metalinguistic feedback with complicated linguistic 
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terms and do not consider that grammatical explanations with easier terminology are also 

possible. 

Table 5.  Usage of explicit correction, recast, clarification request, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation and 
repetition by the six teachers interviewed divided in lower and upper secondary teachers 

  explicit 
correction 

recast clarification 
request 

metalinguistic 
feedback 

elicitation repetition 

lo
w

er
 I1 yes* seldom seldom never seldom seldom 

I2 yes* yes* yes* never yes* seldom 

I6 yes yes* yes yes yes yes 

 
u

p
p

er
 I3 yes yes* yes seldom yes* yes 

I4 yes yes yes yes yes yes 

I5 yes yes* seldom seldom yes never 

* participants named these types of feedback their most used ones (Interview 1 Pos. 38-40; 
Interview 2 Pos. 56; Interview 3 Pos. 40-42; Interview 4 Pos. 44-48; Interview 5 Pos. 52-54; 
Interview 6 Pos. 72-74) 

 

When asked about feedback in lower and upper secondary classes, all the teachers agreed that 

a differentiation was necessary. Interviewee 1 stated that technical terms could be used for 

the higher grades while she stressed: “in the lower grades, when I use English, I have to 

formulate everything as clearly and as directly as possible”13 (Interview 1 Pos. 46). In addition, 

she argued that the feedback types used most often are already well trained in upper 

secondary classes and therefore, new ones such as elicitation could be introduced because the 

students’ concentration spans were longer and they were more open (Interview 1 Pos. 48). 

This was supported by interviewee 6 who stated that different types of feedback could be 

processed by students from higher grades (Interview 6 Pos. 106). Interviewee 2 also 

emphasized that which type of feedback can be provided for which student did not only 

depend on the personality but also the age (Interview 2 Pos. 62). It was found that 

metalinguistic feedback was more suitable for upper secondary classes since older students 

could process it better (Interview 2 Pos. 60; Interview 4 Pos. 62). This claim was also supported 

by interviewee 5 who emphasized that metalinguistic feedback was not useful in lower levels 

while elicitation as well as recasts worked well and explicit correction was even more useful 

than in higher grades, for instance for teaching the basic grammar rules (Interview 5 Pos. 70). 

In general, interviewee 6 argued that more correction was needed in higher classes since they 
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needed to improve their English for the school leaving exams (Interview 6 Pos. 102). When 

teaching lower secondary classes, interviewee 4 suggested to “work with a question or a 

follow-up question or formulating something or writing it on the board again, but not 

necessarily with the grammatical terms” (Interview 4 Pos. 62). According to interviewee 5, a 

more playful approach is also suitable for younger students in lower grades (Interview 5 Pos. 

66). 

An interesting comparison was brought up by interviewee 3 who teaches upper secondary 

classes and while the learners’ English skills are already advanced, she also has Spanish lessons 

for beginners. She compared the lessons in her two subjects and realized that from her point 

of view, beginner classes needed more explicit correction and also found that clarification 

requests were not useful for them (Interview 3 Pos. 58).  

4.5 Feedback types perceived as most useful by teachers 

Table 4 in 4.3 and Figure 6 show which forms of feedback are used most often by the 

participants of this study. To answer the fifth research question “Which types of oral corrective 

feedback are perceived as being most useful by Austrian ELT teachers and why?”, the reasons 

for the chosen types are significant. At this stage, the responses to the theoretical questions 

as well as to the three example situations at the end of the interviews were analyzed. 

 
Figure 6. Number of teachers naming the individual feedback types one of their most used ones 

Recasts were declared the most useful type of feedback by four teachers (Interview 2 Pos. 56; 

Interview 3 Pos. 42; Interview 5 Pos. 52; Interview 6 Pos. 74). Interviewee 4 reported using it 

for speaking activities in class (Interview 4 Pos. 46) and interviewee 5 added that it was useful 
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since it was not embarrassing for the students and they heard the corrected reformulation 

again (Interview 5 Pos. 52). Therefore, she would also use it for reacting to the pronunciation 

error in the second example since the correction is not too obvious (Interview 5 Pos. 98). In 

addition, interviewee 6 highlighted that weak students were exposed to the correct form, 

which might help them to retain it, while from her experience, good students almost always 

noticed and remembered this type of feedback (Interview 6 Pos. 88-94). However, there are 

also negative points about recasts. Interviewees 1 and 6 stated that students did not always 

listen well enough to notice the feedback given (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 6 Pos. 92). This 

is also the reason why some teachers actively chose to not use recasts for the example 

situations (Interview 1 Pos. 64). Interviewee 2 argued that he had to hope that students notice 

it (interview 2 Pos. 88) and interviewee 3 added that she only used this feedback form if it was 

not too important, otherwise she would prefer explicit correction (Interview 3 Pos. 102). There 

are also some adaptions that can be made to make recasts more noticeable. For instance, 

interviewee 3 suggested to stress the corrected word (Interview 3 Pos. 88) while interviewee 

4 would only repeat the word, not the whole sentence because otherwise it is too difficult to 

notice, and add nonverbal features (Interview 4 Pos. 122-123, 148).  

Interviewees 1 and 2 named explicit correction the most commonly used feedback type 

(Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 2 Pos. 56). Interviewee 3 stated that she would use this 

feedback form if she wanted to put the focus on it and if more students made the same mistake 

(Interview 3 Pos. 102, 114). According to the teachers interviewed, it is especially useful for 

graded presentations and exams (Interview 5 Pos. 52) as well as for grammar lessons 

(Interview 4 Pos. 46). However, the teachers reported to not use it for grammatical items which 

the students should already know (Interview 1 Pos. 62) and also not for grammar aspects 

currently tackled (Interview 6 Pos. 136) since the students should think about the error 

themselves. Therefore, output-promoting feedback types like clarification requests, elicitation, 

repetition and metalinguistic feedback would be more suitable. When providing explicit 

correction, it is important to not demotivate learners. Thus, in the first example, interviewee 

4 suggested to start with more reserved forms of feedback first, especially in the case of group 

work (Interview 4 Pos. 92). In example two, interviewee 2 also highlighted that many students 

would be afraid of reading aloud in the future if they were explicitly corrected (Interview 5 

Pos. 102). 
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Elicitation is also called the most used feedback type by two teachers (Interview 2 Pos. 56; 

Interview 3 Pos. 42). Interviewees 1 and 2 emphasized that it was most beneficial for their 

learning when the students had to think about and correct the error themselves (Interview 1 

Pos. 72; Interview 2 Pos. 56). This view is supported by another participant who highlighted 

that the learners had to manage the correction themselves rather than it being prompted by 

the teacher when receiving feedback in the form of elicitation (Interview 5 Pos. 54). This also 

makes it possible to determine whether it is an established error or just a mistake made in the 

course of speech production (Interview 1 Pos. 100). However, this form of feedback takes a lot 

of time which makes it hard to integrate in many English lessons (Interview 1 Pos. 38). 

Interviewee 2 also mentioned that other students often take away the correct answer and the 

learner does not have a chance to self-correct, however he does not consider this problematic 

(Interview 2 Pos. 56). Another aspect is that elicitation was not suitable for correcting the 

pronunciation error in the second example. If students do not know how to pronounce an 

unknown word, elicitation does not help and therefore it is only useful for known words that 

have been learned before (Interview 1 Pos. 86; Interview 5 Pos. 112). Interviewee 3 argued 

that elicitation was in general not suitable for established errors but rather when the word had 

come up recently (Interview 3 Pos. 100, 122). As with all types of feedback, the effect depends 

heavily on the student (Interview 6 Pos. 148). Sometimes a more explicit form is necessary 

(Interview 2 Pos. 108) or the feedback can be emphasized by adding stress (Interview 4 Pos. 

100). 

Clarification request is named the most common type of feedback by one teacher (Interview 

2 Pos. 56). Interviewees 2 and 5 also use it when they cannot comprehend what has been said 

acoustically for reasons of understanding rather than feedback (Interview 2 Pos. 102; Interview 

5 Pos. 54). Similar to recasts, interviewee 1 provides feedback in the form of clarification 

requests to see if it was an established error or a mistake (Interview 1 Pos. 68, 96). As discussed 

earlier in 2.1, mistakes are “errors of performance” during the production of speech and can 

therefore be ignored more deliberately than errors (Corder 1967: 197). In total, more negative 

than positive aspects of this feedback form were mentioned. Interviewee 6 observed that after 

asking a question for clarification, some students “often no longer dare to repeat it”14 

(Interview 6 Pos. 88) and Interviewee 3 stated that this type of feedback was only beneficial 

 
14 translated from German 



 51 

for some students but not when they did not have the knowledge of the language since a 

specific error is internalized and often repeated (Interview 3 Pos. 54). This was particularly 

evident in the responses to the second example, as interviewees 1 and 4 emphasized that the 

students could not know how to pronounce it when no input was provided (Interview 1 Pos. 

