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Abstract. Learners’ perception plays an important role in evaluating the teaching and 
learning process and has an impact to the teacher’s performance during the teaching and 
learning process. Applying descriptive qualitative method with case study design, this study 
highlighted the learners’ perceptions and their preference of oral corrective feedback 
utilized by the teachers during the teaching and learning process. By using purposive 
sampling, this research involved one teacher and two learners as research participants at an 
English course called Amsterdam Institute located in Makassar. The data, collected through 
semi-structured interview and observation, resulted that the learners found themselves 
facilitated in responding the teacher’s utterances since the teacher’s oral corrective feedback 
were helpful to lead the learners’ accuracy or just to help them acknowledge their errors in 
terms of grammar, lexis, the use of L1, and particularly in phonology (pronunciation). 
Furthermore, inconsistencies between the students’ preference and the teacher’s feedback 
use in terms of the time to provide oral corrective feedback are identified.  Students 
preferred being given time to work out their error, while teacher mostly gave feedback 
directly. Thus, it can be concluded that giving more time for students to provide self-repair 
can be a way for students to make sense of error they committed. The results further 
highlight a significant impact for teachers’ beliefs on their corrective feedback practices, 
especially for those teaching using a tailor-made system. Finally, the implication of this study 
is discussed.  
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INTRODUCTION  

For a number of decades, the phenomenon of learners’ language errors has 
attracted the attention of a wide range of researchers from varied quarters: 
psychologists, psycholinguists, first and second language educationalists, applied 
linguists, and teachers. The study of learners’ language errors was tied to prevalent 
thinking in the fields of psychology, linguistics, and language acquisition.  

Corder (1967) who first made a distinction between errors and mistakes 
considers that a mistake is related to physical conditions (fatigue) or to psychological 
conditions (strong emotions), and an error is the result of a transitory competency in 
L2. Bailey in Leiter (2010) contends that a mistake is an incorrect utterance that a 
learner can correct her/himself and can be referred to a momentary lapse, whilst 
error refers to lack of competence in a particular linguistics area and a learner will 
require an assistance to get it correct. Moreover, Hedge (2000) suggests that 
teachers should respond to errors, which are due to a lack of knowledge about a 
linguistic item, rather than mistakes, which are non-systematic and occur as a result 
of factors such as fatigue. However, this is easier said than done because it is difficult 
for teachers to distinguish errors from mistakes in spontaneous classroom discourse. 
Perhaps it is easier to follow Hedge’s other suggestion, that only ‘global’ errors 
(those which cause communication problems) are addressed, but not ‘local’ errors 
(those which do not). This suggestion, according to Li (2014), prioritizes the 
conversational function of oral corrective feedback and seems to neglect its generally 
recognized pedagogical importance, which is to provide opportunities for exposure 
to negative (as well as positive) evidence and the consolidation of L2 linguistic 
knowledge, and thus, this is in line with the research that is going to be conducted. 

Teachers’ reaction to learners’ errors has been scrutinized by second 
language acquisition researchers.  Differentiated between feedback and correction, 
language teaching cannot stand away from the findings of error analysis. The 
existence of errors has been subject for all language-teaching theories as they 
represent an important aspect of second language learning (Erdoğan, 2005). 
Language teachers and researchers cannot ignore that negative evidence may play a 
role in assisting learners to attend and incorporate those aspects of language not 
acquired through positive evidence alone (Oliver, 1995). Han (2008) suggests that 
error correction implies an evident and direct correction, whereas corrective 
feedback is a more general way of providing some clues, or eliciting some correction, 
besides the direct correction made by the teacher.  

There are some types of error that might be made by learners in their 
language learning process and it is important to discuss since when correcting, 
teacher has to be selective to filter the learners’ error as it is not the case that teacher 
need to correct all errors made by the learners (R Ellis & Shintani, 2013).  Based on the 
learners’ erroneous utterances to target language, error is divided into four different 
types of error based on the context of the language studied, in this case French, 
namely grammatical, phonological, and lexical error, and unsolicited use of L1 (Lyster, 
1998).  

