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Abstract 

This study aims to find out Bangladeshi university EFL students’ perceptions and preferences 

for oral corrective feedback. A survey questionnaire with 3-point Likert scale was administered 

to 68 undergraduates from three faculties of a private university in Dhaka, Bangladesh. The 

findings indicate that these Bangladeshi university students have a very positive attitude 

towards oral corrective feedback and think that error correction is helpful for learning English. 

Most of them prefer immediate correction of the oral errors and think that the top priority shall 

be given to correcting errors relating to grammar.  The students showed their preferences for 

teacher correction of errors over peer correction or self correction. Their most preferred oral 

CF strategy is the explicit provision of correct form which is followed by recasts.  
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Introduction 
 
Corrective feedback (CF), more commonly known as error correction, is an important but 

controversial issue in second language acquisition (SLA) and language pedagogy. CF is defined 

as “the responses to a learner’s non-target like L2 production” (Li 2010: 309). There have been a 

growing number of research studies on its role in second language (L2) or foreign language (FL) 

development and the researchers have also approached the issue from different perspectives. As 

pointed out by Li (2010), both experimental and observational studies on CF have been carried 

out in both laboratory and classroom settings, in foreign language as well as second language 

contexts, in both face to face and computer modes, and with different age groups.  These studies 

have explored a wide range of issues ranging from the efficacy of CF in L2 development to 

differential effects of CF types. As Katayama (2006) notes that while the literature on teachers’ 

responses to students’ errors is extensive, the literature on students’ perceptions in foreign 

language research is limited. Research focusing on the Bangladeshi university students’ 

perceptions toward CF is very little. But research on learners’ perceptions and preferences for CF 

can provide us valuable information in this regard as learners’ expectations and needs are to be 

taken into account if we want to create a supportive environment for L2 learning. With this aim, 

the present study seeks to find out Bangladeshi undergraduate students’ perceptions and 

preferences for oral corrective feedback. To this end, a survey was conducted among 68 first year 

undergraduates of a private university in Dhaka, Bangladesh through a written questionnaire. The 

students surveyed for the study showed a very favorable attitude towards oral CF and they 
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preferred teacher correction to peer correction. The most preferred method of oral error correction 

to these students is the one in which the teacher points out the error and provides the correct form.   

 

Literature Review 
 
Research on CF abounds with controversies. Although a large number of both experimental and 
descriptive studies have been conducted in both ESL and EFL contexts with different groups of 
learners on issues like efficacy of CF, the timing of CF, the provider of CF, the targets of CF, 
differential effects of CF types, yet it has not been possible to “form clear conclusions that can 
serve as the basis for informed advise to teachers” (Ellis, 2009: 11-12). The following section 
reviews some of the major issues concerning oral CF.  
 
The efficacy of oral CF 
Researchers have varied opinions about the role of oral CF in the L2 development. Since CF is 
related to negative evidence about what is unacceptable in the target language (Li, 2010), one 
group of researchers (Krashen, 1981; Truscott, 2007) argued that second language acquisition 
(SLA) like first language acquisition depends solely on positive evidence about what is 
acceptable in the target language and that negative evidence is not necessary and may even be 
detrimental. The learners need exposure to positive evidence only and any attempt to draw their 
attention to linguistic form is to be avoided. However, research carried out in French immersion 
programs in Canada (Swain, 1985) showed that the learners failed to achieve L2 accuracy even 
after many years of exposure to the target language. The failure of these immersion learners to 
achieve L2 accuracy was “partly attributable to the unavailability of negative evidence of the 
learner” (Li, 2010: 311).  
 
The usefulness of CF has now been justified by researchers from different perspectives. Lyster, 
Saito and Sato (2012: 19) point out that “theoretical perspectives that run the gamut from 
cognitively to socially oriented suggest that CF is not only beneficial but may also be necessary 
for moving learners forward in their L2 development”.  They provide examples of skill 
acquisition theory, sociocultural theory, and cognitive-interactionist perspective which they claim 
lend support to the usefulness of corrective feedback (Lyster, Saito and Sato, 2012). Meta-
analyses on the efficacy of CF (Li, 2010; Russel and Spada, 2006) have also showed the overall 
effectiveness of CF in L2 learning and that the effect is maintained over time.       
 