82; Interview 4 Pos. 126). To make clarification requests more easily noticeable, facial 

expressions can be added (Interview 4 Pos. 96). 

Repetition was not named the most common feedback type but it is still used by most 

participants. For instance, interviewee 2 stated that he would use it in the first example since 

the students should already know the correct past tense form of go (Interview 2 Pos. 80-84). 

In addition, it can be used for speaking activities in class (Interview 4 Pos. 46). However, implicit 

types of feedback are often not noticed by the students. Therefore, facial expressions 

(Interview 4 Pos. 102) or stress as well as rising intonation (Interview 1 Pos. 102) can be added. 

Interviewee 5 stressed that she did not use this form of feedback since students got nervous 

and embarrassed and did not realize the error (Interview 5 Pos. 52). However, for the first 

example she stated that she could imagine using a repetition since it was only in front of the 

group and not the whole class (Interview 5 Pos. 94). Interviewees 2 and 4 would not use this 

feedback form in example two because they do not want to pronounce a word incorrectly in 

front of the students (Interview 2 Pos. 110; Interview 4 Pos. 134). This view is supported by 

another teacher who thinks that a wrong repetition could “subconsciously reinforce the 

structure”15 (Interview 3 Pos. 96). The view that repeating an error can reinforce it comes from 

a behaviorist learning theory which claims that correct statements should be repeated while 

incorrect ones have to be avoided (Richards & Rodgers 2014: 64). 

The feedback type that is stated to be used least frequently by the participants is metalinguistic 

feedback. While interviewee 4 uses it for grammatical errors (Interview 4 Pos. 46) and 

interviewee 1 positively highlighted that students are automatically exposed to new words 

when using linguistic terms (Interview 1 Pos. 44), the disadvantages were seen to outweigh 

the positive aspects of this form of feedback. For instance, students are often overwhelmed 

and they cannot process this type of feedback since it is too complicated for them (Interview 

2 Pos. 56; Interview 3 Pos. 40; Interview 5 Pos. 64). In addition, interviewee 5 mentioned that 

many learners, especially those of lower proficiency, did not know the terms necessary to 

 
15 translated from German 



 52 

understand metalinguistic feedback (Interview 5 Pos. 64). Furthermore, interviewee 1 

addressed the issue that new words, especially linguistic terminology, need to be learned to 

fully process what has been said and also argued that it was not the purpose of feedback to 

learn new words but rather to correct the ones used in a wrong way (Interview 1 Pos. 44). In 

the first example situation, contrary to their report, three teachers stated that they would use 

this type of feedback because the learners already knew the linguistic terms necessary to 

process the feedback and they were discussed recently (Interview 1 Pos. 70; Interview 3 Pos. 

94). In the second example, interviewee 4 argued that talking about phonetics is too advanced 

and therefore, metalinguistic feedback should not be used in this case (Interview 4 Pos. 128). 

While some participants emphasized that this form could be used in upper secondary classes, 

interviewees 2 and 4 agreed that it was still not suitable in example three since it should not 

be used in an exam situation (Interview 2 Pos. 126; Interview 4 Pos. 152). 

4.6 Teachers’ challenges regarding oral corrective feedback 

The sixth research question of this thesis focuses on challenges that Austrian ELT teachers may 

have when providing OCF. Therefore, the participants of this study were directly asked about 

problems or concerns regarding this complex topic. 

Interviewee 3 mentioned that oral errors were more difficult to provide feedback for in general 

(Interview 3 Pos. 64). One often mentioned reason for this is that it is not as permanent as a 

text which means you cannot go back or rewind and listen to it again (Interview 3 Pos. 64; 

Interview 5 Pos. 72). Since the decision of whether to correct an error or not has to happen in 

this moment and you cannot withdraw it, it is harder to be fair and objective (Interview 5 Pos. 

72). In addition, it is more difficult to compare because you cannot feedback many 

performances at the same time (Interview 5 Pos. 74). Interviewee 1 also added that “there are 

often more errors in a sentence or in a conversation, I often forget the errors or I remember 

them later”16 (Interview 1 Pos. 20). Therefore, an important point that was made during the 

interviews is the necessity to take good notes during an oral production in order to be able to 

give feedback later on (Interview 4 Pos. 68). Interviewee 5 also emphasized that taking many 

notes and being very concentrated even after many exams in a row could be extremely 
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exhausting. In addition, a teacher should try to write the feedback down as soon as possible 

to remember most of it (Interview 5 Pos. 72). 

Another problem that came up was the challenge to make feedback useful and meaningful for 

the learners (Interview 2 Pos. 64). Interviewee 1 stated that she found it hard to know whether 

the learners understood the feedback and remembered it (Interview 1 Pos. 50). She 

summarized: “I also find it difficult to determine whether this is truly received by the students, 

whether it is important to them, and whether they are actually retaining what I am saying or 

if it is simply finished for them”17 (Interview 1 Pos. 50). 

As a further problem when providing OCF, time was mentioned by interviewee 4. She stated 

that she would like to provide more feedback, especially after presentations, but found it hard 

with so many students in a class (Interview 4 Pos. 58-60). Also, after reading a text, she would 

like to give detailed feedback since she does not like to interrupt students but finding time to 

do so is challenging (Interview 4 Pos. 68). Connected to time is also another problem 

mentioned by the participants of this study. Interviewee 1 emphasized to often struggle with 

the question of which errors to correct if there were multiple (Interview 1 Pos. 50). This was 

also a struggle of interviewee 3 as she stressed that it was hard to realize every minor detail 

but her solution to this problem is to focus on a specific type of error (Interview 3 Pos. 64).  

Another aspect that was considered to be difficult is to cater to the individual learners and 

their needs. Interviewee 2 noted that he found it extremely difficult to find a suitable feedback 

strategy for each learner. For example, some students learned better when being corrected 

directly (Interview 2 Pos. 64). In addition, OCF is also hard to provide in a class that does not 

have a good class community. Interviewee 6 mentioned the importance of being careful to not 

turn a student into an outsider because of the feedback since children often laugh at each 

other when being corrected (Interview 6 Pos. 108). Another problem that interviewee 1 has 

to deal with is that she does not know how her colleagues handle this topic since she does not 

have a team-teaching partner and therefore does not get any feedback on her strategies 

(Interview 1 Pos. 50). Furthermore, the question of whether to interrupt a student to provide 

corrective feedback or not is one that interviewee 4 oftentimes asks herself. In her opinion, 

interrupting is impolite but sometimes it is necessary to correct serious errors immediately 

since she does not want it to be reproduced by the same or a different learner (Interview 4 
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Pos. 22 & 68). In addition, interviewee 1 struggles with the fact that students who are active 

and have a short concentration span are often not attentive and concentrated when an error 

is dealt with for a long time and when she asks questions (Interview 1 Pos. 40).  
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5 Discussion 

The goal of the following chapter is to discuss the findings of this study. It is divided into eight 

subchapters. The first six ones are directly connected to the six research questions that are 

aimed to be answered in this study. Afterwards, the implications for teaching and the 

limitations of this thesis are discussed. 

5.1 Which different types of oral corrective feedback do Austrian ELT teachers 

know?  

With regard to this research question, it was hypothesized that teachers know a limited 

number of feedback types and that the other ones will be recognized once named by the 

interviewer. This was partly verified in the course of this study. It was found that five out of 

the six teachers interviewed learned about feedback either at university or in in-service 

training. However, no one was able to explicitly name one of the six most common forms 

of feedback. When asked about which types of OCF they knew, they named peer 

feedback (Interview 1 Pos. 32), feedback sandwich (Interview 2 Pos. 46) as well as oral 

and written feedback (Interview 6 Pos. 64). Here, it is important to mention that the 

feedback sandwich is not an OCF strategy and the difference between oral and written 

feedback is a distinction which is not relevant in this context. Therefore, it can be said that 

the six teachers interviewed are not aware of the most common types of OCF. When the 

six types of feedback defined by Lyster and Ranta (1997: 46-48) were introduced, most of 

the participants recognized the terms from their time at university. However, it was 

apparent in the course of the interviews that their understanding of the types was partly 

incomplete and partly incorrect. Thus, the teachers’ education on OCF seems to be 

insufficient. 

The importance of training on corrective feedback is also highlighted by Kartchava (2021: 

604) since it “can make a difference in how teachers, experienced or not, view feedback 

and the kinds of corrective practices they may choose to adopt in their lessons”. 

