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Abstract

Two EFL teachers at a large public university in central Mexico used a mixed methods approach to
explore the potential benefits of delayed teacher corrective feedback (CF) given to students for oral
production. While focusing only on phonological errors, this action research study aims to determine
whether the use of a specific teacher CF strategy could in any way orient learners to self-correct their
phonological errors. First, classroom actions which focused on student oral production and teacher CF
strategies were designed. As a second step, students’ perceptions about these CF strategies were
elicited. Analysis of these perceptions suggests that students show an awareness of how they can
benefit from self- and peer correction while preparing for oral assignments. The analysis is also helpful
in discussing students’ willingness to take risks when producing language orally, and in determining
how ready they could be for autonomous language learning.

Resumen

Dos profesionales de la ensenanza del inglés como lengua extranjera recurren a un enfoque de
investigacion mixto para explorar los posibles beneficios de proporcionar retroalimentacion correctiva
no inmediata a estudiantes de una universidad publica en el centro de México. Esta investigacion-
accion se enfoca en errores de tipo fonoldgico y en el uso de una sola estrategia de retroalimentacion
correctiva proporcionada por el docente, lo anterior con el propdsito de determinar si esta estrategia
podria en alguna medida orientar a los estudiantes a la auto-correcciéon de sus errores fonoldgicos.
Primeramente se disefiaron acciones de ensefianza, las cuales tuvieron por objetivo inducir la
produccion oral de los estudiantes y su consecuente retroalimentacion correctiva por parte del docente.
En segundo lugar se obtuvieron las percepciones de los estudiantes sobre estas estrategias de
retroalimentacién correctiva. El analisis de estas percepciones sugiere que los estudiantes demuestran
conciencia de cdmo se pueden beneficiar de la practica de la auto-correccién y de la correccidén entre
companeros. El andlisis también nos ayuda a discutir qué tan dispuestos se encuentran los alumnos
para tomar riesgos al momento de producir el lenguaje oralmente, asi como a determinar en ellos su
nivel de buena disposicion para el aprendizaje autdénomo del idioma inglés.

Introduction

The term oral corrective feedback (CF) in second and foreign language learning
research means that the person who corrects (e.g., a language teacher) provides a
usually oral indication that someone else’s utterance (e.g., a learner’s) contains an
error (Ellis, Lowen & Erlam, 2006). This error can be lexical, semantic, grammatical or
phonological in nature. This article focuses on the treatment of phonological errors
and the provision of specific teacher corrective feedback within the context of
compulsory EFL classes in a large public university in central Mexico. It pursues three
aims and hopes to shed some light on three research questions, for which an initial
reflection and justification are offered in this section. As well, definitions of key terms
are offered, and relevant literature is discussed in order to provide a theoretical
framework for the present study. A methodology section is presented, followed by
analysis of collected data. Finally, the research questions are answered in light of the
data analysis and the literature reviewed.

1 This is a refereed paper. Received: June 19, 2017. Accepted: November 11, 2017.
2 elba.mendez@correo.buap.mx
3 moralesvgm@hotmail.com

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of a
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 International (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0) license



MEXTESOL Journal, Vol. 42, No. 1, 2018 2

Mexican university students in compulsory English courses may receive teacher CF
that addresses a variety of error types. When they are asked to read aloud from
written text, for example, their oral production is likely to reveal mostly phonological
errors. Phonological errors, as acknowledged by Lyster, Saito and Sato (2013), have
received little focused attention in CF research despite their potential to directly
inhibit native speakers’ perceived comprehensibility of L2 learners’ speech. Similarly,
research on CF has reported on specific CF strategies, as is the case of Lasagabaster
and Sierra’s (2005) and Yoshida’s (2008) studies. However, these studies do not
focus on one error type; instead, they report on a variety of occurring error types. In
studies where only one of form-focused type of error is analyzed, grammatical or
morphological errors, not phonological errors are common language targets for CF
studies (Ellis, Lowen & Erlam, 2006; Lyster & Saito, 2010; Véliz, 2008). The first aim
of this paper is to address this gap in research by focusing only on phonological errors
in learners’ oral production, and on a specific CF strategy used for such errors.

The CF strategy used for correcting learners’ phonological errors in the present study
is delayed correction. Second and foreign language research that discusses the
pertinence of delayed CF vs. immediate CF (Lyster et al.,2013) reveals the reasons
teachers have for using CF strategies immediately after the error has been produced
(immediate CF), or for waiting until the learner has finished their utterances (delayed
CF). In their review of research concerning the effectiveness of CF, Lyster et al.
(2013) indicate that immediate vs. delayed CF is an interesting avenue for further
exploration, especially when learners experience difficulty with a particular language
feature. Therefore, the second aim of this paper is to address these unexplored
potential benefits of delayed teacher CF.

As with other type of errors that learners produce orally in the EFL classroom, teacher
CF may direct the student to self-repair (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005; Lyster & Saito,
2010; Yoshida, 2008). In accordance with sociocultural approaches to learning where
negotiation, interaction, collaboration and self-regulation are highly valued (Lyster et
al., 2013), self-repair can be seen as a specific behavior leading to self-regulation,
which in turn characterizes successful autonomous language learners (Luna Cortes &
Sanchez Lujan, 2005). Self-repair, also known as self-correction in CF research, has
been positively perceived by language learners and teachers, as it is believed to be
conducive to meaningful learning (Lyster et al., 2013; Yoshida, 2008). Thus, the third
aim for the present study is to determine whether the specific teacher CF strategy
used here may in any way orient learners to self-correct their phonological errors.

Our third aim could well enable us to explore whether self-correction of phonological
errors can encourage any specific autonomous learning behaviors in our university
students. Previous research on autonomous learning has inquired about teachers’ and
students’ beliefs, views and dispositions to its promotion or willingness on their part
to embrace it in EFL settings (Borg & Al-Busaidi, 2012; Buendia, 2015; Picén Jacome,
2012). Nevertheless, it has not addressed specific EFL classroom actions or behaviors
that could potentially encourage autonomous language learning. These specific
behaviors may pave the way to a more extensive implementation of autonomous
language-learning procedures in the future.

Our interest in fostering autonomous learning behaviors in our university students
resides in the belief that our Mexican university students do not have to conform to
the claimed “traditional and paternalistic education” (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes
Cruz, 2012, p.72) that has prevailed in Mexico for many years, and that helping them
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to become aware of their language learning potential can enable them to exercise any
kind of learning at will (Ikonen, 2013; Luna Cortes & Sanchez Lujan, 2005). Being
able to take control over their own EFL learning, Mexican university students in large
public universities may be able to: (a) move their language learning forward to
achieve personal academic goals, or (b) successfully keep up with usually quick-paced
compulsory EFL courses.

