
CHAPTER iII 

REVIEW iOF iRELATED iLITERATURE 

 

       This ichapter iwill idiscuss isome irelated itheories ito isupport ithis istudy. iIt iwill ibe 

iused ifor ithe iunderlying irequirement ito isolve ithe iproblems. iIt iconsists iof ithe 

idefinition iand itheories iabout icorrective ifeedback iand istudent iresponses. 

A. Speaking 

Speaking iis ithe iability ito iproduce iwords iin ia ilanguage iexercise. iIt iis ia 

icritical iskill ifor istudents ito imaster ibecause iit iallows ius ito iassess itheir iability ito 

iproduce ilanguage. iSpeaking iis ithe iact iof iexpressing ioneself ithrough ithe iuse iof ia 

iloud ivoice iand iis ian iimportant ipart iof icommunication. iWhen ipeople iinteract 

iwith ieach iother, iit iis ibecause ithey iwant ito icommunicate iusing ilanguage ias ia 

imeans iof iexchanging iideas ior ithoughts. iSpeaking iis ithe iactivity iof iusing iwords 

ito icommunicate iwith iothers iand iexpress ioneself iin ia iway ithat ican ibe iunderstood 

iand iaccepted iby imany ipeople. iIt iis ian iessential iskill ifor ieffective 

icommunication iand ifor iexpressing iideas ior ithoughts ito iothers43. iSpeaking iis ia 

iway ifor ipeople ito itransmit iand ishare itheir ithoughts iverbally iwith iothers. iIf 

ilisteners iare iable ito icomprehend iwhat isomeone iis isaying, ithe ispeaker iis 

iconsidered ito ihave iexcellent ispeaking iskills. iThis iability iis iimportant ifor 

ieffective icommunication iand ifor iexpressing ioneself iclearly ito iothers44. 

iSpeaking iis iconsidered ia ivital ipart iof icommunication, iand ipeople imake ian ieffort 

ito ilearn ithis iskill iin iorder ito ibe iable ito icommunicate iwith ithe iglobal isociety. iIt iis 

ian iimportant iability ithat ienables ipeople ito iexpress ithemselves iand iinteract iwith 

iothers ieffectively. 

Speaking iis ia imeans iof icommunication ithat ipeople iuse ito iconvey itheir 

iopinions, iexpressions, iand idesires ithrough ia iwide ivariety iof ilanguages ito iothers. 

iAccording ito iParamita iSari, ispeaking iis ithe iability ito icommunicate iorally iwith 

iother ipeople. iIt iis ian iactivity ithat iis iused iby ipeople iof iall iages, ifrom ibabies ito 
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iolder iindividuals, ito iexpress ithemselves iand iinteract iwith iothers45. iSpeaking iis 

ithe iskill ithat istudents iwill ibe ijudged ion imost iin ireal-life isituations. iIt iis ian 

iimportant ipart iof ieveryday iinteraction, iand ia iperson's iability ito ispeak ifluently 

iand icomprehensibly ioften iforms itheir ifirst iimpression. iTherefore, iteachers ihave 

ia iresponsibility ito iprepare istudents ito ibe iable ito ispeak ieffectively iin ithe ireal 

iworld. 

The iimplementation iof ithe ischool-based icurriculum ifor iteaching iEnglish ias 

ia iforeign ilanguage i(EFL) ispeaking iin iIndonesia icontinues ito iface ichallenges, 

idespite iEnglish ibeing ithe ifirst icompulsory iforeign ilanguage iin ijunior iand isenior 

ihigh ischools. iThere iare imany ifactors ithat icontribute ito ithese ichallenges: 

1. The igovernment iis inot iwell iand iaccurately iinformed iabout ithe ifeedback ion 

iits iimplementation ifor ia ilimited itime 

2. The i iassessment iwhich iis inot iappropriate iis iapplied ito iasses istudent’s 

ilanguage iskills icreating ia icontra-productive iin ithe iresult 

3. The imanagement iof ithe iclass iand iteaching ipreparation iis iinadequate46 

The iproblem iusually icomes ifrom ithe istudents. iThey iare ias ifollows: 

1. Inhibition i- iLearners imay ibe iinhibited ifrom ispeaking iin iEnglish iin ithe 

iclassroom idue ito ifear iof imaking imistakes, ifear iof icriticism ifrom itheir ipeers, 

ior ishyness. 

2. Nothing ito isay i- iSome ilearners imay istruggle ito ifind ithe imotivation ito ispeak 

ior ito iformulate iopinions ior irelevant icomments, ipossibly idue ito ia ilack iof 

ivocabulary. 

3. Lack iof iinterest iin ithe itopic i- if ithe iteacher idoes inot iprovide ia isuitable ior 

iinteresting itopic, istudents imay ibecome ibored iand ilose ifocus iin ithe 

iclassroom. 

4. Previous ilearning iexperience i- iPrevious ilearning iexperiences imay ialso 

iimpact ia istudent's iability ito iengage iin iEnglish ispeaking iif ithe imaterial ibeing 

icovered iis inot irelevant ito itheir ireal ilife. 
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5. Cultural ireason i- iCultural idifferences ican ialso ibe ia ichallenge ifor istudents 

itrying ito ipractice iand iuse ithe ilanguage iin itheir idaily iactivities. 

6. Low ior iuneven iparticipant i- iIn isome icases, iuneven iparticipation imay ibe 

icaused iby isome ilearners idominating ithe igroup47. 

B. Teaching iSpeaking 

Teaching ispeaking ias ia iforeign ilanguage iis ia icrucial iaspect iof imastering 

iEnglish. iTeachers ineed ito ifind ieffective iways ito iimprove istudents' ispeaking 

iskills. iOne iway ito ido ithis iis ito icreate ia istrategy ito imake ilearning iEnglish 

ienjoyable iand iengaging ifor istudents. iWhen iteachers ihave ia iclear iplan ifor 

iteaching iin ithe iclassroom, istudents iare imore ilikely ito ibe imotivated iand 

ienthusiastic iabout ilearning ithe imaterial. iThere iare iseveral iapproaches ito isecond 

ilanguage iinstruction, iincluding: 

1. Content-based ilanguage iteaching 

Content-based ilanguage iteaching i(CBLT) iis ian iinstructional iapproach iin 

iwhich ilinguistic icurricular icontent isuch ias igeography ior iscience iis itaught ito 

istudents ithrough ithe imedium iof ia ilanguage ithat ithey iare ilearning ias ian 

iadditional ilanguage. iThis iapproach iis ialso iknown ias icontent-based 

iinstruction i(CBI) ior iContent iand iLanguage iintegrated ilearning i(CLIL). 

iCBLT iprograms ican ibe iplaced ion ia icontinuum iwith ilanguage-driven 

iprograms iat ione iend iand icontent-driven iprograms iat ithe iother iend. iCBLT iis 

idesigned ito ihelp istudents idevelop itheir ilanguage iskills iwhile ilearning iabout ia 

ispecific isubject48. iAt ithe ilanguage-driven iend iof ithe ispectrum iare iforeign 

ilanguage iclasses ithat ifocus ion itheme-based icontent, iwith ithe igoal iof 

ipromoting itarget ilanguage idevelopment iand ihelping ilearners idevelop itheir 

iL2 icompetence iwithin ispecific itopic iareas. iThese iclasses ido inot ihave ihigh-

stakes iassessments iof istudents' icontent iknowledge, iand ithe igoal iis ito icreate ia 

iclassroom ienvironment iwhere iintellectually istimulating iexplorations iare ithe 
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inorm irather ithan ithe iexception. iThe ifocus iis ion ideveloping ilanguage iskills 

irather ithan ion itesting icontent iknowledge49. 

2. Task-based ilanguage iteaching 

Task-Based iLanguage iTeaching i(TBLT) iis ia imethod iof iteaching ia 

isecond ior iforeign ilanguage ithat ifocuses ion iengaging ilearners iin iauthentic 

ilanguage iuse iand ipromoting iacquisition ithrough ithe icompletion iof 

icommunicative itasks. iThis iapproach iencourages ilearners ito iview ilanguage 

ias ia imeans iof icommunication irather ithan ias ia isubject ito ibe istudied iand 

ipracticed. iTBLT iaims ito iprovide icontexts iin iwhich ilearners ican iuse itheir 

iexisting ilanguage iskills ito icommunicate iand idevelop ifluency iin ithe isecond 

ilanguage i(L2). iAdditionally, iTBLT iseeks ito ihelp ilearners iacquire inew 

ilinguistic iknowledge ithrough iboth ithe iinput iand iinteractions ithat itasks 

iprovide, ias iwell ias ithrough ithe inatural ifocus ion ilanguage iform ithat iarises 

ifrom itask iperformance. iAs ia iresult, iTBLT ihelps ilearners idevelop iboth 

ilinguistic iand iinteractional icompetence iin ithe iL2. iThis iteaching imethod 

iemphasizes ilearning ithrough ithe ireal-life iuse iof ithe iL250. iA itask imust isatisfy 

ifour icriteria, ithey iare ias ifollows: 

1. The itask imust iinvolve ilearners iin iusing ithe itarget ilanguage ito 

icommunicate. 

2. The itask imust ibe imotivated iby ia ireal-life ipurpose. 

3. The itask imust ibe iachievable, ibut ialso islightly ichallenging ito ithe ilearners. 

4. The itask imust ibe iappropriately isupported, iwith ithe inecessary iresources 

iand iscaffolding iprovided ifor ithe ilearners ito isuccessfully icomplete iit. 

The iprimary ifocus ishould ibe ion i‘meaning’ i(i.e., ilearners ishould ibe 

iconcerned imainly iwith iencoding iand idecoding imessages, inot iwith ifocusing 

ion ia ilinguistic iform). 

1. There ishould ibe isome ikind iof igap i(i.e., ia ineed ito iconvey iinformation, 

iexpress ian iopinion, ior iinfer imeaning). 
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2. Learners ishould irely ilargely ion itheir iown iresources i(linguistic iand 

inonlinguistic) iin iorder ito icomplete ithe itask. iThat iis, ilearners iare inot 

itaught ithe ilanguage ithey iwill ineed ito iperform ia itask, ialthough ithey imay 

ibe iable ito iborrow ifrom ithe iinput ithe itask iprovides ito ihelp ithem iperform. 

3. There iis ia iclearly idefined ioutcome iother ithan ithe iuse iof ilanguage ifor iits 

iown isake. iThus, iwhen iperforming ia itask, ilearners iare inot iprimarily 

iconcerned iwith iusing ilanguage icorrectly ibut iwith iachieving ithe igoal 

istipulated iby ithe itask51. 

3. Cognitive-interactionist iapproach 

A icognitive-interactionist iapproach iinvolves iproviding ilearners iwith 

ilinguistic iinput ithrough ivarious imediums iand iengaging ithem iin 

iconversation. iThis iapproach ipays iattention ito ilinguistic iinput iwith isome 

ilevel iof iawareness iand iprovides ilearners iwith icorrective ifeedback iin 

iresponse ito itheir ierrors. iThe ifeedback iserves ias inegative ievidence, ihelping 

ilearners iunderstand iwhat iis inot ipossible iin ithe itarget ilanguage. iThis iapproach 

iemphasizes ispontaneous iattention ito ilinguistic iforms iduring imeaning-

oriented iactivities iand iaims ito ihelp ilearners iproduce iresponses ito ifeedback 

ithat iare imore itarget-like ithan itheir ioriginal iutterances52. iTechniques ito iteach 

ispeaking ibased ion iRusdiningsih iare ias ifollows: 

1. Role-playing i- iOne imethod ifor ideveloping ispeaking iskills iis irole-

playing, iwhich iinvolves icreating ia idramatic isituation iin ithe iclassroom ior 

isimply iacting iout idialogues. iIt ican ialso iinvolve ire-labeling iobjects iand 

ipeople iin ithe iroom ito iprepare ifor iimaginative irole-playing. 

2. Games i- iGames ican ibe ia ifun iand imotivating iway ito ihelp istudents ilearn iin 

ia irelaxed iatmosphere. 

3. Problem-solving i- iMaterials ithat ifocus ion iproblem-solving ioffer 

iopportunities ifor istudents ito iwork iin ipairs ior ismall igroups, ishare 

iinformation iand iopinions ion imeaningful itopics. 
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4. Discussion i- iSmall igroup idiscussion i(three ito ifive istudents) ican ibe ia 

ivaluable iactivity iif iit iis iintroduced iwith ia iclear iexplanation iof iits ipurpose 

iand iused iregularly. 

