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Abstract
Previous studies showed that the more salient the oral corrective feedback (OCF), the more likely the uptake will
occur according to teachers’ views in a form-based approach. Extensive studies have explored the effectiveness
of various forms of OCF and their role in second language (L2) learning, mainly conducted in traditional face-to-
face settings. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is a lack of studies about OCF in web-based settings,
particularly studies about students’ perceptions of the effective OCF types that lead to better uptake from students’
perceptions in online settings compared to face-to-face settings. This study aimed to fill this gap by investigating
how various OCF types influence learners’ immediate uptake, as perceived by learners in both traditional and
virtual classrooms. EFL learners from the English Department at the University of Hail (UOH), enrolled in both
distance and traditional learning classes, were invited to participate in the study. The data collection tool used in
the current study is a questionnaire. One hundred eighty-five male and female students responded to the question-
naire. The data collected were then analyzed using descriptive analysis and percentages. The findings showed
that explicit OCF, particularly salient recasts, was the most beneficial OCF type according to learners’ perceived
uptake. Students in virtual classes may be more confident than students in traditional settings regarding providing
uptake following OCF.

Keywords: EFL learners, Learners’ perception, OCF strategies, the effectiveness of different types of OCF,
Uptake.
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Learners’ Perceptions of Oral Corrective Feedback: Uptake in Traditional vs. Online Classrooms I

wipast (2022) suggested that shy students might
find it easier to engage in online classes, where
they are not required to activate their cameras
during speaking tasks. However, Gopalakrishnan
et al (2022) propose that combining face-to-face
and virtual learning methods is the best approach
to enhance their desire to interact. Furthermore,
it is essential for educators to carefully consid-
er factors such as learners’ feedback experiences
and expectations, instructional goals and meth-
ods, developmental stages, self-monitoring abil-
ities, and their capacity to give OCF to peers.
While the usefulness of OCF hinges on various
variables, such as its nature, the contexts of its
delivery, and the characteristics of the students
receiving it, OCF can significantly enhance stu-
dents’ desire to interact within classroom envi-
ronments (Oliver & Adams, 2021).

Literature Review
Definitions and classifications of OCF forms

The term oral correction forms refers to vari-
ous methods used in language teaching to correct
oral language errors made by learners. Accord-
ing to Lyster and Ranta (1997), the most com-
mon types of oral corrections include repetition,
recast, clarification request, metalinguistic feed-
back, elicitation, and explicit correction. Re-
searchers such as Ellis (2009) and Nassaji (2007)
have further categorized these methods. Scholars
like Lyster and Saito (2010) have grouped these
forms into broader categories. The first classifica-
tion, elicitation/prompt, includes metalinguistic
feedback, repetition, elicitation, and clarification
requests. These methods prompt the learner to
correct their production through OCF. The oth-
er categorization involves reformulation/recast,
where the teacher repeats the learner’s oral er-
roneous output and provides the correct version
implicitly or explicitly (Alshammari, 2019).

Common categorizations of different types of
OCF were adopted by several researchers (such
as Ellis, 2009; Lee, 2013; Lyster & Ranta, 1997,
Safari, 2013), which can be categorized into:
1) Elicitations/prompts, and 2) Reformula-
tions/recasts.  Elicitations/prompts include the
following:

1. Clarification request: which indicates that
the student’s utterance was not understood and
asks the student to reformulate it.

Introduction

The connection between immediate uptake
or non-uptake and learner awareness remains
debated. While some researchers argue that im-
mediate uptake reflects awareness, others have
questioned this link, suggesting that immediate
correction may not always indicate conscious un-
derstanding (e.g., Mackey & Philp, 1998).

Others argue against the importance of up-
take in the learning process facilitated by feed-
back. For instance, Mackey’s (2006) research
discovered no correlation between being aware
of recasting and subsequent learning outcomes.
In subsequent research by Mackey et al (2007),
only a tiny percentage of corrective feedback was
understood as planned by the instructor. Howev-
er, this finding does not dismiss the possibility
for students to advance in their second language
proficiency. It was suggested that immediate cor-
rection only indicates short-term noticing rather
than fostering long-term learning (Mackey &
Oliver, 2002; Mackey & Philp, 1998). The dis-
cussion regarding the effectiveness of recasting
remains ongoing and is a key area of interest in
traditional face-to-face classes (Goo & Mackey,
2013; Lyster, & Ranta, 2013; Punyaporn & Soon-
tornwipast, 2022; Sato & Loewen, 2020) and vir-
tual settings as well in recent studies, such as:
Alenezi, 2024; Kruk, 2021; Zhao, & Li, 2021).

