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ABSTRACT 

Spoken accuracy remains a persistent challenge for undergraduate learners of English as a Foreign 
Language (EFL), particularly in contexts where English is primarily used within the classroom. Although 
learners may possess adequate grammatical knowledge, difficulties often arise when producing accurate 
spoken language in real-time interaction. One instructional practice commonly employed to address spoken 
errors is oral corrective feedback, yet how such feedback functions interactionally to shape spoken accuracy 
in undergraduate EFL classrooms requires further exploration. This study aims to examine how oral 
corrective feedback contributes to shaping spoken accuracy through classroom interaction. Adopting a 
qualitative case study design, the research was conducted in an undergraduate (S1) EFL speaking class at 
UAI Syeh M involving 20 students. Data were collected through non-participant classroom observation, 
video recordings of speaking activities, and semi-structured student interviews. The primary unit of analysis 
was the feedback episode, consisting of a learner’s spoken error, oral corrective feedback provided by the 
lecturer, and the learner’s subsequent response. The data were analyzed interactionally to identify patterns 
of oral corrective feedback, forms of student uptake, and their contribution to spoken accuracy. The findings 
indicate that oral corrective feedback emerges naturally during speaking activities and operates along a 
continuum from prompt-based strategies to explicit reformulations. Explicit correction was frequently used 
to address errors that interfered with meaning, while prompt-based feedback such as elicitation and 
clarification requests encouraged learners to engage cognitively in self-repair. Student uptake manifested 
in both successful repair and partial responses, reflecting learners’ attention to linguistic form and 
engagement in the feedback process. Interview data further revealed that learners perceived feedback 
prompting reflection and self-correction as particularly supportive of their speaking development. Overall, 
the study highlights oral corrective feedback as an interactional mechanism that shapes spoken accuracy 
through learner engagement, noticing, and repair. The findings underscore the importance of context-
sensitive feedback practices in undergraduate EFL speaking instruction and contribute to a deeper 
understanding of feedback processes in classroom interaction. 
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INTRODUCTION  
Spoken accuracy constitutes a crucial dimension of communicative competence in English 

as a Foreign Language (EFL) learning, alongside fluency and comprehensibility (Starovoyt et al., 
2020). In higher education contexts, students are increasingly required to articulate ideas 
accurately in academic discussions, presentations, and collaborative tasks (Engin, 2017; Wang et 
al., 2024). Accuracy in pronunciation, grammatical structure, and lexical choice is therefore not 
merely a linguistic goal but also an academic necessity (Cetereisi et al., 2020). Inaccurate spoken 
production may lead to misunderstandings, reduced confidence, and limited participation in 
classroom interaction. Despite prolonged exposure to English instruction, many undergraduate 
learners continue to struggle with spoken accuracy (Chol & Lewis, 2018; Cutrone & Beh, 2024; 
Sattar & Alghamdi, 2023). This condition highlights the persistent challenge of bridging linguistic 
knowledge and real-time spoken performance. 

In recent years, EFL pedagogy has placed greater emphasis on interaction as a primary site 
of language development (Astuti & Barratt, 2021; Gan, 2021). Classroom interaction allows 
learners to test hypotheses about language use and receive immediate responses from teachers or 
peers (Azkarai et al., 2022; Granena & Yilmaz, 2022; Rodriguez & Wilstermann, 2018). Through 
interaction, errors naturally emerge as part of the learning process rather than as signs of failure. 
Errors in spoken language are therefore viewed as valuable indicators of learners’ developmental 
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stages. How these errors are addressed pedagogically becomes a determining factor in learners’ 
progress toward more accurate language use. 