Types of oral CF 
Lyster and Ranta (1997) point out six different CF types—recasts, explicit correction, 
metalinguistic feedback, elicitation, clarification request, repetition. Recasts are defined by Lyster 
and Ranta (1997: 46) as “the teacher’s reformulation of all or part of a student’s utterance, minus 
the error”. Explicit correction occurs when the teacher clearly indicates that the student’s 
utterance is incorrect and provides the correct form. Metalinguistic feedback contains “comments, 
information, or questions related to the well-formedness of the student’s utterance, without 
explicitly providing the correct form” (Lyster and Ranta, 1997: 47). The different types of CF 
have been compared in CF research as they provide different types of linguistic evidence. Ellis, 
Loewen and Erlam (2006) point out that recasts provide positive evidence whereas explicit 
correction provides both positive and negative evidence and metalinguistic feedback only 
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negative evidence. Researchers have varied opinions about the effectiveness of explicit and 
implicit feedback. Some studies (Lyster and Ranta, 1997; Ellis, Loewen, and Erlam 2006) have 
reported that explicit CF is more effective than implicit CF, while other studies (Doughty and 
Varela, 1998) have reported that implicit provision of corrective feedback is more effective than 
explicit provision of feedback. However, there is no consensus among the researchers concerning 
this issue (Kang, 2009). 
 
The targets of oral CF 
Researchers are also divided over this issue and various proposals have been put forward 
regarding which errors to correct. After reviewing a number of studies, Lyster, Saito, and Sato 
(2013: 21) point out that “teachers and interlocutors tend to provide more CF on morphosyntactic 
than on other types of errors” when learners generate “more successful repair and accurate 
perceptions of CF on lexical and phonological errors”.   It therefore shows “a mismatch between 
the types of errors that receive CF and those that learners end up noticing and/or repairing” 
(Lyster, Saito, and Sato, 2013: 21). The preference studies also provide us conflicting results. In 
the study of Oladejo (1993), the majority of the learners believe that errors relating to 
organization of ideas should get the highest attention for correction. Grammatical errors in his 
study ranked next in order of preference for correction. Katayama’s study (2006) reports that the 
majority of the students wanted to have their grammatical errors corrected always.  There is also 
considerable debate over whether all or some errors should be the target of correction. Ellis 
(2009: 6) states that “methodologists generally advise teachers to focus attention on a few error 
types rather than try to address all the errors learner make”. However, the students in the study of 
Oladejo (1993:78) prefer “correction to be comprehensive, rather than selective”. So, a gap is 
evident between the methodologists or theorist and the language learners concerning the issue.  
 
Provider of oral CF 
Research on who should provide the CF has not provided any definite answers yet. Some 
researchers (for example, Corder 1973) suggest that teachers should be primarily responsible for 
correcting learners’ errors while others (Sato and Lyster, 2012; Adams 2007) believe that peer 
correction is very useful in the language classroom and can contribute to L2 development. 
Researchers also recommend self correction in the language classroom. Lyster (2004) argues that 
learners shall be encouraged to self-correct via prompts, as feedback which encourages self 
correction is relatively motivating and makes classes more dynamic and interactive. However, 
there are problems with self correction. If a learner does not have basic knowledge about the 
linguistic form in question, self correction will not be possible (Li, 2014).  
 