The impact of various variables on the effec-
tiveness of error correction choice, the selection
and application of OCF involve a multifaceted
procedure influenced by multiple variables af-
fecting the learning environment (Gass & Lewis,
2007; Zhao & Li, 2020). Additionally, learners’
views regarding OCF (Sheen, 2007), instructors’
perceived views of learners’ self-correction abil-
ities (Yoshida, 2008), educational factors related
to students’ emotional responses (Roothooft &
Breeze, 2016), students’ ability to notice the OCF
(Zhao & Li, 2020) learners’ proficiency in the
targeted language (Brown, 2009; Gass & Lewis,
2007), and logistical aspects such as time limita-
tions and classroom size (Ha & Nguyen, 2021)
have impact on the effectiveness of OCF. How-
ever, other variables, such as context, may affect
students’ desire to interact; for instance, web-
based platforms create a stress-free environment
that helps introverted students feel more comfort-
able participating in speaking activities (Kruk,
2021). Additionally, Punyaporn and Soontorn-
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5. Isolated recast + enhanced prompts
can be defined as a reformulation of the erro-
neous part of the utterance using rising intona-
tion and/or extra emphasis in addition to oral
prompts or explanation.

6. Embedded recast +enhanced prompts
is a reformulation of the whole utterance us-
ing rising intonation and/or extra emphasis in
addition to oral prompts..

The importance of OCF

There is ongoing discussion and disagree-
ment regarding the role of OCF in L2 acquisi-
tion, where questions persist about its impact
on language improvement, including whether it
reinforces existing knowledge or facilitates new
learning (Goo & Mackey, 2013). To discuss stu-
dents’ perceptions regarding OCF, we need to
refer to the context of our research. In our study,
English language teaching in the Saudi context is
primarily “focused on knowledge transmission;
classroom interaction is largely dominated by
teachers” (Al-Seghayer, 2014, p.20). While the
goal of English instruction is to enhance learners’
ability to communicate in English, past studies
have indicated that teaching in such settings of-
ten adheres to traditional methods emphasizing
grammar and translation (Al-Seghayer, 2014;
Alshammari, 2012; Harmer, 2003; Harmer, 2007;
Li, 1998). Moreover, it has been argued that in
instruction-based settings, such as those found in
many classes where English is taught as a foreign
language (EFL) (Ahangari & Amirzadeh, 2011;
Li, 1998), including our current study setting,
oral correction on learners’ language mistakes is
prioritized to enhance language acquisition out-
comes (Ahangari & Amirzadeh, 2011; Harmer,
2003; Harmer, 2007). Consequently, salient cor-
rective feedback on learners’ mistakes in these
contexts was critical. Therefore, the approach
to handling errors in EFL teaching contexts may
differ significantly, with the correction being pre-
dominantly provided more explicitly, more ex-
pressly, and directly (Alshammari, 2019).

Most used type of OCF

Much debate has focused on the efficacy of
different forms of OCF, prompting extensive re-
search to assess their effectiveness in facilitating

2. Meta-linguistic clues give technical lin-
guistic information or clues about the error with-
out explicitly providing the correct answer to
elicit the students’ answer.

3. Elicitation + prompt means to prompt
the student to self-correct by pausing with into-
nation so the student can fill in the correct word
or phrase.

4. Elicitation + enhanced prompts involve
arequest for the student to repeat, correct, or con-
tinue.

5. Repetition + prompt requires repeating
the student’s error while highlighting the error or
mistake using emphatic stress.

6. Repetition + enhanced prompt requires
repeating the student’s error while highlighting
the error or mistake using emphatic stress, in ad-
dition to the verbal prompt.