For the purposes of this paper, teacher corrective feedback will be defined as the
teacher’s delayed provision of the correct language form in response to the presence
of a phonological error in the stream of recorded oral language produced by a pair of
language learners. Self-correction will be understood as the student’s provision of the
correct phonological form after receiving teacher CF. Self-correction will also be
considered a specific behavior deriving from self-regulation processes that
autonomous learners are believed to undertake. These definitions are derived from
the theoretical discussion in the literature review below. This paper aims to answer
the following research questions:

RQ1: How do students feel about the teacher corrective feedback they receive for oral production
assignments in their compulsory EFL university courses?

RQ2: What specific actions do students in compulsory EFL university courses take to self-correct their
oral production?

RQ3: To what extent do our teacher corrective feedback strategies encourage learner self-correction
and autonomy in EFL university students?

Literature Review
Teacher Corrective Feedback and Self-correction of Oral Errors

Oral corrective feedback can occur in naturalistic and classroom settings, as it entails
the presence of an error in the stream of language produced by a language user or
learner, and the intention to deal with such an error on the part of interlocutors or
producers themselves. Ellis, Loewen and Erlam (2006) define corrective feedback as
“responses to learner utterances that contain error” (p. 340). This response to
learners’ utterances is assumed to come from a teacher or instructor, which is why
corrective feedback is commonly understood as teacher corrective feedback in recent
second language learning research (Lyster et al., 2013). Ellis, Loewen and Erlam
(2006) further distinguish three types of teacher responses: “(a) an indication that an
error has been committed, (b) provision of the correct target language form, or (c)
meta-linguistic information about the nature of the error, or any combination of
these” (p. 340).

The type of response that teachers use when dealing with an oral error depends on
factors such as the type of error (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012;
Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005; Yoshida, 2008), and individual learner differences such
as age, language proficiency, believed ability to deal with class-fronted correction,
and language learning styles (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012; Lyster & Saito,
2010; Lyster et al., 2013; Yoshida, 2008). These studies acknowledge that instructors
usually have to consider all of these factors in a matter of seconds. Some researchers
(Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005) point out that instructors who know their learners well
are better equipped to determine whether specific language learners will benefit from
one type of error correction or another. In many EFL classes, especially large classes,
teachers have insufficient time to get to know learners’ needs or to deliver CF that
matches these individual needs (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012;
Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005; Lyster & Saito, 2010; Yoshida, 2008).
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The teacher responses to learner utterances containing error in second and foreign
language research can be classified into corrective feedback types or corrective
feedback (CF) strategies. Based on previous research, Hernandez Méndez and Reyes
Cruz (2012) as well as Lyster et al. (2013) classify types of CF as: (1) those where
the correct forms are provided or elicited; (2) those where the teacher reformulates
the student’s erroneous utterance or where he prompts student self-correction; and
(3) those where CF is more implicit or explicit in nature (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005;
Ellis Loewen & Erlam, 2006; Tedick & De Gortari, 1998; Véliz, 2008). Types of CF,
such as recasts, explicit correction, elicitation, and clarification requests, are identified
and discussed in CF research from different angles. Research on CF types or
strategies has mostly set out to determine teachers’ choice or preference for one or
another (Baker & Westrup, 2003; Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012; Yoshida,
2008). Some more research has tried to determine effectiveness of one type/strategy
over the other (Ellis Loewen & Erlam, 2006; Lyster & Saito, 2010) and, very
importantly for the present study, some research has also tried to determine
students’ preferences or perceptions about teacher CF (Yoshida, 2008; Zacharias,
2007)

In a thorough review of research about learners’ CF preferences, Lyster et al. (2013)
discuss the following key issues: (1) it informs practitioners about which types of CF
strategies their students prefer, which in turn (2) can lead to teaching practice and CF
that match these learner preferences better. Learners’ preferences about types of CF
appear to relate closely to instances where teachers try to push learners to self-
repair. Research indicates that teachers who offer cues to help students notice the
error and correct it, encourage significant learning in their students (Hong, 2004,
Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005; Tedick & De Gortari, 1998). Moreover, this same
research also points out that learners in fact may welcome the opportunity to work
out things for themselves (Yoshida, 2008).

Nevertheless, research also shows that the CF strategies that teachers use to
encourage self-repair may be ambiguous for some language learners (Ellis, Lowen &
Erlam, 2006; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005), which could generate confusion,
embarrassment or even anxiety in language learners (Oxford, 1999). Secondary
language learners in Martinez Agudo’s (2013) study about how they emotionally
respond to their EFL teacher CF, for example, report feeling upset when they do not
actually understand what the teacher is correcting. Some learners’ preference for
more explicit and direct CF strategies as reported in Ellis, Lowen and Erlam (2006)
could be related to similar feelings experienced by learners. Martinez Agudo (2013)
also warns about potential affective damage that CF might cause among students in
classroom situations if not used cautiously and tactfully. Fortunately, CF researchers
show constant concern for promoting strategies that are more face-saving, less
intimidating for students (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012; Lagabaster &
Sierra, 2005; Lyster et al., 2013; Yoshida, 2008)

Most of the research on CF implies that it is the teacher who provides CF. However,
there may be other corrective feedback providers in the classroom. According to
Hernandez Méndez and Reyes Cruz (2012), potential providers of CF in the classroom
include: teachers, peers, and the speakers themselves. Several studies have
investigated corrective feedback to determine effectiveness and/or preference for
these three alternatives in language learning. In research on peer correction in
writing, for example, Zacharias’s (2007) study reveals a strong belief on the part of
learners that peer comments and corrections on their writing were not as well
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informed as those of their teacher, and participant teachers in the same study report
a similar phenomenon in their own classrooms. In their review of current research
about oral CF, Lyster et al. (2013) point out that peer CF can be more face-
threatening and less trusted than teacher CF. Similarly, the EFL Mexican teachers
participating in Hernandez Méndez and Reyes Cruz’ (2012) study report on the limited
popularity that oral peer correction has among their own students. Moreover, these
teachers believe in first providing CF themselves, next in eliciting self-CF, and, only
finally, in eliciting peer CF (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012). Despite these
adverse scenarios, the two teacher researchers in the present study believe that self-
and peer-correction options may be both welcomed by and effective for learners if
careful and tactful CF strategies are used (Budden, 2008; Hernandez Méndez & Reyes
Cruz, 2012; Martinez Agudo, 2013).