5. Song i- iUsing isongs iin ithe iEFL iclassroom, iparticularly ispeaking isongs, 

ican ibe ienjoyable iand ieducational. iSongs ican ialso ibe iused ito ihelp 

istudents ilearn ivocabulary, ipronunciation, istructures, iand isentence 

ipatterns.53 

In iaddition, iwhen iteach ia ispeaking ito istudents iat ithe isecondary ilevel, iit iis 

iimportant ifor ithe iteacher ito ibear iin imind ithat itreating istudents ifairly, 

iimpartially, iand iwith irespect iis icrucial, ias istudents ineed ian iadult iin icharge iof 

ithe iclassroom. 

C. Teacher iCorrective iFeedback 

Teachers' icorrective ifeedback iplays ia irole iin idetermining istudents' 

ilanguage iacquisition iin ithe iclassroom. iProviding iverbal ifeedback iin ithe 

iclassroom ican ihelp istudents iuse iEnglish iwell iif iit iis igiven icorrectly. iWhen ia 

iteacher idoes inot igive ifeedback ion istudents' ierrors, iit ican inegatively iimpact itheir 

iEnglish ilearning54. iTherefore, iverbal ifeedback ishould ibe iapplied ibecause iit ican 

ihelp istudents iimprove itheir iforeign ilanguage iskills. iThrough ioral ifeedback, 

istudents ican igain inew iknowledge iand ibecome iaware iof itheir imistakes, ienabling 

ithem ito ibetter iuse ithe itarget ilanguage. iLyster iand iRanta iclassified ithe itypes iof 

ioral icorrective ifeedback iinto isix icategories. iThey iare ias ifollows: 

1. Repetition 

Repetition iis ia itype iof icorrective ifeedback iin iwhich ithe iteacher irepeats 

ithe istudent's imistake, ichanging ithe iintonation ito iinform ithe istudent iof iany 

ierrors ithey ihave imade. 

2. Elicitation i 

Elicitation iis ia itype iof icorrective ifeedback iin iwhich ithe iteacher igives 

ilittle iexplanation iand iasks iquestions ito iget ithe icorrect iform ifrom ithe 

istudents. iFor iexample: i'You imean...?', i'Can iyou isay ithat iagain?'. iThis itype 
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iof ifeedback iis iused iwhen istudents ineed imore idirection ito imake itheir 

iutterances icorrect. 

3. Metalinguistic ifeedback 

Metalinguistic ifeedback iis icorrective ifeedback ithat icontains 

iinformation, icomments, ior iquestions irelated ito ithe icorrect iform iof ia 

istudent's iutterance, iwithout idirectly iproviding ithe icorrect iform. iThe iteacher 

iprovides imore iexplanation iabout ithe istudent's ierror. 

4. Clarification irequest i 

Clarification irequest iis ia itype iof icorrective ifeedback iin iwhich ithe 

iinstructor iindicates ia ineed ito iunderstand iwhat iis imeant iby ithe ispeaker iby 

iusing iphrases isuch ias i'Again?', i'Pardon?', ior i'Excuse ime?'. iThis iallows ithe 

istudents ito icorrect itheir iown ierrors. iThis itype iof ifeedback iis iused iwhen ithe 

iteacher idoes inot iunderstand ithe istudent's iutterance iand ineeds iconfirmation. 

5. Recast ior iimplicit icorrective ifeedback 

Recast ior iimplicit icorrective ifeedback ioccurs iwhen ithe iteacher irepeats 

ithe istudent's ispeaking iand ireplaces ithe istudent's ierror iwith ithe icorrect iform 

iwithout idirectly iindicating ithat ithe istudent's iutterance iis iincorrect. iThe 

iteacher idoes inot ineed ito iuse iexpressions isuch ias i'Oh, iyou imean...' ior i'You 

ishould isay...' iin ia irecast. 

6. Explicit icorrective ifeedback 

Explicit icorrective ifeedback ioccurs iwhen ithe iteacher iprovides ithe 

istudent iwith ithe icorrect iform iin iresponse ito ian ierror ior iincorrect iutterance. 

iUnlike iimplicit ifeedback, iexplicit ifeedback iinvolves ithe iteacher istating 

iexpressions isuch ias i'You ishould isay...' ior i'Oh, iyou imean...' ibefore igiving 

ithe icorrect iform55 

According ito iRod iEllis, iteacher icorrective ifeedback iconsists iof iseveral 

istrategies. iThese istrategies iare isummarized iin ithe ifollowing itable: 
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Table i2.1 iCorrective iFeedback 

No 

Corrective 

iFeedback 

iStrategy 

Definition Corrective itext 

1 Recast In ia irecast, ithe icorrector 

iincorporates ithe icontent iwords iof 

ithe iimmediately ipreceding iincorrect 

iutterance iand imakes ichanges ior 

icorrections ito iit iin isome iway i(e.g., 

iphonological, isyntactic, 

imorphological, ior ilexical). 

L: i iwent ithere itwo itimes. i 

T: iYou’ve ibeen. iYou’ve 

ibeen ithere itwice ias ia 

igroup? 

2 Repetition In ian iexplicit icorrection, ithe 

icorrector irepeats ithe ilearner's 

iutterance, ihighlighting ithe ierror 

ithrough ithe iuse iof iemphatic istress. 

L: i iwill ishowed iyou. i 

T: i iwill iSHOWED iyou. iL: 

i’ll ishow iyou 

3 Clarification 

irequest 

In ia iclarification irequest, ithe 

icorrector iindicates ithat ithey ihave 

inot iunderstood iwhat ithe ilearner 

isaid. 

L: iWhat ido iyou ispend iwith 

iyour iwife? i 

T: iWhat? 

4 Explicit 

icorrection 

The icorrector iindicates ian ierror ihas 

ibeen icommitted, identifies ithe ierror 

iand iprovides ithe icorrection. 

L: iOn iMay. i 

T: iNot ion iMay,in iMay. iWe 

isay, i“It iwill istart iin iMay.” 

5 Elicitation In ian ielicitation, ithe icorrector 

irepeats ipart iof ithe ilearner's iutterance 

ibut inot ithe ierroneous ipart iand iuses 

irising iintonation ito isignal ithat ithe 

ilearner ishould icomplete iit. 

L: i’ll icome iif iit iwill inot 

irain. i 

T: i’ll icome iif iit i……? 

6 Paralinguistic 

isignal 

The icorrector iuses ia igesture ior ifacial 

iexpression ito iindicate ithat ithe 

ilearner ihas imade ian ierror. 

L: iYesterday ii igo icinema. 

iT: i(gestures iwith iright 

iforefinger iover ileft 

ishoulder ito iindicate ipast) 

 

The iteacher imust iselect iboth ithe ispecific istrategy ito iuse iin iresponse ito ia 

ilearner ierror iand ithe ispecific ilinguistic idevices ito irealize ithat istrategy. iThis 

irequires iconsiderable ipragmatic iand ipragmalinguistic icompetence, iand iit iis 

ilikely ithat iteachers irespond iintuitively ito iparticular ierrors imade iby iindividual 

istudents irather ithan ifollowing ia ipredetermined ierror icorrection ipolicy. iThis 

imay iexplain iwhy iteachers' ierror icorrection ipractices iare igenerally iimprecise 

iand iinconsistent. iImprecision iis ievident iin ithe ifact ithat iteachers iuse ithe isame 

iovert ibehavior i(e.g., irepetition) iboth ito iindicate ithat ian ierror ihas ibeen imade iand 

ito ireinforce ia icorrect iresponse. iTeacher ieducators ihave ibeen ihesitant ito 

iprescribe ior iproscribe ithe istrategies ithat iteachers ishould iuse, ipartly ibecause ithey 

iare iuncertain iabout iwhich istrategies iare ieffective, ibut ialso ibecause ithey 
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irecognize ithat ithe iprocess iof icorrecting ierrors iis icomplex iand iinvolves ia inumber 

iof icompeting ifactors.56 

Elicitations iare imost ioften iprovided iby iteachers iand iencourage ilearners ito 

iself-repair, irather ithan irelying ion i“other irepair” ias iis ithe icase iof iexplicit 

icorrection ior irecasts. iThey imay iprovide ieither iexplicit ior iimplicit inegative 

ievidence ithat ian ierror ihas ioccurred iand iencourage ithe ilearner ito ireformulate 

itheir iown inontarget-like ioutput, ihowever, ithey ido inot iprovide ia imodel i(positive 

ievidence) iof ihow ito ido ithis. iAn ielicitation, ifor iexample, idoes ithis idirectly iby 

iasking iquestions ior ipausing ito iallow ithe istudent ito icomplete itheir iinterlocutor’s 

iutterance. iExample iwhen istudent isaid i“Well ithere’s ia istream iof iperfume ithat 

idoesn’t ismell ivery inice.” iThen ithe iteacher isaid i“So ia istream iof iperfume, iwe’ll 

icall ithat ia i...?”. iThe iteacher iforms ia iquestion iabout ithe icorrect ilexical iitems iand 

iwaits ifor ithe ilearner ito itry ito iself-correct. iThis iis ia irelatively iexplicit iprompt57. 

Corrective ifeedback iplays ia icritical irole iin ilanguage iteaching iand ilearning, 

ibut ithere ihas ibeen ilittle iresearch ion iteachers' ipractices iof icorrective ifeedback ion 

istudents' ispeaking iperformance iand itheir iuptake. iOne iof ithe imost idominant 

istudies ion ithe idifferent itypes iof ioral icorrective ifeedback i(CF) iand itheir 

ieffectiveness ion istudent iuptake iis iLyster iand iRanta's i(1997) idescriptive istudy. 

iThe istudy iwas iconducted iin ifour iFrench iimmersion iclassrooms iin iCanada iwith 

ithe iparticipation iof ifour iteachers iand i104 iprimary istudents iranging iin iage ifrom 

i10 ito i12. iLyster iand iRanta i(1997) ireported ithat iteachers imainly iprovided 

ilearners iwith isix itypes iof iCF: irecasts i(55%), ielicitation i(14%), iclarification 

irequests i(11%), imetalinguistic ifeedback i(8%), iexplicit icorrection i(7%), iand 

irepetition iof ierror i(5%). iAlthough irecasts iwere ithe imost ifrequent itype iof iCF 

iused iby ithe iteachers i(55% iof ithe itotal ifeedback), ithey iwere ifound ito ibe 

iineffective iat iencouraging ilearner iuptake iand irepair i(only i18% iof itotal irepair 

iuptake). iOn ithe iother ihand, iother iCF itypes isuch ias imetalinguistic ifeedback, 

iexplicit icorrection, iand irepetition iwere iused iwith ilower ifrequency ibut iwere 

isuccessful iat ieliciting irepair iuptake ifrom ithe istudents i(45%, i36%, iand i31%, 
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irespectively). iHowever, iexplicit icorrection iwas inot isuccessful isince ino iuptake 

ifollowing iit iaccounted ifor ihalf iof ithe istudent iuptake i(50%). iTherefore, 

ielicitation iand imetalinguistic ifeedback ican ibe iconsidered ieffective iCF itypes, 

iwhile irecasts iand iexplicit icorrection ican ibe iconsidered iineffective iones58. 

The ieffectiveness iof ioral icorrective ifeedback i(CF) ion istudent iuptake ihas 

ivaried iacross idifferent icontexts, isuch ias ilearners' iage iand ilanguage iproficiency, 

ithe itarget ilanguage, iand ithe iteachers' iexperience. iTherefore, ithe ieffectiveness iof 

ioral iCF ion istudent iuptake imay ichange iin ia iparticular icontext59. iTeacher 

icorrective ifeedback iin ispeaking iclasses iis inecessary ito ireduce ithe ilikelihood iof 

iincorrect itarget ilanguage iuse. iIt ican ialso ipromote ilearners' ilanguage 

idevelopment. iHowever, iit iis iimportant ithat iteachers ideliver iclear iverbal 

icorrective ifeedback ito ifacilitate istudents' iunderstanding iof ithe icorrect itarget 

ilanguage iuse. 