One widely adopted pedagogical response to spoken errors is oral corrective feedback 
(OCF) (Nassaji & Kartchava, 2021; H. T. Nhac, 2021a). Oral corrective feedback refers to spoken 
responses provided by teachers or peers to signal a problem in learners’ utterances and to guide 
them toward more target-like forms (Alsolami, 2019; Nassaji & Kartchava, 2021; H. T. Nhac, 
2021a; T.-H. Nhac, 2022). Contemporary studies emphasize that OCF plays a facilitative role in 
second language development by directing learners’ attention to form while maintaining 
communicative meaning (Kamiya & Nakata, 2021; H. T. Nhac, 2021b). However, research also 
suggests that not all feedback functions equally across learning contexts. The effectiveness of 
OCF is closely related to how it is delivered and how learners cognitively and interactionally 
respond to it (Cabot & Kaldestad, 2019; Ioannou & Tsagari, 2022a). 

From an interactionist perspective, feedback serves as a mechanism that links input, 
interaction, and output (Abbuhl, 2021; Ioannou & Tsagari, 2022b; Nassaji, 2020). When learners 
receive feedback during speaking activities, they are pushed to notice gaps between their 
interlanguage and the target language (Belali & Sadeghi, 2020; Fernández-Michels & Fornons, 
2021). This noticing process is considered essential for language development. In spoken 
interaction, feedback can be delivered implicitly or explicitly, each carrying different pedagogical 
consequences (Bryfonski & Ma, 2020; Iizuka & Nakatsukasa, 2020; Vercellotti & McCormick, 
2018). Implicit feedback tends to maintain conversational flow, whereas explicit feedback offers 
clearer linguistic guidance. The balance between these two dimensions remains a central concern 
in EFL speaking instruction. 

Empirical evidence shows that learners’ responses to feedback, commonly referred to as 
student uptake, play a significant role in determining learning outcomes (Bryfonski & Ma, 2020). 
Student uptake encompasses learners’ immediate reactions following corrective feedback, which 
may involve successful self-repair or unsuccessful attempts requiring further assistance (Jabu et 
al., 2017; Li, 2021; S. H.-J. Liu & Lan, 2015). Uptake reflects learners’ attention to linguistic 
form and their readiness to modify output. Studies conducted in various EFL contexts indicate 
that feedback prompting active learner involvement often results in higher levels of uptake (Tian 
& Zhou, 2020; Wang & Li, 2021). Nevertheless, uptake patterns may vary according to 
proficiency level, classroom culture, and instructional goals. 

At the undergraduate level, EFL classrooms present unique interactional dynamics. 
Students are generally more cognitively mature and capable of metalinguistic reflection, yet they 
may still exhibit reluctance to self-correct publicly (Danli, 2017; Shi & Thibault, 2022). In many 
cases, lecturers dominate corrective moves to ensure accuracy, which may limit opportunities for 
learner-initiated repair (H. Liu & Feng, 2023; Sali, 2018). Conversely, overly implicit feedback 
may pass unnoticed by learners focused primarily on meaning. These dynamics suggest that the 
role of oral corrective feedback in shaping spoken accuracy among university students warrants 
closer examination (Hamidi et al., 2022; H. Liu & Feng, 2023). 

In the Indonesian higher education context, English is commonly positioned as a foreign 
language rather than a medium of daily communication (Octaberlina et al., 2022; Wulandari et 
al., 2021). As a result, classroom interaction often becomes the primary environment for spoken 
English practice. Although several studies have examined speaking instruction in Indonesian 
universities, research specifically focusing on the interactional role of oral corrective feedback 
remains limited. Existing studies tend to emphasize learners’ perceptions or general speaking 
difficulties rather than moment-by-moment feedback processes. This indicates a gap in 
understanding how spoken accuracy is shaped through real-time classroom interaction. 

Moreover, many previous studies have shown that understanding this continuum is 
important because feedback does not operate in isolation but as part of a dynamic instructional 
sequence. A more interaction-oriented perspective is therefore needed to capture how feedback 
shapes learners’ spoken accuracy over time. 

Recent state-of-the-art research highlights the importance of viewing oral corrective 
feedback as a pedagogical system rather than a single instructional move. This system involves 
prompts that encourage learner-generated repair and reformulations that provide target-like 
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models. Conceptually, corrective feedback can be positioned along a spectrum ranging from 
implicit prompts, such as clarification requests and elicitation, to explicit reformulations, such as 
direct correction. This interactional flow illustrates how feedback guides learners from error 
recognition toward accurate spoken production. Such a framework offers a comprehensive lens 
for examining feedback practices in speaking classrooms. 