One of the CF strategies employed by teachers to free individual students from the
risk-taking moment in which they have to self-repair is to use whole group correction
instead of individual correction (Harmer, 2006; Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz,
2012). The individual vs. whole group CF possibility has also been investigated in
terms of effectiveness, choice and preference on the part of both students and
teachers (Ellis, Lowen & Erlam, 2006). However, an alternative that is not mentioned
in the literature is small-group or paired CF, which would be significantly helpful to
describe the type of CF that is employed in the present study. Another strategy that
intends to free students from feeling at risk or face-threatened in class-fronted
situations during immediate CF is to wait until the learner has finished their
utterance. This strategy is known in CF research as delayed CF. In the immediate vs.
delayed feedback dichotomy in CF research, delayed CF is said to favor fluency
(Budden, 2008; Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012), but it can also be used to
increase accuracy. Interestingly, in CF carried out in a study by Yoshida (2008), for
example, delayed recasts were not initially considered. In fact, the category was
added at the moment of data analysis. The results show, however, that delayed
recasts only accounted for the 1% of CF incidents. As Lyster et al. (2013)
acknowledge, the delayed vs. immediate distinction affects teachers’ CF behavior.
However, it is not clear how delaying CF influences its effectiveness.

CF research indicates that adult learners at the earliest stages of language learning
exposure and/or proficiency may not be skilled at recognizing cues or understanding
less explicit CF strategies used by teachers (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005; Veliz,
2008; Yoshida, 2008). Similarly, learners are more likely to perceive that there are
lexical or phonological errors than semantic or morphosyntactic errors (Lyster et al.,
2013). Unlike grammatical or lexical errors, phonological errors may require different
CF protocols, and thus CF types employed may not be as varied. Indeed, phonological
errors might frequently require direct, explicit CF strategies if errors are to be
corrected. While the participants in Lasagabaster and Sierra’s study (2005) favored
explicit information, such as comparing L1 and L2 pronunciation patterns, Lyster et al.
(2013) acknowledge from reviewed studies that pronunciation-focused recasts can
benefit learners greatly in terms of their L2 pronunciation development. Despite the
fact that there may be some discrepancy about correcting learners as a group or
using written and/or visual support to correct phonological errors (Lasagabaster &
Sierra, 2005), available research does not seem to suggest that CF strategies will
move towards the more implicit, indirect side of the CF spectrum. The likelihood of
eliciting correct versions of mispronounced lexical items or asking learners to self-
correct is reported to be very limited, yet not non-existent.
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Language Learner Autonomy and Self-correction

Learner autonomy is defined by Benson (2001) as “the capacity to take control over
one’s learning” (p. 2). He also points out that it is not a learning method, but rather
“an attribute of the learner’s approach to the learning process” (p. 2). Among the
claims about autonomy that he considers worth examining, Benson (2001) lists
these: (1) it is naturally present to different degrees in every person; (2) learners can
be trained to utilize autonomy; and, (3) it has the potential to ensure better language
learning. Researchers and practitioners may approach the study of learner autonomy
from different angles. For instance, Ikonen (2013) identifies three angles: (1) the
promotion of learner autonomy, (2) the effects and effectiveness of learner
autonomy, and (3) the measurement of learner autonomy. According to her, the
promotion of learner autonomy has to do with perceptions and readiness of language
teachers or language students to develop learner autonomy. These perceptions are
often revealed by teachers’ and students’ beliefs, attitudes and experiences, which in
turn affect their willingness to embrace autonomous learning.

Since autonomous learning concerns both teachers and students, it is widely accepted
that both actors should have opportunities to develop autonomy in the learning-
teaching process. According to Balgikanli (2010), ideally, teachers should have
developed themselves as autonomous learners so that they can model such attitudes
and behaviors for their students. Also, it is best when such first-hand experience is
positive; otherwise, students’ autonomous learning potential may be inhibited instead
of encouraged. Similarly, Borg and Al-Busaidi (2012) point out that developing
learner autonomy should be a facet of in-service teacher education. When teachers
are guided to manage their own learning, they are in a stronger position to train their
own students to do so. Fandino (2008) asserts that EFL teachers can achieve
autonomy as learners when they engage in critical reflection about their own teaching
practice, for example, when they:

...monitor the extent to which they constrain or scaffold students’ thinking and
behavior, when they reflect on their own role in the classroom, when they
attempt to understand and advise students, and, ultimately, when they engage
in investigative activities. (p. 203)

Autonomous EFL teachers, therefore, are practitioners who engage in critical,
reflective teaching-learning and who develop expertise of their own as a result.
Fandino (2008) argues that the more consciously developed these skills are in EFL
teachers, the more naturally it could be for these teachers to cultivate autonomous
learning skills in their EFL learners.

Concerning students’ ability to develop learner autonomy, some studies report on
students’ beliefs about autonomy in the EFL field. Frodden and Cardona (2001), for
example, report that it is crucial that students and teachers share similar beliefs and
expectations about what occurs in language classrooms. In contrast, their views on
learner autonomy may diverge sharply. For example, teachers may judge students
more able to be autonomous than they are; on the other hand, Frodden and Cardona
explain, learners may “expect the teacher to make decisions regarding their learning”
(p. 100). As Frodden and Cardona (2001) acknowledge, traditional views may come
from either learners or teachers, and it is the teachers’ job to mediate between the
two perspectives.
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Of importance is teachers’ flexibility and sensitivity towards what their students
perceive as language-learner autonomy. Negotiating the line between where the
teacher’s job ends and where the students’ responsibility begins may lead to conflict.
Buendia’s study (2015), for example, tries to determine Colombian and Chinese
university students’ perceptions of or readiness for learner autonomy. A comparative
analysis of the responses from both groups indicates that some of these Colombian
and Chinese university students’ attitudes and perceptions may be dictated by
cultural aspects. Likewise, researchers such as Hernandez Méndez and Reyes Cruz
(2012) have indicated that some education systems may be characterized by a
traditional and paternalistic approach to teaching and learning, which could potentially
hinder teachers’ efforts to implement autonomous learning practices. Although it can
be useful to gain a better understanding of learners’ views in order to diagnose the
potential of such efforts, EFL teachers should not simply give up. Picén Jacome
(2012) illustrates how practitioners can engage in careful observation, reflection and
planning of strategies that could lead to more autonomous learning behaviors in
language learners. Similarly, teachers may have to learn to characterize individual
learners as organically or systematically as they can in order to personalize
autonomous learning expectations about individual students as accurately as possible
(Luna Cortes & Sanchez Lujan, 2005).

Asking learners to provide their views about the implementation of teaching
strategies that encourage autonomous learning behaviors is a key ingredient to
developing self-awareness and meta-cognition in students at later stages (Picon
Jacome, 2012). Both Borg and Al-Busaidi’s (2012) study on university teachers and
Buendia’s (2015) study on students’ views and attitudes towards language learning
autonomy report on student readiness for autonomous learning. Both studies claim
that readiness depends on how students view language learning as a whole. Their
perspectives may associate language learning with the mastering of skills or sub
skills. Also, their views about language learning may indicate what exactly they feel
they can control. This paper intends to explore how ready university students are for
autonomous language learning by focusing on a concrete language learning
assignment and the teacher corrective feedback that students receive for it (Borg &
Al-Busaidi, 2012; Buendia, 2015). In other words, it aims to address autonomous
language learning behaviors related to oral language production that may result from
feedback provided to students.