7. Non-verbal hints or ‘paralinguistic sig-
nals’, as defined by Ellis (2009), include identi-
fication of the errors by using gestures or facial
expressions.

The second category is reformulations/re-
casts, which includes six sub-types given by Nas-
saji (2007), while the other two were modified
and extracted from the literature:

1. Isolated recast - prompt is defined
as reformulating the erroneous part of the
utterance in a confirmatory tone without any
prompt, such as emphasizing the erroneous
part or motivating the student to reply (p. 527).

2. Isolated recast + prompt is similar to
the previous subtype in that only the errone-
ous part of the utterance is repeated in the cor-
rect form. However, it differs in that it occurs
in a rising intonation and/or with additional
prompts, such as extra emphasis to prompt
learners to reply to the correction, and/or para-
linguistic signals.

3. Embedded recast — prompt involves
reforming the whole utterance in a confirma-
tory tone, with no emphasis on the erroneous
part, to prompt learners to reply.

4. Embedded recast + prompt reformu-
lates the whole utterance in rising intonation
and/or with additional emphasis to prompt
students to reply to the correction and/or para-
linguistic signals.

&
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2016). All participants agreed that instructors
should avoid immediately supplying the accurate
versions of their erroneous utterances, as they felt
it was essential to allow time for reflection and
to encourage self-corrections for better retriev-
al of information over time (Ye & Hu, 2024).
It was revealed that all participants emphasized
reproducing the accurate version in the spoken
correction. They believed that repeating these
versions might solidify their memory of the mis-
takes made and the corrected version to apply.
They also suggested reproducing these correct
versions could showcase their proficiency in the
targeted language.Bottom of Form

Students’ noticing of (recast) OCF

Recasting has attracted substantial interest,
surpassing other forms of OCF (Goo & Mack-
ey, 2013; Han & Kim, 2008). In specific terms,
recasts were more likely to be correctly recog-
nized as corrections when delivered within lon-
ger sentences accompanied by pointing gestures
(Kamiya, 2021). Furthermore, Kamiya (2021)
found that headshaking and rhythm enhanced
the accuracy of identifying pronunciation mis-
takes. Overall, the findings challenge other stud-
ies (e.g., Smith and Thomas, 2021) that shorter
recasting is preferable to longer ones. Instead,
beginners may find it easier to recognize OCF
within longer spoken sentences, thus facilitating
more precise comprehension of recasting. Alo-
maim (2023) found that learners’ responses fol-
lowing OCF were various. Still, it was revealed
that recasts and elicitations were the OCF forms
that led students to produce uptakes following
correction the most. Additionally, it was found
that immediate uptake followed most recasts in
an instruction-based context more than in a com-
munication-based context (Llinares & Lyster,
2014). A significant portion of the past studies on
oral OCF has been carried out in classes where
communication is the primary focus (Mulyono &
Rahayu, 2023; Sato & Loewen, 2022; Punzalan,
2022; Sheen & Ellis, 2021; Yiiksel et al, 2021;
Karakas, & Giiler, 2021; Lyster, & Saito, 2020;
Brown, 2016). Previous research found that the
teaching context may influence students’ re-
sponses to OCF (Llinares & Lyster, 2014).

language acquisition (Oliver & Adams, 2021).
A study by Alshammari and Wicaksono (2022)
indicated that recast was the most commonly
utilized form of OCF, mainly because it benefits
students’ uptake and facilitates their English lan-
guage acquisition. In contrast, other studies sug-
gested that recast was not always considered the
most efficient in eliciting students’ uptake, as in
Lyster and Ranta (1997). Others suggested that re-
casts were employed to maintain communication
and prevent embarrassment. Recasts remain the
predominant type of OCF used across different
language educational contexts (Al-Faki, 2013;
Ahangari & Amirzadeh, 2011; Brown, 2016; El-
lis et al, 2006; Lee, 2013; Lyster & Ranta, 1997,
Roothooft, 2014; Safari, 2013; Yoshida, 2008).
Recasting may offer more significant benefits
in instruction-based settings than in settings fo-
cused on a communicative approach and convey-
ing meaning. In form-focused environments, like
in many EFL contexts, recasting is more likely to
be consistently recognized as corrective feedback
rather than a strategy to sustain communication.
This perspective is supported by Kim and Han’s
(2007) study, which found that recasting used for
correction in instruction-based settings was more
efficient in enhancing learners’ knowledge of re-
casting than in communication-based settings.