 
Figure 1. Continuum of Oral Corrective Feedback 

Building on this perspective, the present study conceptualizes oral corrective feedback as 
an interactional pathway that shapes spoken accuracy through learner engagement and repair. The 
theoretical orientation of this study is illustrated through a feedback continuum model, in which 
prompts and reformulations operate at varying levels of explicitness. This model helps explain 
how different feedback strategies function pedagogically to support accuracy development. By 
adopting this framework, the study moves beyond static classifications of feedback types toward 
a more dynamic understanding of classroom interaction. 

In response to the identified research gap, this study aims to examine how oral corrective 
feedback shapes spoken accuracy in an undergraduate EFL speaking classroom. Focusing on real-
time classroom interaction, the study investigates how feedback strategies influence learners’ 
immediate responses and accuracy development. The novelty of this research lies in its 
interaction-oriented analysis of feedback as a shaping mechanism rather than a corrective end-
point. The study is guided by the following research question: How does oral corrective feedback 
contribute to shaping spoken accuracy of undergraduate EFL learners? 

METHOD  
This study employed a qualitative case study design to explore how oral corrective 

feedback shapes spoken accuracy in an undergraduate EFL speaking classroom. The research was 
conducted at UAI Syeh M and involved 20 undergraduate (S1) students enrolled in a General 
English course. A qualitative approach was selected to capture naturally occurring classroom 
interaction and to examine feedback processes in real-time speaking activities. The focus of the 
study was not to measure learning outcomes statistically, but to understand how corrective 
feedback operates interactionally to influence spoken accuracy. Spoken errors related to 
pronunciation, grammar, and lexical choice were treated as analytical units within classroom 
discourse. This design allowed for an in-depth investigation of feedback practices as they 
unfolded during instructional interaction. 

Data were collected through non-participant classroom observations supported by video 
recordings conducted over six instructional meetings. The recorded interactions were transcribed 
verbatim and segmented into feedback episodes consisting of learner error, corrective feedback, 
and learner response. Data analysis followed an interactional framework by categorizing feedback 
types and identifying student uptake in the form of repair or need-repair. The analysis emphasized 
how different feedback strategies functioned along an implicit–explicit continuum and how they 
contributed to shaping spoken accuracy. To ensure analytical rigor, repeated viewing of 
recordings and cross-checking of coded data were conducted. The overall analytical process 
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focused on identifying patterns of feedback use and their pedagogical role in supporting accurate 
spoken production. 

 
 

Figure 2. Research Methodology Flowchart 
 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  

Findings 
This section presents the research findings based on the analysis of classroom interaction 

obtained through classroom observation, video recordings, and student interviews. The findings 
focus on patterns of oral corrective feedback and how students’ responses contribute to the 
shaping of spoken accuracy in an undergraduate EFL classroom context. 
1. Observational Findings and Episode Selection 

Classroom observations revealed that oral corrective feedback naturally emerged during 
speaking activities. However, not all speaking interactions were subjected to analysis. The study 
selectively examined episodes that clearly demonstrated the relationship between learner spoken 
errors, lecturer-provided oral corrective feedback, and students’ subsequent responses. 
Data selection was conducted purposively by adopting the feedback episode as the unit of 
analysis. Each episode consisted of three core components: a learner’s spoken error, oral 
corrective feedback, and the learner’s response. This approach enabled an in-depth examination 
of interactional processes rather than a mere accounting of occurrence frequency. 
Table 1. Overview of Selected Feedback Episodes for Analysis 

Meeting Speaking 
Activity 

Recorded 
Episodes 

Analyzed 
Episodes Primary Selection Rationale 

1 Guided 
discussion 18 10 Clear errors and immediate 

responses 
2 Pair conversation 21 12 Intensive two-way interaction 

3 Short 
presentation 20 11 Focus on pronunciation and 

grammar 
4 Role play 22 13 Varied lecturer feedback 
5 Group discussion 19 10 Recurrent instances of uptake 