The connection between teacher CF strategies and learner autonomous behavior is
discussed in the work of Zacharias (2007), Yoshida (2008) and Hernandez Méndez &
Reyes Cruz (2012). Zacharias’ (2007) research analyzes Indonesian learners’ views
about the CF they receive for their English written production. Yoshida (2008) reports
on English-speaking learners’ views about the CF teachers gave them for oral
production of Japanese as a foreign language. Finally, Hernandez Méndez & Reyes
Cruz (2012) describe Mexican learners’ preferences based on the teachers and not
the learners themselves. In contrast, the present study tries to address Mexican
learners’ preferences about the CF given to them by teachers for their oral production
as reported by the learners themselves.

The promotion and initial diagnosis of the effects and effectiveness of learner
autonomy (Ikonen, 2013) through the conscious design of appropriate learning and
teaching conditions (Benson, 2001) may have so far been met. Ideally, the next step
should be to explore the possibility of measuring learner autonomy. Learners’
perceptions about how well they believe they can exercise autonomous learning
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behaviors would require some degree of self-awareness and meta-cognitive skills.
They could be asked, for example, about the value of repeating aural-oral tasks
(Lambert, Kormos & Minn, 2017) and the corrective feedback they are given for it
(Budden, 2008; Yoshida, 2008).

From cognitive and sociocultural perspectives, the promotion of corrective feedback
strategies (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012) that encourage students to
correct themselves or each other while they are working in pairs (Baker & Westrup,
2003) or interacting with the teacher (Tlazalo Tejeda & Basurto Santos, 2014) can be
highly beneficial for the development of self-regulation processes which lead to
meaningful and successful language learning. These self-regulation abilities could
contribute to the development of language learning autonomy that Mexican EFL
teachers would want for their students (Luna Cortes & Sanchez Lujan, 2005).

Methodology

This two-teacher researcher study took place at a large public university in central
Mexico. This research is framed as action research (AR) or teacher research, as we
wish to become language teachers who take “informed professional judgments that
are conductive to generating improvements” (Lankshear & Knobel, 2004, p. 9) in our
teaching and in our students’ learning. McNiff (2014) and Burns (2010) describe
action research as a permanently forward-moving cycle of four steps: 1) planning; 2)
action; 3) observation; and 4) reflection. Action research is used to face dilemmas or
solve problems. It is particularly relevant for us that AR implies working
collaboratively with other teachers (Edwards & Burns, 2016) and making a
commitment to one’s own improvement (McNiff, 2014). Both teacher researchers in
this study feel strongly committed to improving of our teaching practice and firmly
believe that our collaborative AR work has advanced this goal.

According to McNiff (2014), there are researcher positionality distinctions in AR.
These positionality distinctions are used in the present study to identify the two
teacher researchers as: (a) an outsider teacher researcher; and (b) an insider teacher
researcher. Such an arrangement was chosen in an effort to increase objectivity when
data were to be analyzed and interpreted. It was agreed that the outsider teacher
researcher would collect data from student groups where the insider teacher
researcher was the participants’ EFL course teacher. The outsider teacher researcher
would come in the insider teacher researcher’s classrooms to collect data from the
students. Both teacher researchers would contribute to the processing and analysis of
collected data.

Participants and Context

Participants were 78 EFL undergraduate accounting majors enrolled in Al general
English courses taught by one of the teacher researchers. Students at this university
take four compulsory Core Curriculum EFL courses that aim to take students from Al
to A2+, as described by the Common European Framework of Languages (Council of
Europe, 2012). The main objective of the courses is to improve both receptive and
productive skills as well as to work on basic grammar and vocabulary. Students take
four 50-minute lessons a week per course in classes of 35 to 55 students. The
average attendance per classroom after diagnostic and placement exams is 35
students. Participants, aged 19-20, included 40 males and 38 females distributed in
three groups of 29, 30 and 31 students each. All 78 participants were involved in
classroom activities designed to elicit student oral production, and answered a printed
survey where their views about teacher corrective feedback procedures were
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collected. These classroom activities and data collection procedures are described
below.

Design of Classroom Activities, Data Collection Instrument, and Procedures

4

This section describes the mixed methods approach that was used to collect students
views about delayed teacher corrective feedback. As a first step, classroom activities
to elicit student oral production were designed and implemented. A week later,
written delayed teacher CF was provided, and the process was repeated within the
following three weeks. Finally, about a week after students received delayed teacher
CF for the second time, their perceptions about the use of this specific CF strategy
were collected. Each phase of our data collection process is described and
summarized below in Table 1.

Design of classroom activities () ez En Iz

procedures
— —
(1) Audio recorded oral (2) Delayed teacher I
- - nstrument
assignment corrective feedback

Printed survey

. . Written, not oral 15 close-ended statements
Reading aloud from written

dialogues To pairs, not to individual 2 open-ended questions
. lalog students/whole group Questions/statements do not
Audio available to students - -
This task was assigned twice Prov_lded after egach make explicit reference t_o the
assignment, twice terms “autonomous learning” or

“learning strategies”
Table 1. Classroom activities and data collection procedures.

Audio Recorded Oral Assignment to Elicit Student Oral Production

The classroom activities that were designed to elicit oral production from students
consisted of reading aloud from written text and audio recording this exercise. These
were course assignments, and students were asked to do two assignments of this
type. Design of these assignments is similar to a study by Tlazalo Tejeda and Basurto
Santos (2014), where students were asked to read aloud from written text and to be
audio recorded. It also resembles Lambert et al.’s (2017) study, where besides
examining repetition effects on students’ performance, they also considered the
participants’ perceptions about the value and usefulness of repeating aural-oral tasks.

There are, however, differences in design. For instance, while Tlazalo Tejeda and
Basurto Santos (2014) and Lambert et al. (2017) used monologue-type texts, we
chose two-participant dialogues as the written texts to be audio recorded. There were
two reasons for this decision. First, we wanted students to undertake this task with
company, which might encourage peer support and/or learning from each other. It
was hoped that pairs of students would remind each other of in-class exercises and
advice they were given during the course to improve pronunciation of individual
words and connected speech. Second, being classroom teachers who had to grade
students’ assignments following the pace of our regular EFL compulsory course at
university, we had to think of ways to maximize our time and energy, especially
because there were other course assignments. Half of the dialogues were taken from
our course book, and the other half from the English Language Listening Library
Online (ELLLO) web page (Beuckens, 2016). Eighty-one out of the 93 students
distributed in three groups completed the two assignments. Appendix A shows how
these two assignments were presented to the students.
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Delayed Teacher Corrective Feedback

A week after students submitted their recordings, they were given explicit delayed
teacher corrective feedback. Appendix B shows a sample corrective feedback sheet
given to students. The first reason to give learners delayed CF instead of immediate
CF was to create face-saving circumstances for students (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes
Cruz, 2012; Martinez Agudo, 2013; Yoshida, 2008), regardless of how ready they
were to receive immediate, class-fronted CF without feeling negatively affected. There
were some students who did not manifest persistent difficulty articulating words when
reading aloud from written text in some classroom activities; however, we did not
want to assume that all the students were eager to be corrected in front of their
peers. Moreover, being Al learners, these students might not have had much
experience with language learning. It could have been counterproductive to expect
them to notice and respond to more indirect types of CF (Martinez Agudo, 2013;
Yoshida, 2008). Finally, as Lyster et al. (2013) point out, learners are more likely to
be able to self-correct subject verb agreement, for example, than phonological errors.