According to  Ölmezer-Öztürk (2016), with the emergence of communicative 
language teaching between students and teacher or among students themselves, 
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there has been increased reflection on the role of oral corrective feedback in 
classroom teaching. Since Lyster and Ranta (1997) published their influential study on 
the different types of corrective feedback observed in French immersion classrooms 
in Canada, a growing body of research has emerged attempting to measure the 
effects of corrective feedback on second language acquisition. Recently several 
meta-analyses have been published, which all indicate a positive role for corrective 
feedback for the acquisition of second language grammar (Li, 2014; Lyster & Saito, 
2010; Mackey & Goo, 2007; Russel & Nina, 2006). Apart from the experimental studies 
included in these meta-analyses, several authors have tried to observe how 
corrective feedback really works in classrooms and how learners respond to it. Data 
from different contexts including adolescent and adult students of second and 
foreign languages largely support Lyster's and Ranta's (1997) finding that recasts, 
which reformulate all or part of a student's utterance minus the error, are the type of 
feedback that is used the most by teachers, and teacher tended to regard learners’ 
responses after corrective feedback as indications of its success. However, Ohta 
(2001) suggests that the absence of learners’ responses after corrective feedback 
does not necessarily show a lack of attention. On the other hand, learners’ responses 
may not always indicate that noticing has occurred.  

A considerable number of experimental and classroom activities shows 
corrective feedback can positively affect the learners’ language learning experience 
with evidence from classroom studies. Instructional context has been found to have 
an effect on learning gains (e.g. Lan et al., 2015), learner motivation (e.g. Q. Li, 2014), 
and learner perceptions (e.g. Al-Osaimi & Wedell, 2014). The purpose of this study 
was, however, not to weight in either or for against the need of a focus on form in 
classroom language learning. Rather, it is necessary to take account learners’ 
attitudes towards the feedbacks, as well as the way the feedback put into the 
practice in the classroom. Siriwardana and Devayalage (2021) writes that knowing the 
perception of both learners and teachers toward oral corrective feedback strategies 
will factor into creating a healthy learning environment. Moreover, Learner 
perception presents a key variable influencing the role of corrective for two major 
reasons. First, students may construe instructional techniques in different ways than 
the teacher may have expected. Second, students’ preferences should not be 
idealized because they are not necessarily more effective for being preferred. This 
disconnection can impair learning effectiveness (Amrhein & Hossein, 2010). 
Therefore, it is important for teachers to be aware of the possible incompatibility and 
the consequences of the students’ expectations and theirs. In addition, a number of 
educators and researchers have pointed out that students’ beliefs play an important 
role in motivation, selection of learning strategies, and learning in general (Fox, 1993; 
Green, 1993; Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995; Mantle-bromley, 1995; McCargar, 1993; 
Oxford, 1989). Foreign language teachers need to keep this in mind when planning 
classroom activities, and that teaching activities need to be perceived in the learners’ 
minds as conducive to learning.  

The above discussion indicates that the discrepancy between the corrective 
feedback preference and learner’s perception is critical issue for understanding the 
efficacy of corrective feedback itself. Therefore, this study focused on one-to-one 
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classroom in which the class participation only involved one student and one teacher. 
Teacher was able to provide more feedbacks without having to worry about the 
learners’ psychology being corrected. Wiboolyasarin et al. (2020) and Ur (2012) 
believe that to be corrected by peers or teachers in public may cause the students an 
embarrassment and lead them to be upset or afraid of speak (de Vasconcelos Neto 
& de Barros Cardoso, 2021). 

Oral Corrective Feedback 

Feedback is divided into two types which are oral and written feedback. 
Specifically, in language learning, feedback, which aims to correct learners’ errors, is 
called corrective feedback. Corrective feedback has been shown to be an important 
part of effective instruction (S. Li, 2010; Sheen, 2011a; Lyster & Saito, 2010b; Lyster et 
al., 2013). Li (2014) states that corrective feedback refers to teacher and peer 
responses to learners’ erroneous second language (L2) production. An empirical 
evidence suggests that corrective feedback is beneficial for second language 
acquisition (SLA), particularly for the acquisition of explicit knowledge ( Rod Ellis, 
2002; N. C. Ellis, 2005; Spada & Tomita, 2010; Sheen, 2011a;). Nonetheless, Sheen 
(2011) claims that not all-corrective feedback takes place because of a communication 
failure; teachers are able to apply it to attract the students’ attention to form even in 
those circumstances where they understand each other. This means that corrective 
feedback can bring negotiation of meaning and negotiation of form too, not only in 
oral but also in written form. Therefore, corrective feedback is also known as oral 
corrective feedback because it is not only given feedback on learners’ written work 
but also given in orally whether learner produces an erroneous utterance. 

Types of oral corrective feedback are early proposed by Lyster & Ranta 
(1997), which they classified into six such as explicit correction, recasts, clarification 
requests, meta-linguistic clue, elicitation, and repetition. These classifications have 
been categorized into two, reformulations and prompts. Recasts and explicit 
correction are included into reformulation as both focus on the correct way of saying 
a certain word or a sentence. Whereas, prompts, which is previously known as 
negotiation form, includes a variety of signals rather than reformations which are 
elicitation, meta-linguistic cue, clarification requests and repetition.  

a. Reformulations 

1. Explicit correction or explicit feedback refers to the teacher’s indication of 
student’s incorrect utterance. Teacher supplies the correct form and clearly 
indicates that what the student has said is incorrect. 