6 Individual oral 
response 17 9 Explicit student responses 

Total — 117 65 Episodes meeting selection 
criteria 

 
2. Patterns of Oral Corrective Feedback in Classroom Interaction 

The interactional analysis indicated that the lecturer employed various oral corrective 
feedback strategies with differing levels of explicitness. Explicit correction emerged as the most 
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frequently observed practice, particularly when errors had the potential to obstruct meaning. 
Nevertheless, prompt-based strategies such as elicitation and clarification requests were also 
consistently employed. 

From a qualitative perspective, prompting feedback served a pedagogical function distinct 
from that of explicit correction. Rather than directly providing the correct form, these strategies 
encouraged students to engage cognitively in the repair process. The findings suggest that oral 
corrective feedback operates along an interactional continuum rather than as a single, isolated 
instructional strategy. 
Table 2. Patterns of Oral Corrective Feedback Identified in Classroom Interaction 

Type of Oral 
Corrective Feedback Interactional Description Classroom Illustration 

Explicit correction Lecturer directly provides the correct 
form 

Grammatical errors disrupting 
meaning 

Elicitation Lecturer prompts students to self-
correct Predictable or simple errors 

Clarification request Lecturer requests clarification of an 
utterance Unclear or ambiguous speech 

Recast Lecturer reformulates the utterance 
correctly Maintaining focus on meaning 

Metalinguistic 
feedback Lecturer provides linguistic clues Recurrent errors 

 
3. Student Uptake as Interactional Response 

Students’ responses to oral corrective feedback demonstrated varying forms of uptake. In 
many episodes, students responded by immediately repairing their utterances. In other cases, 
student responses were characterized by hesitation, pauses, or partial repair, which required 
additional support from the lecturer. 

From a qualitative standpoint, uptake is interpreted as an indicator of learners’ attention to 
linguistic form and their engagement in the learning process. Repair is not treated as a numerical 
measure of success but rather as evidence that feedback has triggered noticing and linguistic 
reflection. Consequently, uptake serves as an interactional window through which the shaping of 
spoken accuracy can be understood. 
Table 3. Student Uptake as Interactional Response to Feedback 

Type of 
Uptake 

Characteristics of Student 
Response Illustrative Example 

Repair Immediate and accurate 
correction 

Repeating the utterance with the correct 
structure 

Need-
repair Partial or hesitant response Pauses, incorrect repetition, or silence 

 
4. Learners’ Reflections on Feedback 

The interview findings revealed that students perceived oral corrective feedback as an 
essential component of their speaking development. Students reported that feedback prompting 
them to think and attempt correction independently was more memorable than direct correction 
alone. 

Thematic analysis of the interview data identified three major tendencies: increased error 
awareness, encouragement of self-correction, and the importance of a supportive classroom 
atmosphere. These findings reinforce the observational data by illustrating that oral corrective 
feedback functions not only as a linguistic correction mechanism but also as a means of fostering 
confidence in spoken interaction. 
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Table 4. Thematic Findings from Student Interviews 
Main Theme Description of Findings Implications for Spoken 

Accuracy 
Error 
awareness 

Students become more conscious of their own 
errors 

Enhanced self-monitoring 

Self-
correction 

Students are encouraged to repair their own 
utterances 

More sustained accuracy 

Affective 
support 

Feedback is perceived as non-threatening Increased speaking 
confidence 

 
 
Discussion 

The findings of this study demonstrate that oral corrective feedback functions as an 
interactional mechanism that shapes spoken accuracy through learners’ engagement with form 
during classroom communication. Rather than operating as isolated corrective moves, feedback 
emerges as part of an ongoing instructional process in which errors, responses, and repair are 
sequentially connected. This interactional nature confirms the view that spoken accuracy develops 
not solely from exposure to correct forms but through learners’ active involvement in resolving 
linguistic problems during interaction. 

