Could
You
Repeat
That?
A GUIDE TO ORAL CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK
IN THE LANGUAGE LEARNING CLASSROOM
AND BEYOND

Michael C. Reyes

Could you repeat that ?
A Guide to Oral Corrective Feedback in the Language
Learning Classroom and Beyond
by Michael C. Reyes
First Edition © 2019
ISBN : 978-1-55339-621-5

This work is licensed under the creative
commons attributions, noncommercial, no
derivatives 4.0 international license.
Attribution — You must give appropriate
credit, provide a link to the license, and
indicate if changes were made. You may
do so in any reasonable manner, but not in
any way that suggests the licensor endorses
you or your use.
NonCommercial — You may not use the
material for commercial purposes.

table of contents.
introduction .................................................. 3
definitions & types of CF ...............................4
5 principles of CF effectiveness .....................8
peer feedback ...............................................12
final recommendations .................................14
conclusion .....................................................16
further reading ..............................................17

NoDerivatives — If you remix, transform,
or build upon the material, you may not
distribute the modified material.

Printed in Canada
1.

introduction.
Correcting student errors is one of the most challenging aspects of language
teaching. Oral corrective feedback (CF) is defined as a response to a
student’s utterance containing an error (Lyster and Sato, 2013). In the
language learning classroom, CF is frequently used to make learners aware
of their errors and to provide them with information on how to improve.
Since providing CF can consume a substantial amount of instructor attention and energy, it’s important to think about how best to use CF, as well as
the kinds of feedback that may be most effective in specific teaching situations. A recent meta-analysis of research conducted into CF found that
instructor use of CF does not always align with what is known about
feedback effectiveness (Brown, 2016).
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The purpose of this guide, then, is to provide language professors, instructors, and teaching assistants with the knowledge of a range of corrective
feedback types as well as an understanding of their empirical effectiveness in
various classroom settings. After reading this guide, you should be able to
understand how types of corrective feedback differ from one another, and
you should be able to select a mix of feedback types that appropriately map
onto the evolving needs of your students.

Before going any further, think about your current approach to
correcting students when they make a mistake while speaking in class.
Do you have any tried-and-true methods for correcting them? Which
methods do you tend to avoid? Do you have any reservations about
correcting students? How do you think students feel about being
corrected?
3.

Input-Providing
Feedback

Here are several common types of feedback
that correct errors on behalf of the student.

Conversational Recast

The instructor rephrases and repairs a
student’s erroneous statement as part of a meaningful conversational
response to the student. The repair is often signaled to the student via rising
intonation.
Student: On Mondays, I am working after class.
Professor: Oh, on Mondays you work after class? Where do you work?

Explicit Correction

The instructor briefly interrupts the flow of
conversation with a corrected rewording of a student’s erroneous statement.
The instructor may use rising intonation to make the repair even more
apparent to the learner.
Student: I’ve been here since six months.
Professor: I’ve been here for six months.

Metalinguistic Feedback

definitions.
and types of CF

Oral corrective feedback can be classified according to several criteria. In
this section, we will primarily explore the distinction between input-providing feedback and output-prompting feedback and examine several
common types of feedback that fall into each of these two categories.
Generally speaking, when instructors use input-providing feedback,
they repair the error on behalf of the student. This correction may provide
the student useful information about the language. When using
output-prompting feedback , the instructor provides a cue which
prompts the student to correct the error themselves.
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Metalinguistic feedback provides students with
a correction and information about the nature of their mistake.
Student: My sister has 10 years.
Professor: My sister is 10 years old.

In English, we use the verb “to be” to talk about someone’s age.
We also need to add “old” after the number of years.
My sister is 10 years old.

Output-Prompting
Feedback

Below are several common and easy to
implement feedback prompts that require
the learner to correct their own errors.

Clarification Request

An indirect way of alerting students to the
presence of an error by simply asking them to clarify or repeat all or part of
their erroneous utterance.
Student: I had delicious pastas for dinner.
Professor: Excuse me. Could you repeat that?
Student: … I had delicious pastas…pasta for dinner.