Therefore, it is suggested that more training on this topic should be offered since most 

teachers remember that they learned about feedback but cannot recall the types of 

feedback from their studies. When examining the curriculum of Austrian ELT teacher 

education, the courses ELT FOUNDATIONS 1, ELT FOUNDATIONS 2 and LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT 
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AND FEEDBACK teach students to plan lessons and to “plan, develop, implement, and 

evaluate selected instruments for summative and formative assessment”18 (University of 

Vienna 2022). For these courses, the books by Richards (2015) and Hedge (2000) were 

most likely used which also include information on OCF. Therefore, all teachers have been 

introduced to OCF during their university education but not all of this knowledge appears 

to have become part of their conscious awareness. This shows some issues in the 

participants’ assessment literacy. According to Stiggins (1991: 535), teachers who 

experienced a professional education on the topic of assessment should be able to 

understand the meaning as well as importance of qualitative feedback. The finding of this 

thesis that there are significant gaps supports the research by Popham (2011: 272) who 

claims that teachers with years of experience are not always assessment literate. 

5.2 How do Austrian ELT teachers decide which errors to correct and why? 

It was anticipated that errors that change the meaning of a word or sentence are corrected 

more firmly (Hendrickson 1978: 390) and that teachers often rely on a focused approach, 

hence deciding beforehand which aspects to correct (Beuningen 2021: 300).  The argument of 

the first part of this hypothesis was affirmed by four teachers who named the severity of the 

error a significant aspect when deciding whether to correct an error or not (Interview 1 Pos. 

20-24; Interview 3 Pos. 18; Interview 4 Pos. 22; Interview 5 Pos. 30). However, the definition 

of a serious mistake is not completely clear. The interviewees explain this term as an error 

which hinders communication (Interview 5 Pos. 30). But nowadays, this distinction is not 

frequently used anymore. In addition, interviewee 5 even mentioned that they only correct 

errors if they impeded the communication (Interview 5 Pos. 30) and interviewee 1 made the 

same distinction for pronunciation errors (Interview 1 Pos. 24). They therefore agree with 

Hendrickson (1978: 330) who highlighted that these errors “should receive top priority for 

correction”. 

The second part of the hypothesis addressed the use of a focused approach as help when 

deciding which errors to correct. This argument was only supported by one teacher and only 

after being asked about the challenges she encountered when providing OCF. The teacher 

stated that it was difficult to decide which errors to correct if there were multiple and as 

solution to this, she suggested to focus on one type of error exclusively (Interview 3 Pos. 64). 

 
18 translated from German 
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The other participants did not name a focused approach as a factor in the decision-

making of whether to correct an error or not. 

In addition to the severity of the error, there were many different aspects named by the 

interviewees that influence the decision of whether to correct an error or not. Those are the 

focus of the activity, the frequency of the error, the personality and proficiency level of the 

student, the frequency as well as importance of the erroneous word, the class community, the 

type of error and the intuition of the teacher.  The majority of these aspects can be found in 

recent literature as well and therefore, the findings of this study align with previous research 

(see for example Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021; Roothooft 2014; Ellis 2021).  

The focus of the activity was named by all participants. For example, interviewee 3 emphasized 

to never interrupt a presentation and also be careful with feedback during group work because 

the focus should be on fluency and not accuracy (Interview 3 Pos. 18). This finding from this 

study aligns with Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 371-375) who also stressed that the type 

of activity as well as the dynamics of the discussion were important aspects when deciding 

whether an error should be corrected. However, it is to mention here that feedback can be 

given immediately after the error or delayed with a time gap between the error and the 

feedback (Quinn 2021: 322). Therefore, an error can still be corrected without interrupting 

students which seems to not be clear to the interviewees. This again shows a gap in the 

assessment literacy of the participants. 

Another important aspect that influences the decision of which error to correct is often the 

frequency of the error. Bitchener and Ferris (2021) argue that a selective approach focuses on 

the most frequent errors. Even though they focus on written feedback, this is still an important 

distinction for OCF as well. While there has not been research conducted on the effectiveness 

of selective and compressive feedback (Bitchener & Ferris 2021: 92), the participants of this 

study agree that providing feedback on the most frequent errors is beneficial (Interview 1 Pos. 

12; Interview 2 Pos. 14; Interview 3 Pos. 18; Interview 5 Pos. 34).  

Moreover, the personality as well as the proficiency level of the learners were often named by 

the teachers during the interviews. All teachers agreed that the personality needed to be 

considered which is supported by Roothooft (2014: 71). However, participant 1 argued that 

not the amount of feedback needed to be changed but rather how it was conveyed (Interview 

1 Pos. 28). This is in line with previous research. For example, Roothooft (2014: 71) stressed 
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that different learners might reply differently to OCF. In addition, Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley 

(2021: 373) reported a case in which feedback was not provided because of the timidity of a 

student. 

The fact that the proficiency level plays a significant role in the decision of whether to correct 

an error or not was not only supported by Ellis (2021: 352) but also by the participants of this 

study. However, the teachers did not agree if learners of lower proficiency should receive less 

feedback to counteract demotivation (see for example Interview 3 Pos. 32) or more due to the 

higher number of errors (see for example Interview 1 Pos. 26). In addition to the amount of 

feedback, the type might have to be adjusted for different proficiency levels. For instance, 

focused and explicit feedback is more suitable for lower level learners while unfocused and 

implicit feedback can be beneficial for more proficient students (Bitchener & Ferris 2021: 129; 

Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 373; Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 8). However, statements 

supporting this claim were not mentioned by the participants of this study. There are two 

possible reasons for this. On the one hand, it could be that there is a lack of awareness by the 

interviewees of how OCF can be conveyed. Especially the differences between explicit and 

implicit and focused and unfocused types of feedback are very theoretical principles and could 

therefore be unknown to the participants. On the other hand, the teachers were not explicitly 

asked how they provide feedback for different proficiency levels but only: “Does the decision 

whether to provide feedback or not also depend on the students’ level of performance?”19.  

Moreover, the frequency and importance of the erroneous word also has an influence on the 

decision of whether to correct an error or not. This is only mentioned by one teacher who 

states that lexical or grammatical aspects that appear frequently should receive priority for 

correction (Interview 1 Pos. 22). Again, this can be connected to the definition of selective 

feedback by Bitchener and Ferris (2021: 92). 

Another significant aspect is the classroom climate. A positive climate in the classroom can be 

helpful for successful OCF (Gamlem & Munthe 2014: 88). Interviewees 3, 5 and 6 highlight that 

constructive feedback in front of the class should not be done when the class community is 

not good or when a student gets bullied (Interview 3 Pos. 36; Interview 5 Pos. 44; Interview 6 

Pos. 60). In addition, the way of conveying OCF has to be adopted when the class is noisy 
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(Interview 3 Pos. 36).  Research suggests that explicit feedback can help when disciplinary 

issues arise in class (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 373).  

In addition to the aspects named above, the type of error can have an influence on whether 

to correct an error or not. According to Brown (2016: 446), 43% of corrective feedback is 

directed at grammatical errors, 28% follows lexical issues and 22% deals with pronunciation 

problems. Only interviewee 4 stresses that grammatical errors should receive most feedback 

(Interview 4 Pos. 24). Interviewees 2, 3 and 4 name lexical errors as the type that gets most 

feedback (Interview 2 Pos. 30; Interview 3 Pos. 30; Interview 4 Pos. 24) while interviewee 3 

also mentions pronunciation errors to be a focus of OCF since it can easily change the meaning 

of the sentence (Interview 3 Pos. 30). Interviewee 1 highlights that pronunciation issues are 

only relevant when being important for the meaning while grammatical errors should just be 

corrected when learned recently (Interview 1 Pos. 24). 

5.3 Which types of oral corrective feedback do Austrian ELT teachers report 

using most often in ELT classes? 

Concerning this research question, it was expected that recasts were used most often while 

explicit correction was the least used feedback form. This hypothesis received mixed support. 

On the one hand, all participants stated to use recasts in their ELT classes and four of them 

even named it their most used type of feedback. This aligns with the findings of numerous 

previous studies that named recasts the most common type of OCF (Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 

7; Lyster & Ranta 1997: 56; Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 370). On the other hand, explicit 

correction is also used by all participants and two interviewees named it the most used type 

of feedback. This is surprising, since previous studies found that explicit correction does not 

occur very often and Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 7) even named it the least common form of 

OCF in the classroom. Therefore, the hypothesis that explicit correction is not used as common 

as the other feedback forms was not supported by this thesis. 