The predominance of explicit correction observed in this study reflects a common practice 
in undergraduate EFL classrooms, where lecturers prioritize clarity and immediate 
comprehensibility. Similar tendencies have been reported in previous studies conducted in higher 
education contexts, which suggest that explicit feedback is often favored when instructional time 
is limited or when errors may impede meaning. In the present study, explicit correction provided 
students with clear linguistic models, supporting immediate accuracy in spoken production. 
However, the findings also indicate that explicitness alone does not fully account for sustained 
accuracy development. 

Prompt-based feedback strategies, such as elicitation and clarification requests, played a 
distinctive pedagogical role by encouraging students to participate actively in the repair process. 
These findings align with earlier interactionist research showing that feedback requiring learner-
generated responses promotes deeper cognitive processing. When students were prompted to self-
correct, they demonstrated heightened awareness of their errors and greater engagement with 
linguistic form. This suggests that prompting strategies support spoken accuracy not by supplying 
correct forms directly, but by fostering noticing and self-regulation (Altıok et al., 2019; García & 
Martínez, 2018). 

Student uptake emerged as a critical interactional response linking feedback to spoken 
accuracy development. Repair was interpreted qualitatively as evidence of learners’ attention to 
form rather than as a measure of success. This perspective is consistent with previous studies 
emphasizing uptake as an indicator of learners’ readiness to modify output. In the present study, 
both successful repair and partial responses contributed to the learning process by signaling 
learners’ involvement in meaning–form negotiation (Arnaiz-Castro, 2017a). 

The interview findings further illuminate the affective and cognitive dimensions of oral 
corrective feedback. Students reported that feedback encouraging reflection and self-correction 
was more memorable and meaningful than direct correction alone. This supports prior research 
suggesting that learners’ perceptions of feedback influence their willingness to engage with errors. 
A supportive feedback environment appeared to reduce anxiety and foster confidence, which in 
turn facilitated more accurate spoken production (Arnaiz-Castro, 2017b; Rasool et al., 2023). 

The Indonesian EFL context provides an important backdrop for interpreting these 
findings. As English is primarily used within the classroom, oral corrective feedback becomes a 
central resource for shaping spoken accuracy. The limited opportunities for authentic interaction 
outside the classroom heighten the pedagogical significance of feedback during instructional 
interaction. This study contributes to the literature by offering interaction-based evidence from an 
undergraduate EFL setting, a context that remains underrepresented in corrective feedback 
research. 
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Overall, the findings support a view of oral corrective feedback as a continuum of 
interactional practices rather than a single corrective technique. The combination of explicit 
reformulations and prompt-based strategies appears to create a balanced feedback environment 
that supports both immediate and sustained spoken accuracy. By highlighting the interactional 
processes through which feedback shapes learner output, this study extends existing research and 
underscores the importance of context-sensitive feedback practices in EFL speaking instruction. 

CONCLUSION 

This study concludes that oral corrective feedback plays an important interactional role in 
shaping spoken accuracy in an undergraduate EFL speaking classroom. Through naturally 
occurring classroom interaction, feedback was found to guide learners’ attention to linguistic form 
while maintaining communicative engagement. The findings suggest that both explicit correction 
and prompt-based feedback contribute to spoken accuracy in complementary ways, with prompts 
encouraging learner involvement and reflection, and explicit feedback providing clear linguistic 
models. Rather than functioning as isolated corrective acts, oral corrective feedback operates as a 
dynamic process that supports accuracy development through learner engagement, noticing, and 
repair. 

Despite these insights, this study is not without limitations. The research was conducted in 
a single classroom context with a limited number of participants, which may restrict the 
transferability of the findings to other EFL settings. In addition, the analysis focused on immediate 
interactional responses rather than long-term accuracy development. Future research may 
consider examining oral corrective feedback across multiple institutional contexts or over a longer 
instructional period to explore its sustained impact on spoken accuracy. Further studies may also 
integrate learners’ proficiency levels or explore peer feedback dynamics to enrich understanding 
of how oral corrective feedback functions in diverse EFL speaking environments. 