2. Recasts are operationalized as the teacher’s partial or full reformulation of the 
students’ ill-formed utterances (Sheen, 2007). To allow for learner responses 
following recasts to flow naturally, the teacher was not explicitly requested to 
encourage repair. 
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b. Prompts 

1. Clarification request is when the teacher has no clear understand to learners’ 
utterances. It typically occurs when students produce erroneous utterance and 
teachers use some request-phrases i.e. “sorry”, “Pardon me”, “excuse me” etc. 

2. Meta-linguistics clue is when the teacher poses questions or provides comments 
or information related to the students’ well-formed utterance without providing 
the correct form like "Do we say it like that?" "That's not how you say it in 
English," and "Is it feminine?". 

3. Elicitation is whether the teacher directly elicits the correct form from the 
student by asking questions (e.g., "How do we say that in English?"), by pausing 
to allow the student to complete the teacher's utterance (e.g., "It's a....") or by 
asking students to reformulate the utterance (e.g., "Say that again."). 

4. Repetition is that the teacher repeats the student’s ill-formed utterance and 
adjusts intonation to highlight the error. 

Perceptions about Oral Corrective Feedback 

A growing body of research has examined that some forms of corrective 
feedback is beneficial during the classroom activities. The type of feedback, the mode 
of feedback, proficiency level of students, teachers’ educational background, 
feedback setting, attitudes towards feedback, the timing of feedback and length of 
feedback are the most investigated sub-topics of oral corrective feedback (Kir, 2020). 
One area that has received considerable attention is the type of corrective feedback 
in which recasts or other forms of prompts are more effective. Recasts are believed 
to promote L2 development by providing learners with the correct form without 
interrupting the flow of communication (Erlam & Loewen, 2010). Loewen and Philp 
(2006, p. 551)  continue that recasts are appropriate for classroom contexts because 
‘a recast is time-saving, less threatening to student confidence, and less intrusive to 
the flow of interaction than, for example, elicitation of self-repair’. Asari (2014) 
studied non-native EFL teacher ways in providing corrective feedback in the first-year 
university students in Japan. The findings indicate that teachers, in responding the 
students’ error, consistently segmented recast. However, Ressaei (2013b) states that 
popularity of recast as the effective strategy can be constrained by number of 
internal and external factors such as instructional context and learners’ orientation 
to correction and learners’ proficiency and developmental readiness. 

Contrarily, a study conducted by Ha and Murray (2020) found that although 
prompts were reported by Vietnamese EFL teachers to be more effective and 
preferred of total feedback moves than reformulations, they were not reflected in 
the classroom observation. Edmond (2017) in a low EFL class at an education and 
training center in Pacoima, California, reports that although recast is the most 
frequently used to respond the students’ error, it is still difficult to generalize, and its 
effectiveness in eliciting a respond depends on the quality of the recast itself 
provided by the teacher. Furthermore, Yoshida (2008) has similar view of this that 
using recast is unclear for learners to receive as feedback though it has already been 
applied as teaching philosophy and practical reason that time restrictions imposed by 
the classes prompted their provision of recasts to the learners. Regarding this, 
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students pointed out that for effective learning, they want to know that an error was 
committed and receive information from the teacher as how to correct it, with some 
explanations (Katayama, 2007; Baz et al., 2016; Saeb, 2017; Tasdemir & Arslan, 2018) 
as noted by Roberts (1995, p. 167) that ‘the efficacy of error correction is directly 
related to the condition that the L2 learner not only recognizes that he/she is being 
corrected, but understands the nature of the correction’. 

Oral corrective feedback provided by the teacher cannot be separated with 
the learners’ standpoints. Chen, Nassaji, and Liu (2016) state that learner variable 
mediates the effectiveness of feedback which refers to the learners’ individual 
differences including their perceptions. In relation with corrective feedback use, 
Tomczyk (2013) in his study found four most possible reactions of the students 
towards the teacher’s corrective feedback. Anger, shame, contentment, and 
indifference are presented as the students’ reaction after being corrected by the 
teachers.  Şakiroğlu (2020) states in his study that some students feel intimidated 
during the correction. However, the findings of the studies further revealed that, 
generally, the students admitted to be satisfied with the teacher’s feedback. The 
presence of learners who feel negative about the correction shows that the learners 
need to be informed regarding the efficiency of corrective feedback to help them 
developing their language skill. 