In general, when asked about which types of OCF teachers use most often in their ELT classes, 

explicit correction and recasts, as mentioned, as well as elicitation were the most commonly 

named ones. While clarification requests are also used occasionally, metalinguistic feedback 

and repetition are the least used types of feedback in the lessons of the participants. This, 

except the high frequency of explicit correction, aligns with the finding of Lyster and Ranta 

(1997) as well as Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021). Both studies concluded that recasts were 
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the most frequently used feedback type (55% and 57%). Elicitations were the second most 

common (14% and 23.5%), followed by much lower frequencies of clarification requests (11% 

and 6.5%) and metalinguistic feedback (8% and 4%) (Lyster & Ranta 1997: 56; Yüksel, Soruç & 

McKinley 2021: 370). While Lyster and Ranta (1997: 56) found that repetition (5%) happened 

less frequently than explicit correction (7%), Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 370) observed 

that explicit correction (4%) was the least common type of feedback after repetition (5%). In 

summary, the findings of this present study are consistent with the results of the two other 

research projects, except the surprisingly high frequency of explicit correction. 

When analyzing the response to the example situations at the end of the interviews, similar 

results were obtained. Explicit correction was again used most frequently, which aligns with 

the theoretical replies by the participants but is in contrast to previous findings. Recasts were 

used four times but also metalinguistic feedback which is contrary to the answers to the 

theoretical questions in this thesis and also in contrast to past research. Finally, clarification 

requests, repetition and elicitation were used three times each.  

5.4 How does the use of oral corrective feedback differ between lower and 

upper secondary classes according to Austrian ELT teachers? 

Regarding the research question “How does the use of oral corrective feedback differ between 

lower and upper secondary classes according to Austrian ELT teachers?”, it was hypothesized 

that direct and explicit feedback is perceived as being more useful for learners of lower 

proficiency as well as for younger students and therefore suitable for lower secondary classes. 

All six teachers interviewed for this study agreed that a difference in OCF was necessary when 

teaching lower or upper secondary classes. This was not only apparent when directly asking 

the participants but also when comparing their answers to the third research question without 

mentioning the different grades. 

Here, it was found that two educators who teach lower secondary classes never use 

metalinguistic feedback since it was not seen as appropriate for lower grades (Interview 1 Pos. 

38; Interview 2 Pos. 56). In comparison, all interviewed teachers from upper secondary classes 

use this feedback type. When directly asked what the participants would change if they had to 

teach the respective other levels in the future, the usefulness of metalinguistic feedback for 

upper secondary classes was emphasized again (Interview 2 Pos. 60; Interview 4 Pos. 62; 

Interview 5 Pos. 70). In addition, interviewee 1 emphasized to only use metalinguistic feedback 
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in higher grades since she connects this type of feedback with technical terms and be as direct 

as possible for younger learners (Interview 1 Pos. 46). This directly aligns with the hypothesis 

of this research question which was supported by Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 373). 

The findings from this chapter are partly accordance with the results of previous studies. When 

focusing on the age of the students, Choi and Li (2012: 346) found that explicit feedback was 

more effective for young learners since their attention span was shorter. This was also 

emphasized by interviewee 1 and 3 who said that directness was very important for lower 

secondary classes and beginner learners (Interview 1 Pos. 46; Interview 3 Pos. 58). However, 

the two most explicit types of feedback are explicit correction as well as metalinguistic 

feedback (Ellis 2021: 345) and the later one was found to not be useful for lower grades by the 

participants of this study. Furthermore, Lyster and Saito (2010: 295) came to the conclusion 

that prompts were more effective for younger children than recasts and Vuono and Li (2021: 

652) also found that input-providing feedback types were more useful for younger learners 

while older students could profit from output-prompting forms of feedback. According to Ellis 

(2021: 345) and as explained in 2.6.2, clarification requests, repetition, elicitation and 

metalinguistic feedback are classified as output-prompting prompts while recasts and explicit 

correction are input-providing reformulations. As previously found, this does not align with the 

finding of this study that metalinguistic feedback is not used very often for lower secondary 

classes. An additional result from Lyster and Saito (2010: 293) is that children profit more from 

corrective feedback than adults. This is in contrast to the argument of interviewee 6, according 

to whom more feedback is necessary in upper secondary classes (Interview 6 Pos. 102). 

However, when comparing these two levels, not only the age is a significant aspect but also 

the proficiency level. On the one hand, explicit and direct feedback is more effective for low-

proficient learners as stated by Yüksel, Soruç and McKinley (2021: 373) as well as by 

interviewees 1 and 5 (Interview 1 Pos. 46; Interview 5 Pos. 70). One teacher emphasized the 

benefits of using explicit feedback for basic grammar rules, such as word order (Interview 5 

Pos. 70). On the other hand, forms of feedback that depend on self-correction are more useful 

for high-proficient learners (Yüksel, Soruç & McKinley 2021: 373) and they are also more likely 

to achieve this in the target language (Lyster, Saito & Sato 2013: 8). This is also consistent with 

the findings of this thesis. For instance, interviewee 1 emphasized that elicitation, for which a 

high degree of self-repair was necessary, worked better in higher grades (Interview 1 Pos. 48). 



 62 

5.5 Which types of oral corrective feedback are perceived as being most useful 

by Austrian ELT teachers and why? 

When addressing this research question, it was anticipated that recasts are seen as the most 

useful type of feedback. This was supported by Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 10) since according 

to them, recasts “tend not to interrupt the flow of communication, keep students’ attention 

focused on meaning, and provide scaffolds that enable learners to participate in interaction 

that requires linguistic abilities exceeding their current developmental level”. This anticipation 

was supported by this study since recast was mentioned by four participants when asked 

which feedback forms are perceived as being most useful. Interviewee 4 reported using recasts 

for speaking activities in class (Interview 4 Pos. 46) which directly aligns with the statement by 

Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 10) that recasts are an ideal feedback type for communicative 

classroom discussions as they typically do not disrupt the conversation. Other reasons 

mentioned for the usefulness of recasts are that it is not embarrassing for the students 

(Interview 5 Pos. 52) and that they are exposed to the correct form again (Interview 6 Pos. 88). 

Especially the last point was often mentioned in connection to other types of feedback since 

the teachers did not want to set a negative example by repeating an error (Interview 2 Pos. 

110; Interview 3 Pos. 96; Interview 4 Pos. 134). One often named drawback of recasts and 

other implicit forms of feedback is the difficult noticeability (Interview 1 Pos. 38; Interview 6 

Pos. 92). This concern is in accordance with the result of a previous study by Lyster (1998: 52) 

who concluded that students often do not notice the feedback due to its implicitness. 

However, while implicit forms of feedback are sometimes hard to notice, they have longer 

lasting effects as reported by other studies (Li 2010: 337).  

All in all, recasts can be seen as the most useful type of feedback but the other five forms are 

frequently used by the teachers as well. Two teachers named explicit correction (Interview 1 

Pos. 38; Interview 2 Pos. 56) and elicitation (Interview 2 Pos. 56; Interview 3 Pos. 42) the most 

used feedback type. According to interviewee 4, explicit correction is often used in grammar 

lessons (Interview 4 Pos. 46). In a study conducted by Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013: 21) it was 

found that feedback on pronunciation and lexical errors gets noticed by students more easily 

even though grammatical errors receive most corrective feedback. Therefore, an explicit 

correction during grammar lessons, as suggested by interviewee 4, is useful to draw the 

learners’ attention to it. Regarding elicitation, the participants highlighted the advantage of 
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having students think about and correct the error themselves (Interview 1 Pos. 72; Interview 

2 Pos. 56). This benefit is also seen by Ellis (2021: 344) who highlighted the importance of 

noticing one’s own errors and argued that the teacher should “provide the least assistance 

needed for the learner to self-correct”. 

While explicit correction and elicitation were named twice, one teacher mentioned 

clarification request. Metalinguistic feedback as well as repetition were not named most useful 

by any participant. When it comes to clarification requests, more drawbacks than advantages 

were mentioned. Mifka-Profozic (2022: 857) highlighted that this feedback form is, similar to 

recasts, not always noticed by the students if they misinterpret the clarification requests. To 

counteract this and make this type of feedback more noticeable, facial expressions can be used 

(Interview 4 Pos. 96). This suggestion is supported by Nakatsukasa (2021: 253) who argued 

that nonverbal features could be useful to make OCF more salient. 

5.6 What are the challenges that Austrian ELT teachers face when providing oral 

corrective feedback? 