The timing of oral CF 
There is much debate on whether oral errors are to be corrected immediately or not. Hedge (2000, 
cited in Ellis, 2009) points out that teacher guides accompanying course books often advise the 
teachers to leave correction until the end of fluency activities as it is believed that immediate CF 
may disrupt fluency work. On the other hand, some researchers (for example, Doughty, 2001, 
cited in Ellis, 2009) have argued for immediate correction of oral errors to induce change in a 
learner’s interlanguage. Doughty (2001, cited in Ellis, 2009) claimed that delayed CF leads to 
focal attention to form and it contributes to the development of explicit rather than implicit L2 
knowledge. However, research has not yet shown clearly the advantage of one over another.  
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Methodology 
 

Participants  

A total of sixty eight first year undergraduates from three faculties (Arts and Social Sciences, 

Business Administration, and Law) of a private university in Dhaka, Bangladesh participated in 

the study. Among them, 28 students were studying BA (Hons) in English, 20 LLB, and 20 others 

BBA. 38 students were male and 30 students were female. All the students had completed one or 

two remedial English courses at university and were doing advanced English courses. All of them 

had twelve years of schooling in English language education at the primary, secondary and higher 

secondary levels. All the learners’ L1 is Bengali and they are learning English as a foreign 

language. 

 

Data collection instrument 

A written survey questionnaire was used to collect information about the undergraduates’ 

perceptions and preferences for oral corrective feedback. The questionnaire in the form of a three-

point Likert scale was employed to learn about the students’ perceptions. The questionnaire used 

in this survey utilized information which was obtained from extensive review of literature. A 

sample questionnaire was given in appendix. Before the survey, the respondents were informed 

about the objectives of the study and their consents were taken.  The first part of the questionnaire 

included some demographic information of the students such as department, gender, semester, 

age. The questionnaire items focused on some major issues such as efficacy of oral CF, timing of 

oral CF, provider of CF, and strategies of oral CF. The data were coded and analyzed with 

descriptive statistics and frequency distributions concerning those major issues were presented.     

 

Findings and Discussion 
 

Students’ attitude towards error correction 
Table 1 presents students’ attitude towards oral error correction. 

  
Table 1: Participants’ perceptions of oral CF 

Item 1 

Agree 

(%) 

2 

Neutral 

(%) 

3 

Disagree 

(%) 

Error correction is helpful for learning English. 88.2 5.9 5.9 

Error correction consolidates my knowledge of English. 91.3 5.8 2.9 

When I make errors in speaking English, I like my teacher to correct 

them all in class. 

76.5 

 

20.6 

 

2.9 

 

I like my teacher to show me both what is acceptable in English and 

what is unacceptable in English. 

70.6 

 

26.5 

 

2.9 

 

I feel disappointed when my teacher does not correct the errors I 

make in speaking English. 

75.5 

 

20.6 

 

3.9 

 

I like my teacher to correct my oral errors immediately in class. 77.5 14.7 7.8 
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As can be seen in table 1, these Bangladeshi EFL students have a very positive attitude towards 

oral CF. 88.2% learners think that error correction is very helpful in learning English.  They also 

believe that CF plays a very positive role in consolidating their knowledge of English as 91.3% 

students agreed with the statement, “Error correction consolidates my knowledge of English”. 

Though there is a debate on whether errors are to be corrected or not, these students showed a 

very positive attitude towards oral errors correction as the majority (76.5%) wants their errors to 

be corrected in class. They feel disappointed when their errors are not corrected in class, as 75.5% 

students agreed with the statement, “I feel disappointed when my teacher does not correct the 

errors I make in speaking English. In answer to the question on whether errors are to be corrected 

immediately or not, 77.5% replied that they want their errors to be corrected immediately.  

The findings of the study are consistent with the results of other studies conducted among the 

EFL students by Katayama (2006) and Oladejo (1993). The favorable attitudes of these learners 

toward error correction may be influenced by the grammar-based instructions in the classrooms 

prevalent at Bengali-medium schools and colleges and the lack of opportunity to practice the 

target language outside the classroom.  

 

The targets of oral CF 
Table 2 presents learners’ preferences for correction of different types of oral errors.   