Delayed teacher CF procedures occurred as follows: While the whole group was busy
working on another task, pairs were approached to give them hand-written feedback
sheets with both their names on it (see Appendix B). Brief oral indications were
given: “Hello. Here's some feedback on your last assignment. It is a list of words you
did not pronounce so well, and between slashes is information on how to pronounce
them. You can practice them on your own if you wish. Please keep this paper until our
course finishes. Thank you.” Receiving teacher CF in pairs, we believe, might help
each student feel that they were not alone. Although there is no research about
providing CF to pairs of students, some researchers (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes
Cruz, 2012) believe that whole group correction is less harmful than individual
correction. Since whole group correction is also perceived as being much less effective
(Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005; Lyster et al., 2013), we would like to suggest that pair
correction might be somewhere in between in terms of effectiveness, especially when
both students have the same phonological error, as is the case of the present study.
In addition, when corrected orally, students may not keep notes or fully understand
what is being corrected. In contrast, written corrections might prove useful to
“facilitate the noticing” (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005, p.116) of phonological errors
for some learners. This is why delayed CF was provided in writing.

Data Collection Instrument and Procedures

To collect students’ views about the usefulness (or lack thereof) of the delayed
teacher corrective feedback, we used a printed survey organized in four sections (see
Appendix C). We distributed and collected the surveys on the same day in all three
groups, within the last 10-15 minutes of their lesson. The survey is in Spanish, and it
shows a sample of the written delayed CF given to students after each assignment so
they know exactly what the survey is about.

To design our own survey, we initially considered instruments such as the ones used
in the studies by Borg & Al-Busaidi (2012), Buendia (2015), Lambert et al. (2017),
and Tlazalo Tejeda and Basurto Santos (2014). However, we felt that these might be
too long. Most importantly, we did not want to make any explicit reference to
autonomous learning or to the conscious use of language learning strategies. As a
result, our instrument asks the participants to report on behaviors related to oral
language production. We feel that these behaviors are desirable for the development
of autonomous language learning in this specific area.
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Section One lists four statements about clarity of feedback, its usefulness to pinpoint
areas to improve, how well it encourages peer correction and team work, and its
usefulness as a study guide. Each of these four statements appears on a four-point
Likert scale as follows: totally agree - agree - disagree - totally disagree. The
following sections in this survey display statements that were delivered to students
during the course as a piece of advice, an explicit instruction for an activity or
exercise, or a casual comment about ways to improve their aural skills. These
statements are grouped in preparation actions and actions after they received
feedback, Sections Two and Three respectively.

Section Two inquiries about whether or not pairs carried out the six actions indicated
in the same number of statements to prepare for the recording assignment, such as
listening to the audiotaped dialogues first, rehearsing together, and listening to their
own recordings. Section Three asks the participants to indicate whether or not they
have used the feedback they were given to carry out any of the five post-feedback,
self-initiative activities. Examples of such activities include: listening to the original
audio recordings of the dialogues to hear the words they were asked to pay attention
to, repeating the words listed on the corrective feedback sheet as indicated between
slashes, and listening to how the listed words are pronounced by technology-assisted
resources such as Google translator, or online dictionaries (Cambridge University
Press, 2017; Pearson, 2017). Finally, the participants are asked to answer two open-
ended questions. The first asks them to suggest how the corrective feedback they
receive could be more useful to them. The second asks them to indicate what
activities they would recommend to someone who wishes to speak English with very
good pronunciation.

Analysis and Discussion

This section reports findings by discussing how the quantitative results elicited in
Sections One, Two and Three of our survey contrast with answers to the two open-
ended questions at the end of this instrument. We structured the analysis of both our
qualitative and quantitative data according to our research questions.

RQ1: How do students feel about the teacher corrective feedback they receive for oral
production assignments in their compulsory EFL university courses?

To answer this question, we analyzed the four statements in Section One of the
survey and the answers to the first open-ended question. As it can be seen in Figures
1 and 2, none of the participants marked the corrective feedback as not useful at all,
whereas an overwhelming majority of the participants indicate that the feedback
sheet given to them is clear (95%), and that it tells them how to improve what they
need to improve (96%).
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Figure 1. Students’ perception of clarity of CF. Figure 2. Students’ perception of usefulness of CF

Moreover, 14 answers to the open-ended question show that the assignment and the
corrective feedback were welcomed and accepted. The question asks the participants
to describe how to improve the corrective feedback they received. As we can see in
Table 2, four of these 14 participants explain that they believe that no further
improvements for the assignment or the corrective feedback are necessary. It is
relevant for us that one of them points out that he/she can be aware of how words
are articulated and that he/she can learn it in the company of others. These four
participants, therefore, manifest being fully satisfied with the CF method under study.

Q1 | How can we improve the feedback we give you on your audio recording dialogues
with a classmate? Do you have any suggestions for us? How could it be more useful
for you?

E1 | "Well, I say it is alright. It really helps me to have a better understanding, to hear
original audios and the printed text so I can record it.”

E2 | "To me, the feedback is really useful and I couldn’t make it anyway better,
because doing this kind of activities helps us to improve our pronunciation.”

E3 | “"In my opinion, the elements we see in class are quite right and they make better
every technique. So I'm pleased with every single activity and I like them and I
learn with these techniques and learning ways.”

E4 | "None, I think it is excellent because we can be aware of how the words are
pronounced and we learn how to say it in English, with each other.”

Table 2. Extracts from answers to open-ended question one.

However, three of these 14 participants explain that this kind of assignment should
be done more frequently, and we can assume that they would expect to get teacher
corrective feedback more frequently as a result of this improvement (see Table 3).

Q1 | How can we improve the feedback we give you on your audio recording dialogues
with a classmate? Do you have any suggestions for us? How could it be more useful
for you?
E5 | "I like the way that it has been done but I'd rather to do it more frequently.”
E6 | “In my opinion, well, I think it was a good activity,; the only thing I would like is
to repeat or do this activity again.”
E7 | "It would be more useful if it were done with a little more practice.”