5.

Repetition

An instructor repeats only the erroneous part
of a student’s utterance. Rising intonation further signals the presence of an
error to the student.
Student: My new apartment is more small now.
Professor: more small ?
Student: … smaller.

Strategic Pauses

An instructor repeats much of a student’s
utterance up until the error in need of repair. The instructor then pauses,
prompting the student to complete the sentence.
Student: I’m going to Brazil on March.
Professor: I’m going to Brazil…
Student: …in March…

Metalinguistic Clue

The instructor provides the student with a
brief metalinguistic comment in the form of a question or a statement that
gives a student information about how to correct their error. The correct
reformulation is withheld from the student.
Student: I love my red new iPhone!
Professor: Remember the order of adjectives. Age before color.
Student: I love my…new red iPhone!

Elicitation

When using this strategy, an instructor asks
the student a wh-question (who, what, where, when, why) to illicit a self-correction. The content of the question may be metalinguistic. After the student
responds to the question, the instructor may ask the student to repeat the
original utterance, now corrected.
Student: I like to listen __ Spotify.
Professor: What preposition do we use after the verb “to listen”?
Student: to. I like to listen to Spotify.

6.

Implicit and Explicit Feedback
Though we’ve mainly discussed categorizing CF on the basis of whether or
not it is input-providing or output-prompting, at times research also
uses explicitness or implicitness of feedback as a way to categorize types
of feedback. As the name implies, when instructors provide implicit
feedback, they do not overtly signal an error to learners; the correction is
provided in an inconspicuous way. Conversely, explicit feedback makes
error correction transparent to learners so that they are acutely aware of
their mistakes. Given the way in which instructional contexts may affect the
salience of feedback, it’s best not to think of explicitness and implicitness as
a permanent feature of any given CF type (Sarandi, 2016).
Classification Grid
One useful way to visualize both of these forms of categorization is to plot
feedback types in a single two-by-two grid. The end result, adapted from
Lyster and Saito, 2010; Gascoigne, 2004; and Sarandi, 2016, yields the
following table.

Implicit
InputProviding

Conversational Recast

OutputPrompting

Clarification Request
Repetition

Explicit
Explicit Correction
Metalinguistic Feedback
Strategic Pause

Metalinguistic Clue
Elicitation

From the table above it is easy to see, for example, that a feedback type such
as explicit correction, which briefly interrupts the conversation to correct
an error for the learner, would be both explicit and input-providing.

Thinking back to the way you teach: do you tend to use more input-providing
feedback or more output-prompting feedback? Implicit feedback or explicit
feedback? Are there kinds of feedback that you do not use but would be
willing to try? What kinds of feedback do you think learners prefer? What
kinds do you think are most effective?
7.

Output Prompting CF
Student: I have visited Toronto last weekend.
Professor: have visited?
Student: …I visited…I visited Toronto last weekend.

effectiveness.
5 Principles of CF

The purpose of this section is to help instructors make informed decisions
about the use of corrective strategies in their own classrooms by providing
them with data-driven evidence about the effectiveness of different types of
CF. As we’ll see, because the effectiveness of any given CF type is subject to
several factors, it is difficult to say that one kind of feedback is consistently
better than another. As a result, much of the focus of this section will be on
helping instructors select the most effective feedback types for their instructional objectives and contexts.
Principle 1:

Output-prompting feedback generally tends to
outperform input-providing feedback

As a general rule, output-prompting feedback results in an equal or greater
number of student repairs (self-corrections) than input-providing feedback
(Lyster & Sato 2013; Sarandi, 2016; Gascoigne, 2003). To better appreciate
why output-prompting is generally more effective, it is helpful to think about
how input-providing and output-prompting types of CF play out differently
in student-instructor interactions. The examples below contrast a student
receiving CF of both types for the same mistake.
Input Providing CF
Student: I have visited Toronto last weekend.
Professor: Oh, you visited Toronto! How exciting! What did you do in Toronto?
Student: I went to the CN Tower with my family.
8.