Concerning this research question, it was expected that finding the balance between too little 

and too much feedback, defining the difference between an error and a mistake as well as 

dealing with the spontaneous nature of oral feedback are challenges for teachers (Li 2014a: 

197-198; Brookhart 2008: 47). This hypothesis was verified in the course of this thesis. When 

asked about potential challenges when providing OCF, all teachers agreed that there were still 

problems they encountered. Especially the difficulties that emerge due to the oral mode of 

OCF have been mentioned by the participants. For example, the fact that spoken errors are 

not permanent and you cannot go back was often mentioned (Interview 3 Pos. 64; Interview 

5 Pos. 72). In addition, interviewee 5 highlighted that it was harder to be fair and objective 

since comparing the performances of the students was difficult (Interview 5 Pos. 72-74). These 

problems of having to correct oral errors immediately and not being able to withdraw them, 

make OCF more complex than written feedback due to more decisions that need to be made 

faster (Brookhart 2008: 47). 

Furthermore, also the problem of finding the balance between too little and too much 

feedback, as stated in the hypothesis, was supported by the teachers. For example, 

interviewee 4 wished for more time to provide more extensive feedback (Interview 4 Pos. 58-

60) while another teacher mentioned the challenge of deciding which errors to correct 
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(Interview 1 Pos. 50). Interviewee 3 came up with the solution to define a focus beforehand to 

avoid being overwhelmed with multiple errors (Interview 3 Pos. 64). Deciding in advance, 

which factors to correct and ignoring errors outside of this category is called focused feedback 

(Beuningen 2021: 300). 

In addition to the challenges which were already hypothesized, providing feedback so that it 

was meaningful and long-lasting was mentioned (Interview 1 Pos. 50; Interview 2 Pos. 64). 

Vuono and Li (2021: 655) stated that analyzing the uptake was one possibility to determine 

the effectiveness of feedback. This can either happen in the form of a repetition of the correct 

form, affirmations like “yes” or other confirmations of the feedback. Therefore, this can be a 

helpful solution. However, it should not be forgotten that uptake does not necessarily equal 

learning (Vuono & Li 2021: 655). 

Finally, the individuality of the students was also a concern of a participant (Interview 2 Pos. 

64). He stated that it was hard to find the right feedback strategies for each individual learner. 

This problem was also mentioned by Oliver and Adams (2021: 200) who explained that among 

others “their age and motivation for learning the target language, whether this language is a 

second language or a foreign language, and the classroom context in which they are learning” 

needed to be considered. All in all, the findings of this thesis match those of previous research 

and more additional concerns of the educators were detected. 

5.7 Implications for teaching 

When focusing on the implications of this study for teaching, the second, fourth and fifth 

research questions are especially relevant since insights into the decision-making of which 

errors to correct, the difference between lower and upper secondary classes and the most 

useful types of feedback are most relevant for teaching practices. The findings of this study 

imply that recasts are perceived to be the most useful type of feedback. Therefore, teachers 

should use this feedback form frequently, especially in lively classroom discussions (Lyster, 

Saito & Sato 2013: 10). In addition to recasts, explicit correction and elicitation are most useful 

according to the participants of this study. Moreover, it is essential to remember that a 

distinction between lower and upper secondary grades is absolutely necessary. Students from 

different grades do not only differ from each other regarding their age but also their 

proficiency level. Both aspects have been mentioned by the teachers interviewed as having an 

influence on the feedback provided. 
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However, not only the grade, and therefore the proficiency level and the age, should be 

considered when providing feedback. It is much more a combination of different factors and 

therefore, a highly situation-dependent decision of whether to correct errors or not. The fact 

that feedback is very individual is highlighted in previous research as well as by the teachers 

interviewed for this study. As one teacher summarized at the end of the interview (Interview 

1 Pos. 104): 

I just think that feedback is also very individual and depends very much on the 

classes and the children, I noticed that during the interview, because when I 

thought about my previous classes, it is somehow different for every class, for 

every child. I think it is also very individual.20 

And according to Oliver and Adams (2021: 202), “the effectiveness of feedback is dependent 

on a wide range of factors associated with the feedback itself, the contexts in which it is 

provided, and the learners it is provided to”.  

In addition, asking teachers about challenges they face when proving feedback has also 

provided meaningful insights. The fact that oral performances are not as permanent as written 

ones and the problem that oral feedback cannot be withdrawn, which makes it less fair and 

objective, have been named by multiple teachers. These are challenges that I experience as 

well in my English lessons and therefore, learning about the practices of more experienced 

teachers was helpful. 

5.8 Limitations 

While the aim of this paper is to provide valuable insights into the topic of OCF, its limitations 

must also be acknowledged. In general, qualitative research is restricted due to its limited 

number of participants (Dörnyei 2007: 41). To counteract this weakness, interviewees from 

different school types and with diverse backgrounds were chosen. While all participants’ first 

language is German and they all studied English in Austria, their years of experience as well as 

their other subjects, besides English, differed. Nevertheless, the findings of this study are only 

obtained from six participants and are therefore not generally valid. Another disadvantage of 

qualitative research is that the researcher’s personal opinions can influence the findings 

(Dörnyei 2007: 41). This was tried to be avoided by focusing on the results of the literature 
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review when designing the interview guideline to not have the questions be based on personal 

biases. In addition, the interview guideline was reviewed by my supervisor as well as 

colleagues to counteract this drawback and to guarantee successful interviews.  

When reflecting on the interviews, more questions should have been raised about the reasons 

for choosing certain types of feedback. Especially when presenting the three example 

situations at the end of the interviews, some participants only briefly stated whether they 

would use a specific feedback form or not. At this stage, it would have been beneficial to ask 

sub-questions to get a better understanding for the reasons. During the interviews this was 

sometimes neglected for time reasons since the interviews were quite lengthy already. In order 

to add this and still not make an interview too long, questions on peer feedback could have 

been omitted since they were not relevant for the study. In addition, using open questions 

instead of closed question would have been beneficial in some cases. 

Another limitation of this thesis is the often-occurring discrepancy between teachers’ beliefs 

and actual practices. According to Roothooft (2014: 74), the frequency as well as the feedback 

types used in practice does oftentimes not match the teachers’ beliefs when asked about it in 

theory. Therefore, lesson observations of the participating teachers would have been 

necessary to affirm their answers during the interviews. Furthermore, interviewing students 

to find out how the feedback was perceived would have added an interesting insight. In order 

to determine whether the feedback was meaningful, observations of the learners’ reactions 

and affirmations would have been helpful.  
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6 Conclusion 

The primary motivation of this thesis was to contribute to addressing the research gap by 

focusing on students from eleven to 19 years. This was achieved by choosing teachers from 

lower as well as upper secondary classes for the interviews instead of educators from primary 

schools or adult education. In addition, another motivation was to answer some questions that 

are omnipresent in a school setting for teachers – in particular for young and less-experienced 

ones. Therefore, the questions by Hendrickson (1978) were chosen as a foundation for the 

literature review and the research questions were formulated to gain more knowledge about 

the complex topic of OCF. The interview guideline was then elaborated to cover the research 

interest. 

In general, providing feedback and especially providing long-lasting feedback that has a 

positive effect on learners’ language acquisition is a difficult endeavor. There are many 

different aspects to consider as was found in previous studies. Many of these factors were 

confirmed by the participating teachers during the interviews as well. The aim of this thesis 

was to gain insights into the beliefs of Austrian ELT teachers regarding OCF by answering the 

following research questions: 

RQ 1 Which different types of oral corrective feedback do Austrian ELT teachers know? 

RQ 2 How do Austrian ELT teachers decide which errors to correct and why? 

RQ 3 Which types of oral corrective feedback do Austrian ELT teachers report using most 

often in ELT classes? 

RQ 4 How does the use of oral corrective feedback differ between lower and upper 

secondary classes according to Austrian ELT teachers? 

RQ 5 Which types of oral corrective feedback are perceived as being most useful by Austrian 

ELT teachers and why? 

RQ 6 What are the challenges that Austrian ELT teachers face when providing oral corrective 

feedback? 

The results of the empirical research project have shown that the participants were not able 

to explicitly name any of the six most common types of feedback but remembered to have 

learned about them at university and during in-service training. However, during the 

interviews, it was apparent that their understanding of the OCF strategies was often incorrect 

or incomplete, indicating a lack of sufficient education on this important topic and a gap in 
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their assessment literacy. In addition, there are many different aspects that influence the 

decision of whether to correct an error or not. The most named factors are the focus of the 

activity on accuracy or fluency and the severity as well as frequency of the error. Here, the 

definition of serious mistake was problematic and the fact that delayed feedback was not seen 

as feedback by some participants points to a certain assessment illiteracy again. Furthermore, 

it was found that recasts, explicit correction and elicitation are the three feedback types that 

are used most often in ELT classes of the participants of this study. An inconsistency was 

apparent when discussing metalinguistic feedback. This feedback types was used by the 

participants in the example situations during the interview which is in contrast to their answers 

to the theoretical questions as well as to previous research. Regarding the difference of OCF 

between lower and upper secondary classes, all teachers interviewed agreed that a distinction 

was necessary. While lower secondary educators should rely on explicit and direct feedback 

strategies, other forms like metalinguistic feedback can be used for higher grades. This is 

mainly due to the younger age and the lower proficiency level of the students in lower 

secondary classes. Moreover, recasts were seen as the most useful feedback type by the 

participants of this study, with four out of the six interviewees mentioning it. Besides, explicit 

correction and elicitation were also considered useful. Again, metalinguistic feedback was not 

considered useful in theory but commonly used in practice. Finally, teachers face a variety of 

challenges when providing OCF. The most frequently reported difficulty is that oral feedback 

must be delivered spontaneously and cannot be withdrawn. Additionally, many educators find 

it challenging to ensure that feedback has a long-lasting effect and to determine whether it 

was meaningful for the students. 