Table 3. Extracts from answers to open-ended question one.

Participants, 25% of them, use time expressions such as “frequently, every day,
constantly and several times” when they answer the same open-ended question.
Similarly, when the participants answered the second open-ended question where
they are asked to indicate what they would recommend a friend who wants to learn to
speak English with a good pronunciation to do; frequency-related phrases stand out
in their answers (see Table 4).

Q2 | What do you recommend to a friend who wants to learn to speak English with a good
pronunciation?
E5 | "They should be repeating words and practicing pronunciation frequently.”
E6 | "That person should listen to audios or songs in English and to repeat the words
frequently.”
E7 | "I think they need to watch and listen to videos in English frequently. When
watching movies, for example, they should turn on the subtitles to relate the
pronunciation to the meaning.”
E8 | "I think he should listen to audio lots of times, so this helps to learn more
vocabulary, also to practice at home every day.”

Table 4. Extracts from answers to open-ended question two.

CF research reveals that learners may want to receive more feedback than teachers
give (Lyster et al., 2013). This study appears to confirm that these participants also
want more feedback and more frequent feedback. In addition, we could argue that
the participants seem to be aware of the need to do language learning tasks at
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regular intervals. Most teachers and teacher researchers would agree that learner
awareness of what is needed in order to succeed in learning goals or academic
achievement is key for students to actively develop learning strategies and,
eventually, learning autonomy.

RQ2: What specific actions do students in compulsory EFL university courses take to
self-correct oral production?

This section deals with the specific actions that participants report they undertook to
prepare for the oral assignment described in this study. We answer RQ2 by analyzing
the six statements in Section Two, as well as the answers to the two open-ended
questions in our instrument. According to survey results, participants seem to ascribe
importance to preparation activities. As it can be seen in Figures 3 and 4, an
overwhelming majority of the participants claim to have rehearsed the scripted
dialogues before recording them (96%), and quite a few (86%) state that they
listened to the final version of their recordings before sending them to the teacher.

Figure 3. Students’ reported preparation Figure 4. Students’ reported preparation
actions--rehearsing actions—audio checking

However, as it can be seen in Figures 5, 6, and 7 below, they did not rely much on
self-study audio materials or on their listening skills to help in rehearsal or self-
evaluation. Survey results about preparation activities show that only 56% of the
participants listened to the audiotaped dialogues before making their own recordings.
Moreover, only 59% of the participants listened to their own recordings to identify
phonological errors. In contrast, 59% of the participants indicate that they tried to
imitate an audio version of the dialogues when making their own recording.

Figure 5. Students’ reported Figure 6. Students’ reported Figure 7. Students’ reported
preparation actions—listening to preparation actions—evaluating preparation actions—imitating
models trial recordings models

From these data, we assume that students relied more on the written than on the
audiotaped scripts of their dialogues, even when they had both available. They may
think that listening to the audio versions is time consuming or unnecessary. Or, it
may simply be too hard to pronounce “child,” *"museum” or “enjoy” for instance, even
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if they listen and read them at the same time. Similarly, comparing themselves to the
original audio to identify their own mistakes may be beyond their level of expertise.
Perhaps, as explained by two of the participants, some students still need to listen to
the teacher say things more slowly than audio recordings available. Requests from
the participants for audio recordings to play more slowly can be seen in Table 5
below.

Q2 What do you recommend to a friend who wants to learn to speak English with a
good pronunciation?

ES "I think they should listen to the pronunciation in the teacher “s conversation
and not the [audios] one online because they are sometimes very quick and
we can’t pronounce the syllables.”

E10 | "The conversations should be slow because in this way we can catch more
vocabulary.”

Table 5. Extracts from answers to open-ended question two.

In addition, ten participants suggest some pre-teaching before this assignment. This
pre-teaching may take a variety of forms, such as simply listening to students
articulate the dialogues and offering CF, or simply allowing time for students to
rehearse. In other words, these participants appear to need the presence and
supervision of the teacher to do the task confidently. Suggestions from participants
can be seen in Table 6 below.

Q1 How can we improve the feedback we give you on your audio recording dialogues
with a classmate? Do you have any suggestions for us? How could it be more useful
for you?
E11l | "The texts we record, we should review them first in class so we can
pronounce it better.”
E12 | "To have previous advice [on how to pronounce] from the teacher so we can
correct the pronunciation.”
E13 | ".. I think we could dedicate some time [in class] to clear doubts about texts
before doing the recording assignments.”

Table 6. Extracts from answers to open-ended question one.

In sum, although the participants were eager and enthusiastic about preparing their
recorded oral assignments, they did not avail themselves of the audio self-study
materials available to them. Moreover, they expressed the need to have a teacher
model the audio versions for them at a slower pace. Though these behaviors show
limited learner autonomy, they do reveal how students often behave and why.

RQ3: To what extent does our teacher corrective feedback encourage learner self-
correction and autonomy in EFL university students?

To answer this question, we analyzed the five statements in Section Three of the
survey, as well as the answers to the second open-ended question. Some answers
from the first open-ended question are offered. Despite the fact that the statements
and the open-ended questions did not contain any explicit reference to self-correction
or learner autonomy, the participants referred to these concepts in their answers.

Taken as a whole, the participants’ acknowledge that a person who wants to speak
English with high intelligibility (Harmer, 2006) can easily succeed without the
presence of a language teacher. In the three extracts in Table 7, the participants
suggest that people listen to how the word is pronounced, which is a behavior they
did not practice. Moreover, three of the participants (see Table 7) suggest that a
person who wants to learn to speak the language with good pronunciation should, on
their own, use Google translator (see E15 in Table 7 below) or ask someone other
than the teacher, and repeat the correct pronunciation.
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Q2 What do you recommend to a friend who wants to learn to speak English with a
good pronunciation?

E14 | "The person should look up the pronunciation so he/she can listen to how the word
is said, and he should ask another person who knows English.”
E15 | "Also, the student should use the translator but only with the word, to listen to

the pronunciation. He should ask a more advanced speaker so he/she can help to
correct the existing mistakes.”

E16 | "He/she can record himself /herself and after that someone should review the
audio and say to him/her what is right and what is wrong...”

Table 7. Extracts from answers to open-ended question two.

Similarly, four more participants (see Table 8) suggest that this person should do
exactly as they did for these course assignments. It is remarkable that seven
participants would actually suggest that people record themselves and listen to their
recordings for self-correction in order to learn to speak with better pronunciation.

Q2 What do you recommend to a friend who wants to learn to speak English with a
good pronunciation?

E17 | "To self-record and listen to it, I think, and to compare the USA recordings and
check the mistakes and the differences.”

E18 | "He/she should do activities like reading aloud some texts and to record, also
he/she should record a song that he/she likes a lot.”