In 2013, Lyster et al. cited the results of a 1996 study which concluded that
output-prompting feedback is more beneficial because students are forced to
retrieve target forms themselves rather than simply notice them in corrections provided by their instructor. It is believed that retrieval and production
of the correct forms strengthen associations in the memory of learners.
Further support comes from sociocultural learning theory, which believes
that self-repair supports learning because students remember information
better when they play an active role in creating it.

Principle 2:

Keep the learner’s capacity to self-repair in mind

Because output-prompting feedback assumes a learner’s ability to self-repair,
it is not preferable in all instructional contexts.
Oral Proficiency and CF
Input-providing feedback may be most beneficial to novice level-students,
because it provides learners rich information about the language while they
are still acquiring its basic structures (Sarandi, 2016). As students increase in
oral proficiency, however, so too does their capacity for self-repair (Lyster &
Sato, 2013). As a result, output-prompting feedback strategies are
optimal for students with intermediate-level proficiency and higher. In fact,
students prefer to be given time to self-repair, rather than the correct form,
when they believe they are able to self-repair.
New Language Targets and CF
The same general principle holds not only for general language proficiency,
but for structures and language targets which are new to the learner. Output-prompting feedback requiring learners to self-repair structures which
are very new to them is not as effective as output-prompting feedback
which triggers associations between well established knowledge (Lyster &
Sato, 2013).
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With very new structures or language targets, input-providing feedback
may be more beneficial to students than output-prompting feedback. Once
students have the capacity to self-repair, however, instructors should switch to
output-prompting types of CF.
These findings are summarized in the table below:
Input-Providing

Output-Prompting

Novice
Proficiency
Intermediate-level
Proficiency and Higher
New Linguistic
Target
Existing Linguistic
Target

Principle 3:

Students want more CF not less

The attitudes that an instructor holds about the effectiveness of CF will
dramatically affect their use of CF as well as its overall effectiveness. In a
2014 study, Kamiya found that instructors who believed CF had the potential to humiliate or demotivate learners refrained from using CF in general.
When they did use CF, they opted for input-providing over
output-prompting types of CF (Kamiya, 2014).
This belief is supported by literature, in part. Anxiety has been found to
mediate effectiveness of some types of CF. For example, high anxiety
learners benefitted less from recasts (Sheen, 2010).
However, in study after study, language learners have shown that they want
their errors to be corrected. Even when students admit that they are sometimes embarrassed by corrections, this does not change how adamantly they
feel about their desire for correction (Li, 2018). The commonly held
belief that using CFs on students will have negative effects on
classroom anxiety and motivation is largely unsupported by the
literature. Preference for receiving CF is unrelated to anxiety
levels (Li, 2018).
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Principle 4:

Any CF is better than no CF

With so many different types and classifications for feedback, instructors may
initially find it daunting to apply the ‘appropriate’ CF for their given instructional setting and objectives. This is likely especially so for new TAs or
relatively novice instructors, who may have trouble attending to the content
of a student’s message and selecting an appropriate CF in real-time in
response to a student’s error.
Having said that, it’s important to keep in mind that any CF strategy is more
effective at reducing errors than no CF (Lyster & Sato 2013; Sarandi, 2016;
Gascoigne, 2003).
Principle 5:

Keep it short and sweet

Between the empirically proven benefits of CF for language acquisition and
students’ desire to have their errors corrected, an instructor would be right to
introduce or increase the amount of targeted CF they provide to students.
However, one word of caution is warranted: be aware of the amount of CF
provided to students in one class setting. An excessive amount of corrective
feedback does not help learners. According to Li (2018), students may have
difficulty processing meaningful information from CF if it is delivered in
large, disproportionate quantities.
5 Principles of CF Effectiveness
1. Output-Prompting CF Generally Tends to Outperform
Input-Providing CF
2. Keep the Learner’s Capacity to Self-Repair in Mind
3. Remember that Students Want More CF Not Less
4. Any Type of CF is Better Than No CF
5. Keep it Short and Sweet

