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In this chapter, we ask the following questions: 
What is the difference between formative and summative feedback? 

What types of oral corrective feedback (OCF) and written corrective feedback 
(WCF) are there? 

What is the role of feedback in a process writing approach? 

What should teachers consider when choosing a feedback method? 

What are some important mediating factors that affect the feedback process? 

 

Theoretical perspectives and the Austrian context 
Undeniably, giving feedback – whether on oral performance or written assign-
ments – is one of the main tasks of English teachers and a considerable part of their 
workload. When learners produce language, the teacher’s response can be a rich 
source of information and an important contributor to the learning process. How-
ever, when taking a look at the various points of view of researchers, it can be diffi-
cult for a teacher to determine which feedback method to choose for oral corrective 
feedback (OCF) and written corrective feedback (WCF), respectively. This is not sur-
prising as researchers’ views on feedback range from it being seen as effective 
(Bitchener & Knoch, 2009; Ellis, 2012) to it being ineffective (Truscott, 1999).  

One case in point is the differing views on grammar correction. Many researchers 
stress its effectiveness, claiming that learners need it to be able to acquire the gram-
matical structures of the target language. Truscott (1999), on the other hand, be-
lieves in its ineffectiveness as it does not support the acquisition process. Truscott’s 
opinion that teachers should not correct learners’ grammar even when they request 
it certainly started a heated debated among researchers (as well as teachers) about 
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the value of correction and feedback. Many researchers have since argued in favour 
of grammar correction and conducted many studies valuable for teachers today.  

In order for teachers to establish their personal idea of feedback, they should stay 
up-to-date on current research on feedback, be willing to adapt their method(s) reg-
ularly and take their learners into account. Ultimately, the decision about which 
feedback method to use will depend on the teacher’s notion of self and their core 
beliefs about providing feedback for learners. 

When thinking about how to incorporate feedback into classroom instruction, a 
teacher must make a number of decisions such as when feedback should be given, 
which type of feedback would work best in a particular situation, and whether in a 
given moment feedback should be provided at all. This chapter will outline various 
considerations for OCF and WCF and specific strategies that could be used, paying 
particular attention to the Austrian context. We also discuss mediating factors that 
may impact how successfully feedback is carried out. Finally, we offer practical rec-
ommendations for feedback on writing and speaking. 

Formative and summative feedback 
In any discussion of feedback, a fundamental distinction needs to be made between 
summative and formative feedback. These terms are tied to Scriven (1967) who dis-
tinguishes between feedback which focuses on the learning process and on how 
teachers can support learners to achieve their goals (= formative) and assessing 
learners’ performance (= summative). Summative feedback is usually associated 
with formal, structured assessments that are designed to evaluate what has been 
learned by the end of an instructional unit and are often connected to a grade (see 
chapter 9 in this volume). Formative feedback gauges learners’ knowledge and 
skills throughout instruction and provides both the teacher and the learner oppor-
tunities to identify strengths and areas for improvement. This kind of feedback 
takes place in the form of frequent, low-stakes assessments such as homework 
tasks, questionnaires, self-reflection tools, and activities that allow learners to prac-
tice and make mistakes without negative repercussions. In the Austrian school con-
text, summative feedback used to be much more common than formative feedback, 
but recent years have seen a shift in this respect, and formative feedback is being 
adopted by more and more teachers. It is also recognized in the latest version of the 
Austrian curriculum for English (see RIS, 2022). 

As stated above, unlike summative feedback, formative feedback focuses on the 
learning process and provides learners with tools to improve their performance. 
This entails not only stating the purpose of the chosen feedback method, but also 
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strategies to work with it effectively. Ideally, formative and summative feedback 
work together: information about learners’ progress that is gathered from brief, 
formative assessments is then used to guide further instruction, paving the way for 
learners to meet the goals that summative assessments are intended to measure. 

Oral corrective feedback  
Generally, learners depend on the teacher for useful feedback on their spoken lan-
guage and expect to receive feedback on their errors. In the case of advanced and 
adult learners, it is often welcomed and sometimes even requested. For example, 
in schools, when speaking tasks are used to prepare for formal assessments such as 
the oral part of the Matura, learners feel they need to receive feedback on the rele-
vant skills and competences.  

At all levels, learners will be more open to receiving feedback when they are confi-
dent and see that making mistakes – as highlighted in the Austrian curriculum – is 
part of the learning process. Well before designing speaking tasks, the teacher 
should therefore be mindful of the learning environment that they establish in their 
own classroom. This is because learner confidence increases in an atmosphere that 
invites learners to support each other during spoken interaction and encourages 
risk-taking when trying out unfamiliar language. Such an atmosphere offers many 
opportunities for the teacher to provide feedback. 