Some iprevious istudies iabout icorrective ifeedback ihave ibeen iconducted. iOne 

iof ithem ishowed ithat iELT istudents ihave ipositive iattitudes itoward ioral icorrective 

ifeedback i(OCF)60. iThe ifindings iof ithis istudy irevealed ithat ialmost iall iof ithe 

istudents iwere iwilling iand ineeded ito ireceive iOCF ito iimprove ithe iaccuracy iof 

itheir itarget ilanguage. iAdditionally, imore ithan ihalf iof ithe istudents idid inot ifeel 

ifrustrated ior iembarrassed iwhen ithey ireceived iOCF. iHowever, isome istudents 

idid ifeel inervous ito ispeak iafter ireceiving iOCF, ibut ithis idid inot iinhibit itheir 

iacceptance iof iit. iThe istudents ibelieved ithat iOCF iis ibest igiven ito ithose iwith ia 

ihigh ilevel iof ispeaking iproficiency. iAlmost iall iof ithe istudents iagreed ithat iOCF 

ican iincrease itheir igrammar iknowledge. iIn iterms iof ipreferences, ialmost iall iof ithe 

istudents iwanted ito ibe icorrected iwhen ithey imade iserious ierroneous iutterances 

ithat iimpeded ilisteners' iunderstanding. iCorrecting istudents' ierroneous iutterances 

ishould iwait iuntil ithey ifinish ispeaking, ias imany iof ithem idid inot iwant ito ibe 

iinterrupted iwhile ispeaking. iAlmost iall iof ithe istudents ipreferred ilecturers ito 

icorrect itheir ierroneous iutterances, ias ithey ihave imore iknowledge iand iexperience 
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ithan itheir iclassmates. iThe iOCF itype ithat ithe istudents ipreferred ithe imost iwas 

iexplicit icorrection iwith imetalinguistic iexplanation, ias iit ihelps ithem ito 

iunderstand ithe icorrection iand ithe iexplanation. iIn isummary, ithe istudents ishowed 

ipositive iattitudes itowards iOCF iin ispeaking iclasses. i 

Another istudy ishowed ithat ithe istudents iperceived ilecturers' ioral icorrective 

ifeedback ias ian iimportant ipart iof ilanguage ilearning iand ifound iit ivery ihelpful iin 

iimproving itheir ispeaking iabilities61. iIt ican ibe iconcluded ithat ioral icorrective 

ifeedback ihad ipositive iresults ion ithe istudents' ispeaking iperformances. 

iTherefore, ithis istudy iwas isignificant iin ihighlighting ithe istudents' iperceptions 

itowards ioral icorrective ifeedback ifrom itheir ilecturers iduring ithe iteaching iand 

ilearning iof ispeaking iin itheir iclasses. iBoth ilecturers iand istudents iwould ibenefit 

ifrom ithis iresearch ias iit ihelps ithem irealize ithe iimportance iof igiving iand 

iaccepting ioral icorrective ifeedback. iAnother iarticle ifrom iThiri iwhich 

isummarized ithat iher iresearch idiscusses ithe irole iof icorrective ifeedback iin 

ilanguage iteaching. iCorrective ifeedback iis ia iway ifor iteachers ito iprovide istudents 

iwith iinformation iabout itheir ierrors ior imistakes iin iorder ito ihelp ithem iimprove 

itheir ilanguage iskills. iThe iauthors iof ithe iarticle ireview iresearch ion ithe idifferent 

itypes iof icorrective ifeedback, iincluding iexplicit ifeedback, iwhich iinvolves 

iproviding ia iclear iexplanation ior icorrection iof ian ierror, iand iimplicit ifeedback, 

iwhich iinvolves iproviding ihints ior iclues ithat ihelp istudents ifigure iout ithe icorrect 

iform iwithout iexplicitly istating iit. iThe iarticle ialso idiscusses ithe ifactors ithat 

iinfluence ithe ieffectiveness iof icorrective ifeedback, isuch ias ithe itiming iof ithe 

ifeedback, ithe itype iof ierror ibeing icorrected, iand ithe ilearner's ilevel iof 

iproficiency62. 

Bart, iCatia, iand iRoeland iinvestigate iThe ieffect iof icorrective ifeedback iand 

ieducation ilevel iin iadult iL2 ilearning, iThis istudy iinvestigates ithe iimpact iof 

ieducation ilevel ion ithe ieffectiveness iof icorrective ifeedback i(CF) iin isecond 

ilanguage ilearning iusing ia icomputer iassisted ilanguage ilearning i(CALL) isystem. 

iThe istudy iincluded i68 iDutch isecond ilanguage ilearners iwho iwere irandomly 
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iassigned ito ieither ia icondition iwith iautomatic igrammaticality iCF ior ia icontrol 

icondition iwith ino iCF. iThe iresults ishowed ithat ilearners iwith ihigh iand imedium 

ilevels iof ieducation ibenefited ifrom ispeaking ipractice iin iboth iconditions, iwhile 

ilow-educated ilearners idid inot ibenefit ifrom ipractice iin ieither icondition. iThere 

iwas ialso ia itrend ifor iCF ito iincrease ipractice ieffectiveness ifor imedium iand ihigh 

ieducated ilearners. iThe iauthors iconclude ithat ieducation ilevel iis ian iimportant 

ifactor ithat iinfluences ithe ieffectiveness iof iCF iin isecond ilanguage ilearning63. i 

Ha iand iMurray iinvestigates ithe ibeliefs iand ipractices iof iVietnamese iEnglish 

ias ia iforeign ilanguage i(EFL) iteachers iregarding ioral icorrective ifeedback. iData 

iwere icollected ithrough iclassroom iobservations iand iinterviews iwith isix iteachers 

iin iprimary ischools iin iVietnam. iThe iteachers iwere ifound ito ihave ia ihigh ilevel iof 

iawareness iof ithe ibenefits iof icorrective ifeedback iand iidentified ipronunciation 

ierrors ias ithe imost iimportant itarget ifor icorrection iin ithe iprimary icontext. iIn 

ipractice, ihowever, ithe ifrequency iof ifeedback iper ierror iwas ihigher ifor 

ivocabulary ierrors. iTeachers ireported ithat iprompts iwere imore ieffective iand 

ipreferred ito ireformulations, ibut ithis ipreference iwas inot ireflected iin ithe iobserved 

iclassroom ipractices, iwhich iincluded ia ihigh inumber iof ididactic irecasts. iThe 

idiscrepancies ibetween ibeliefs iand ipractices iare idiscussed iin irelation ito 

icontextual ifactors iand ithe iinfluence iof idifferent isets iof ibeliefs. iThe istudy ialso 

ifound ithat ithe iteachers' ifeedback imoves icontained isome iinaccuracies64. i 

On ithe iother ihand, iKartchava iet ial. ibased ion itheir istudy ifound ithat ithe 

iteachers' ilimited iknowledge iabout ihow, iwhen, iand iin iwhat iamounts ito iprovide 

iCF iprevents ithem ifrom ireconciling itheir ibeliefs iwith iclassroom ipractices, 

ileading ithem ito ibehave imore ilike inative ispeakers ithan ilanguage iteachers. iThe 

iauthors isuggest ithat iteacher ieducation iand iadditional iteaching iexperience, ias 

iwell ias itraining ithat iaddresses ispecific iconcepts irelated ito iCF, icould ihelp ibridge 

ithis igap. iThe istudy ihas iseveral ilimitations, iincluding ithe iuse iof iwritten 

iquestionnaires ito icapture ithe iteachers' ibeliefs, ithe ilack iof ian iopportunity ifor ithe 
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iteachers ito iexplain itheir ibeliefs ior iCF ichoices, ithe ilack iof icontrol iover itasks iand 

iteaching istyle, iand ithe ifact ithat ithe iquestionnaire iprobed ihypothetical ibehaviors 

iwhile ithe iclassroom iinteractions ifocused ion ireal-life iactions65. 

D. Personality iTraits 

Each iindividual iperson iis iunique, iwith itheir iown idistinctive ipersonality 

icomprised iof iimplicit iinterrelations iamong iobservable ibehaviors, iinternal 

idispositions, iand ipreferences ifor iaction. iThese iinterrelationships idepict ithe 

iindividual's iunchanging ipatterns iof ibehavior iand idescribe ithe idifferences iwithin 

iindividuals. iThis ican ilead ito ivarious itypes iof iperception, ithought, iand ibehavior 

iin idifferent iways iamong idifferent ipeople. iFurthermore, ipersonality ican ibe 

idefined iin itwo idifferent iways: i1) ias icharacterization iand iindividuality, ior i2) ias 

ithe isubjective istructure ithat ibrings iout ithe icharacteristics iof ia iperson66. 

Extroversion iis ithe idimension iwhere ia iperson ihas ia ifundamental ineed ito 

iproject ia istrong iself-image ifor iself-esteem iand ia isense iof icompleteness ifrom 

iothers67. iAdditionally, iaccording ito iEysenck iand iEysenck, i'the itypical iextrovert 

iis ifriendly, ihas imany ifriends, ineeds ito iget ifriends ito ispeak ito, ilikes iparties, iand 

iavoids ireading ior istudying iby ihimself.' iAn iextrovert iperson ialso icraves 

iexcitement, itakes iopportunities, ioften itakes irisks, iacts ion ia ishort istimulus, iand iis 

iusually iimpetuous. iThey ioften ihave iamusing istories ito itell, ican iprovide 

iorganized ianswers, iand inormally ienjoy ichange. iExtroverts iare itypically 

icarefree, iopen-minded, ihopeful, iand iconfident iand ienjoy i'laughing iand ibeing 

imerry68. iIntroversion iis ithe iextent ito iwhich ia iperson ican iderive ia isense iof 

iwholeness iand ifulfillment ion itheir iown iwithout ireflecting ion ithemselves ifrom 

iother ipeople. iIntroverts iare imore iinterested iin iactivities ilike iwriting, ireading, 

iand idrawing ithan iin iactivities ithat irequire ithem ito iact iin ian ioutgoing iway ilike 

ispeaking iand igossiping. iAdditionally, iRichards iand iSchmidt istated ithat ian 
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iintroverted iperson iprefers ito iavoid isocial icontact iwith iothers iand iis ioften 

ipreoccupied iwith itheir iexperiences, ithoughts, iand ifeelings. iThe iintrovert iis 

iusually ia iquiet, iwithdrawn iperson, iself-analyzing, ipreferring ibooks ito ipeople, 

iand iuncommunicative iexcept iwith iclose ifriends69. 

Lieberman iexplains ithat iextroverts iare iless isensitive ito ipunishment isignals, 

iso itheir iinsensitivity iand iunder-arousal icondition imake ithem imore istress-

resistant. iMeanwhile, iintroverts ihave ia ihigher ilevel iof ithe ineurotransmitter 

idopamine, iwhich iplays ian iimportant irole iin icontrolling imovements, ilearning, 

iworking imemory, icognition, iand iemotion. iBecause iintroverts ialready ihave ia 

ihigher ilevel iof idopamine, ithey irequire iless ito ibe irelaxed iwithout istress ior 

idepression70. iSome ipsychologists ibelieve ithat iimpulsive iindividuals iare ifreer 

iand iperform ibetter iunder ihighly istressful icircumstances. iHowever, iEysenck iand 

iEysenck ibelieve ithat iextroverts iact imore iquickly ibut iless icorrectly iwhen idoing 

icompound icognitive itasks, iwhile iintroverts imay ibe islower ibut iare imore iprecise. 

iThe iintroverts' iapprehension iof ipunishment imakes ithem imore icautious iand 

icareful iwhen iacting, iso ithey iare imore ilikely ito ibe iprecise iwhen iusing ilinguistic 

iforms71. 