E19 | "He/she should record himself/herself and after that someone can review the
audio and say to him/her what is right and what is wrong.”

Table 8. Extracts from answers to open-ended question two.

Some of their suggestions even include pair work and the possibility of relying on

people other than their English course teacher. Samples of these suggestions can be
seen in Table 9.

Q2 What do you recommend to a friend who wants to learn to speak English with a
good pronunciation?

E20 | "He/she should practice the pronunciation. He /she should practice with a friend

or sibling or whoever frequently, speaking English. In his/her free time he/she
should practice or read a book aloud.”

E21 | "He/she should practice a lot and have a chat with someone else.”

E22 | "I would recommend that he/she to uses the conversations and he/she practices
with someone so he/she would improve his/her pronunciation.”

E23 | "I would recommend that he/she watches videos, chats; and then he/she and
another student should record themselves and realize what is wrong with their
pronunciation.”

E24 | "He/she self-record, and afterwards someone could check the audio and say to
him/her what is right and what is wrong.”
E25 | "To practice with family and friends anytime he/she can.”

Table 9. Extracts from answers to open-ended question two.

There seems to be a constant tension between the need to be supervised by a
teacher and the willingness to take responsibility for one’s own learning. While there
are some learners who can be more resourceful and willing to take risks as we have
shown above, some others insist on the presence of a teacher for effective correction
work. Samples of the latter are shown in Table 10, in response to question one.

Q1 How can we improve the feedback we give you on your audio recording dialogues
with a classmate? Do you have any suggestions for us? How could it be more useful
for you?

E26 | "I and my partner should check the recording with the teacher so we can
practice, improve the recording and get feedback.”

E27 | "We should have more recording activities, to have more teacher support at
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pronunciation. We could also practice a lot in the classroom.”
E28 | "We should have a day with the teacher for advice on how to improve our
conversations.”

Table 10. Extracts from answers to open-ended question one.

Moreover, the participants seem to be ready to use corrections the teacher sends to
them via email, or to use any printed materials they are directed to. In case there are
any digital resources for language learning, the participants seem to be ready to trust
the teacher’s judgment in terms of recommendations. Samples illustrating these
participant requests to question one can be seen in Table 11.

Q1 How can we improve the feedback we give you on your audio recording dialogues

with a classmate? Do you have any suggestions for us? How could it be more useful

for you?

E29 | "The feedback that they give to us can have a link to check when we need it, both

the audio and written pronunciation.”

E30 | "Maybe, if we had a mistake, the teacher could send us the correct

pronunciation.”

E31 | "They should give us some methods to pronounce better.”

E32 | "They should give us methods to pronounce better.”

E33 | "They should give to us manuals about the pronunciation of words. More audios”
Table 11. Extracts from answers to open-ended question one.

It is interesting that in these last four comments the students used the impersonal
form in Spanish, implying the use of an entity outside of their own control. By saying
that they should be given something from an unidentified someone, they seem to be
placing a lot of importance on being assessed by some kind of expert who knows
better. Apparently, they believe that the teacher’s judgment and advice are what will
really help them learn. This use of impersonal language may have to be explored in
depth in a further study.

Discussion and Recommendations

In this section, we offer a reflection related to our research questions and concluding
remarks. In addressing RQ 1 (How do students feel about the teacher corrective
feedback they receive for oral production assignments in their compulsory EFL
university courses?), we have reported on three areas related to the CF research
discussed above: (1) emotional responses to teacher CF; (2) effectiveness of teacher
CF strategies; and (3) learner preferences for types of teacher CF. The participants in
this study emotionally responded positively (Martinez Agudo, 2013) to a specific type
of CF that was explicitly designed to protect them from possibly embarrassing class-
fronted CF circumstances (Herndandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012).

The learners were satisfied, perhaps due to the perceived clarity and usefulness of the
type of CF given to them. Therefore, we can say that no signs of ambiguity that may
have upset or confused the participants were reported or perceived (Martinez Agudo,
2013). Since we were not sufficiently familiar with the participants’ characteristics as
more apprehensive or more independent kinds of learners at the time of teacher CF
delivery (Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012; Martinez, 2013; Yoshida, 2008), we
designed CF that avoided immediate, class-fronted feedback risks. Not having
experienced such feelings, the design of the delayed teacher CF provided in this study
seems to have isolated the desired levels of effectiveness of CF strategies. We could
also claim that the use of the CF strategy in this study was also helpful to reveal the
likelihood of the participants’ attitudes towards other characteristics (e.g., explicit vs.
implicit) and elements at play during CF processes (e.g., peer correction) that recent
research has discussed, such as metalinguistic features or CF providers.
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In addressing RQ 2 (What specific actions do students in compulsory EFL university
courses take to self-correct oral production?), we can claim that EFL learners in this
study ascribed importance to correctness. Further, even though they may not be keen
on taking risks when producing language orally, they see oral assignments as an
opportunity to further improve their oral language proficiency. The teacher CF given
to them focused on phonological errors only. This focus was positively acknowledged
by the participants in this study, as they indicated that frequent articulation and
reception of English sounds is necessary (Lambert et al., 2017). As discussed above,
little attention has been given to phonological errors in recent CF research (Lyster et
al., 2013), which limits us in some ways to make comparisons and further claims.
However, we could venture to recommend our delayed teacher CF strategy as a first
step to explore learner preferences and attitudes towards CF of phonological errors in
further CF research. In addition, practitioners or teacher researchers delivering CF
could also use the CF strategy in this study to provide learners with written, more
permanent versions of CF, for participants in the study by Lasagabaster and Sierra
(2005) report how useful it is for learners that teachers use board-written input when
they correct phonological errors. It is worth highlighting, however, that the
participants in the present study do not indicate that pronouncing or listening to
individual sounds or words is an efficient alternative (Tlazalo Tejeda & Basurto
Santos, 2014). Despite having methods and manuals available for their reference,
they prefer to be exposed to language beyond the sound or even the word level, such
as the discourse present in songs or movie dialogues.

Lastly, we believe to have shed some light on the whole group vs. individual CF
dichotomy, both usually given in class-fronted variations. We could claim that the CF
strategy in this study offers a valid alternative for further CF research, in that it is not
as harmful or face-threatening as individual correction (Herndandez Méndez & Reyes
Cruz, 2012), nor as ineffective as whole group correction (Lasagabaster & Sierra,
2005; Lyster et al., 2013). “Small group” or “peer” corrective feedback, as we would
like to term it, can be understood as providing teacher CF in pairs. This format aims
to support students. In a pair, they share both the work and the responsibility for
correction. Receiving CF of phonological errors in writing could also reinforce the idea
of a shared responsibility, which should in turn encourage the development of self-
regulation behaviors that pave the way for autonomous learning. We believe that the
participants’ responses reveal some readiness for autonomous learning. For example,
they sought and acknowledged seeking help from or interaction with peers. This
behavior is promising for EFL learners in public Mexican university classrooms’. Self-
awareness requires learners to step out of themselves to look at their own
performance critically. Such behavior seems to be aided by interacting with peers
while they prepare for their oral assignments (Picdén Jacome, 2012).