 
Table 2: Participants’ responses about the targets of oral CF 

Item 1 

High priority 

(%) 

 

2 

Medium priority 

(%) 

3 

Low priority 

(%) 

Grammar 58.8 

 

29.4 

 

11.8 

 

Pronunciation 52.9 

 

26.5 

 

20.6 

Vocabulary 44.1 

 

32.4 

 

23.5 

 

It can be observed from table 2 that the students showed preference for grammatical error 

correction over pronunciation and lexical errors. The majority thinks that grammatical errors 

should get ‘high priority’ (58.8%) in oral CF. Pronunciation errors appeared next in order of 

priority, followed by lexical errors.  The results indicate that the students value formal study of 

grammar. Their second choice for correction of pronunciation errors may be due to the fact that 

as most of them did not have any opportunity to practice listening and speaking at schools and 

colleges, they think that their pronunciation errors should be attended to by the teachers at 

university.   

 

The findings of the present study are not surprising when compared to other studies. In a study 

conducted among the JFL learners at a large public university in the US, Katayama (2006) found 
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that the majority of the students wanted to have their grammatical errors (63.1%) and vocabulary 

errors (57.9%) corrected ‘always’.  In another study conducted among the undergraduates of the 

National University of Singapore by Oladejo (1993), 96% of the participants indicated that 

grammatical errors which ranked next to errors relating to organization of ideas should get high 

attention or some attention.        

 

Provider of oral CF 

There is considerable debate on who should correct the oral errors. Table 3 presents Bangladeshi 

EFL learners’ preferences for the provider of oral CF.  

 
Table 3. Participants’ responses about provider of oral CF 

Provider of CF 1 

Most preferred 

(%) 

2 

Somewhat preferred 

(%) 

3 

Not preferred 

(%) 

Teacher 52.9 47.1  

Self 35.3 36 28.7 

Classmates  11.8 54 34.2 

 

As can be seen in table 3, most of the students prefer teachers to correct their errors. Self 

correction appeared next in order of preference, followed by peer correction. 52.9% of the 

students indicated that teachers are their most preferred providers of correction.  One interesting 

thing of the study is the learners’ preferences for self correction over peer correction. One 

possible explanation for their preference for self correction over peer correction is that 

Bangladeshi university students cannot rely on their classmates for feedback (Zaman and Azad, 

2012) and are, therefore, unwilling to be corrected by their peers.     

 

Students’ preferences for oral corrective feedback methods 
Although six types of oral CF namely recasts, explicit correction, elicitation, clarification request, 

repetition, and metalinguistic feedback (Lyster and Ranta,1997)  are prevalent in CF research, the 

participants of the present study were asked to indicate their preferences for the three most 

frequent oral CF methods— recasts, explicit correction, and metalinguistic feedback. Table 4 

presents students’ views regarding the CF strategies. 

 
Table 4. Participants’ preferences for oral CF strategies 

Method  1 

Most preferred 

(%) 

2 

Somewhat preferred 

(%) 

3 

Not preferred 

(%) 

Teacher points out the error in the student’s 

utterance and provides the correct form. 

47.1 37.2 15.7 

Teacher provides the correct form while 

repeating all or part of the student’s utterance.  

29.4 49.4 21.2 

Teacher provides grammatical information 

about the incorrect form. 

23.5 45.3 31.2 
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As can be seen in table 4, the most preferred oral correction method to these learners is explicit 

correction in which the teacher points out the error and provides the correct form. Recasts came 

next in order of preference, followed by metalinguistic feedback.  Explicit correction is often 

discouraged by the theorists as it does not lead to learner-generated repair. Nevertheless, explicit 

correction, as pointed out by Katayama (2006), can save time. “It not only locates the error but 

also gives the correct form, and therefore minimizes the disruption of the flow of the activity” 

(Katayama, 2006: 1256). The second most preferred method for error correction to these learners 

is recasts in which the teacher presents the correct form while repeating all or part of student’s 

utterance. Recasts are considered implicit feedback (Long 1996) and studies (Doughty and 

Varela, 1998) have showed positive effects of recasts on acquisition. Nevertheless, Lyster and 

Ranta (1997) report that recasts may not lead to student-generated repair as there is much 

ambiguity in recasts. The responses to the different methods of CF indicate that the students 

prefer explicit correction to implicit correction.  