Extroverted istudents itend ito ilearn ibest iby italking iand iphysically iengaging 

iwith itheir ienvironment, ias italking ihelps ithem iclarify itheir ithoughts. iOn ithe iother 

ihand, iintroverted istudents itend ito ilearn ibest iin iquiet isituations. iTherefore, 

iextroverted istudents, iwho itend ito ibe imore ioutgoing iand iactive, imay ibe ibetter iat 

imastering iEnglish ispeaking ithan iintroverted istudents, iwho itend ito ibe imore 

ireserved iand iquiet72. iThe iperformance iof iextroverts iand iintroverts ican ivary 

idepending ion ithe itask iand icontext, iwith iextroverts iperforming ibetter ion itasks 

irequiring idivided iattention iand iresistance ito iinterference iand iintroverts 

iexcelling iat ivisual ivigilance, ilong-term imemory, iand iproblem-solving. iIn 
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iaddition, iextraverts itend ito iprefer iactive ilearning iwhile iintroverts iprefer 

ireflexive ilearning istyles iin iinternet-based ilearning icontexts73. i i 

Researchers ihave iapplied iJung's itheory iin ithe idevelopment iof ithis itheory. 

iThis itheory iis iused ias ia iguide iso ithat ithe ideveloped iitems icorrespond iwith ithe 

ifeatures icontained iin ithe isubscale. iJung i(1954) isubmitted ia ipsychiatric itheory 

ithat iexplains ithe itheory iof iextroverts iand iintroverts. iJung iinterprets iextrovert ias 

ian iattitude iinfluenced iby ithe ioutside iworld, iother ipeople iand imaterial. iIntrovert 

iis ian iindividual iliving iconditions iwhich iare iinfluenced iby ihis iaction iand ireaction 

ito ihis iown iworld, ithought, iintuition, iemotions, iand ifeelings. iEach iindividual 

iusually ihas iboth itypes iof ithe iattitude. iIndividuals iwill itend ito ihave ian iintrovert 

ior iextrovert iattitude. iExtroverted iindividuals iare icomfortable iinteracting iwith 

iothers, ienjoy icommunication iand igroup iactivities, iand iare iwell-suited ifor 

icareers iin ifields isuch ias iteaching, imanagement, ipolitics, iand isales. iThey itend ito 

ibe ipositive iand iconfident, ibut imay inot ibe ias iemotionally isensitive ias iintroverts. 

iIntroverted iindividuals, ion ithe iother ihand, iprefer isolitary iactivities iand iclose 

ifriendships, iand imay ibe imore iemotional iand isensitive. iThey iare ioften iassociated 

iwith iintelligence iand igiftedness, iand imay ienjoy icareers ias iwriters, icomposers, 

iengineers, iand iartists. iBoth iextroverts iand iintroverts ihave iunique icharacteristics 

iand istrengths, iand iit iis iimportant ito irecognize iand iappreciate ithe idiversity iof 

ipersonality itypes74. iThis iresearch istudy ialso ihas isuccessfully ideveloped 

isatisfactory iand iacceptable iIPEI’s icontent ivalidity iand ireliability ivalue. iThus, 

iIPEI ican imeasure ithe ilevel iof ione's ipersonality, iespecially iamong iuniversity 

istudents, ischool istudents iand iindividuals iwho iwant ito iknow itheir ipersonality 

itraits iinclinations iof ieither iextroverted ior iintroverted. iAnalysis iof ieach iitem 

icontained iin iIPEI ihas ia ihigh ireliability ivalue iwhich iindicates ithat iIPEI ican 

imeasure ithe iinclination ilevel iof ian iindividual’s ipersonality itraits iwhich ican ibe 

iused ifor ifuture irelated istudies. 

Extrovert iand iIntrovert iPersonality iInventory iis ideveloped iwith ireference 

ito ithe ipersonality itheory iput iforward iby iJung i(1954). iIPEI ihas i30 iitems 
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icomprising iof itwo isubscales. iEach isubscale iconsists iof i15 iitems iwhich iare iall 

ipositive iitems. iThe ifirst isubscale iis ian iextrovert ipersonality, iwhile ithe isecond 

isubscale iis iintroverted ipersonality. iThis istudy iutilizes iCarl iJung's itheory i(1954) 

ito iclassify istudent ipersonalities, ithe iindicator iof ithis ipersonality ias ifollows75: 

1. Extroverted ipersonality 

a. I'm ia ifriendly iperson 

b. I ilove ioutdoors iactivities 

c. I ilove ito istart ia iconversation iif iI imeet inew ipeople 

d. I ilove ito iattend igatherings iand iparties 

e. I ilove ito igive imy iviews iin ia idiscussion 

f. I ihave imany iclose ifriends 

g. I ilove ia ifestive iatmosphere 

h. I ilike ito iget iinvolved iin ivolunteering iactivities 

i. I'm icomfortable iwhen ibeing iin ia icrowded igroup 

j. I ilike ito ijoke iwith ifriends 

k. I'm icomfortable iwhen imany iguests icome ito imy ihouse 

l. I ilike ito ieat itogether 

m. I ilike ito ihelp ieven ithough ithey iare istrangers 

n. I ireally iappreciate ithe itime itogether iwith ipeople iaround ime 

o. I iam ia ijolly iperson 

2. Introverted ipersonality 

a. I'm imore icomfortable iplaying iwith ipets ithan italking ito ipeople iaround 

ime 

b. I ilike ito ieat ialone 

c. I ilove ito icalm imy imind iin ia iquiet ienvironment 

d. I iam ia iquiet iperson 

e. I ilike ito ibe ialone 

f. I irarely imingle iwith ifamily imembers 

g. I ido inot ilike ito italk iabout imyself 

h. I iprefer ito iindulge ion imy iown ifeelings irather ithan italk 
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i. I ido inot ilike ito imingle 

j. I iam istressed iin ia inoisy ienvironment 

k. I ido inot ihave imany ifriends 

l. I ieasily iget ibored iwhen iI iam iin ipublic 

m. I ilistened imore ithan italked 

n. I'm ihappy iwhen ialone 

o. I ido inot ilike iexercising iwith ifriends 

E. Personality iTraits iand iCorrective iFeedback 

Different ipersonality itypes iof iextroverted iand iintroverted imay iprefer 

idifferent ilearning istyles. iExtroverted iindividuals itend ito ifocus ion ithe iouter 

iworld iand iare ienergized iby iinteraction iwith iothers. iThey imay ienjoy italking, 

iparticipating, iorganizing, iand isocializing, iand iprefer ito ilearn iby italking iand 

iphysically iengaging iwith ithe ienvironment. iIntroverted iindividuals, ion ithe iother 

ihand, itend ito ibe imore iintrospective iand ievaluate itheir iown ithoughts iand 

ifeelings. iThey imay ibe imore ireserved iand icautious iand iprefer ito ilearn ithrough 

iquiet, imental ireflection. iThey imay ienjoy ireading, ilectures, iand iwriting iand 

iexcel iat iverbal ireasoning. iThey imay ialso iprefer ito iwork iindependently iand ineed 

itime ifor iinternal iprocessing76. iAlina ilemak istated ithat iintroversion iis ia idesirable 

itrait ifor iacademic iachievement iand ilearning iin igeneral ias iwell ias ilanguage 

ilearning iwhile iothers isuggesting ithat iextroversion imay ihave ian iadvantage iin 

ilanguage ilearning77. iHowever imost istudents ilike ito ireceive’ ioral icorrective 

ifeedback ifrom itheir ilecturer. iThe iquestionnaire ianalysis ifound ithat ithe istudents 

ibelieved ithat ifeedback iprovided iby itheir ilecturer iwas ivaluable iand imade ithem 

ilearn isomething. iThe istudents ishowed ialmost ithe isame ifeeling iabout ithe 

ipossibility iof imaking ispoken ierrors78. iArief iMuhsin isteted iif ithe imost ipopular 

icorrective ifeedbacks iin iteaching ispeaking iare ithe iexplicit icorrection, ielicitation, 

iand irepetition79. 
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According ito iTeymour, ihis istudy ifound ithat iextroverted iindividuals ihave ia 

imore ipositive iattitude itowards ierrors ithan iintroverts. iBoth igroups, ihowever, 

iagree ion ithe inecessity iof icorrection ibut ido inot iprefer iconstant ierror icorrection ias 

iit ican icause ifatigue iand ifrustration. iThe istudy ialso ifound ithat ineither istudents 

inor iteachers iprefer iimmediate ior ipostponed icorrection. iThe ifindings iof ithe 

ipresent istudy ishow ithat, iunlike iintroverts, iextroverts ihave ia ipositive iattitude 

itoward ierrors. iThis idifference imay istem ifrom ithe idifference ibetween ithem iin 

ithe iway ithey iview iprotection iof iself iand ithe iimportance iof ihow iothers imight 

ithink iof ithem. iExtroverts, icontrary ito iintroverts, iare ioutgoing iand iusually ido inot 

imind ibeing ilaughed iat iby iothers, iwhich imay iexplain iwhy ithey ido inot iadopt ia 

inegative iview itoward ierrors80. iSelvianita istated ithat istudents iof itheir iintroverted 

ipersonality iare imore isilent, ithey ionly ispeak ias inecessary. iThe iintrovert istudents 

ido inot imore ito iexpress ithemselves iand ithey iwere iafraid ito ishare itheir iopinions81. 

Ariyanti iYusuf istates ithat iextroverted istudents iused imore ilanguage ilearning 

istrategy ihighly ifrequently ithan iintroverted istudents iwith i12 iitems icompared ito 

iintrovert istudents iwith ionly i10 iitems. iThe istrategies iused iby iextrovert istudents 

iwith ihigh ifrequency iwere: iCooperation i(socio-affective), iempathizing iwith 

iother i(socio-affective), iself-monitoring i(metacognitive), iself-management 

i(metacognitive), irepetition i(cognitive), iimagery i(cognitive), iinferencing 

i(cognitive), iasking ifor iclarification ior iverification i(socioaffective), iasking ifor 

icorrection i(socio-affective), iorganization iplanning i(metacognitive), ikey-

wording i(cognitive), iand ideduction i(cognitive). iOn ithe iother ihand, ithe istrategies 

ithat iwere ifrequently iused iby iintrovert istudents iwere: iNote-taking i(cognitive), 

ikeywording i(cognitive), iself-evaluation i(metacognitive), iself-management 

i(metacognitive), iauditory irepresentation i(cognitive), irecombination 

i(cognitive), iasking ifor icorrection i(socio-affective), iempathizing iwith iother 
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i(socio-affective), idirected iattention i(metacognitive), iand iasking ifor 

iclarification ior iverification i(socio-affective)82. i 

Ali iand iReza iinvestigated ithe ieffect iof ipersonality itype ion ithe ieffectiveness 

iof icorrective ifeedback i(CF) itechniques iin ilanguage ilearning. iThe istudy ifound 

ithat iextroverted ilearners iperformed ibetter ithan iintroverted ilearners iin ithe 

iprompt igroup, ialthough ithe idifference iwas inot istatistically isignificant. iIn ithe 

irecast igroup, iboth iintroverted iand iextroverted ilearners iequally ibenefited ifrom 

irecasts icompared ito ithe icontrol igroup. iHowever, ithere iwas ino isignificant 

idifference iin ithe isuperiority iof iextroverts iover iintroverts iin ieither igroup. iThe 

istudy ialso ifound ithat ipersonality idid inot ihave ia isignificant imoderating ieffect ion 

ithe ieffectiveness iof iCF. iThese imixed ifindings iand ithe ilack iof ia isignificant 

iinteraction ibetween ipersonality iand iCF isuggest ithat ifurther iresearch iis ineeded 

ito iidentify ithe ifactors ithat imay icontribute ito ithe ieffectiveness iof idifferent itypes 

iof iCF iand ito iexamine ithe iways iin iwhich iindividual ilearners ireact ito iand ibenefit 

ifrom iCF iin irelation ito itheir ivarious ipersonality itypes83. iThis iresult ialso 

isummarized iby iDyah iSari iand iEka iSaputri ithat istudents iwith iextrovert 

ipersonality ihave ibetter iways iin ispeaking ithan ithe iintrovert. iTheir icharacteristics 

ias iextrovert icontribute ia ipositive ieffect ion itheir ispeaking iability iin isome iways, 

ibetter ithan ithe iintrovert iones ido. iIn ishort, iextrovert istudents iare iin ifavor iin iterms 

iof ispeaking84. 

Yolla iGustriani iconducted ia istudy icomparing ithe ispeaking iability iof 

iextroverted iand iintroverted istudents. iShe iused ithe iIndependent iSample iT-test 

ivia iSPSS iversion i22.00 ito ianalyze ithe idata iand ifound ithat ithere iis ia istatistically 

isignificant idifference ibetween ithe itwo igroups, iwith iextroverted istudents 

iperforming ibetter iin ispeaking ithan iintroverted istudents. iThe inull ihypothesis 

iwas irejected iand ithe ialternative ihypothesis iwas iaccepted. iThis isuggests ithat 

ithere iis ia isignificant idifference iin istudents' ispeaking iperformance ibetween 
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iextroverts iand iintroverts, iwith iextroverts iperforming ibetter85. iOn ithe iother 

ihand, iNooshin iconducted ia istudy iwhich ishowed ithat imore iextroverted ilearners 

iprefer iexplicit iand iimmediate ifeedback iwhile imore iintroverted iones iprefer 

iimplicit iand inon-immediate ifeedback. iMoreover, iintroverts ipreferred irecasts 

ifor ilexical iand igrammatical ierrors iwhile iextroverts ipreferred iexplicit icorrection 

iand imetalinguistic ifeedback ithe imost. iA ifollow-up icontent ianalysis iof iinterview 

idata irevealed ilearners’ ireasons iregarding itheir ipreferences ifor ireceiving 

icorrective ifeedback. iInterviewed iextroverts imentioned ithat iexplicit icorrection 

ieliminated iambiguities iof ipeer icorrection iand imetalinguistic ifeedback ihelped ito 

ifeel iindependent. iHowever, irecasts iwere idisliked iby iextroverts ibecause ithey 

icould inot inotice ithe icorrection, iwhereas iwelcomed iby iintroverts idue ito itheir 

ileast iobtrusive inature86. i 

Putri iSeptianah ibased ion iher iresearch istated ithat iThe istudents’ ipersonality 

iand ispeaking iscore iwere icorrelated iby iusing iPearson iProduct iMoment iand 

iMultiple iCorrelation iformula. iThe iresult iof ithis iresearch ishow ithe icorrelation 

ibetween iextrovert-introvert ipersonality iin ispeaking iperformance iis i0.5206 ithat 

iindicate imoderate icorrelation ibetween ithese ivariables. iThe iresult ifor ithe isub-

correlation ibetween iextrovert iand ispeaking iperformance iis i0.4183, iintrovert iand 

ispeaking iperformance iis i0.4096 iwhich iboth ialso ishows imoderate icorrelation. 