Students’ preferences for various OCF types

Earlier studies have indicated variations in
perspectives between instructors and learners
regarding OCF, as demonstrated by Roothooft
and Breeze’s study (2016). The authors showed
that educators frequently prioritized avoiding
learners’ negative emotions over providing sa-
lient OCF of their language-spoken mistakes.
Additionally, there was a discrepancy between
instructors and learners in their preferences for
different OCF forms. For example, most learners
preferred metalinguistic feedback and explicit
correction, whereas only about 20% of instruc-
tors considered it beneficial. Learners showed a
preference for different approaches of OCF, such
as elicitation, repetition, and explicit feedback
(Ye & Hu, 2024), which was not in line with
teachers’ choices, as in previous research (Al-Fa-
ki, 2013; Ahangari & Amirzadeh, 2011; Brown,
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Each question asked for students’ percep-
tions of each OCF type on their uptake. The in-
strument used in this study to collect data came
from a review of recent research on OCF. Partic-
ipants were male and female; 72.92% were fe-
male, whereas 27.03% were male. A Likert-type
scale was used in the study. The response alterna-
tives for each item were: Always, usually, some-
times, and never. The participants were expected
to choose one option from the four given options
to represent their opinion. Students’ responses
were then analyzed using figures that showed the
percentages of students’ perceptions toward each
type of OCF.

Validity and Reliability

To ensure the research instrument’s validi-
ty, the study instrument was given to a jury of
three specialists at the University of Hail in KSA.
Their suggestions and comments were highly
considered, and the questionnaire was modified
accordingly. A pilot study of 30 students was car-
ried out to establish the reliability of the question-
naire. The participants were asked to fill in the
questionnaire. After two weeks, they were asked
again to fill in the questionnaire for the second
time. The scores from the pilot study on the ques-
tionnaire were collected, and a set of reliability
tests was conducted to determine the Cronbach
Alpha reliability coefficients. The result was
found to be (0.88). The reliability coefficients for
the instrument used in this study showed that the
study instrument was satisfactorily reliable.

Findings of the Study

This study explored learners’ perceptions
of the effectiveness of oral correction in tradition-
al and online classrooms. The findings highlight
how students view the impact of OCF on their
uptake in both settings, offering insights into the
similarities and differences between face-to-face
and online learning environments. The following
are the results of the current research as depicted
in the figures below:

However, the majority of previous research
about the effectiveness of OCF in terms of stu-
dents’ uptake in traditional settings has been
conducted in face-to-face classrooms rather
than online environments (for example, Lyster
& Ranta, 1997; Roothooft, 2014; Safari, 2013;
Yoshida, 2008; Alshammari & Wicaksono, 2022;
Alomaim, 2023). Relatively limited research ex-
plored instructors’ oral correction approaches in
distant environments. There is generally a dearth
of studies on students’ attitudes toward OCF in
online class contexts (German & Mahmud, 2021).
The present research aims to contrast learners’ at-
titudes toward the various forms of OCF between
Traditional Learning (TL) and Distance Learning
(DL) contexts. Most previous studies about up-
takes following OCF in traditional settings were
conducted according to teachers’ perceptions
(e.g., Lyster et al., 2013; Panova & Lyster, 2002)
in the online setting such as Zhao & Li (2020),
and Zhao & Li (2022), while some conducted
comparative research between traditional and
web-based settings (e.g., Gao & Cheng, 2021;
Tavakkol & Rezazadeh, 2021; and Li, 2018),
rather than $tudents’ perception in OCF in terms
of uptake following OCF.

The Objective of the Study

This study investigated students’ percep-
tions of the effectiveness of OCF of different
types in terms of their uptake in traditional vs.

online-based classes.