REFERENCES  
Abbuhl, R. (2021). Interactionist Approach to Corrective Feedback in Second Language 

Acquisition. In The Cambridge Handbook of Corrective Feedback in Second 
Language Learning and Teaching (pp. 44–64). 
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108589789.003 

Alsolami, R. (2019). Effect of oral corrective feedback on language skills. Theory and 
Practice in Language Studies, 9(6), 672–677. https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.0906.09 

Altıok, S., Başer, Z., & Yükseltürk, E. (2019). Enhancing metacognitive awareness of 
undergraduates through using an e-educational video environment. Computers and 
Education, 139, 129–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.05.010 

Arnaiz-Castro, P. (2017a). Foreign language classroom context: Diversity in students’ 
comprehensible output. International Journal of Diversity in Education, 17(1), 37–
49. https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-0020/cgp/v17i01/37-49 

Arnaiz-Castro, P. (2017b). Foreign language classroom context: Diversity in students’ 
comprehensible output. International Journal of Diversity in Education, 17(1), 37–
49. https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-0020/cgp/v17i01/37-49 

Astuti, P., & Barratt, L. (2021). “She Taught Me Words”: The Availability of Vocabulary 
Help in EFL Classrooms during Cooperative Learning’s Peer Interaction. PASAA, 
61, 253–283. https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85110057443&partnerID=40&md5=6408f6704fead9031d0a63a3941d820d 

Azkarai, A., Oliver, R., & Gil-Berrio, Y. (2022). Examining Deductive Versus Guided 
Instruction From an Interactionist Perspective. Language Learning, 72, 125–164. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12482 



 

 
 

69 

EXPOSE: Journal of English Education and for Specific Purpose, Vol. 2 No. 2, December 2024, pp. 62-71 
https://journal.uml.ac.id/EXPOSE/index 

Belali, J., & Sadeghi, K. (2020). The role of corrective feedback timing in task 
engagement and oral performance. Applied Research on English Language, 9(2), 
229–252. https://doi.org/10.22108/are.2019.116060.1444 

Bryfonski, L., & Ma, X. (2020). EFFECTS of IMPLICIT VERSUS EXPLICIT 
CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK on Mandarin TONE ACQUISITION in A SCMC 
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 42(1), 
61–88. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263119000317 

Cabot, M., & Kaldestad, A. (2019). The need to supplement written grammar feedback: 
A case study from English teacher education. Minerva Cardioangiologica, 113(2), 
1–19. https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85079834947&partnerID=40&md5=5eb701c0517e6cb5b48cc99c5b6f1d0f 

Cetereisi, Y., Bostanci, H. B., & Kurt, M. (2020). Classification of spoken errors 
regarding the communicative competencies. Revista de Cercetare Si Interventie 
Sociala, 68, 128–144. https://doi.org/10.33788/rcis.68.9 

Chol, R. J., & Lewis, M. (2018). From reading aloud to peer interaction: The effect of 
oral reading on EFL proficiency. Journal of Asia TEFL, 15(3), 787–796. 
https://doi.org/10.18823/asiatefl.2018.15.3.14.787 

Cutrone, P., & Beh, S. (2024). The Effects of Task-Based Instruction on Japanese EFL 
Learners’ Communicative Confidence and Willingness to Communicate. 
International Journal of TESOL Studies, 6(1), 15–33. 
https://doi.org/10.58304/ijts.20240102 

Danli, L. (2017). Autonomy in Scaffolding as Learning in Teacher-Student Negotiation 
of Meaning in a University EFL Classroom. Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics, 
40(4), 410–430. https://doi.org/10.1515/cjal-2017-0024 

Engin, M. (2017). Contributions and silence in academic talk: Exploring learner 
experiences of dialogic interaction. Learning, Culture and Social Interaction, 12, 
78–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2016.11.001 

Fernández-Michels, P., & Fornons, L. C. (2021). Learner engagement with corrective 
feedback using think-aloud protocols. JALT CALL Journal, 17(3), 203–232. 
https://doi.org/10.29140/JALTCALL.V17N3.461 