An important consideration for oral feedback is when in the course of a lesson it 
should be given. This question is not usually relevant with writing, as WCF is gen-
erally provided after a written text is produced. When it comes to speaking, how-
ever, it is useful to think about the objective of the task at hand. For tasks where the 
main objective is accuracy, providing immediate feedback during the task helps 
speakers focus on form. In contrast, in fluency-based activities and communicative 
tasks that focus on conveying meaning, a teacher may choose to delay the feedback 
until after the task has been completed. In this case, the teacher avoids disrupting 
the flow of communication and instead notes down errors to bring to the class’s 
attention in a post-task phase. Feedback could begin with the teacher’s general 
comments on content, followed by a discussion of the most frequent problems that 
the teacher and the learners noticed. When doing so, it is important that individual 
learners who made the errors are not identified. Conducting delayed feedback with 
the whole class in an anonymous manner prevents learners from feeling fearful 
about being singled out for making mistakes in front of their peers. Rather than 
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being concerned about who made the mistake, all learners can benefit from exam-
ining the error and are encouraged to consider their own use of that particular lan-
guage item, thus improving their own understanding.  

Another decision that teachers must make is which errors to correct. First, the 
teacher should try to decide whether the incorrect form was a slip that a learner 
may be able to correct if prompted, or if it was an error that resulted from a lack of 
knowledge. Differentiating between the two can sometimes be difficult, especially 
if there are many errors to correct. Attempting to correct every error is not only 
unrealistic within the time constraints of a typical lesson but also demotivating for 
learners. Therefore, a reasonable approach is to focus on errors that pertain to the 
relevant language point of the lesson and those errors that cause problems in com-
munication (Harmer, 2015). 

Types of Oral Corrective Feedback (OCF) 
Once it is determined that a particular error needs to be corrected, the teacher has 
an array of options for which method to use. Research on OCF has offered a variety 
of classifications of feedback methods (Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 2006; Lyster & Saito, 
2010), but they can generally be understood in terms of either direct or indirect 
feedback, which can be given explicitly or implicitly. 

Direct feedback involves the teacher providing learners with the correct version of 
the utterance. This can be done in the form of recasts or reformulations, where the 
teacher repeats back the correct form of the utterance (e.g., L: She no eat meat, T: 
Ah, she doesn’t eat meat). The correction can also be recast in an implicit manner, 
usually accompanied by a question, which allows the student to acknowledge their 
mistake (e.g., T: She doesn’t eat meat, is that what you mean?). Direct feedback can 
also be given as explicit correction that points out the corrected form (e.g., T: You 
need to say ‘she doesn’t’ eat meat), or the teacher may choose to provide a metalin-
guistic explanation by highlighting an aspect of the language using specialist termi-
nology (e.g., T: When we use the third person ‘she’ we use ‘does not’). 

When indirect feedback takes place, the teacher prompts and guides learner to pro-
duce the correct form rather than producing it for them. When done implicitly, the 
teacher can repeat the incorrect form, forcing the speaker to rethink their utterance 
(e.g., T: She no eat meat?), or they can ask for clarification, signalling that some-
thing is wrong (e.g., T: Could you say that again? I didn’t understand). Alternatively, 
the teacher can elicit the correct response from the learner with a prompting ques-
tion, sometimes done by providing a metalinguistic clue (e.g., T: Could you correct 
the verb?). 
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The difference between these types of strategies is that direct, input-providing feed-
back does not encourage learner uptake – in other words, a corrected response 
from the learner. In contrast, indirect feedback in the form of prompting allows for 
self-correction and is usually followed by uptake. Lyster and Ranta (1997) found re-
casts to be the most common type of feedback among teachers but the least effec-
tive in generating uptake, whereas learners were more likely to repair their utter-
ances when prompted through elicitation, metalinguistic feedback, and requests 
for clarification. 

Later studies have gone beyond the question of whether uptake occurs, investigat-
ing whether certain types of OCF results in learners’ acquisition of the form being 
taught. McDonough and Mackey (2006) found that “primed production” was associ-
ated with learning (p. 693). This means that when learners were provided with re-
casts that included the target syntactic structure, they were able to produce the cor-
rect structure on their own several turns later, rather than merely repeating the 
recast immediately after hearing it. Research by Ellis, Loewen and Erlam (2006) 
showed that, compared to feedback in the form of recasts, providing metalinguistic 
feedback was more effective in contributing to learners’ implicit and explicit lan-
guage knowledge. Other research findings on the relationship between uptake and 
acquisition have been mixed, as acquisition may depend on individual differences 
and contextual factors such as emphasis on form in instruction. Nevertheless, there 
indeed seems to be evidence that “oral CF – in one form or another – can benefit 
acquisition” (Sheen and Ellis, 2011, pp. 604). 