iFrom ithis iresearch, ithe iresearcher ihad iconclusion ithat iextrovert-introvert 

ipersonality ihas ithe ieffect ito ithe ispeaking iperformance87. iMeanwhile iLee istated 

ifound ithat ilearners iappreciated ito ireceive iexplicit iand iimmediate icorrections 

iduring itheir iconversations iand iteacher-student iinteractions. iFurther iresearch iby 

iYang i(2015) ishowed ithat ilearners iopted ifor ireceiving imetalinguistic ifeedback, 

iexplicit icorrection iand irecasts ion iall ierror itypes. iWith ithe iexception iof ifew 

istudies, isubstantial iresearch ihas ifocused ion iteachers’ ibeliefs ion iCF iand ithere iis 

ilittle iinformation iof ithis ikind iwhich ifocuses ion ipersonality itrait iof ilearners iwhen 

iinvestigating itheir iCF ipreferences. iBased ion ithe ipersonality iof ilearners’ 
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iteachers ican imake iinstruction imore ieffective iif ipersonality itraits ican ipredict 

iindividuals’ itendency iand ibeliefs itoward ireceiving iCF. iWith ithis iaim, ithis istudy 

iwill itake ia istep ifurther ito iinvestigate iextroverted iand iintroverted ilearners’ 

ipreferences ifor ireceiving ioral icorrective ifeedback iand itheir ibeliefs iand ireasons 

iregarding ithe iefficacy iof idifferent ikinds iof ifeedback88. 

Error icorrection iis ian ieffective iway iof ihelping ilearners ieliminate ipersistent 

ierrors iin ithe ipronunciation iof iproblematic iwords iand iit icontributed ito iitem-

learning iof iphonetic ifeatures. iThe istudy ifound ithat iexplicit icorrective ifeedback 

iproduced igreater igains ithan iimplicit ifeedback89
 iPrimardiana istated iif ithe 

istrategies iof igiving ifeedback iwhich ican ienhance ilearners' icritical ithinking iskills 

iare ithrowing iquestions ito ilearners, igiving icomments, ioutput-prompting, iand 

igiving ipraises. i iQuestions itest ithe istudents’ igrammar iknowledge iand ievaluates 

iif ithey ihave itruly imastered ithe imaterial ithey ihave ilearned. iComments ilead ithem 

ito ievaluate itheir iwork iand itheir iunderstanding. iOutput-prompting iencourages 

ithem ito ikeep ilearning iand iincrease itheir iskills. iPraises iimprove istudents’ 

iperformance iin ithe iclassroom iand imotivate ithem ito italk iin ithe iclass90. iEndang 

istated iif iin ithis istrategy ithe iteachers idid inot ipronounced iparts iof ierrors iand ithey 

ijust ielicit ithe istudents ito ipronounce iparts iof ierror. iThe iteachers iused iit iwhen ithe 

ierrors iwere inot isignificant. iIn ithe isituation ithe iteacher iused ithe istrategy ito imake 

isure ithe ilevel iof ierrors ifor icorrection iconsiderations91. 

Corrective ifeedback iimproves ilearning iskills iof ilearners ithrough ierror 

icorrection92. iNalini istated iif ithere iare ia irelationship ibetween ithe ilevel iof 

iproficiency iand ithe istudent's iperspective ion iwhether ithey iwant itheir iteachers ior 

ilecturers ito icorrect itheir ierrors iwhen ispeaking iEnglish. iThis istudy ihas ialso 
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ishown ithat idifferent ilanguage iproficiency iresulted iin idifferent iviews ion iusing 

iOCF iin ithe iclassroom. iStudents iwith iadvanced iproficiency iwould iprefer inot ito 

iuse iOCF iin ithe iclassroom93. iFeedback iis iextensively iused ias ian ievaluative 

iapproach ithat iindicates ithe ieffectiveness iof iteaching istrategies ias iwell ias ithe 

ilevel iof iunderstanding iof ithe istudents. iCorrective ifeedback iis iused ias ia isupport 

istrategy ithat iimproves ithe ilearning iprocess iespecially iin ilanguages. iCorrective 

ifeedback iis iessential ias iit ihelps iteachers iand ilearners ito iidentify iand ifocus ion ithe 

icommon ierrors imade iin ilanguages94. 

Basen ion ithose iopinion iabove, iit ican ibe iconcluded ithat ithe istrategies ifor 

igiving ifeedback ithat ienhance ilearners' icritical ithinking iskills iinclude iasking 

iquestions, igiving icomments, ioutput-prompting, iand igiving ipraise. iThese 

istrategies itest istudents' igrammar iknowledge, iencourage ithem ito ievaluate itheir 

iwork iand iunderstanding, iand imotivate ithem ito iparticipate iin iclass. iTeachers 

imay ialso iuse ia istrategy iof inot ipronouncing ierrors, ibut iinstead ieliciting ithe 

istudents ito ipronounce ithem, iwhen ithe ierrors iare inot isignificant. iThe istudy ialso 

ifound ithat ithere iis ia irelationship ibetween ithe ilevel iof iproficiency iand istudents' 

iperspective ion iwhether ithey iwant iteachers ito icorrect itheir ierrors iwhen ispeaking 

iEnglish. iAdvanced iproficiency istudents iprefer inot ito iuse iOCF iin ithe iclassroom. 

iFeedback iis ian iessential ievaluative iapproach ithat iindicates ithe ieffectiveness iof 

iteaching istrategies iand istudents' ilevel iof iunderstanding. iCorrective ifeedback iis 

ia isupport istrategy ithat iimproves ithe ilearning iprocess, iespecially iin ilanguages. 

F. Previous iStudy 

The iuse iof icorrective ifeedback iis icrucial ifor ieffective ilanguage iinstruction 

iand istudent ilearning, ihowever, ithere iis ilimited iresearch iavailable ion ithe ispecific 

istrategies iteachers iuse ito iprovide ifeedback ion istudents' ispeaking iabilities iand 

ihow iwell istudents iare iable ito iincorporate ithat ifeedback. iWhile isome istudies 

ihave ibeen iconducted ion ithe itopic iof icorrective ifeedback, imore iresearch iis 

ineeded ito ibetter iunderstand ithe ipractices iused iby iteachers iand ithe ieffectiveness 

iof ithose ipractices. iThe iresearcher idescribes iprevious iresearch ito iprovide ian 
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ioverview iof ithe iresearch iposition iamong ithe idiscussions ithat ihave ibeen icarried 

iout. 

Two istudies iwere iconducted, ione iby iToyyibah iand ianother iby iNurul, iboth 

irelated ito ilanguage iteaching iand ilearning. iToyyibah's istudy iaimed ito idevelop 

imaterials ifor iteaching iEnglish iPhonetics iand iPhonology ifor ithe iEnglish 

iLanguage iTeaching i(ELT) iDepartments iat iIslamic ihigher ieducation iinstitutions 

i(PTKIs) iin iorder ito iimplement iscience iintegration. iThe istudy iused ithe iSystem 

iApproach iof iDick iand iCarey iand iinvolved ivarious istages isuch ias ineed ianalysis, 

iexpert ivalidation, ifield itesting, iand irevisions ito icreate ithe ifinal iproduct. iThe 

ifinal iproduct iis ia ibook ientitled i"english iphonetics iand iphonology ifor ilanguage 

iteachers" ithat iincludes ithree iparts, imaterials ifor i14 imeetings, ia isection ion 

itechnical isuggestions ifor iimproving istudents’ ipronunciation iand ia 

ibibliography95. iNurul's istudy iaimed ito iimprove ififth-grade istudents' ispeaking 

iskills iat iSDN iSidorejo i1 iMojokerto iby iusing ithe iHello iEnglish iapplication. iThe 

istudy ifollowed ifour isteps iof iplanning, iimplementing, iobserving, iand ireflecting. 

iThe iresults ishowed ithat ithe iHello iEnglish iapplication iimproved istudents' 

ispeaking iskills iby i88.23%. iThe iadvantages iof ithe iHello iEnglish iapp iwere iits 

iability ito ihelp istudents ipractice ispeaking iEnglish, iits iuser-friendly iinterface, 

iand iits iinteresting iand isimple imaterial. iThe istudy iconcluded ithat iusing ithe iHello 

iEnglish iapplication ias ia imedium iof ilearning ifrom ihome ican iimprove istudents' 

ispeaking iskills96. 

Oral iCorrective iFeedback irefers ito ia iteacher ior ipeer's iresponse ito ia ilearner's 

ierroneous iutterance. iTeachers ican ichoose ito icorrect ian ierror iimmediately iafter iit 

ioccurs ior imake ia inote iof ithe ierror iand idelay icorrection iuntil ilater. iThe ifirst istudy 

isuggests ithat ipre-service ilanguage iteachers ihave ibeliefs iabout icorrective 

ifeedback i(CF) ithat ithey ibring ifrom itheir iown ilearning iinto itheir iteaching, ibut 

itheir ilimited iknowledge iabout iwhen, ihow, iand ihow imuch ito iprovide ifeedback 
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iprevents ithem ifrom ireconciling itheir ibeliefs iwith iclassroom ipractices. iThe 

istudy irecommends iteacher ieducation iand iadditional iteaching iexperience, ias 

iwell ias itraining ithat iaddresses ispecific iconcepts iof iCF, ito ibridge ithis igap97. iThe 

isecond istudy iexamines iany iassociations iamong ilearners' ierrors iwith iformulaic 

ivs. inon-formulaic iforms, itypes iof iCF, iuptake, iand isuccessful iuptake irate. iThe 

istudy ifound ithat iwhile ilearners imade islightly imore ierrors iwith iformulaic iforms 

ithan inon-formulaic iforms, iteachers iprovided iCF imore ioften ifor ilearners' inon-

formulaic ierrors ithan iformulaic iones. iHowever, ilearners iwere imore ilikely ito 

iproduce isuccessful iuptake ifollowing iCF idirected iat iformulaic ierrors. iThe istudy 

irecommends ia ibalanced iCF iprovision ifor inon-formulaic iand iformulaic ierrors 

iby iteachers. iBoth istudies ihave ilimitations, isuch ias ismall isample isize iand ithe 

icontext ibeing iEFL, iand isuggest ifurther iresearch iin idifferent icontexts iand iwith 

ilearners ifrom idifferent iproficiency ilevels98. 

Mostafa iexamined ithe irelationship ibetween ioral iconversational ifeedback 

i(OCF) iand ilanguage ilearners' iWillingness ito iCommunicate i(WTC) iin ian iEFL 

icontext. iIt ifound ithat iOCF iand ithe ilearners' iproficiency ilevel iaffect iL2 iWTC, 

iand ithat iexplicit iand iimmediate itypes iof iOCF, iparticularly iin ipronunciation iand 

igrammar, iwere ihighly ipreferred iby ilearners iand iwere iperceived ito ihave ithe 

igreatest icontribution ito iL2 iWTC. iThe istudy isuggests ithat iEFL iteachers ishould 

itailor itheir iOCF ito ithe ilearners' iproficiency ilevel ito ipromote iL2 iWTC iand 

ihighlights ithe iimportance iof iconsidering ithe iviews iof ithe ilearners iabout iOCF. 

iHowever, ithe istudy ihas isome ilimitations, iincluding isample ibeing ionly ifemale 

iparticipants iand irepeated imeasures99. iWhile iBart iconduct ia iresearch iabout 

ispoken ipractice, ihis iarticle ipresents ia ilanguage ilearning iexperiment iusing 

iGREET, ia iCALL isystem ifor ispoken ipractice iof iDutch iword iorder iwith 

iautomatic icorrective ifeedback iand ilogging icapabilities. iThe istudy ifocuses ion 
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ithe ieffect iof ispeaking ipractice ion iadult iL2 iproduction, iwith ia ispecific ifocus ion 

ithe iinfluence iof ieducation ilevel ion ithe ieffectiveness iof ithe ipractice, iwith iand 

iwithout icorrective ifeedback. iThe iresults isuggest ithat ispeaking ipractice iwas 

imore ieffective ifor ihigher-educated ilearners ithan ifor ilow-educated ilearners. iThe 

istudy ihas iseveral ilimitations, isuch ias ia ilimited inumber iof ilow-educated 

iparticipants iand ithe iproficiency ilevel iof ithe iparticipants ibeing iA1 ior iA2. iFuture 

istudies ishould iinclude imore ilow-educated ilearners iand icontrol ifor iL1 iand iage ito 

iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof ieducation imore iclosely. iAdditionally, iit iis iimportant ito 

ireport iand ianalyze ithe ieducation ilevel iin ifuture istudies, iin iaddition ito icurrent 

ipractice iof ireporting iL1 iand iage100. 