Research Methodology

This study targeted two types of participants:
students of EFL in Traditional learning (TL) set-
tings and students of EFL in Distance Learning
(DL) settings. During the data collection period,
the participants had to attend either a TL or a DL
course of EFL. Therefore, 106 participants were
from the TL setting, and 79 were from the DL
setting. The data collection tool used in the study
was a questionnaire consisting of 15 questions
and an open-ended question, providing both
quantitative and qualitative data.
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Figure 1
If someone used Elicitation + Enhanced Prompt with me, I would ensure I pronounce the word
correctly.

60.67%%
70.00% 55 215

60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%

0.00%

29.17% 35 g4

1250% 10.11%
- 312%  337T%

Always 100%: Usually 80% Sometimes 50% MNever 0%

m Traditional Classes  m Distance Learning Classes

According to Figure 1, more than half of the participants (60.67% of DLS and 55.21% of TL3) believe
they would correct their errors if someone used elicitation with enhanced prompt OCF.

Figure 2
I would pronounce the word correctly if someone used Elicitation + Prompt with me.

41.67%  40.45%

45.00% F 39.32%
40.00%
25 D0% 3 1.1..5%
30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%

0.00%

18.75%

10.11% 10.11%
B8.33% '

Always 100% Usually 80% Sometimes 50% Newer 0%

M Traditional Classes M Distance Learning Classes

Figure 2 shows that most participants from both settings (72.02% of TLE and 79.77% of DLE) believe they
always or usually correct their errors if someone uses elicitation with prompt OCE.
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Figure 31
If someone uses Repetifion + Enhanced Prompt with me, I make sure that I pronounce the word
carrectly.

47.159%

50.00%
s oos 4167
40.00% 34.37%
35.00%
o oo 25.84%
25.00% 16.85%
igﬁ 12.50% 1146%  10.11%
10.00%
5.00%

0.00%

Always 100% Usually 80% Sometimes 50% Newver 0%
mTraditional Classes  m Distance Learning Classes

Figure 3 shows that 76.04% of the participants in the TL setting and 73.03% in the DL zetting believe that
they either always or usually produce the correct form following repetition with enhanced prompt OCF.

Figure 4
If someone uses Repetition + Prompt with me, I make sure that I pronounce the word correctly.

38.20% 37.50%
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30.00%
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15.00%
10.00%
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0.00%
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m Traditional Classes m Distance Learning Classes

Figure 4 zhows that §6.67% of the participants in the TL setting reported that they either always or usually
amend their utterances following repetition with prompt OCF. 38 42% of the DLS revealed that they either
always or typically amend their utterance following this type of OCE.
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Figure 5
If someone uses metalinguistic Feedback with me, I make sure that I pronounce the word correctly.

60.00% 51.04% 48 31%

50.00%
“0-00% 28.12%  3507%
30.00%
13 .48%
20.00% 12 50% _ 11.23%
B.33% S

0.00%

Always 100% Usually 80% Sometimes 50% MNever 0%
m Traditional Classes  m Distance Learning Classes

Figure 3 reveals that most participants from both settings (79.16% of TLS and 73.28% of DLS) anticipated
that they would either always or usually amend their utterances following metalinguistic OCF.

Figure 6
If someone uses a clavification request with me, I make sure that I pranounce the word correctly.

45.00% 40.45%
40.00% - 35.42%
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Figure 6 shows that most participants from both settings (64.59% of TLS and 67.42% of DL3) believe that
uptake would always or usually follow a clarification request OCF.
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Figure 7
If someone uses Nonverbal Hints with me, I make sure that I pronounce the word correctly.
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Figure 7 indicates that most participants from both settings (39.37% of TLS and 57.31% of DL3) reported
that uptake would always or vsually follow nonverbal hints of OCF. That could be because students
consider non-verbal hints less salient than other types of OCF.

Figure §
If someone uses explicit feedback with an explanation from me, I ensure I pronounce the word corvectly.

60.67%

70.00%
B0.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%

0.00%

57.30%

30.34%

10.11%
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Always 100% Usually 50% Sometimes 50% Mever 0%

M Traditional Classes B Distance Learning Classes

Figure 8 shows that most participants from both settings (90.63% of TLS and 87.64% of DLS) reported
that vptake would always or vsually follow explicit feedback explaining OCF. According to students' views
from both clazses, the more zalient the OCF, the more likely the uptake will oceur.
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Figure 9
If someone uses an indication that an ervor has been comumitted with recastrembedding with me, I
make sure that I pronounce the word correctly.
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Figure @ reveals that most of the participants from both TL classes (79.16%) and the DL classes
(87.64%) reported that uptake would either always or usually follow receiving an indication that an error
has been committed, with recast'+-embedding OCF of their errors.