Drawing on our own experience, we argue that learners who are accustomed to be-
ing corrected while speaking usually repeat the corrected version and, in an effort 
to maintain their flow, continue speaking without stopping to think about the error. 
Thus, prompting is recommended because it instigates immediate awareness of 
their utterance. It openly encourages interaction and can be motivating for learn-
ers. Moreover, too much direct feedback can be overwhelming and can thus have a 
negative impact. Of course, for self-correction to work successfully, learners need 
to have the appropriate metalinguistic knowledge. If a teacher’s attempts to elicit 
self-correction do not work, it is recommended that they follow up with explicit 
correction. Ultimately, we emphasize that there is no one strategy that is considered 
superior over another and that each of them can be appropriate depending on how 
the teacher judges the error in the context that it was made.  

Thus far, we have only addressed oral feedback in terms of error correction, but the 
importance of providing positive feedback cannot be overstated. If students per-
ceive that the teacher is only concerned about highlighting errors and problematic 
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language use, they are likely to withdraw from participating, thus undermining the 
goals of communication, especially in fluency-based tasks. Being mindful of giving 
positive feedback and praising good use of language lowers their anxiety levels and 
reinforces good language use. However, the teacher should be mindful not to praise 
in a vague manner (e.g., ‘OK’) or to overly praise, otherwise they risk appearing in-
sincere. Instead, thoughtfully worded praise that makes clear what is being com-
mended can be a powerful form of feedback. For example, ‘good!’ and ‘nice job!’ 
may be well intentioned but are not as informative for learners as specific com-
ments such as ‘your pronunciation has really improved’, ‘clever use of that idiom’, 
and ‘great, you figured out a different way to say it!’ Specific praise that addresses 
good language use makes learners aware of behaviours that can be repeated and 
gives them the confidence to move forward. 

While in most cases learner self-correction is the aim of oral feedback, it is im-
portant to remember that other learners can be a valuable source of feedback in the 
classroom, too. Peer feedback in speaking tasks is becoming more commonplace 
in Austrian classrooms, which is not surprising because involving learners is bene-
ficial in the process of “clarification, rephrasing, and confirmation” (Kerr, 2017, 
p.7). Some learners may feel reluctant to give feedback directly to their peers, or 
they may be unreceptive to receiving feedback from anyone besides the teacher. 
For this reason, ensuring a smooth exchange of peer feedback requires the teacher 
to supply learners with the appropriate language and feedback mechanisms. With 
plenty of modelling and practice, peer feedback can be quite stimulating and even 
fun. In pair work, for example, other students can act as ‘spies’, observing specific 
pre-determined criteria and noting them down for a post-task discussion as a group. 
Learners should also be encouraged to share what others in the group have done 
well. 

Written corrective feedback (WCF) 
The focus of written corrective feedback (WCF) can be on either form or content, 
and it is the learning goal that determines the type of feedback. If language accuracy 
is the main goal of a task, then a focus on form in the teacher’s feedback is essential, 
but if well-structured arguments are needed, focus on content is more important. 
As learners are graded on form as well as on content in many standard assessments 
such Schularbeiten (in-class tests) and the written Matura / schriftliche Reife- und 
Diplomprüfung (secondary school leaving exam), it is essential to consistently pro-
vide feedback on form as well as content throughout. 
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When providing feedback, a teacher further has to decide if their feedback should 
be focused (only one type of error is addressed) or unfocused (all errors are ad-
dressed). For beginners focused feedback might be more beneficial as they can con-
centrate on improving one particular area. Intermediate and advanced learners, 
however, often prefer all their errors indicated. In the correction process they then 
might decide to work on only a couple of errors or seek help from their peers or 
their teacher. 

As with OCF, WCF can also be direct, where the correct form is provided, or indi-
rect. Indirect feedback, i.e., indicating the error without providing the correct 
form, can take many forms. It can be accomplished by circling, highlighting or un-
derlining the errors, as well as a simple indication in the margin of the number of 
errors in a line or paragraph. Indirect feedback should always include a second step 
where students then need to correct these errors and get the teachers’ (or their 
peers’) feedback. 

Another type of feedback is metalinguistic, where errors are explained to learners. 
This can take two forms: either error codes in the text or in the margin, where usu-
ally rather broad categories are used (e.g., article, tense), or metalinguistic expla-
nations. The latter is more time-consuming for the teacher as learners’ errors need 
to be explained in detail, but it is beneficial for them because it helps them to better 
understand the nature of their errors. 

Types of written corrective feedback (WCF)  
Which kind of feedback a teacher uses often depends on their overall approach to 
teaching writing. One of the most common types of error correction is direct feed-
back, when the correct form is given by the teacher. The rationale behind it is sim-
ple: it is not as time-consuming as other types of correction. In addition, certain 
types of errors, such as idiomatic expressions, are a challenge for learners and re-
formulation is often seen as the most efficient way of showing learners how to ex-
press their thoughts in a more idiomatic way. The difficulty for teachers, however, 
is not to change learners’ utterances or their style of writing too much as this can 
be seen as imposing their own style onto their learners. 