The istudies iby iKartchava iand iGholami iexamine ithe ieffects iof ioral 

icorrective ifeedback i(CF) ion ilanguage ilearners iin ian iEFL icontext. iKartchava's 

istudy ifound ithat ipre-service ilanguage iteachers ihave ibeliefs iabout iCF ithat ithey 

ibring ifrom itheir iown ilearning iinto itheir iteaching, ibut itheir ilimited iknowledge 

iabout iwhen, ihow, iand ihow imuch ito iprovide ifeedback iprevents ithem ifrom 

ireconciling itheir ibeliefs iwith iclassroom ipractices. iGholami's istudy ifound ithat 

ilearners iwere imore ilikely ito iproduce isuccessful iuptake ifollowing iCF idirected iat 

iformulaic ierrors. iBoth istudies irecommend iteacher ieducation iand iadditional 

iteaching iexperience, ias iwell ias itraining ithat iaddresses ispecific iconcepts iof iCF, 

ito ibridge ithis igap. iAnother istudy iby iMostafa ifound ithat iexplicit iand iimmediate 

itypes iof iOCF, iparticularly iin ipronunciation iand igrammar, iwere ihighly ipreferred 

iby ilearners iand iwere iperceived ito ihave ithe igreatest icontribution ito iL2 iWTC. 

iBart's istudy ifound ithat ispeaking ipractice iwas imore ieffective ifor ihigher-

educated ilearners ithan ifor ilow-educated ilearners. iAll istudies isuggest ifurther 

iresearch iin idifferent icontexts iand iwith ilearners ifrom idifferent iproficiency 

ilevels. 

Xuan’s istudy iaimed ito iexamine ithe ibeliefs iand ipractices iof ia isample iof 

iVietnamese iprimary iEnglish ias ia iForeign iLanguage i(EFL) iteachers iregarding 

icorrective ifeedback i(CF). iThe istudy ifound ithat ithere iwas ineither icomplete 

icongruence inor iincongruence ibetween ithe iteachers' ibeliefs iand ipractices, iwhich 
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iis ia iphenomenon iobserved iin iprevious istudies iand isupports ithe iconclusion ithat 

ithere itends ito ibe iless icongruence ibetween iteachers' ibeliefs iand ipractices iin 

iunplanned iaspects iof iteaching isuch ias iCF. iThe istudy ifound ithat ithe iteachers 

iused ia ilarge inumber iof ididactic iand iexplicit irecasts, iwhich ido inot idiffer 

isignificantly ifrom iexplicit icorrection. iThis isuggests ithat ithe idistinction ibetween 

ididactic irecasts iand iconversational irecasts ishould ibe iclearly imade iwhen 

iresearching iCF itypes, iparticularly iin iEFL icontexts iwhere ithe iclassroom 

iinstruction iis imore iform-focused. iThe istudy ialso ihighlights ithe iimportance iof 

iconsidering ithe iteachers' iperspectives iwhen iresearching ibeliefs iand ipractices, 

iand isuggests ithat ifuture iresearch icould iincorporate ia imore i"emic" iperspective. 

iThe ifindings iof ithis istudy ihave iimplications ifor iteacher itraining icourse 

idesigners iand iworkshop iorganizers, iand imay iprovide ifood ifor ithought ifor 

iteachers iin idiverse iprimary icontexts101. 

Susan’s istudy iexamines ithe ieffectiveness iof iwritten icorrective ifeedback 

i(CF) ion igrammatical ierrors iamong iEnglish ias ia iSecond iLanguage i(ESL) 

ilearners. iThe istudy icompared itwo igroups iof ilearners, ione ireceiving idirect 

ifeedback i(DF) iand ithe iother ireceiving imetalinguistic ifeedback i(MF) iand ia 

icontrol igroup ithat ireceived ino ifeedback. iThe iresults iof ithe istudy ishowed ithat 

iboth ifeedback igroups ishowed iimprovements iin iaccuracy icompared ito ithe 

icontrol igroup. iThe istudy ifound ia iclear irelationship ibetween iLanguage iaptitude 

iand iDirect iFeedback. iHowever, iunlike iprevious istudies, iMF iwas inot ifound ito ibe 

ibeneficial ifor ilearners iwith ihigher ilanguage iaptitude. iThe istudy isuggests ithat 

iwritten iCF iis ieffective ifor ia imixed-level ipopulation iof iESL ilearners. iThe istudy 

ialso idiscusses ithe ilimitations iof ithis istudy, ilike ithe ilarge istandard ideviations, 

iand ithe ifact ithat iindividuals iwill ivary iin itheir istarting ilevel, iin ihow ithey ireact ito 

ifeedback, iand iin itheir iability ito iimprove iover itime102. 

Eva’s istudy iprovide iimportant iinsights iinto ihow ilanguage iteaching iin 

idifferent isubjects ican ivary, ieven iwithin ithe isame ieducational icontext. iThe 
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idifference iin ithe iamount iand itype iof ilearner ioutput, ias iwell ias ithe iteacher's 

iresponse ito ithat ioutput, isuggests ithat iL2 iEnglish iand iL3 iFrench iinstruction iare 

ibeing iconducted iin idifferent iinteractional ipatterns, iwith ithe iEnglish iclasses 

ifocusing imore ion imeaning iand ifluency, iwhile ithe iFrench iclasses ifocus imore ion 

igrammar iand iform. iThe iresults ialso iindicate ithat ithe iEnglish iteachers ifocused 

ion iproviding inon-evaluative ifeedback, iwhile ithe iFrench iteachers iprovided imore 

icorrective ifeedback. iThese ifindings iimply ithat ilanguage iteachers ishould ibe 

iaware iof ithe ipotential idifferences iin iteaching imethods iand iadapt itheir iapproach 

iaccordingly, iwith imore iattention ito ithe inature iand iobjective iof ithe isubject, iin 

iorder ito iprovide ilearners iwith ioptimal ilearning iopportunities103. 

Bo’s istudy iexamines istudent iengagement iwith ifeedback iin isecond ilanguage 

ilearning, ispecifically ifocusing ion ioral ifeedback igiven iduring iclassroom 

ipresentations. iThe istudy ifound ithat istudents ihad ipositive iattitudes itowards 

ifeedback igiven ias icompliments iand isuggestions, ibut inegative iemotions itowards 

ierror itreatment ithrough iexplicit icorrection. iIt ialso ifound ithat ithe iimmediate 

iattention ipaid iby istudents iis icritical ito itheir iunderstanding iand iprocessing iof 

ifeedback, iand ithat iengagement iwith icontent-focused ifeedback imay irequire 

imore ieffortful iengagement. iThe istudy ialso ihighlights ithe iimportance iof 

ilinguistic iand irhetorical iknowledge iin iunderstanding iand iprocessing ifeedback, 

iand ithat ithe iface-to-face iclassroom ienvironment iadds icomplexity ito icognitive 

iengagement. iThe istudy isuggests ithat ifuture iresearch icould iexplore ihow ito 

isupport istudents iin iincreasing itheir icognitive iengagement iwith ifeedback iand 

ihow ito ienhance iaspects iof ilanguage ilearning ithat irequire imore ideliberate 

iprocessing104. 

Xuan's istudy iexamines ibeliefs iand ipractices iof iVietnamese iEFL iteachers 

iregarding icorrective ifeedback. iIt ifound ia ilack iof icongruence ibetween ibeliefs 

iand ipractices iand ia ipreference ifor ididactic irecasts. iSusan's istudy icompares ithe 

ieffectiveness iof idirect iand imetalinguistic ifeedback ion iESL ilearners, ifinding 
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iimprovements iin iaccuracy ifor iboth ifeedback igroups ibut ia istronger irelationship 

iwith iaptitude ifor idirect ifeedback. iEva's istudy ihighlights idifferences iin iteaching 

imethods iand ifeedback ibetween iL2 iEnglish iand iL3 iFrench iclasses, isuggesting 

iteachers ishould iadapt itheir iapproach ibased ion isubject ifocus. iBo's istudy ifocuses 

ion istudent iengagement iwith ioral ifeedback iduring ipresentations, ifinding 

ipositive iattitudes itowards icompliments iand isuggestions, ibut inegative iemotions 

itowards iexplicit icorrection. iIt ialso ihighlights ithe iimportance iof ilinguistic iand 

irhetorical iknowledge iand iimmediate iattention iin iunderstanding ifeedback. 

Weiqing’s istudy ilooked iat ithe inonverbal ibehavior iteachers iuse iduring 

icorrective ifeedback, iand ifound ithat ithey iuse ia ivariety iof inonverbal icues isuch ias 

inodding, ishaking itheir ihead, iand ipointing. iThe ifrequency iof idifferent itypes iof 

inonverbal ibehavior ivaried, ibut ithe imost icommon iones iwere inodding, ishaking 

ihead, ipointing iat ian iartifact, iand ipointing iat ia iperson. iThe istudy iemphasizes ithat 

inonverbal ibehavior iis ian iimportant iaspect iof iteaching iand ishould ibe istudied 

ialongside iverbal iinput ito ifully iunderstand ithe iteaching iact. iHowever, ithe istudy 

ialso iacknowledged isome ilimitations, isuch ias iit ibeing iconducted iin ia ilarge imix iof 

icourses, iand ithe iparticipating iteachers ibeing iquite idifferent iin iterms iof iteaching 

iexperience. iIt ialso ionly ifocused ion ithe imore iobservable inonverbal ibehaviors 

iand idid inot iexamine ithe iconnection ibetween iteachers' inonverbal ifeedback iand 

ilearners' isubsequent ilearning. iIt isuggests ithat ifuture iresearch icould iinvestigate 

iteachers’ iawareness iof itheir inonverbal ibehavior, ihow iit ican ibe ichanged, iand ithe 

iconnection ibetween inonverbal ifeedback iand ilearners’ isubsequent ilearning105. 

Ines’ istudy iaimed ito iunderstand ithe irelationship ibetween ilearners' ibeliefs 

iabout ipeer ifeedback iand itheir iimprovement iin iL2 ipronunciation. iThe iresults 

ishowed ithat ilearners iwho ihad imore ipositive ibeliefs iabout ipeer ifeedback itended 

ito ishow igreater iimprovement iin icomprehensibility. iThe istudy ialso ifound ithat 

ithe irole iof ilearners, iwhether ithey iwere iproviding ior ireceiving ifeedback, idid inot 

iaffect ithe irelationship ibetween itheir ibeliefs iand ilearning igains. iThese ifindings 

isuggest ithat iit imay ibe ipossible ito iimprove ilearning ioutcomes iby iinfluencing 

ilearners' ibeliefs iabout ipeer ifeedback, iand ithat imore iresearch ishould ibe idone ito 
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iinvestigate ithis iin iother idomains iof iL2 iinstruction, isuch ias igrammatical 

iaccuracy iand ioral iproficiency imore ibroadly. iThe ilimitation ithat ithe istudy ionly 

iexamined ipronunciation iat ithe ilevel iof iindividual iwords iand isentences, irather 

ithan ifree ispeech, iand ithat iit ifocused ion ibeginner ilevel ilearners iare inoted ifor 

ifuture istudies106. 

Mostafa’s istudy iaimed ito iexamine ithe irole iof ilanguage imindsets iand 

iachievement igoals iin irelation ito ilearners' iCF ipreferences. iThe iresults ishowed 

ithat ilearners iwith ia igrowth ilanguage imindset ipreferred ito ireceive iany itype iof 

icorrective ifeedback, iwhereas ithose iwith ia ifixed imindset ipreferred ito ireceive 

ieither ilow-cost iconversational irecasts ior ino ifeedback iat iall. iAdditionally, ithe 

iresults ishowed ithat ilearners iwith ia idevelopment-approach igoal ipreferred ito 

ireceive imore iexplicit itypes iof ifeedback, iwhile ithose iwith ia idevelopment-

avoidance igoal ipreferred imore iimplicit itypes. iLearners iwith ia idemonstration-

approach igoal iand ithose iwith ia idemonstration-avoidance igoal ipreferred inot ito 

ibe icorrected iat iall ifor idifferent ireasons. iThe istudy isuggests ithat ithe ieffectiveness 

iof icorrective ifeedback icannot ibe iunderstood iwithout iconsidering ithe ilearners' 

iquality iof imotivation, iand ithe iinternal icost-value ianalyses ithat ilearners imake iin 

irelation ito idifferent ifeedback itypes. iIt ihighlights ithe iimportance iof 

iunderstanding ilearners ias iagents iwho iproactively iand iselectively iseek, iattend 

ito, iand ilearn ifrom ifeedback, iand ithe ineed ito itake iinto iaccount ilearners' ibelief iand 

imotive isystems iwhen idesigning icorrective ifeedback107. 