Figure 10
If someone uses Isolated Recast + Enhanced Prompt with me, I make sure that I pronounce the word
correctly.

57.30%
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50.00%

50.00%
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20.00%

10.00%

0.00%
B Traditional Classes M Distance Learning Classes

Figure 10 shows that 79.17% of the participants from TL and 80.89%0 from DL classes suggested that uptake
would either always or usually follow receiving izolated recast with enhanced prompt OCF of their errors.
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Figure 11
If someone has used isolated recast with Prompt OCF with me, I would pronounce the word corrvectly.
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Figure 11 shows that 63.34% of the participants from the TL setting and 72.63% from the DL setting
reported that uptake would either always or vsually follow receiving isolated recast with prompt OCF of
their errors.

Figure 12
If someone has used isolated recast without a prompt with me, I make sure that I pronounce the word
correctly.

30 58%
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Figure 12 zhows that 64.38% of the participants from TL classes and 73.03% of the participants from DL
clagzes suggested that uptake would either always or usually follow receiving izolated recast without
prompting of their errors.
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Figure 13
If someone has used Embedded Recast with Prompt with me, I make sure that I pronounce the word
correctly.
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Figure 13 shows that 78.12% of the participants from the TL and 77.32% from the DL classes believe that
uptalee would either always or usually follow embedded recast with the prompt of their erronecus utterance.

Figure 14
If someone has used embedded recast with an enhanced prompt with me, I make sure that I pronounce
the word correctly.
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Figure 14 indicates that most participants from both TL (83.33%) and the DL classes (87.64%) reported
that uptake would etther always or usually follow receiving embedded recast with enhanced prompt OCF
of their erronecus production.
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Figure 15

If someone has used embedded recast without a prompt with me, I make sure that I pronounce the word

correctly.
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Figure 13 illustrates that 71.87% of students in TL classes and 69.66% in DL classes reported that they
would always or usually respond with vptake following embedded recasts, even without prompt oral

corrective feedback (OCF) on their spoken errors.

face-to-face classes can be uncomfortable, as
everyone watches you. I once made a mistake
in front of a professor during an in-person
class, and she kept pointing it out. Since then,
I have become afraid to speak up, fearing the
same situation might happen again.”

The study’s findings provide significant in-
sights into the effectiveness of various types of
oral corrective feedback (OCF) in supporting stu-
dents in addressing and correcting their pronun-
ciation mistakes. Below is an interpretation of the
findings along with key conclusions:

1. High Effectiveness of Explicit and Direct
Feedback

e Explicit Feedback with Explanation,
as indicated in Figure 8, received the high-
est positive response (90.63% in TLS and
87.64% in DLS). This suggests that students
find direct correction with explanation the
most helpful in modifying their pronuncia-
tion errors.

e Indication of Error with Recast/+-Em-
bedding as in (Figure 9) also showed strong
effectiveness, with 79.16% of TLS and
87.64% of DLS participants reporting they
would usually or always correct their errors
after this type of OCF.

According to the open-ended question at the
end of the questionnaire, most of the students’ re-
sponses were off topic. However, the following
responses reflected that most students’ feedback
centred around embarrassment when being cor-
rected in front of their classmates.

“I feel like if the teachers try to correct me di-
rectly in front of the class, I will be embarrassed
and try not to speak, but at the end of the class,
it’ll be completely fine, and I will take my notes.”
Stude

- “We are in an educational institution where
we learn from our mistakes. Therefore, it is
beneficial for the teacher to correct students’
pronunciation. However, it is also important
that this correction is made academically
sound and polite to avoid embarrassing the
student and to consider that this is not her
native language — thus, making mistakes is
only natural.”

- “It is always preferable for the professor
to discuss the student’s mistakes politely and
gently, so as not to cause the student any em-
barrassment.”