RESEARCH METHOD 

Research Design 

The qualitative research in this study employed a case study design which is 
an intensive study of an individual or social unit in a depth where researchers try to 
investigate all important variables in the development of the subject. Therefore, it 
was used to focus on promoting a deep understanding about adult learners’ errors, 
oral corrective feedback used by the EFL teacher, and learners’ perception on oral 
corrective feedback provided to correct their errors. 

Research Context and Participants 

This research was conducted in one of the informal schools in Makassar 
called Amsterdam Institute. Amsterdam Institute is located on Jl. Perintis 
Kemerdekaan Km 10, Tamalanrea, Makassar. This informal school has some English 
program such as General English, English for Professional, In-Company Training, 
TOEFL and IELTS. English for Professional, consisting of adult learners and conducted 
using tailor made system in which the teacher taught the learners based on their 
needs in one-to-one classroom, was chosen to fulfill the criteria of the research. The 
teaching and learning process can be done anywhere and anytime based on the 
agreement of the teacher and learners. 

The participant of this research was a teacher (called a tutor in the 
institution) and two learners from Amsterdam Institute. The teacher taught 
particularly only in English for Professional Program – learners with certain 
educational or occupational background. The teacher visited the learners in a 
comfortable place where the learners wanted to study. There were four teachers in 
the institution teaching adult learners, but the teacher was purposively determined 
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based on the criteria by the purpose of this study obtained through the preliminary 
observation and interview in the site in which she is the only one teaching in one-to-
one classroom using tailor made system in English for Professional program while 
other teachers were teaching in a classroom consisting at least 8 students. In 
addition, assigning the teacher as participant was also based on the following criteria 
mentioned by Cross (2003, cited in Soepriyatna, 2012). 
(1) Level of education; the teacher is a master degree of English education with an 

excellent GPA and was the best graduate in her university in 2018. 
(2) Subject competences; with more than 10-years experience of teaching English, 

the teacher was assigned competent for teaching it. Moreover, she had taught 
in one-to-one classroom using tailor made system for 5 years in the year of this 
research conducted. 

(3) Professional competences; with years of teaching experience, the teacher has 
followed many professional trainings regarding English teaching conducted by 
the institutions she has worked for or other institutions. 

(4) Attitudes; the teacher has taught in Amsterdam Institute since it was established 
in 2017, and as the director said that she is a well-managed and prepared teacher 
before teaching. In addition, the learners also said that the teacher always 
engaged them after the learning session and sometimes freed her time to discuss 
about their learning process or anything related to English learning. 

 Regarding the learners, there were two learners assigned as participant. 
They were, afterward, identified as learner 1 (L1) and learner 2 (L2). They were, 
moreover, purposively chosen due to three reasons: (1) they had the same English 
proficiency level; (2) they had the same numbers of meeting; and (3) they had been 
taught with the same material before the research was conducted. 

Data Collection 

Observation and semi-structured interview were used for collecting the 
data. According to Couper (2019), interviews and classroom observations are needed 
to more fully understand both teachers’ and learners’ cognition. The purpose of semi-
structured interview was to see how the learners perceive oral corrective feedback 
provided by the teacher during the teaching and learning activity and the learners’ 
preferences concerning the timing of corrective feedback using identical questions 
for both participants (Cohen et al., 2011). The language of the interview process was 
chosen at the participants' option in order to ensure the learners’ simple and fluent 
expression of thoughts (Atai & Shafiee, 2017). Therefore, the interview was carried 
out in the language that the participants felt comfortable using (Indonesian) and 
recorded about 10 to 15 minutes each learner, and the participants were given 
chances to elaborate the reasons for their corrective feedback preferences.  

Meanwhile, observation aimed to see the process of how teacher provide 
feedback for the learners’ error during the teaching and learning process. It was 
conducted in two one-to-one classes and each class consisted of 3 meetings with 8 
hours 38 minutes of audio recording in total. The researchers acted as complete 
observer (Creswell, 2016) in which they simply observed by sitting in a spot where the 
participants could not easily notice their existence during the interaction. 
Furthermore, the audio recording was placed with teacher’s help since the 
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participants refused to be recorded using video. Finally, the data gained from this 
observation were used as secondary data to see whether the teacher’s feedback and 
learners’ feedback preferences were in line. According to Creswell (2016), 
observation can be a good complement to interviewing since it allows the researcher 
to compare the codes and themes from the observation with the interview results. 
This triangulation of data is crucial to ensure that the researchers’ interpretations are 
accurate. 