What surprised you most in the principles of CF effectiveness? Did any of
these principles change the way you think about providing corrective
feedback to your students?
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There are many factors of peer feedback that could explain its effectiveness.
In taking on the role of instructor, students are made more aware of linguistic forms because they must attend to the oral production of their partner
and provide feedback. Peer feedback may also lead to pair or group discussions about language forms. Akbari et al. (2017) found that instructor CF
often occurs after assessments and only rarely during lessons. As a result,
peer feedback might be more numerous and generally better timed than
instructor CF.
Small Steps for Implementing Peer Feedback

peer feedback.
Up until now we have treated oral corrective feedback as the unique responsibility of the instructor. In this section we examine the benefits of feedback
provided by peers and suggest one way to integrate peer feedback into the
classroom.

Student and Instructor Reluctance to Peer Feedback
Initially, it may be counterintuitive to have learners provide CF to each other.
Lyster and Sato (2013), for example, demonstrated that students are reluctant to correct each other’s grammatical errors even when encouraged to do
so. This may be because they are focused on the classroom task at hand,
don’t want to make other students feel incompetent, or may mistrust each
other’s linguistic abilities. As a result, instructors may naturally hesitate to
integrate peer feedback into their courses in any serious way.

Benefits of Peer Feedback
When integrated thoughtfully and regularly into a course, research has
demonstrated that peer feedback has numerous benefits for students. In a
2015 study, Sippel and Jackson, found that both teacher and peer (student)
feedback groups made similar improvements in measures being tested.
What’s more, students in the peer feedback group found their class time to
be more engaging than those in the teacher CF group. Sippel and Jackson
even found that these benefits held for less proficient learners.
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There are several small steps instructors can take to help their students start
to gain the benefits from peer feedback. The following suggestions have
been adapted from Lyster (2012).
1. Help students understand the power of peer feedback by providing
them with level-appropriate summaries about its benefits taken
from empirical studies such as Sippel and Jackson (2015). You can
even include PDFs of this and other studies on the learning
management system of your course.
2. Describe a type of CF to students and provide them with many
concrete contextualized examples. Then, spend a few classes
correcting students using that type of CF. This will help them
notice feedback they receive of that type more generally.
3. After several classes of instructor-driven CF, transform existing
classroom activities so that students have the opportunity to
practice giving that particular CF to each other. Debrief these
activities so that students can discuss the feedback they gave and
the errors they found in each other’s speech.
4. Repeat steps 2 and 3 with other types of CF.
If you would like to learn more about how to train students in providing CF
to their peers, Lyster (2012) contains a detailed program that can be implemented in a variety of instructional settings.
Had you suspected that peer feedback had such potential benefits for
learners? How might you train your students for providing feedback to each
other? Is there a clear place for the training of peer feedback in your
curriculum? What challenges do you anticipate?
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Consider Hybrid Feedback
Previously we have discussed specific contexts which might lend themselves
to input-providing feedback over output-prompting feedback and
vice-versa. Once these principles have been understood, Li (2018) further
recommends combining the two kinds as needed by the learner.