Further research is necessary to confirm the findings of this study since only a restricted 

number of teachers could be asked due to the limited scope of this thesis. In addition, a mixed-

method approach with classroom observations accompanying the interviews could be 

beneficial to address the gap between teachers’ beliefs and their actual practices. Moreover, 

interviewing students and observing their reactions could add an interesting perspective of 

the usefulness of different types of OCF.  

For the practice of ELT teachers this thesis implies that providing OCF is a very individual 

decision. If and which errors should be corrected depends on a number of different factors, 

not only concerning the type of error but also the student and the situation in general, which 

need to be considered by the educator. The fact that experienced teachers interviewed for this 
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thesis still face challenges when providing feedback highlights the complexity of this topic. 

Therefore, being aware of and trying different types of OCF can help to see the responses of 

the students and to make an informed decision. 
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8 Appendix 

8.1 Interview guideline in German 

Einstieg 

• Begrüßen und Bedanken für die Zeit 

• Vorstellung des Themas 
 

Allgemeine Fragen zur Lehrperson 

• Wie lange sind Sie schon Lehrer:in? 

• Welche Fächer haben Sie studiert und welche unterrichten Sie? 

• Welche Schulstufen unterrichten Sie aktuell? Welche haben Sie schon unterrichtet? 
 

Fragen zur Oral Corrective Feedback (OCF) (= mündliches korrektives Feedback) 

• Wenn ein Schüler oder eine Schülerin im Unterricht einen Fehler während einer 
mündlichen Leistung macht, wie geben Sie da in der Regel Feedback? 

• Können Sie mir da konkrete Beispiele nennen? (Gruppenarbeit, Referate, …) 

• Wie oft geben Sie in Ihrem Unterricht Feedback? Bei jedem Fehler, eher oft, eher 
weniger, …? 

• Wie entscheiden Sie, wann Sie Feedback geben und wann nicht? 
o Hat diese Entscheidung auch etwas damit zu tun, welche Art von Fehler gemacht 

wurde (z.B. Aussprache, Grammatik, Vokabel)? 
o Hat diese Entscheidung auch etwas mit dem Leistungsniveau der Schüler:innen zu 

tun? 
o Hat diese Entscheidung auch etwas mit der Persönlichkeit der Schüler:innen zu 

tun? 
o Welche Rolle spielen die anderen Schüler:innen bei dieser Entscheidung? 

• Welche Arten von OCF kennen Sie? 

• (Die häufigsten Arten von OCF aufzählen.) 

• Welche Arten davon verwenden Sie in Ihrem Unterricht? 
o Welche Art verwenden Sie am häufigsten in Ihrem Unterricht? 
o Was sind die Gründe, dass Sie manche Arten häufiger einsetzen als andere? 
o Verwenden Sie diese Strategien bewusst oder eher unbewusst? 

• Wie und wo haben Sie gelernt, Feedback auf mündliche Leistungen zu geben? Was 
waren die wichtigsten Impulse? 

• Welche Arten von OCF empfinden Sie im Prinzip am sinnvollsten und warum? 
o Können Sie das in der Praxis so einsetzen, wie Sie möchten? Wenn nicht, was sind 

die einschränkenden Faktoren? 

• Denken Sie, dass es notwendig ist, Feedback in der Unter- und Oberstufe anderes 
einzusetzen? 
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o [@Unterstufen-Lehrer:in] Stellen Sie sich vor, Sie würden eine Oberstufen-Klasse 
unterrichten. Würde sich Ihre Art Feedback zu geben dann ändern und warum? 
Wenn ja, wie? 

o [@Oberstufen-Lehrer:in] Stellen Sie sich vor, Sie würden eine Unterstufen-Klasse 
unterrichten. Würde sich Ihre Art Feedback zu geben dann ändern und warum? 
Wenn ja, wie? 

o [@Unter- & Oberstufen-Lehrer:in] Unterscheidet sich Ihre Art Feedback zu geben 
zwischen Unter- und Oberstufenklassen und warum? Wenn ja, wie? 

• Gibt es etwas, das sie als schwierig empfinden, wenn Sie Feedback auf mündliche 
Leistungen geben? 
o Wie gehen Sie mit den Schwierigkeiten um bzw. wie beheben Sie diese? 

• Wie setzen Sie Peer Feedback in Ihrem Unterricht ein? 
o Wo sehen Sie Vorteile, wenn Schüler:innen anstelle von Lehrer:innen Feedback 

geben? 
o Wo sehen Sie Nachteile, wenn Schüler:innen anstelle von Lehrer:innen Feedback 

geben? 
 

Beispiele 

• Ein Schüler der 2. Klasse Unterstufe (6. Schulstufe) wird im Zuge einer Gruppenarbeit 
nach seinem Wochenende gefragt. Darauf antwortet er: “Yesterday we goed to the 
park.”. 

o Würden Sie den Fehler ausbessern? Warum? 
o Wie würden Sie den Fehler ausbessern? Warum so und nicht anderes? 
o Wie stehen Sie zu folgenden Möglichkeiten, auf den Fehler einzugehen: 

- explicit correction: “It is “went”, not “goed”.” 
- recast: “Oh, you went to the park yesterday?” [rising intonation] 
- clarification request: “I am sorry?” 
- metalinguistic feedback: “The past tense of “go” is an irregular form, not 

“goed”.” 
- elicitation: “Yesterday you ______”  
- repetition: “Yesterday you GOED to the park?” [rising intonation] 

• Eine Schülerin der 4. Klasse Unterstufe (8. Schulstufe) liest einen kurzen Text vor der 
gesamten Klasse vor. Darin kommt vor: “He was determined [wrong pronunciation] to 
do it.”. 

o Würden Sie den Fehler ausbessern? Warum? 
o Wie würden Sie den Fehler ausbessern? Warum so und nicht anderes? 
o Wie stehen Sie zu folgenden Möglichkeiten, auf den Fehler einzugehen: 

- explicit correction: “No, not “determined” [wrong pronunciation], 
“determined” [correct pronunciation].” 

- recast: “He was determined [correct pronunciation]?” [rising intonation] 
- clarification request: “Pardon?“ 
- metalinguistic feedback: “Pay attention to the pronunciation of the 

adjective.” 
- elicitation: “He was _______” 
- repetition: “He was DETERMINED [wrong pronunciation] to do it?” [rising 

intonation] 
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• Ein Schüler der 2. Klasse Oberstufe (10. Schulstufe) vergleicht während einer 
mündlichen Prüfung zwei Bilder. Dabei verwendet er immer wieder die Phrase „On the 
first picture, you can see many students.”. 

o Würden Sie den Fehler ausbessern? Warum? 
o Wie würden Sie den Fehler ausbessern? Warum so und nicht anderes? 
o Wie stehen Sie zu folgenden Möglichkeiten, auf den Fehler einzugehen: 

- explicit correction: “It is not “on the picture,” but “in the picture”.” 
- recast: “In the first picture, you can see many students?” [rising intonation] 
- clarification request: “I am sorry? I did not understand.”  
- metalinguistic feedback: “If something is on the picture, it touches the 

picture from the top. What preposition do we use if something is shown 
in the picture?” 

- elicitation: “Many students are _______” 
- repetition: “Many students are ON the picture?” [rising intonation] 

 

Schluss 

• Gibt es noch etwas, dass Sie zum Thema mündliches Korrekturfeedback sagen 
möchten? 