Gan, S. (2021). The Role of Teacher-Student Relatedness and Teachers’ Engagement on 
Students’ Engagement in EFL Classrooms. Frontiers in Psychology, 12. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.745435 

García, E. M., & Martínez, V. G. M. (2018). Students’ reactions to teacher corrective 
feedback to oral production: A study on self-correction and autonomy in compulsory 
EFL University Courses. Mextesol Journal, 42(1). 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85061614890&partnerID=40&md5=afec788f0e2a418752f78827342397b6 

Granena, G., & Yilmaz, Y. (2022). Immediate versus delayed oral negative feedback A 
comparison of psycholinguistic advantages. In Bilingual Processing and Acquisition 
(Vol. 14, pp. 127–142). https://doi.org/10.1075/bpa.14.07gra 

Hamidi, H., Azizi, D. B., & Kazemian, M. (2022). The Effect of Direct Oral Corrective 
Feedback on Motivation to Speak and Speaking Accuracy of EFL Learners. 
Education and Self Development, 17(3), 50–63. 
https://doi.org/10.26907/esd.17.3.05 

Iizuka, T., & Nakatsukasa, K. (2020). Implicit and explicit corrective feedback and 
feedback exposure conditions. Instructed Second Language Acquisition, 4(1), 3–48. 
https://doi.org/10.1558/isla.38113 



 

 
 

70 

EXPOSE: Journal of English Education and for Specific Purpose, Vol. 2 No. 2, December 2024, pp. 62-71 
https://journal.uml.ac.id/EXPOSE/index 

Ioannou, S., & Tsagari, D. (2022a). Effects of Recasts, Metalinguistic Feedback, and 
Students’ Proficiency on the Acquisition of Greek Perfective Past Tense. Languages, 
7(1). https://doi.org/10.3390/languages7010040 

Ioannou, S., & Tsagari, D. (2022b). Effects of Recasts, Metalinguistic Feedback, and 
Students’ Proficiency on the Acquisition of Greek Perfective Past Tense. Languages, 
7(1). https://doi.org/10.3390/languages7010040 

Jabu, B., Noni, N., Talib, A., & Syam, A. (2017). Lecturers’ use of corrective feedback 
and students’ uptake in an Indonesian EFL context. Global Journal of Engineering 
Education, 19(1), 82–87. https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85018823662&partnerID=40&md5=8753da943020afcfd80ea97f36dbbc34 

Kamiya, N., & Nakata, T. (2021). Corrective Feedback and the Development of Second 
Language Vocabulary. In The Cambridge Handbook of Corrective Feedback in 
Second Language Learning and Teaching (pp. 387–406). 
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108589789.019 

Li, H. (2021). Recasts and Negotiated Prompts: How do Chinese L2 Learners Perceive 
Them? RELC Journal, 52(3), 412–424. https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688219899741 

Liu, H., & Feng, M. (2023). The role of learner engagement with corrective feedback in 
EFL/ESL classrooms. Frontiers in Psychology, 14. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1118467 

Liu, S. H.-J., & Lan, Y.-J. (2015). Wikis: The effects of corrective feedback on EFL 
learners’ written accuracy. Workshop Proceedings of the 23rd International 
Conference on Computers in Education, ICCE 2015, 587–592. 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85040446156&partnerID=40&md5=15042bf35e5d533be50fdb10682354d1 

Nassaji, H. (2020). Assessing the effectiveness of interactional feedback for L2 
acquisition: Issues and challenges. Language Teaching, 53(1), 3–28. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444819000375 

Nassaji, H., & Kartchava, E. (2021). The Cambridge Handbook of Corrective Feedback 
in Second Language Learning and Teaching. In The Cambridge Handbook of 
Corrective Feedback in Second Language Learning and Teaching. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108589789 

Nhac, H. T. (2021a). Effect of teachers’ corrective feedback on learners’ oral accuracy in 
english speaking lessons. International Journal of Learning, Teaching and 
Educational Research, 20(10), 313–330. https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.20.10.17 