final recommendations.
In previous sections of this guide, we have provided examples of different
types of input-providing and output-prompting feedback, recommended instructional contexts in which each of these kinds of feedback might be
most effective, and discussed the benefits of inviting learners to share in the
responsibility of providing feedback. In this closing section, we provide
instructors and TAs with a final set of specific recommendations for having
learners get the most from corrective feedback in the classroom.
Incorporate Explicit Instruction in CF into Your Instructional Setting
Whenever instructors or peers use any kind of feedback, it’s important that
learners understand the corrective intent of the feedback they have received,
otherwise they may not benefit from it at all. This is why explicitly describing
different forms of feedback to learners is so valuable, especially if you plan
on using implicit feedback types. Having students practice identifying
feedback and providing each other with feedback will help them better
identify CF from an instructor. To the extent possible, find ways to incorporate explicit instruction in CF into your instructional setting.
Make the Corrections in Recasts More Obvious to Learners
Being clear about the intent of feedback can be especially challenging for
implicit modes of correction that seek to provide feedback within a conversation-style interaction, such as recasts.
When using recasts, in particular, Li (2018) suggests that instructors adapt
them to make their corrective force more visible to learners:
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Use partial recasts that only reword the part of a sentence
around the erroneous part of a learner’s utterance rather than the
whole utterance.
Use stress to highlight the location of the original error.
Frame recasts in the form of a sentence rather than a question.

Hybrid CF 1: Output followed by Input
When providing hybrid feedback of this type, the instructor first attends to
the error with an output-prompting feedback type. This will signal to
the learner that a correction is needed. If the learner is unable to selfcorrect, the instructor provides the learner with an input-providing CF
containing the correction for the learner. This kind of hybrid CF works
best when the learner is assumed to be largely capable of self-repair since
input-providing feedback is withheld if a student self-repairs successfully.
Output-Prompting
Feedback

Learner Unable
to Self-Repair

or

Input-Providing
Feedback

Learner correctly
self-repairs

Hybrid CF 2: Input followed by Output
When providing hybrid feedback of this type, the instructor provides
numerous responses to student errors using input-providing feedback
types. Once learners are assumed to be capable of self-repair, the instructor switches to output-prompting feedback types. This kind of hybrid
CF works best with language targets that are relatively new to learners.
When Training Novice TAs Consider Repetition
and Explicit Correction
When they are first learning about providing oral corrective feedback, novice
TAs may initially feel overwhelmed with trying to determine an appropriate
feedback type while attending to the content of a learner’s utterance. In
these cases, it may be helpful to have TAs provide feedback using only the
repetition strategy, at least initially.
For TAs, the strategy has the advantage of being simple to implement.
When they hear a learner error, they simply repeat the erroneous part of the
utterance back at them. For learners, this strategy has the advantage of
being output-prompting, and overtime explicit, meaning that the
feedback will be apparent to learners. Students will also accrue all of the
benefits of output-prompting feedback we have already discussed.
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If learners are assumed incapable of self-repair in your current instructional
context, using an explicit, input-providing feedback type such as
explicit correction would also be simple to implement for TAs and make
feedback readily salient for learners.
Once TAs have gained some experience in providing CF, they could be
trained in other CF types.

CF is only one part of Language Acquisition
Given the emphasis of this guide, it’s easy to forget that the goal of oral
corrective feedback, improved oral expression in the target language, is only
one aspect of foreign language acquisition. Language Learners are also
working on acquiring written language forms, pragmatic conventions for
surviving a variety of social situations, cultural fluency in a target culture or
cultures, and more. As a result, our responsibility as instructors is not only to
provide CF. We want our learners to be proficient users of all aspects of the
language in a way that allows them to meet their personal fluency goals and
our instructional and curricular objectives.
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conclusion.

The purpose of this guide has been to provide instructors with a
common vocabulary for talking about the ways we correct the errors
students make when they speak. Throughout this guide we have also
sought to empower instructors with empirically tested ways to help
students get the most out of our corrections. It is our hope that readers
of this guide will now understand not only the different kinds of CF
available to them and their students, but how to select an appropriate
CF type that best suits their instructional objectives and the needs of
their students.
There is certainly much more research on oral corrective feedback
effectiveness than we were able to fit into the scope of this small introductory guide. If you find that you are interested in other aspects of
oral corrective feedback—perhaps the difference in effectiveness
between immediate and delayed feedback—we invite you to take a look
at the further reading section and explore these topics in more detail.
Your students will thank you.
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