• Bedanken für das Interview 
 

8.2 Transcription guidelines 

stressed by the interviewees underlined 

words or sentences in another language written in italics 

quotes for giving examples quotation marks 

remarks added by me square brackets 

not fully understandable in the recording parentheses 

non-linguistic notes like pauses or interruptions braces 
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8.3 Codebook 

List of codes Description Example from the interviews in German 

Background information 
teachers 

all parts dealing with the backgrounds of the 
teachers 

„Ich habe Englisch, Spanisch und Mathematik studiert und 
unterrichte auch alle drei.“ (Interview 3 Pos. 10) 

Frequency of error 
correction in general 

all parts dealing with the general frequency of error 
correction in a standard ELT lesson 

„Ich glaub ich gebe eher wenig Feedback, vielleicht auch 
zu wenig.“ (Interview 1 Pos. 20) 

Decision-making whether 
to correct errors or not 

all parts dealing with the decision whether to correct 
an error or not 

 

focus on accuracy vs. 
fluency or other aspects 

all parts dealing with the aspect of focus when 
deciding whether to correct an error 

„Auch da erst im Anschluss, da will ich den, den 
Sprechfluss nicht unterbrechen.“ (Interview 2 Pos. 22) 

severity of error all parts dealing with the aspect of severity when 
deciding whether to correct an error 

„Ich korrigiere auch nicht immer die Fehler, je nachdem, 
wie oft die Fehler gemacht werden oder wie, wie wichtig 
die Fehler sind.“ (Interview 1 Pos. 12) 

type of error all parts dealing with the aspect of type of error 
when deciding whether to correct an error 

„Also Vokabelfehler korrigiere ich grundsätzlich schon, die 
kommen mir nicht so oft unter wie die, wie die anderen 
beiden Kategorien würde ich sagen.“ (Interview 2 Pos. 30) 

proficiency level of the 
student 

all parts dealing with the aspect of the proficiency 
level of the student when deciding whether to 
correct an error 

„Es hat sicher etwas zu tun mit dem Leistungsniveau.“ 
(Interview 6 Pos. 54) 

personality of the student all parts dealing with the aspect of the personality of 
the student when deciding whether to correct an 
error 

„Also ich glaube nicht, dass das was mit der Persönlichkeit 
zu tun hat.“ (Interview 4 Pos. 34) 

class community all parts dealing with the aspect of class community 
when deciding whether to correct an error 

„Also Klassengemeinschaft sollte funktionieren, um 
Feedback zu geben, sonst machst du Kinder zu 
Außenseitern.“ (Interview 6 Pos. 60) 

frequency of error all parts dealing with the aspect of the frequency of 
the error when deciding whether to correct an error 

„Ich korrigiere auch nicht immer die Fehler, je nachdem, 
wie oft die Fehler gemacht werden oder wie, wie wichtig 
die Fehler sind.“ (Interview 1 Pos. 12) 
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motivation of the student all parts dealing with the aspect of the motivation of 
the student when deciding whether to correct an 
error 

„Also ich habe sicher Schüler, die durch Feedback 
demotiviert wären, da lasse ich es lieber bleiben.“ 
(Interview 6 Pos. 58) 

age of the student all parts dealing with the aspect of the age of the 
student when deciding whether to correct an error 

„Und das hat glaube ich schon auch mit, nicht nur mit 
Persönlichkeit, sondern auch mit Entwicklungsstand, 
letztlich mit dem Alter zu tun.“ (Interview 2 Pos. 62) 

frequency/importance of 
the erroneous word 

all parts dealing with the aspect of the 
frequency/importance of the erroneous word when 
deciding whether to correct an error 

„Also Wichtigkeit, auch Relevanz, genau, und Häufigkeit, 
wie oft man die Vokabel oder die Grammatik benötigt.“ 
(Interview 1 Pos. 22) 

if already learned all parts dealing with the aspect if it was already 
learned when deciding whether to correct an error 

„Hauptsächlich die Wichtigkeit, aber auch, ob wir das 
schon gelernt haben, die Kinder, beziehungsweise wie oft 
wir das schon gemacht haben.“ (Interview 1 Pos. 22) 

gut feeling all parts dealing with the aspect of gut feeling when 
deciding whether to correct an error 

„Ein bisschen, ehrlich gesagt ist es oft ein bisschen 
Bauchgefühl.“ (Interview 3 Pos. 24) 

Knowledge of different 
types of OCF 

all parts dealing with the interviewees’ theoretical 
knowledge of different types of OCF 

 

feedback types known all parts dealing with the feedback types known by 
the participants 

„Ich glaube ich sollte mehrere wissen, aber auf die 
Schnelle fällt mir wirklich nichts ein außer halt wirklich 
ausbessern, die anderen fragen, solche Sachen.“ 
(Interview 1 Pos. 32) 

education on OCF all parts dealing with the education on OCF of the 
participants 

„Also wir haben definitiv explizit darüber gesprochen, 
nämlich genau diese Typen.“ (Interview 4 Pos. 56) 

Explicit correction all parts dealing with explicit correction  

Frequency in use of explicit 
correction 

all parts dealing with the use of explicit correction „Die Explicit Correction versuche ich ein bisschen 
zurückzuschrauben.“ (Interview 2 Pos. 56) 

Usefulness of explicit 
correction 

all parts dealing with the usefulness of explicit 
correction 

„Explicit Correction passiert auch sehr oft bewusst 
natürlich ja, wenn das schnell geht.“ (Interview 2 Pos. 58) 

Recast all parts dealing with recast  

Frequency in use of recast all parts dealing with the use of recast „Also am häufigsten sicher diesen Recast, dass ich es 
einfach wiederhole ohne Fehler.“ (Interview 5 Pos. 52) 
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Usefulness of recast all parts dealing with the usefulness of recast „Also bei schwächeren Schülern, sage ich, ist Recast sicher 
das sinnvollste, da er es noch einmal hört und sich 
vielleicht merkt.“ (Interview 6 Pos. 88) 

Clarification request all parts dealing with clarification request  
Frequency in use of 
clarification request 

all parts dealing with the use of clarification request „Clarification Requests auch eher selten.“ (Interview 1 Pos. 
38) 

Usefulness of clarification 
request 

all parts dealing with the usefulness of clarification 
request 

„Clarification Requests, das funktioniert bei manchen sehr 
gut, bei anderen vielleicht nicht so, weil sie einfach dieses 
Sprachbewusstsein nicht so haben.“ (Interview 3 Pos. 54) 

Metalinguistic feedback all parts dealing with metalinguistic feedback  

Frequency in use of 
metalinguistic feedback 

all parts dealing with the use of metalinguistic 
feedback 

„Den Metalinguisic Feedback, den, der passiert eigentlich 
am wenigsten von diesen Feedbackformen bei mir.” 
(Interview 2 Pos. 56) 

Usefulness of metalinguistic 
feedback 

all parts dealing with the usefulness of metalinguistic 
feedback 

„Ja, das Metalinguistic, weil es oft daran scheitert, dass sie 
die Fachtermini nicht haben.“ (Interview 5 Pos. 64) 

Elicitation all parts dealing with elicitation  
Frequency in use of 
elicitation 

all parts dealing with the use of elicitation „Das Elicitation verwende ich auch oft.“ (Interview 5 Pos. 
54) 

Usefulness of elicitation all parts dealing with the usefulness of elicitation „Das ist meiner Meinung nach auch das, was 
wahrscheinlich oder meiner Erfahrung nach vielleicht den 
besten Lerneffekt hat.“ (Interview 2 Pos. 56) 

Repetition all parts dealing with repetition  

Frequency in use of 
repetition 

all parts dealing with the use of repetition „Repetition auch eher selten.” (Interview 1 Pos. 38) 

Usefulness of repetition all parts dealing with the usefulness of repetition „Die Repetition ist glaube ich problematisch, also das 
müssten wir wenn als Einzelübung, aber ich in 
Prüfungssituationen, wenn man das macht, macht man sie 
glaube ich nervös und dann kommen sie nie auf diesen 
Fehler.“ (Interview 5 Pos. 52) 
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Difference between lower 
and upper secondary 
classes 

all parts dealing with the difference in the use of OCF 
between lower and upper secondary classes 

 

OFC in lower secondary 
classes 

all parts dealing with OCF in lower secondary classes „Genau, also Metalinguistic Feedback macht in der 
Unterstufe keinen Sinn, glaube ich.“ (Interview 5 Pos. 70) 

OFC in upper secondary 
classes 

all parts dealing with OCF in upper secondary classes „Also ich glaub mit der Oberstufe kann man natürlich viel 
mehr Fachbegriffe und auch mehr so authentische 
Materialien verwenden als wie in der Unterstufe.“ 
(Interview 1 Pos. 46) 

OFC in primary school 
classes 

all parts dealing with OCF in primary school classes „Da, da ist es definitiv so, dass das Feedback natürlich 
anders erfolgen muss, schon allein was die Entwicklung 
des Kindes halt betrifft ja, also da ist alles kindlicher, 
spielerischer und so weiter.“ (Interview 2 Pos. 62) 

Challenges when providing 
OCF 

all parts dealing with challenges the interviewees 
have faced when providing OCF 