Data Analysis 

The data collected through the observation and semi-structured interview 
were analyzed using thematic analysis.  The analysis process was adopted from 
Matthews et al., (2010) which is categorized into four steps: (1) identifying the initial 
themes; (2) interpreting the data; (3) looking for relationships in the data; and (4) 
presenting the analysis result. As for the interview data, after transcribing and 
identifying the initial theme, the researcher verified to the learners to gain exhaustive 
data before interpreting them based on the need of the research. Furthermore, the 
observation data were used to see whether the corrective feedback used by the 
teacher could help the learners to acknowledge their errors and to verify the learners’ 
corrective feedback preference. 

RESULTS 

Learners’ Attitude 

Based on the interview results, the adult learners found themselves 
facilitated in responding the teacher’s utterances since the teacher’s oral corrective 
feedback were helpful to lead the learners’ accuracy or just to help them 
acknowledge their errors in term of grammar, pronunciation, lexis, and the use of L1. 
However, in contrast to those positive attitudes expressed by the learners, some 
research into teachers’ belief misalign. They have raised concern about how 
corrective feedback can make their students feel bad and make them less motivated 
to learn (e.g. Kaivanpanah et al., 2015; Kartchava et al., 2018; Mahalingappa et al., 
2021). Sepehrinia and Mehdizadeh (2018) continue that teacher’s preference of 
feedback types may have encouraged pupils to be more reserved about making 
mistakes and less talkative. Despite the misalignment believes between teachers and 
learners’ positive attitude towards oral corrective feedback, it is also concerned by 
some previous studies (e.g. Alsolami, 2019; Asnawi et al., 2017; Ergül, 2021; Gamlo, 
2019; Kim & Mostafa, 2021; S. Li & Vuono, 2019; A. Mackey, 2020; Van Ha et al., 2021). 
They mention that oral corrective feedback is recorded as a significant strategy in the 
learning process.   

First, teacher’s corrective feedback was considered as the motivation and 
error awareness. The learners mentioned that sometimes the teacher did not correct 
them when they made an error. Thus, when this happened, they realized they needed 
to correct their own error. This finding is in line with a study conducted by Suryoputro 
and Amaliah (2016). It indicates that oral corrective feedback improved students’ 
error awareness and their motivation to participate in the conversation during the 
learning process. This part of finding is further presented below.  
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L1 : If my sentence is incorrect, Miss O (Teacher’s initial name) always helps me. 
But, sometimes if I feel I am wrong, my teacher does not correct it, or if I 
remember, I will correct my own error. 

(Translated from Indonesian: Learner 1, May 11) 

L2 : I always make mistakes when speaking, especially because I am still 
beginner. But, thankfully, Miss O really assists me. She sometimes stops me 
and directly corrects me, or just says “hhmm” which means I make mistake, 
and I should correct it by myself. But, sometimes, Miss O does not correct 
my erroneous utterances. It might be because of the frequent mistakes. I 
am still learning anyway, so sometimes I still forget that, especially 
grammar. 

(Translated from Indonesian: Learner 2, May 13) 

The two learners’ standpoint indicates that the teacher actually gave them 
time to work out their ill-formed utterances by providing clues or signals. Regarding 
this, Couper (2019) reported in his study that some learners said that self-correction 
is necessary for them to promote learning autonomy and independent learning. 
Moreover, according to Ha et al. (2021), teachers claim that self-correction might 
encourage learners to think more deeply about language rules and make them 
consider their errors and the appropriate forms to provide themselves self-
correction. However, in this case, learners’ absence of mind towards the material 
learnt previously sometimes put them in difficulties to respond the teacher. 
Interestingly, the second learner, apparently, figured out why the teacher skipped 
some of their errors. It is in line with the observation result that is presented below. 

T : Oh school. So, what about in the evening, what is your routine? 
L1 : In the evening I with my family, I am with my family and play with my son. 
T : Okay 

(Learner 1, April 25) 

The dialogue points out that the learner made the same mistake, missing the 
predicate. However, at one point, she could directly provide herself correction. The 
teacher seemed satisfied by responding “Okay” that means she did not have to re-
correct the same error. Nevertheless, the learner, in other meeting, uttered the same 
error, and the teacher skipped the error. The teacher confirmed by the interview that 
she sometimes skips the same error produced by the learners because they already 
acknowledge their errors and it is not possible to correct every errors that the 
learners committed. Additionally, Students frequently feel more comfortable 
speaking the target language when teachers ignore some errors rather than 
correcting all of them (Şakiroğlu, 2020). Therefore, the researcher took their 
statement into an account that they actually can figure out more about their errors if 
they are provided more triggers as an attraction for their intention. Weekly et al. 
(2022) point out that due to language policy, assessments, and student expectations, 
teachers believe that it is crucial to correct students while remaining sensitive to 
linguistic diversity. Additionally, Kartchava et al. (2018) state that frequent CF 
encourages modified and pushed output, which can engage students in 
morphosyntactic processing and encourage them to think on their output and 
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identify ways of altering it to better comprehensibility, appropriateness, and 
accuracy. 