Yongbin’s istudy iaimed ito iinvestigate ithe irelative ieffects iof iimplicit iand 

iexplicit icorrective ifeedback ion iL2 ilearners' iacquisition iof ia idifficult-to-acquire 

igrammatical istructure. iThe iresults iof ithe istudy iindicated ithat iin ia iform-focused 

iinstructional icontext, iexplicit iCF iprovided ifew iadditional iadvantages iover 

iimplicit iCF iand ithat iexposure ito icorrect iforms ithrough irecasts iwas isufficient ifor 

ilearning ito itake iplace. iHowever, iit ialso iacknowledged isome ilimitations iin ithe 

istudy isuch ias ithe ilack iof iequivalence iin ithe iknowledge iof ithe itarget istructure, ithe 
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ifocus ion iaccuracy iover istages iof idevelopment, iand inot iexamining ithe ieffect iof 

ifeedback ion irecipients iand ioverhearers. iThe istudy isuggests ithat ifurther iresearch 

iis ineeded iin ithis iarea, ispecifically iin ifine-grained idevelopmental ianalysis iand iin 

ilearners' iresponse ito ifeedback, ito igain ia imore icomprehensive iunderstanding iof 

ithe ieffects iof idifferent itypes iof icorrective ifeedback108. 

Weiqing's istudy ifound ithat iteachers iuse ia ivariety iof inonverbal icues iduring 

icorrective ifeedback, iwith inodding, ishaking itheir ihead, iand ipointing ibeing ithe 

imost icommon. iThe istudy iemphasizes ithe iimportance iof istudying inonverbal 

ibehavior iin iteaching, ibut ialso inotes ilimitations isuch ias ithe ivariety iof icourses iand 

iteaching iexperience iof ithe iparticipating iteachers. iInes' istudy ifound ithat ilearners 

iwith ipositive ibeliefs iabout ipeer ifeedback itended ito ishow igreater iimprovement 

iin ipronunciation icomprehensibility. iThe istudy isuggests ithat ilearners' ibeliefs 

iabout ifeedback ican iimpact ilearning ioutcomes iand ithat imore iresearch iis ineeded 

iin iother idomains iof iL2 iinstruction. iMostafa's istudy ifound ithat ilearners iwith ia 

igrowth imindset ipreferred ito ireceive iany itype iof icorrective ifeedback, iwhile 

ithose iwith ia ifixed imindset ipreferred ilow-cost irecasts ior ino ifeedback iat iall. iThe 

istudy isuggests ithat ithe ieffectiveness iof icorrective ifeedback iis iinfluenced iby 

ilearners' imotivation iand iinternal icost-value ianalyses. iYongbin's istudy ifound 

ithat iin ia iform-focused icontext, iexplicit iCF iprovided ifew iadditional iadvantages 

iover iimplicit iCF iand ithat iexposure ito icorrect iforms ithrough irecasts iwas 

isufficient ifor ilearning. iThe istudy ihighlights ithe ineed ifor ifurther iresearch iin ifine-

grained idevelopmental ianalysis iand ilearners' iresponse ito ifeedback. 

Azar’s istudy ilooked iat ithe irole iof ipatterns iof iinteraction iin ipeer ifeedback 

iand iits ieffect ion iL2 iwriting idevelopment. iThe istudy ifound ithat ilearners iwho 

iadopted icollaborative ior iexpert/novice ipatterns iof iinteraction iwere imore 

isuccessful iin icreating imutual izones iof iproximal idevelopment iand iparticipating 

iwithin ithem, iwhich iled ito imore ilearning itaking iplace ias ievident iin ithe iwritings 

iof icollaborative iand inovice ipeers. iThe istudy isupports ithe iargument ithat 

iparticipation iin isocial, icultural, iand ilinguistic isettings isuch ias ipeer iinteraction iis 

inecessary ifor iindividual idevelopmental iprocesses ito itake iplace. iHowever, ithe 
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istudy ialso iacknowledged isome ilimitations, isuch ias inot iaccounting ifor 

iperceptions iand iattitudes ithat ithe iinteractants ihave itowards ieach iother iand ithe 

itask iat ihand iduring ian iinteraction. iFuture istudies ishould iconsider ithe iaffective 

idimension iof ipeer iinteraction, iand iexamine ithe ipossibility ithat ian iexpert ilearner 

ican iform idifferent itypes iof iinteraction iwhen ipaired iwith idifferent ipeers, iwhich 

imay iinfluence itheir iL2 iwriting idevelopment109. 

Lieselotte’s istudy ifound ithat iproviding istudents iwith iform-focused 

iinstruction iand ipeer ifeedback itraining ibefore iengaging iin ipeer iinteraction ican 

ilead ito ian iincrease iin igrammatical iaccuracy. iThese ifindings ihave iimportant 

iimplications ifor ilanguage iteaching, isuch ias ithe iimportance iof iproviding 

ifeedback itraining, ieven iif iit iis inot iextensive, iand ithe ifact ithat ipeer ifeedback ican 

ibe ieffective ifor ilearners iat ivarious ilevels iof iproficiency. iThe istudy ialso 

ihighlighted ithe iimportance iof iconsidering ithe iunique icontext iof ipeer 

iinteraction, ias iwell ias ithe ineed ifor ifuture iresearch ito iinvestigate iunfocused ipeer 

ifeedback iand icompare iit iwith ifocused ipeer ifeedback110. 

Kimi’s istudy iattempted ito iexamine iwhether igesture-incorporated irecasts 

iare imore ieffective iin ihelping ibeginning-level iESL ilearners iacquire ithe iregular 

ipast itense ithan iverbal-only irecasts. iHowever, ithe istudy ifound ithat ithere iwas ino 

isignificant idifference ibetween ithe itwo irecast iconditions ior ithe icontrol igroup. 

iThis icould ibe idue ito ia ivariety iof ifactors isuch ias ithe inature iof ithe igrammatical 

istructure ibeing itaught, ithe itype iof ifeedback iprovided, ior ithe ilength iof ithe 

itreatment. iThe istudy ialso ihad iseveral ilimitations, iincluding ionly iproviding 

irecasts ifor ithe itarget istructures, ilack iof ia ilong-delayed ipost-test, ishort itreatment 

itime, iand iconducting ithe istimulated irecall iinterview iin iEnglish irather ithan ithe 

ilearners' iL1. iThe istudy isuggests ithat imore iresearch iis ineeded ito ifully iunderstand 
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ithe iefficacy iof igestures iin iL2 idevelopment, ispecifically ifor idifferent itypes iof 

ilinguistic iitems, iand ito iconsider ifactors isuch ias ifeedback itype iand itiming111. 

Nobuhiro isummarized ithat iwhole irecasts iand ideictic igestures i(pointing iat 

ithe ierroneous iword iin ithe itarget isentence) ican ifacilitate ithe icomparison ibetween 

ithe ioriginal iutterance iand ithe irecast ifor itrue ibeginners iwho iare ipositioned ias 

iauditors. iThe istudy ialso ifound ithat iwhole irecasts iare imore ilikely ito ibe iperceived 

icorrectly iby itrue ibeginners iwhile isegmented irecasts iare imore ilikely ito ibe 

iperceived icorrectly iby imore iadvanced ilearners. iHowever, iproviding iwhole 

irecasts ican ibecome idifficult iwhen ithe ierroneous isentence iis irelatively ilong, iin 

ithat icase, ithe iuse iof ideictic icues imay ibe iuseful ias iit ican ihelp ithe iteacher ito 

ivisually ipresent ithe itarget iword iand ipoint ito iit, iwhich ican ihelp ilearners 

iunderstand ithe icorrection ieven iif ithe irecast iis isegmented. iThe istudy ihighlights 

ithe iimportance iof ibeing imindful iof ithe idifferent iconditions ithat imay iaffect ithe 

iability iof ilearners ito icompare iand iperceive irecasts, iand ithe ineed ifor iteachers ito 

icater ithe itype iof ifeedback ito ireach ieach ilearner ieffectively112. 

Azar's istudy ifound ithat icollaborative ior iexpert/novice ipatterns iof 

iinteraction iin ipeer ifeedback ilead ito imore ilearning iin iL2 iwriting idevelopment. 

iLieselotte's istudy ifound ithat iform-focused iinstruction iand ipeer ifeedback 

itraining ican iincrease igrammatical iaccuracy. iKimi's istudy ifound ino isignificant 

idifference ibetween igesture-incorporated irecasts iand iverbal-only irecasts iin 

ihelping iESL ilearners iacquire ithe iregular ipast itense. iNobuhiro's istudy ifound ithat 

iwhole irecasts iand ideictic igestures ican ifacilitate icomparison ibetween ioriginal 

iutterance iand irecast ifor itrue ibeginners, ibut isegmented irecasts iare ibetter ifor imore 

iadvanced ilearners. iThese istudies ihighlight ithe iimportance iof iproviding 

ifeedback itraining, iconsidering iunique icontexts iof ipeer iinteraction, iand icatering 

ifeedback ito iindividual ilearners. 

Corrective ifeedback iis inot ionly iimportant ifor ispeaking, ibut ialso ifor iwriting, 

iwhich irelates ito istudents' iability ito iform isentences iwhen ispeaking. iSri’s istudy 

iaimed ito iinvestigate ithe ieffect iof idifferent ifeedback iprovision ion ithe iwriting 
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iquality iof istudents iwith idifferent icognitive istyles. iThe iresearch iwas iconducted 

ion i55 ifourth-semester iEnglish istudents ifrom iSTAIN iKediri, iusing ia ifactorial 

iexperimental idesign. iData iwas ianalyzed iusing ia itwo-way iANOVA. iThe 

ifindings irevealed ithat ithe ieffect iof idifferent ifeedback ion iwriting iquality idoes inot 

idepend ion istudents' icognitive istyles, iand ithere iwas ino isignificant idifference iin 

iwriting iquality ibetween istudents ireceiving idirect icorrective ifeedback iand ithose 

ireceiving iindirect icorrective ifeedback. iThe istudy iconcluded ithat ifeedback 

iprovision idoes inot idepend ion istudents' icognitive istyles, iand ithat ino imatter ithe 

itype iof ifeedback igiven, istudents' iwriting iquality iimproves iwhen ithey ireceive 

ifeedback. iThe ifindings ican iassist iin iunderstanding ithe iimportance iof ifeedback 

iin iimproving iwriting iin iforeign ilanguage ieducation113. 

Nguyen’s istudy iargues ithat icurrent ipractice iof iL2 iwriting iconferencing 

idoes inot iprovide ienough isupport ior iscaffolding ifor istudents ito iengage iwith 

iwritten icorrective ifeedback i(WCF). iTo iaddress ithis iissue, ithe istudy iproposed ia 

ithree-step iwriting iconference iin iwhich iL2 istudents, iunder ithe isupport iof itheir 

iwriting iinstructor, ifocus ion ia ispecific iform-related ierror, ianalyze ia icollection iof 

istandard iL2 isamples, iand iplan ifor ierror icorrection iand ifuture ilearning iof irelated 

iknowledge. iThe istudy ifound ithat ithis iwriting iconference ihelped istudents ito ibe 

imore imentally iengaged iwith iWCF iand ithat ithis iengagement iled ito ibetter ierror 

icorrection iand iL2 ilanguage iuptake. iThe istudy ihas iseveral ilimitations, isuch ias ia 

ismall isample isize, ilack iof idata ion ibehavioral iengagement, iand ifailure ito 

imeasure ilong-term ieffects. iThe istudy isuggests ithat ifuture iresearch ishould ifocus 

ion ilarger ipopulations, istudying ithe ibehavioral iengagement iof iL2 istudents iand 

ilong-term ieffects iof ithe iproposed iwriting iconference, iand iinvestigating ithe 

iprocess iof iinductive/implicit ilearning ithat iis itriggered iby ithe isuggested iwriting 

iconference114. 