Undoubtedly, this study has some limitations. Most importantly, we have to make
adjustments to the delayed corrective feedback procedures in order to take full
advantage of what our learners can do when asked to, when directed to, and when
allowed to. In addressing RQ3 (To what extent does our feedback encourage learner
self-correction and autonomy in EFL university students?), we have to admit that our
corrective feedback contributes to some extent to self-correction, but it contributes
very little to explicitly encouraging learner autonomy. Some of those adjustments will
have to include asking for these assignments more frequently during the course, and
gradually adding corrective feedback elements that lead students to operate much
more autonomously over the course of a semester. Such elements may consist of a
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checklist for students where they indicate what actions they performed in order to
record their dialogues. Additionally, a set of action points suggested by the teacher
could be included, which should ideally be later replaced by a checklist that students
can create by themselves. We could eventually aspire to train learners to correct each
other’'s phonological errors by producing intelligible imitations (Harmer, 2006) of
words or phrases with the help of available technology. For example, they could be
asked to be in charge of short lists of words or phrases to correct peers based on how
these are pronounced by online dictionaries, pronunciation apps or Google translator,
either as a classroom exercise or as an after-class assignment.

Conclusion

In compulsory classes at beginning levels, there simply is neither the time nor the
classroom conditions to monitor pronunciation adequately. Thus, a measure of learner
autonomy becomes key to this effort (Buendia, 2015; Ikonen, 2013). In some
Mexican EFL contexts where class size may be 40 to 50, English teachers may have to
try hard to guide students to depend less and less on them (Benson & Voller, 1997;
Hernandez Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012). As language learners, university students
may wish they have access to their language teachers as frequently as possible
during lessons for a variety of reasons. Perhaps they have rarely been in contact with
the English language. Or, perhaps these learners perceive English learning as
inherently difficult. Producing the language orally might be particularly strenuous and
demanding for students who feel apprehensive about speaking in class. Perhaps some
could be offered individual tutoring outside of class in self-access centers or teacher
office hours (Luna Cortes & Sanchez Lujan, 2005).

In action research, the fourth stage (the permanently forward-moving cycle) proves
to be fruitful and energizing for us as teacher researchers. We have gained a student
perspective (Edwards & Burns, 2016) which now helps us feel more connected to our
students and their needs. We now understand that we will have to find ways to
channel students’ energy to correct their own oral production as well as to help each
other do so. This way, they could little by little achieve a higher degree of autonomy
for language learning in general, and for oral proficiency in particular. We could
venture to assume that self-correction and learner autonomy can find fertile ground
on which to grow as the participants in this study show willingness to take risks and
to take small steps to forward their own oral language development. Finally, we
realize the need to turn teaching into a collaborative task where it is not only the
teacher who facilitates learning but other people and resources in the classroom as
well.
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Appendix A. Recording dialogues assignments
Valor Descripcion Requisitos y Limite
entrega
4 Grabar en audio mp34 de las 7 conversaciones Opcionde 27 enero
puntos | disponiblesen Enlaces » 2014 Inglés1y 2> entrega de
Listening|> Inglés 2 del Grupo Yahoo. Estrictamente | archivos en CD.
con un comparero de clase. Escucha el audio. Se Enviar archivos
ensayaran y representaran ambosroles de la mp3 por correo.
conversacion, lo cual dara un total de 8
conversaciones al grabar cada una dos veces.
4 Grabar en audio mp3 las 4 conversacionesdel Opciénde 10
puntos | material de clase Azul p 69, Verde p 13, 24, 27,41. entrega de febrero
Estrictamente con un compariero de clase. Se archivos en CD.
ensayaran y representaran ambos roles de la Enviar archivos
conversacion, lo cual dara un total de 8 mp3 por correo.
conversaciones al grabar cada una dos veces. Audio
mp3 disponible en material de clase adquirido.
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Appendix B. Sample of corrective feedback sheet
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Appendix C. Survey

El siguiente cuestionario tiene por objefivo determinar la utilidad de la retroalimentacion que recibiste por tu
trabajo de grabacion de conversaciones con un companero de clase (ver el ejemplo abajo). Gracias por tus
respuestas. Carrera: Edad:
Matricula {(marca X):

[ 2015 | 2014 [ 2013 [2012 | 2011 | 2010 [2009 | 2008 |

1. Marca X la opcion que mas se acerque atu opinion.
Crees que la retroalimentacion que Estoy Parcialmente | Parcialmente | Estoy en

recibiste por tu trabajo de graba de | completamente | de acuerdo | en completo

conversaciones con un compaiiero... | deacuerdo desacuerdo | desacuerdo
Es clara: sabes en lo que tienes que
mejorar.
Es util: te indica como mejorar lo que tienes
gque mejorar.
Favorece el aprendizaje en equipo. tu
compafieroytd corrigen juntos.
Es una herramienta de estudio: te sirve para
estudiarantesde un examen.

2. ;Como se prepararontu y tu companero pararealizar estatarea? Marcaconuna X.

Escuchamos el audio de las conversacionesantesde empezar a grabar. Sl NO
Ensayamoslaslineasde la conversacion antes de empezar a grabar. Sl NO
Hicimos 2 0 mas grabaciones de prueba. Sl NO
Escuchamos lasgrabaciones de prueba paraidentificar o que no pronunciamoshien. | Sl NO
Grabamosunaversionfinal procurando pronunciar como el audio de la conversacion. | Sl NO
Escuchamos laversionfinal antes de entregana. sl NO

3. Ahora que has recibido retro-alimentacion sobre tu desempefioy el de tu compaiiero en estatarea,
2qué has hecho parausarla en tu beneficio? Marcaconuna X.

Yolvi a escuchar nuestra grabacion para escucharlas palabras que nos marcaron. Sl NO
Volvi a escuchar el audio de |as corversaciones paraescucharlas palabrasquenos | SI NO
marcaron.

Meti cada palabra enun programa que pronunciaray escuche variasvecesla Sl NO
pronunciacion.

Me puse arepetirlas palabras que nosmarcaronvariasveces. Sl NO
Pronunciolas palabrasque nosmarcaron una o dos veces al dia. Sl NO
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4. ;Qué sugerencia puedes darnos para mejorar la retro-alimentacion sobre eltrabajo de grabacion de
conversaciones con un compariero? ;Como podria serte mas util?

5. ¢Qué le recomiendas taa alguien que quiere aprender a hablar en inglés con buena pronunciacion?

Muchas gracias @
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