-] prefer online learning because it allows
me to participate and express my opinions
without fearing embarrassment. In contrast,
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ble because uptake is crucial in terms of learners’
memory retention. Furthermore, it was observed
that fewer participants in DL chose ‘Never’ to ac-
curately reproduce their mistakes after receiving
OCF compared to students in TL settings. This
difference may stem from DL learners feeling
more assured about being corrected and being
able to repeat the form correctly. Students’ con-
fidence in the DL context is a key factor in their
language learning journey, especially for shy and
introverted students, for the following factors:

1. They feel less anxious in virtual class-
es, which helps them interact freely and repro-
duce the corrected utterances for the following
reasons; this result is aligned with some of the
students’ responses on an open-ended question.

2.  They feel more comfortable correcting
their errors without the pressure of being judged,
as often happens in face-to-face interactions in
traditional classrooms.

3. They may have more time to reflect on
and respond to feedback, while in the traditional
classroom, responses are often immediate.

4.  They might feel more comfortable using
digital tools for learning and communication, so
they are more confident about participating and
responding to feedback.

All the above-mentioned results are in line
with Kruk (2021) and Punyaporn and Soontorn-
wipast (2022).

Therefore, it is recommended that a com-
bined approach that combines the advantages of
face-to-face and web-based settings is beneficial
to help students interact with the corrected. This
aligns with Jafari and Khodabakhshi (2020), who
evaluated the blending of offline (face-to-face)
and online feedback in an English for Academic
Purposes program, highlighting the strengths of
each feedback mode and how their combination
can lead to more pedagogically rich feedback.

The influence of the explicitness of OCF on
students’ uptake in both traditional and virtual set-
tings is a significant factor in language learning.
According to students ‘ perceptions, the current
study showed that uptake is more likely to follow
explicit correction with explanation and embed-
ded recasts with enhanced prompts than the other
OCF types. The more explicitly students perceive
the OCEF, the greater the likelihood it will be fol-
lowed by uptake according to students’ views,

2. The Role of Repetition and Reinforcement

e [solated Recast with Enhanced Prompt,
as indicated in Figure 10, was highly effec-
tive (79.17% in TLS and 80.89% in DLS),
indicating that students respond well to
corrective feedback when combined with
explicit prompts.

e Repetition with Enhanced Prompt, as
represented in Figure 3, also showed high
effectiveness (76.04% in TLS and 73.03%
in DLS), reinforcing the idea that repetition
helps reinforce correct pronunciation.

3. Lower Effectiveness of Nonverbal Hints

e Nonverbal Hints, as indicated in (Figure

7), received the lowest positive response
(59.37% in TLS and 57.31% in DLS), sug-
gesting that students may find these cues
less noticeable or less effective compared
to other types of OCF.

4. Importance of Interaction in Feedback

e Clarification Requests, as represented
in (Figure 6), showed moderate effective-
ness, with 64.59% of TLS and 67.42%
of DLS participants responding positive-
ly. This suggests that while clarification
requests encourage self-correction, they
may not be as effective as direct feedback
strategies.

5. Similar Trends across Learning Environments
(TLS vs. DLS)

Overall, the findings indicate no significant
differences between traditional learning settings
(TLS) and distance learning settings (DLS) re-
garding the effectiveness of different OCF types.
This implies that the type of feedback used plays
a more crucial role in students’ uptake than the
learning environment itself. Only a few students
responded to the open-ended question, express-
ing their preference for the online setting to avoid
embarrassment when corrected.

Discussion

Uptake, or the immediate use of corrected
language, following OCF in DL and TL contexts,
is crucial to language learning. In most DL and
TL settings, students believe they will repro-
duce the correct language following OCF, which
aligns with Ye and Hu (2024), and that is possi-
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chose “Never” to reproduce the accurate form of
their erroneous production after OCF is provided
is less than that of students in the TL setting. This
could be attributed to learners in the DL context
feeling more confident about being corrected and
repeating the corrected form. Thus, a blended ap-
proach that leverages the benefits of face-to-face
and web-based environments is advantageous for
helping students in general and shy and introvert-
ed students in particular engage with the correct-
ed forms precisely, with classroom interactions
more broadly, and reproduce the utterances free-
ly without feeling anxious. This aligns with the
findings of Gopalakrishnan et al. (2022. Howev-
er, the current study is limited to the students at
the UOH. This underscores the need for further
studies with mixed methods to investigate the
efficacy of OCF techniques in various settings.
Such research is essential to assist educators in
tailoring their OCF techniques according to stu-
dents’ needs and considering multiple factors
such as the context of the teaching classes (DL
vs. TL settings), personality, and L2 language
proficiency. Therefore, further studies are neces-
sary to offer educators clear guidance on how dif-
ferent types of OCF in diverse settings facilitate
students in acquiring various aspects of language.