Jianwu’s istudy iinvestigates iwhether idrills i(exercise iin irepetitive ipractice) 

igive irise ito imore iintensive ifeedback ithan ifree iwriting, iand iwhether ifeedback 

iprovided iin idrills iand ion ifree iwriting itransferred ito isubsequent iwritten 
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iproduction. iThe istudy ifound ithat idrills ido iresult iin imore iintensive ifeedback ithan 

ifree iwriting, ibut ithe ifeedback igiven iin idrills idid inot itransfer ito isubsequent 

iwritten iproduction. iWhereas ithe ifeedback ion ifree iwriting idid. iThe istudy ialso 

ifound ithat ilearners iwho ireceived imetalinguistic ifeedback ion ifree iwriting 

iadopted ia isubtler iform iof ithe i'safety ifirst' istrategy, iwhich iis iavoiding ithe iuse iof 

iverb iitems ito iwhich ifeedback iwas igiven, iwhich ithe iresearchers iwarned ishould 

ibe iviewed iwith icaution. iThe istudy icautions iagainst ioptimism iabout 

iincorporating iautomated iCF iin iL2 iwriting iinstruction, iparticularly iwhen ithe 

itarget istructure iis ipartially iacquired iand ithe iassessment iis ibased ion ifree 

iproduction. iThe istudy ialso icalls ifor ia imore icareful iexamination iof ilearner 

iproductions ito idifferentiate iincreased ideployment iof i'safety-first' istrategies 

ifrom iincreased ilinguistic iknowledge. iThe istudy iadvises ithat icomputer-

automated iCF iin idrills iis inot ieffective iwhen ithe itarget istructure iis ipartially 

iacquired iand iwhen ifeedback iis iprovided iafter itask icompletion irather ithan 

iconcurrently, iand ito ienhance ithe iCF itransferability, iinstructors iare iadvised ito 

idiversify ithe itasks ifor itreatment ito ioptimize ithe ieffect iand icombine 

imetalinguistic iexplanations iwith iother imeans ito iensure idepth iof iunderstanding 

iof ithe ifeedback115. 

Khaled’s istudy ifound ithat iboth idirect iand iindirect icomprehensive iwritten 

icorrective ifeedback i(WCF) ican iimprove ilearners' iaccuracy iduring irevisions iof 

ithe isame itexts. iThe istudy ialso ifound ithat idirect iWCF ishowed iconsistent ipositive 

ieffects ion irevision iaccuracy iacross iall itasks. iThe istudy isupports ithe iargument 

ithat idirect iforms iof iWCF iare isuperior ito iindirect iWCF ias iit imay ihelp ilearners ito 

ibetter inotice itheir iinterlanguage iproblems iand ipresent ithem iwith iclearer 

iinformation iabout ithe imismatch ibetween ithe itarget iand inon-target iforms. iThe 

istudy ialso ishows ithat ithe ieffectiveness iof ifeedback imay ivary idepending ion ithe 

inature iof ithe itask iand ithe idistinction ibetween itreatable iand iuntreatable ierrors. 

iTreatable ierrors, ithose ithat ifollow ia iset iof isyntactic iand imorphosyntactic irules, 

iwere ifound ito ibe imore iresponsive ito ifeedback ithan ithose ithat ido inot, isuch ias 

                                                           
115

 iGao, iJ., i& iMa, iS. iInstructor ifeedback ion ifree iwriting iand iautomated icorrective ifeedback iin idrills: 

iIntensity iand iefficacy. iLanguage iTeaching iResearch i26, iNo.5. i(2022): i986–1009. iDOI: i 

ihttps://doi.org/10.1177/1362168820915337 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168820915337


49 
 

iword ichoice116. iWhile iBo-Ram iexamines iwhether ithink-alouds i(i.e. iconcurrent 

iverbal ireports) ican ibe iemployed ias ia iresearch imethod ito imeasure ilearners' 

iinternal iprocesses iwithout ialtering ithe ivery iconstructs ithey iset iout ito ireflect iin 

ian iL2 ilearning isetting. iThe istudy iuses iwritten icorrective ifeedback ion iwriting 

itask ifor iadult iintermediate ilearners iof iEnglish iand ifound ithat ithinking ialoud idid 

inot inegatively ior ipositively iaffect itheir iL2 idevelopment. iThe istudy ialso ihas 

iseveral ilimitations, isuch ias ilack iof idata ion itime ion itask ior ireaction itime, ilack iof 

igeneralizability ito iother icontexts ior iinstructional isettings, iand inot icontrolling 

ifor ivarious ifactors isuch ias iproficiency ilevel, ifeedback iexplicitness, icognitive 

idemands iof itask ietc. iFuture iresearch ishould iinvestigate ithese ilimitations ito iget ia 

imore ifine-grained iunderstanding iof ireactivity iin iL2 ilearning117. 

Nguyen's istudy isuggests ithat icurrent iL2 iwriting iconferencing ipractices ido 

inot iprovide ienough isupport ifor istudents ito iengage iwith iwritten icorrective 

ifeedback. iA iproposed ithree-step iwriting iconference ithat ifocuses ion iform-

related ierrors, ianalyzes istandard iL2 isamples, iand iplans ifor ierror icorrection iand 

ifuture ilearning iis isuggested ito iimprove iengagement iand ilanguage iuptake. 

iJianwu's istudy ifinds ithat idrills iresult iin imore iintensive ifeedback ithan ifree 

iwriting, ibut ithe ifeedback igiven iin idrills idoes inot itransfer ito isubsequent iwritten 

iproduction. iKhaled's istudy isupports ithe iargument ithat idirect iforms iof iWCF iare 

isuperior ito iindirect iWCF iand ivary idepending ion ithe inature iof ithe itask iand 

itreatable ierrors. iSri's istudy ifinds ithat ifeedback iprovision idoes inot idepend ion 

istudents' icognitive istyles, iand ithat istudents' iwriting iquality iimproves iwhen ithey 

ireceive ifeedback. iBo-Ram's istudy ifinds ithat ithink-alouds ican ibe iused ias ia 

iresearch imethod ito imeasure ilearners' iinternal iprocesses iin ian iL2 ilearning isetting 

iwithout iaffecting itheir idevelopment. 

Based ion iprevious iresearch, iit ican ibe isummarized ithat iKartchava iand 

iGholami iexamine ithe ieffects iof ioral icorrective ifeedback i(CF) ion ilanguage 

ilearners iin ian iEFL icontext. iKartchava's istudy ifound ithat ipre-service ilanguage 

iteachers ihave ibeliefs iabout iCF ithat ithey ibring ifrom itheir iown ilearning iinto itheir 
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iteaching, ibut itheir ilimited iknowledge iabout iwhen, ihow, iand ihow imuch ito 

iprovide ifeedback iprevents ithem ifrom ireconciling itheir ibeliefs iwith iclassroom 

ipractices. iGholami's istudy ifound ithat ilearners iwere imore ilikely ito iproduce 

isuccessful iuptake ifollowing iCF idirected iat iformulaic ierrors. iBoth istudies 

irecommend iteacher ieducation iand iadditional iteaching iexperience, ias iwell ias 

itraining ithat iaddresses ispecific iconcepts iof iCF, ito ibridge ithis igap. iAnother istudy 

iby iMostafa ifound ithat iexplicit iand iimmediate itypes iof iOCF, iparticularly iin 

ipronunciation iand igrammar, iwere ihighly ipreferred iby ilearners iand iwere 

iperceived ito ihave ithe igreatest icontribution ito iL2 iWTC. iBart's istudy ifound ithat 

ispeaking ipractice iwas imore ieffective ifor ihigher-educated ilearners ithan ifor ilow-

educated ilearners. iAll istudies isuggest ifurther iresearch iin idifferent icontexts iand 

iwith ilearners ifrom idifferent iproficiency ilevels. i 

Xuan's istudy iexamines ibeliefs iand ipractices iof iVietnamese iEFL iteachers 

iregarding icorrective ifeedback. iIt ifound ia ilack iof icongruence ibetween ibeliefs 

iand ipractices iand ia ipreference ifor ididactic irecasts. iSusan's istudy icompares ithe 

ieffectiveness iof idirect iand imetalinguistic ifeedback ion iESL ilearners, ifinding 

iimprovements iin iaccuracy ifor iboth ifeedback igroups ibut ia istronger irelationship 

iwith iaptitude ifor idirect ifeedback. iEva's istudy ihighlights idifferences iin iteaching 

imethods iand ifeedback ibetween iL2 iEnglish iand iL3 iFrench iclasses, isuggesting 

iteachers ishould iadapt itheir iapproach ibased ion isubject ifocus. iBo's istudy ifocuses 

ion istudent iengagement iwith ioral ifeedback iduring ipresentations, ifinding 

ipositive iattitudes itowards icompliments iand isuggestions, ibut inegative iemotions 

itowards iexplicit icorrection. iIt ialso ihighlights ithe iimportance iof ilinguistic iand 

irhetorical iknowledge iand iimmediate iattention iin iunderstanding ifeedback. 

iWeiqing's istudy ifound ithat iteachers iuse ia ivariety iof inonverbal icues iduring 

icorrective ifeedback, iwith inodding, ishaking itheir ihead, iand ipointing ibeing ithe 

imost icommon. iThe istudy iemphasizes ithe iimportance iof istudying inonverbal 

ibehavior iin iteaching, ibut ialso inotes ilimitations isuch ias ithe ivariety iof icourses iand 

iteaching iexperience iof ithe iparticipating iteachers. iInes' istudy ifound ithat ilearners 

iwith ipositive ibeliefs iabout ipeer ifeedback itended ito ishow igreater iimprovement 

iin ipronunciation icomprehensibility. iThe istudy isuggests ithat ilearners' ibeliefs 

iabout ifeedback ican iimpact ilearning ioutcomes iand ithat imore iresearch iis ineeded 
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iin iother idomains iof iL2 iinstruction. iMostafa's istudy ifound ithat ilearners iwith ia 

igrowth imindset ipreferred ito ireceive iany itype iof icorrective ifeedback, iwhile 

ithose iwith ia ifixed imindset ipreferred ilow-cost irecasts ior ino ifeedback iat iall. iThe 

istudy isuggests ithat ithe ieffectiveness iof icorrective ifeedback iis iinfluenced iby 

ilearners' imotivation iand iinternal icost-value ianalyses. iYongbin's istudy ifound 

ithat iin ia iform-focused icontext, iexplicit iCF iprovided ifew iadditional iadvantages 

iover iimplicit iCF iand ithat iexposure ito icorrect iforms ithrough irecasts iwas 

isufficient ifor ilearning. i 

Azar's istudy ifound ithat icollaborative ior iexpert/novice ipatterns iof 

iinteraction iin ipeer ifeedback ilead ito imore ilearning iin iL2 iwriting idevelopment. 

iLieselotte's istudy ifound ithat iform-focused iinstruction iand ipeer ifeedback 

itraining ican iincrease igrammatical iaccuracy. iKimi's istudy ifound ino isignificant 

idifference ibetween igesture-incorporated irecasts iand iverbal-only irecasts iin 

ihelping iESL ilearners iacquire ithe iregular ipast itense. iNobuhiro's istudy ifound ithat 

iwhole irecasts iand ideictic igestures ican ifacilitate icomparison ibetween ioriginal 

iutterance iand irecast ifor itrue ibeginners, ibut isegmented irecasts iare ibetter ifor imore 

iadvanced ilearners. iThese istudies ihighlight ithe iimportance iof iproviding 

ifeedback itraining, iconsidering iunique icontexts iof ipeer iinteraction, iand icatering 

ifeedback ito iindividual ilearners. iNguyen's istudy isuggests icurrent iL2 iwriting 

iconferencing ipractices ilack isupport ifor istudents ito iengage iwith iwritten 

icorrective ifeedback. iA ithree-step iprocess iis iproposed ito iimprove iengagement. 

iJianwu's istudy ifinds ithat idrills iprovide imore iintensive ifeedback, ibut iit idoes inot 

itransfer ito isubsequent iwriting. iKhaled's istudy isupports idirect iforms iof iWCF 

ibeing isuperior ito iindirect iforms iand ivarying iwith itask iand ierrors. iSri's istudy 

ifinds ithat ifeedback iprovision idoes inot idepend ion icognitive istyles iand iimproves 

iwriting iquality. iBo-Ram's istudy ifinds ithat ithink-alouds ican ibe iused ito imeasure 

iinternal iprocesses iin iL2 ilearning iwithout iaffecting idevelopment. iBased ion ithat 

isummarize, ithere iare ifew istudies ithat ihave iexamined ithe iconnection ibetween 

ipersonality itraits iand icorrective ifeedback ifor ispeaking. iThis imakes iit iimportant 

ito iconduct ithis iresearch iin iorder ito ibroaden iour iunderstanding iof ithis itopic iabout 

icorrective ifeedback. iSo, ithis iresearch iis iimportant ito ibe icarried iout ito iadd ito 

iexisting istudies. 