Nhac, H. T. (2021b). Effect of teachers’ corrective feedback on learners’ oral accuracy in 
english speaking lessons. International Journal of Learning, Teaching and 
Educational Research, 20(10), 313–330. https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.20.10.17 

Nhac, T.-H. (2022). Oral Corrective Feedback Preferences in English Lessons: Learners’ 
and Teachers’ Perspectives. European Journal of Educational Research, 11(3), 
1643–1655. https://doi.org/10.12973/eu-jer.11.3.1643 

Octaberlina, L. R., Muslimin, A. I., & Rofiki, I. (2022). An Investigation on the Speaking 
Constraints and Strategies Used by College Students Studying English as EFL 
Learners. International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational Research, 
21(9), 232–249. https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.21.9.14 

Rasool, U., Mahmood, R., Aslam, M. Z., Barzani, S. H. H., & Qian, J. (2023). Perceptions 
and Preferences of Senior High School Students About Written Corrective Feedback 
in Pakistan. SAGE Open, 13(3). https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231187612 

Rodriguez, J. B., & Wilstermann, I. M. (2018). Learner initiative in the spanish as a 
foreign language classroom: Implications for the interactional development. 



 

 
 

71 

EXPOSE: Journal of English Education and for Specific Purpose, Vol. 2 No. 2, December 2024, pp. 62-71 
https://journal.uml.ac.id/EXPOSE/index 

Hacettepe Egitim Dergisi, 33(Special Issue), 113–133. 
https://doi.org/10.16986/HUJE.2018038799 

Sali, P. (2018). A quest into recasts as a type of corrective feedback in foreign language 
classrooms. Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies, 7(1), 175–184. 
https://doi.org/10.2478/ajis-2018-0018 

Sattar, A., & Alghamdi, S. S. (2023). Investigating the Use of E-Dictionaries as Strategy 
to Improve Speaking Skill through Practical Activities of Precise Phonemes 
Realization: Case Study of EFL Undergraduate Students of Haripur University, 
Abatabad University, & Hazara University Mansehra, Pakistan. World Journal of 
English Language, 13(8), 182–193. https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v13n8p182 

Shi, D., & Thibault, P. J. (2022). Languaging dynamics of classroom interactivity: A 
distributed view of the pedagogic recontextualization in L2 tertiary settings. 
Semiotica, 2022(245), 125–155. https://doi.org/10.1515/sem-2020-0096 

Starovoyt, T. P., Hryhorenko, T. O., Makarenko, A. O., & Kalaytan, N. L. (2020). Models 
of Achieving Communicative Competence in English as a Foreign Language. 
Advances in Intelligent Systems and Computing, 1113 AISC, 417–426. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-37618-5_35 

Tian, L., & Zhou, Y. (2020). Learner engagement with automated feedback, peer 
feedback and teacher feedback in an online EFL writing context. System, 91. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2020.102247 

Vercellotti, M. L., & McCormick, D. E. (2018). Self-correction profiles of L2 english 
learners: A longitudinal multiple-case study. TESL-EJ, 22(3). 
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85064891371&partnerID=40&md5=ece6db5804ea14f52b74d9f3b742b5bf 

Wang, W., & Li, S. (2021). Corrective feedback and learner uptake in American ESL and 
Chinese EFL classrooms: A comparative study. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 
34(1), 35–50. https://doi.org/10.1080/07908318.2020.1767124 

Wang, W., Rezaei, Y. M., & Izadpanah, S. (2024). Speaking accuracy and fluency among 
EFL learners: The role of creative thinking, emotional intelligence, and academic 
enthusiasm. Heliyon, 10(18). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e37620 

Wulandari, B. A., Piscioneri, M., & Ikram, W. (2021). Examining students’ challenges in 
oracy in academic context classes. International Journal of Language Education, 
5(1), 598–615. https://doi.org/10.26858/IJOLE.V5I1.16002 

  

 