Recommendations

Based on the study’s findings, the following
recommendations can be drawn, which may help
instructors select the most effective OCF with
EFL learners in diverse settings. Nevertheless,
further studies are necessary to offer EFL learn-
ers clear guidance on how different types of OCF
facilitate the acquisition of various aspects of
language:

1.Prioritize explicit and direct feedback,
as it leads to the highest rates of pronuncia-
tion correction. For example, if a student mis-
pronounces a word like “vegetable”, directly
correct them by saying: “Say: /'veds3.ta.bal/,
not /'ve.d3r.ta.bal/.”

2.Utilize repetition and reinforcement
strategies (e.g., enhanced prompts and re-
casts) to solidify learning. For example, after
the student self-corrects, ask them to repeat
the correct form three times or use a recast:
“Yes, he goes to school every day—that’s
correct!”

3.Limit reliance on nonverbal hints, as
they appear less effective in prompting cor-
rection. For example, instead of raising an

and that is possibly because the current study is
more likely to be conducted in a more form-fo-
cused setting, such as many foreign language
contexts where explicit OCF is crucial (Alsham-
mari, 2019). Non-verbal hints, clarification re-
quests, and elicitation are the least preferred OCF
types in the current study, contradicting previous
research such as Ye and Hu (2024). This finding
is consistent with prior research, which suggests
that students typically favor explicit feedback to
be considered more beneficial in their learning
(e.g., Roothooft & Breeze, 2016). Furthermore,
it was noticed that embedded ‘long’ recasts with
enhanced prompts were more effective than iso-
lated ‘short’ recasts for learners, and this was
possible because students were beginner learners
of English (Kamiya, 2021).

According to the findings of this study,
embedded recasts accompanied by enhanced
prompts, explicit corrections, and then elicitation
with enhanced prompt techniques are most likely
to result in uptakes, aligning with Kamiya (2021)
and Al-Omaim (2023). Similarly, Llinares and
Lyster (2014) found that uptakes followed most
recasts in a form-based context. It also matched
with teachers’ choice of explicit recast as the
most used technique ( Al-Faki, 2013; Ahangari &
Amirzadeh, 2011; Brown, 2016; Ellis et al, 2013;
Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Roothooft, 2014; Safari,
2013; Yoshida, 2008) and that because explicit
feedback considered adequate in terms of stu-
dents uptake which match with results in previ-
ous research (Alshammari & Wicaksono, 2022).
This also aligns with Kim and Han’s (2007)
study, which argues that recasting is considered
more effective in a form-based context, like the
context of the current research, than in a com-
municative context. In contrast, it mismatched
previous studies arguing that recast was the least
effective OCF in eliciting uptakes (e.g., Lyster &
Ranta, 1997) and that recasts were mainly used
to maintain interaction or to avoid embarrassing
students.

Conclusion

The current research has revealed that learn-
ers are more likely to repeat the correct utter-
ance after a given salient OCF, such as explicit
feedback recasts with enhanced prompts, elic-
itations with enhanced prompts, and repetitions
with enhanced prompts, compared to less explic-
it feedback, such as recasts without prompts, in
both DL and TL settings. Furthermore, it was ob-
served that the number of participants in DL who

&
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eyebrow or gesturing, use verbal cues like:
“Can you try that again?” or “There is a small
mistake — listen carefully.”

4. Adapt feedback strategies to students’
responses, ensuring they receive the most ef-
fective correction. For example, if a student
seems confused after a direct correction, shift
to a more guided approach like: “What is the
past tense of ‘go’?” before offering the cor-
rect form.
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