Second, teacher’s corrective feedback is defined as their reminder of the 
previous material learnt. L1 confessed that the teacher’s triggers help them to recall 
the previous material learnt from her short-term memory. 

L1 : Yes, because the teacher directly corrects the pronunciation, if this letter 
comes with this letter, the pronunciation must be like this. If the other ones 
must be added, pronunciation is just corrected directly, so it’s easier. 
Actually, all of them are understandable. But, because I usually forget, so I 
have to be engaged. 

(Translated from Indonesian: Learner 1, May 11) 

Feedback Types 

In addition to the learners’ pronunciation error, Couper (2019) claims that 
very little focus has been placed on teachers' feedback on pronunciation. Yüksel et 
al. (2021) point out that pronunciation or phonological error should be corrected 
since students view pronunciation as a requirement for effective communication, and 
in that receiving oral corrective feedback in pronunciation is widely preferred (Zare 
et al., 2020). There are similar findings indicated in this study and in the finding of 
Couper’s (2019). He found out that during the observation conducted, all the 
participants received immediate correction at some point of the phonological errors.  

L2 : What is that .. It may be pronunciation or vocabulary. 
R : Why do you think so? 
L2 : Yeah because the pronunciation is directly corrected how it is pronounced, 

as well as the vocabulary. The teacher immediately corrects it. 
(Translated from Indonesian: Learner 2, May 13) 

Based on the conversation above, the ways the teacher provides the 
feedback are easy for them to understand, especially in terms of phonological error. 
This may in return because phonological error or mispronunciation is frequently 
followed with explicit correction and recast in which they just need to imitate the 
teacher’s repair. They are not asked to provide themselves self-correction.  According 
to Lyster (1998), pronunciation or phonological errors are perhaps not amenable to 
negotiation and instead require correct models for learners to imitate. This is in 
accordance with the research result found by Suryoputro and Amaliah (2016) that 
corrective feedback enhanced students’ pronunciation. In addition, according to 
Bao's (2019) study, phonological errors received the most instances of corrective 
feedback because teachers place a high value on students' phonology accuracy. 
Nevertheless, indeed, the unusually high rate of repair following teachers’ recasts of 
phonological errors suggests that students do notice the corrective intentions, 
underlying the teacher’s recast, in that they tend to repeat it and get it right. Recasts 
are believed to be more obvious and conspicuous when learners place a greater 
emphasis on language form than on communication (Alkhammash & Gulnaz, 2019; 
Hanh & Tho, 2018; Milla & del Pilar García Mayo, 2021). In addition to this, the 
observation data shows the result as follow. 
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L1 : I.. fun, laugh /laug/ with him.  
T : /lɑːf/ /lɑːf/, jadi ‘g’ sama ‘h’ dibaca /f/. 
  (/lɑːf/ /lɑːf/, so ‘g’ and ‘h’ is uttered /f/.) 
L1 : Dibaca /f/ , /lɑːf/ 
  (It’s uttered /f/ , /lɑːf/) 

(Learner 1, May 3) 

The learning conversation shows the use of feedback to respond the 
learners’ inappropriate pronunciation. The first learner’s mispronunciation was 
followed with recast where the error was directly indicated by the teacher. 
Meanwhile, the teacher emphasized the learner’s error by using explicit feedback. 
After all, in omitting the learners’ errors, the teacher succeeded leading the learners’ 
accuracy in pronunciation. The two types of corrective feedback – explicit feedback 
and recast were the most frequently used by the teacher to lead the learners’ 
accurate response. In addition to this finding, Saeb (2017) discovered that in order to 
learn something effectively and long-term, students must have their mistakes clearly 
defined, receive thorough justification, and have the correct form given to them by 
the teacher. By encouraging students to identify their own mistakes and select the 
appropriate form, teachers expressed the opposing viewpoint that they were eager 
to foster learner autonomy.  

Feedback Time Preference 

In order to assess teachers' corrective feedback's effectiveness for L2 
development, there has been an increase in study interest over the past three 
decades in investigating learners' preferences toward it (Hamed Mahvelati, 2021). 
The timing of correction is separated in the current study into immediate feedback, 
which is given as soon as errors are made even though it obstructs communication, 
and delayed feedback, which is provided after the students have finished 
communicating their message or before the teacher concludes class. In this context, 
the teacher used both immediate and delayed corrective feedback. However, the 
learners mentioned that immediate correctives were more frequently used during 
the learning process.  