 

Conclusion 
 

The present study explores the perceptions of Bangladeshi university students towards oral 

corrective feedback. However, the findings of the study which was conducted among 68 

undergraduates of a private university in Bangladesh should not be generalized to other 

instructional contexts. The number of participants was relatively small and all participants 

represented a single institution. The study even did not ask the respondents to provide reasons for 

their responses. A follow up interview was not arranged to get qualitative data which would have 

improved the quality of the paper. Nevertheless, the present study sheds some light into the 

Bangladeshi university learners’ perceptions of oral corrective feedback. The students value 

corrective feedback and believe that CF assists them in learning English. They prefer to be 

corrected immediately in class and here their first choice is teacher correction. They think that 

grammatical errors should get priority in oral CF and explicit correction of grammatical errors is 

to be favored.  

 

Ellis (2009: 16) points out, “CF is a complex phenomenon. This complexity is reflected in the 

controversies that surround such issues as whether to correct, what to correct, how to correct, who 

to correct, and when to correct”. The literature on CF has not yet provided any definite answers to 

these controversies (Lyster and Ranta, 1997). Further research covering a wide range of variables 

and different learning contexts and different groups of learners is needed.  
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Appendix 
 

Student Questionnaire  

This questionnaire is part of research on “Bangladeshi EFL Learners’ Perceptions and Preferences for Oral 

Corrective Feedback”. Your honest opinions relating to various issues of the subject would be appreciated. 

There are no right or wrong answers.  

A. Please provide the following information. 

 

Department ………………………………………………………………………….. 

Semester ……………………………………………………………………………… 

Gender …………………………………………………………………………………. 

Age ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

B. Please indicate how far you agree or disagree with each of the following statements by circling a number 

that best reflects your opinion (1. Agree, 2.Neutral, 3. Disagree). 

                                   

 Agree       Neutral         disagree      

i. Error correction is helpful for learning English.   1                 2                      3                          

ii. Error correction helps me to speak or write correct 

English. 

  1                 2                      3                          

iii. Error correction consolidates my knowledge of English.    1                 2                      3                          

iv. When I make errors in speaking English, I like my teacher 

to correct them in class. 

  1                 2                      3                          

v. I find it useful when my teacher shows me in class both 

positive evidence (i.e. what is acceptable in English) and 

negative evidence (what is unacceptable in English).  

  1                 2                      3                          

vi. I like my teacher to correct my spoken errors immediately 

in class. 

  1                2                      3                                     

vii. I feel disappointed when my teacher does not correct the 

errors I make in speaking English. 

  1                2                      3                          

 

C. Please indicate how much priority you think each aspects of the language should get in spoken error 

correction in class. Rate each of them and circle the number (1. High priority, 2. Medium priority, 3.Low 

priority).            
                High priority              Low priority 

Grammar 1                     2                          3                                

Pronunciation 1                     2                          3                               

Vocabulary 1                     2                          3                                

 

D. Please indicate whether you prefer to be corrected by teachers, or by your classmates or by yourselves. 

Rate each of them and circle the number. (1. Most preferred,  2. Somewhat preferred, 3. Not preferred). 

         Most preferred     Not preferred 

Correction made by teachers 1                       2                         3                              

Correction made by other students 1                       2                         3                              

Correction made by myself 1                       2                         3                                
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E. Please indicate your preferences for different methods of oral error correction. Rate each of them and 

circle the number (1. Most preferred, 2. Somewhat preferred, 3. Not preferred). 

                 Most preferred                     Not preferred 

i. The teacher points out the error in the student’s 

utterance and provides the correct form.  

1                  2                        3                         

ii. The teacher repeats all or part of the student’s utterance 

in the correct way. 

1                  2                        3                          

iii. The teacher provides grammatical information about 

the incorrect form. 

1                  2                        3                          

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. 

 