„Aber so ein holistischer Überblick, das finde ich immer 
schwierig irgendwie, dass man, dass man alles so ein 
bisschen im Blick hat.“ (Interview 3 Pos. 64) 

Peer Feedback all parts dealing with peer feedback  

usage of peer feedback in 
the ELT classroom 

all parts dealing with the usage of peer feedback in 
the ELT classroom 

„In Gruppenarbeiten ist das dann eher so, dass du 
schwächere und, und bessere Schüler zusammenarbeiten 
lässt und die geben dann sich gegenseitig Feedback.“ 
(Interview 6 Pos. 114) 

advantages of peer 
feedback 

all parts dealing with the advantages of peer 
feedback 

„Ein Vorteil ist wahrscheinlich, dass sich die Schüler auf 
unterschiedliche Dinge konzentrieren als der Lehrer jetzt.“ 
(Interview 3 Pos. 74) 

disadvantages of peer 
feedback 

all parts dealing with the disadvantages of peer 
feedback 

„Ich glaube Nachteile sind, dass es vielleicht nicht ganz 
objektiv ist.” (Interview 1 Pos. 56) 

Example 1 – irregular past 
tense 

all parts dealing with example 1  
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Should this error in example 
1 be corrected? 

all parts dealing with the question of whether the 
error in example 1 should be corrected 

„Den Fehler würde ich auf jeden Fall ausbessern, weil also 
in der zweiten Klasse ist ja die past tense schon, die 
sollten sie schon können.” (Interview 1 Pos. 58) 

How should this error in 
example 1 be corrected? 

all parts dealing with the question of how the error 
in example 1 should be corrected 

„Zuerst mit Elicitation. Wobei da jetzt dann vielleicht 
Metalinguistic Feedback auch schon, wenn man sagt „past 
of go“ wäre das schon Metalinguistic Feedback, ja.” 
(Interview 2 Pos. 80) 

Example 2 – pronunciation all parts dealing with example 2  

Should this error in example 
2 be corrected? 

all parts dealing with the question of whether the 
error in example 2 should be corrected 

„Eher weniger, weil ich glaub das ist vom Niveau her 
eigentlich höher als das was sie haben.” (Interview 3 Pos. 
98) 

How should this error in 
example 2 be corrected? 

all parts dealing with the question of how the error 
in example 2 should be corrected 

„Würde dann auch, also da würde ich die Explicit wählen.” 
(Interview 2 Pos. 94) 

Example 3 – preposition all parts dealing with example 3  
Should this error in example 
3 be corrected? 

all parts dealing with the question of whether the 
error in example 3 should be corrected 

„Ich weiß nicht, ob ich’s während der mündlichen Prüfung 
ausbessern würde. Also wenn es wirklich eine Prüfung ist, 
glaube ich nicht.” (Interview 1 Pos. 90) 

How should this error in 
example 3 be corrected? 

all parts dealing with the question of how the error 
in example 3 should be corrected 

“Ich weiß nicht, ob ich’s während der mündlichen Prüfung 
ausbessern würde. Also wenn es wirklich eine Prüfung ist, 
glaube ich nicht.” (Interview 3 Pos. 114) 
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8.4 Interview 1 
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8.5 Interview 2 
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8.6 Interview 3 
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8.7 Interview 4 
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8.8 Interview 5 
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8.9 Interview 6 
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8.10 Abstract 

This thesis aims at answering questions regarding the knowledge of teachers of different 

feedback types, the decision-making of whether to correct an error or not as well as the most 

used forms of feedback. In addition, the focus of this thesis is on the difference between lower 

and upper secondary classes, the feedback types perceived as being most useful by teachers 

and the challenges that educators face when providing feedback. To answer theses research 

questions, interviews with six Austrian ELT teachers were conducted. Therefore, educators 

from lower as well as upper secondary classes with different backgrounds and differing years 

of experience were chosen.  

It was found that the participants were not able to explicitly name any of the six most common 

types of feedback. While they remembered to have learned about them at university and 

during in-service training their understanding of different factors of feedback is still partly 

incomplete and partly incorrect pointing to a gap in their assessment literacy. In addition, the 

most named factors that influence the decision of whether to correct an error or not are the 

focus of the activity on accuracy or fluency and the severity as well as frequency of the error. 

Furthermore, it was found that recasts, explicit correction and elicitation are the three 

feedback types that are used most often in ELT classes of the participants of this study. 

However, also metalinguistic feedback was used by the participants in the example situations 

during the interview which is in contrast to their answers to the theoretical questions as well 

as to previous research showing a possible misunderstanding of this feedback type. Regarding 

the difference of oral corrective feedback between lower and upper secondary classes, all 

teachers interviewed agreed that a distinction was necessary. While lower secondary 

educators should rely on explicit and direct feedback strategies, other forms like metalinguistic 

feedback can be used for higher grades. Moreover, recasts were seen as the most useful 

feedback type by the participants of this study, with four out of the six interviewees 

mentioning it. Finally, the most frequently reported challenge that teachers face when 

providing feedback is that oral feedback must be delivered immediately and cannot be 

withdrawn. These findings underline the fact that the correct form of providing feedback is 

dependent on different factors. The implication that feedback is very individual was found in 

previous research and was also confirmed by this thesis.  
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8.11 Abstract in German 

Diese Arbeit beschäftigt sich mit Fragen zum Wissen von Lehrer:innen über verschiedene 

Arten von Feedback, zur Entscheidungsfindung, ob ein Fehler korrigiert werden soll oder 

nicht, sowie zu den am häufigsten verwendeten Formen von Feedback. Außerdem liegt 

der Fokus auf dem Unterschied zwischen der Unter- und Oberstufe, auf den von 

Pädagog:innen als am nützlichsten empfundenen Arten von Feedback und auf den 

Herausforderungen, die Lehrer:innen am meisten beschäftigen. Um diese 

Forschungsfragen zu beantworten, wurden Interviews mit sechs Englischlehrer:innen 

geführt. Dazu wurden Pädagog:innen aus Klassen der Unter- und Oberstufe mit 

unterschiedlichen Hintergründen und unterschiedlichen Berufserfahrungen gewählt.  

Es wurde festgestellt, dass die Teilnehmer:innen keine der sechs häufigsten Arten von 

Feedback explizit benennen konnten. Während sie sich jedoch daran erinnerten, darüber 

während ihrer Aus- oder Weiterbildung gelernt zu haben, ist ihr Verständnis verschiedener 

Faktoren von Feedback teilweise unvollständig und teilweise nicht korrekt, was auf eine 

Lücke in ihrer Bewertungskompetenz hindeutet. Außerdem sind der Fokus der Aktivität 

auf Sprachrichtigkeit oder -fluss sowie die Schwere und Häufigkeit des Fehlers die am 

häufigsten genannten Faktoren, die die Entscheidung beeinflussen, einen Fehler zu 

korrigieren oder nicht. Darüber hinaus wurde festgestellt, dass Umformulierungen 

(recasts), explizite Korrekturen (explicit correction) und Aufforderungen (elicitation) die 

drei Feedback-Arten sind, die von den Teilnehmer:innen dieser Studie in ihrem 

Englischunterricht am häufigsten verwendet werden. Allerdings wurde in den 

Beispielsituationen während der Interviews auch metalinguistisches Feedback von den 

Teilnehmenden verwendet, was im Widerspruch zu ihren Antworten auf die theoretischen 

Fragen sowie zu bisherigen Forschungsergebnissen steht und auf eine mögliches 

Fehlinterpretation dieses Feedbacktyps hindeutet. Hinsichtlich des Unterschieds 

zwischen mündlichem Korrektur-Feedback in der Unter- und Oberstufe gaben alle 

befragten Lehrer:innen an, dass eine Unterscheidung notwendig sei. Während 

Pädagog:innen der Unterstufe auf explizite und direkte Feedback-Strategien setzen 

sollten, könnten für höhere Klassenstufen auch andere Formen wie metalinguistisches 

Feedback verwendet werden. Außerdem wurden Umformulierungen von den 

Teilnehmer:innen dieser Studie als die nützlichste Art des Feedbacks angesehen – vier 

der sechs Befragten nannte diese. Schließlich war die am häufigsten genannte 
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Herausforderung, mit der Lehrer:innen bei Feedback konfrontiert sind, dass mündliches 

Feedback sofort gegeben werden muss und auch nicht zurückgenommen werden kann. 

Diese Ergebnisse unterstreichen die Tatsache, dass die richtige Form von Feedback von 

verschiedenen Faktoren abhängt. Die Schlussfolgerung, dass Feedback sehr individuell 

ist, wurde bereits in früheren Studien gezogen und hiermit auch durch diese Arbeit 

bestätigt. 
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