The following excerpts describe the learners’ answer to the question about 
the learners’ preference of the corrective feedback used by the teacher. The 
researcher asked “Do you prefer receiving immediate feedback with correct answer 
or receiving clues or hints indicating your erroneous utterances?”.  

L1: I prefer being directly corrected if I have no idea about it because I always 
forget. Actually, it is better not to be corrected directly, like what I said 
before that it is good for me, so that I can remember the previous materials 
learnt. 

(Translated from Indonesian: Learner 1, May 11) 

L2: Actually, if I wanted to choose, I would rather be corrected directly. 
However, if it continues, I will not be able to be independent learner. I will 
not be able to speak without any help from the teacher. Moreover, I am 
forgetful. So, I must be encouraged and provoked. 

(Translated from Indonesian: Learner 2, May 13) 
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Based on the interview, the learners’ preference of corrective feedback is 
clear that they would likely to be corrected immediately. Van Ha et al. (2021b) also 
reported in his study that most of the students who participated in the interviews 
stated that they would want to receive immediate feedback and went into greater 
detail about their preferred timing for input. Generally speaking, all of the students 
thought that immediate feedback was beneficial since it may help them recognize 
their errors right away. However, in the context of this study, although the learners 
preferred being corrected directly, they realized that it inhibited her learning process. 
They considered that being given time to work out her erroneous utterances could 
help them to be an independent learner in the future. This is line with Yoshida's 
(2008) finding that finding out correct answers on learners’ own was more effective 
for their learning than being provided the answers by the teachers. Moreover, self-
corrections may also give the learners a sense of achievement and confidence during 
their language learning process. 

L1 : She immediately corrects it, or I am asked to remember first, engaged to 
remember, and if I forget, the teacher directly corrects it. 

R : So, sometimes you’re just given clues? 
L1 : Yes 

(Translated from Indonesian: Learner 1, May 11) 

L2 : Most are immediately repaired, especially if the material hasn’t been taught 
before, or if I mispronounce a word, or mix it with Indonesian. Sometimes, 
Miss knows when I don’t know a word, so she just directly corrects it. 

(Translated from Indonesian: Learner 2, May 13) 

In the excerpt above, the learners clearly conveyed that the teacher used 
both immediate and delayed feedback. The first learner commented that the teacher, 
even though, mostly used immediate corrective feedback, she did not directly 
provide the learner the correct form of the learner’s ill-formed utterance. The teacher 
drove her to acknowledge their error and provide herself correction by triggering 
them. Agudo (2014) show that teachers highly valued students’ self-correction rather 
than teacher’s correction.  Meanwhile, since the second learner is more fluent in 
speaking than the first learner, apparently, not only did the teacher focus on the 
learner’s error, but also the mistake she made during the learning interaction. Thus, 
although immediate corrective feedback was frequently used, the teacher still gave 
the students time to provide self-correction.  

DISCUSSION  

According to the learners, corrective feedbacks provided by the teacher are 
helpful. Not only does the teacher explicitly correct them, but also give them clues or 
prompts them to recall their memory. Lemak and Valeo (2020) shows in their study 
that positive attitude towards corrective feedback allowed some learners to see 
corrective feedback as a conscious awareness-raising activity and prevented them to 
repeating errors (Saeb, 2017). This positive attitude toward the use of corrective 
feedback, moreover, confirms the study conducted by Zhu and Wang (2019) that 
students were generally in favor having their errors corrected and express a desire to 
be corrected (Roothooft & Breeze, 2016). Zhu and Wang (2019) continue that learners 
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belief that corrective feedback is not only beneficial for students who receive 
correction, but also beneficial for those who are exposed to the corrective feedback.  

Regarding the feedback time reference, this finding shows different finding 
from Sanafi and Nemati (2014) who reports that corrective feedback should be 
delayed in order to enable learners to understand their errors naturally leading to 
self-repair. In an experimental study conducted by Bulbula and Areda (2020), they 
report that some teacher class there is a mismatch between teachers’ practice and 
learners’ preferences on the time of correction. Learners always prefer to be 
corrected at the end of their spoken tasks, while some teachers are observed while 
giving correction immediately as soon as errors are committed. However, this finding 
show similar findings with a large-scale survey study by Brown (2009) and Lee (2013). 
Including students of various target languages at an American university, Brown 
(2009) concludes that teachers tend to be reluctant to provide immediate error 
correction, whereas students appear to be more positive about this practice. Another 
finding of Zhu and Wang (2019) indicates learners had negative feedback towards the 
delayed corrective feedback. They claim that the students in educational contexts of 
mainland China and Macao seemed to not prefer delayed error correction form. It 
might be due to the English learning process in somewhat ‘text-centered and input-
based’ context (Wen, 2018, p. 527). This ‘students’ less favorable attitude toward 
delayed correction’ study is in line with S. Li et al. (2016) quasi-experimental study 
reporting a tentative advantage of immediate over delayed corrective feedback in 
Chinese classrooms.  

Between recast and explicit correction as part of prompts feedback, recast 
happened most often as a number of previous studies have shown that recasts are 
the most frequently used type of corrective feedback in classroom interaction (Braidi, 
2002; Lyster, 1998; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Oliver, 1995; Sheen, 2004;  Ölmezer-Öztürk, 
2016; Roothooft & Breeze, 2016; de Vasconcelos Neto & de Barros Cardoso, 2020; 
Milla & Mayo, 2021; Wang & Li, 2021) One of the reasons of this over occurrence is 
that the teacher feared that the learners would be unable to correct their own errors, 
and if it continues, the learner will inhibit their language learning process. Moreover, 
the teachers believed that when learners perform frequent and serious errors, 
corrective feedback should be addressed more often (Tasdemir & Arslan, 2018). 
Another reason of the recast over occurrence is that the time restrictions imposed by 
the classes prompted does not allow the teacher to correct each of the learners’ error 
(Kir, 2020). According to Rassaei (2013a) a major difference between explicit 
correction and recasts is that explicit correction is self-evidently corrective and 
therefore enables learners to easily recognize the corrective intention of feedback 
and possibly the source of their error while recast utility to serve communicative and 
meaning-focused classrooms by correcting learners’ errors without disrupting the 
flow of communication. However, there has been different view about the 
effectiveness of explicit feedback discovered by Sepehrinia and Mehdizadeh (2018). 
They claim that students may have been less open to speaking in class and more wary 
of committing errors as a result of explicit correction. 

Another finding of this study which is not addressed as the main focus of the 
study is that learners’ uptake towards corrective feedback provided by the teacher 
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are mostly shown after other types of corrective feedback such as explicit correction, 
repetition, metalinguistic feedback, and elicitation. This study is related to the 
observational and experimental studies conducted previously by Lyster and Ranta 
(1997), Panova and Lyster (2002), Sheen (2004, 2006), and Llinares and Lyster (2014). 
These studies result that although recast is the dominant type of oral feedback, 
especially in adult EFL and ESL classrooms, other types of feedback such as elicitation, 
metalinguistic feedback, explicit correction, clarification requests and repetition have 
been found to be less preferred by teachers. However, the results of both studies 
reveal that recasts produce the lowest rate of uptake in learners, while the more 
explicit forms of correction such as explicit correction, metalinguistic feedback and 
especially elicitation lead to a higher level of uptake (Lyster & Ranta, 2013). This 
underscores that learners could more accurately identify their mismatch between 
their erroneous utterances and the target correct forms when they are given more 
explanation after the correction. Hence, the corrective feedback can be tailored to 
its awareness raising function and its output triggering capacity which redirects and 
prompts learners to produce self-correction of their erroneous utterance. 

CONCLUSION 

This paper has discussed learners’ errors during the teaching and learning 
process in one-to-one EFL classroom interaction. Based on the findings and 
discussion, it can be concluded that corrective feedbacks provided by the teacher 
were helpful for the learners to respond the teacher’s utterance accurately. The 
learners admitted that their absent-mind towards the material learnt before made 
them in trouble when they needed to respond the teacher’s utterance. Hence, they 
concurred that the teacher’s corrective feedback either by explicitly eliciting or by 
giving clue highly assisted them in responding the teacher’s utterance. In addition, 
they confessed that the way teacher corrected them contributed to their English 
improvement generally.   

There are a few things to keep in mind with the current study. First, the 
number of participants were only two that restrict and limit the data and result 
interpretation. The further research can involve more participants in an ono-to-one 
classroom interaction that apply the same teaching system. Second, as the learners 
often produced the same error, especially in grammar, the researchers drew 
conclusion that the feedbacks provided by the teacher are contemporary monitor for 
the learners. In other words, the feedback is only stored in their short-term memory 
Therefore, the next researchers are expected to explore further teacher’s corrective 
feedbacks that can become permanent monitor or self-correction for learners in 
order that teacher does not need to correct the same error, and learners can become 
independent learners, and to dig more deeply about teacher’s preference of 
corrective feedback use with more students as participant receiving feedback. 
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