Many teachers acknowledge that a drawback of this form of correction is that learn-
ers only file their work in a folder, very likely never looking at their corrected piece 
of writing again. Teachers would naturally prefer them to re-write their assign-
ments, however, to ensure that they actively think about and work on their errors 
instead of passively accepting their teachers’ corrections. 
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This active engagement with corrections can be more effectively encouraged when 
a process approach to teaching writing is taken. In process writing, learners pro-
duce a text in a series of stages, beginning with planning and prewriting, then com-
posing, followed by revising and editing before a final draft is published. Learners 
are expected to use the information they receive from their teacher to revisit their 
text and rewrite it, sometimes in multiple drafts. 

Error indication, a type of indirect feedback where the teacher does not provide the 
correct form of the error, is very common in process writing approaches. For ex-
ample, using error codes is a popular type of error indication, where abbreviations 
(e.g., ‘art’ for article) or colours (e.g., green for spelling) are used to indicate the 
type of error. Learners then have to figure out how to self-correct these code-
marked errors.  

Self-correction definitely requires learners to engage with the errors they made on 
a cognitive level. However, self-correction needs to be embedded in the teacher’s 
overall approach to teaching writing and learners need to be provided with strate-
gies to be able to self-correct their errors. In addition, as this method demands com-
mitment on the learners’ part, the teacher has to explain its value explicitly to the 
learners to ensure their acceptance. Learners have to realise that writing is a pro-
cess where several drafts are needed and trying to correct errors themselves will 
help them in the long run to avoid making them in the future.  

Peer feedback (also known as peer response or peer correction) can be another val-
uable addition to a process writing approach. It was originally developed for L1 pro-
cess writing but has become popular in L2 writing as well. It should be stressed, 
however, that learners need to be trained in giving their peers feedback for it to be 
effective for them, and they need to be guided by the teacher. For example, the 
teacher has to decide according to the level of the learners which area of a peer’s 
work learners should comment on. Focus on form might be less valuable for begin-
ners, whereas focus on a specific area of content might be easier to tackle. 

Which feedback method?  
There are many ways teachers can give feedback to their learners. It is essential to 
keep the needs of a specific group of learners in mind when choosing a feedback 
method, and learners should always be told why a specific feedback method is used 
in a particular situation so that they understand how it can aid their learning pro-
cess. Teachers also need to explain to learners how they should work with the feed-
back they receive to ensure that they get the most out of it.  
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No matter which type of error correction a teacher chooses, however, a personal 
statement should always be provided. Personal statements are especially popular 
among learners because they are addressed to them individually. Tailoring the 
statement to the individual learner is imperative as general or vague comments 
such as ‘Well done!’ are not appreciated by them (see Moser, 2020), and it is always 
a good idea to start with a positive note on their assignment before telling them 
what they can improve. Similarly, when written feedback is given on long-form oral 
production, such as presentations or speeches, a personal statement can be valua-
ble for commenting on distinct, individual aspects of a learner’s spoken perfor-
mance. 

Another aspect that always needs to be taken into account when talking about giv-
ing feedback is undeniably the mediating factors which are at play with both OCF 
and WCF. The feedback method itself, learners’ own laziness, their personal inter-
ests, self-confidence as well as anxiety have a considerable impact on their engage-
ment with corrective feedback (Moser, 2020). In addition to the important role 
teachers and peers play in this respect, other factors come into play, too. These fac-
tors very often go unrecognised by teachers because they are rooted in learners’ 
personal lives. For example, as a teacher you might suspect that the reason for 
learners not doing their homework is simple laziness. More often than not that is 
true, but sometimes there are other reasons for this behaviour. For example, learn-
ers might be so preoccupied with a problem in their personal life that they do not 
complete their assignments (Moser, 2020).  

It should be stressed, therefore, that taking learners’ individual needs into account 
and reflecting on feedback methods on a regular basis are definitely necessary if 
teachers want to provide effective feedback. 

Practical Applications 

Example 1  
Goal: learners will provide oral feedback to each other after performing a fluency-
based task, in addition to teacher feedback 

Activity: an interactive speaking task (e.g., storytelling or roleplay) 

Rationale: to engage learners in a constructive exchange of feedback that priori-
tises communicating during the task while allowing for reflection and error treat-
ment afterwards 
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Pre-knowledge: learners need to know metalanguage and phrases for giving feed-
back, what their role is in the task, and which criteria to give feedback on 

Level: CEFR B1+ and above 

Procedure 
1. The teacher divides learners into groups of four and distributes a picture se-
quence.  

2. The teacher instructs two learners to observe the other two learners in that group. 

3. The first pair is asked to work together to tell a story based on the picture, role-
playing as the characters in the picture. 

4. As the speaking pair speaks, the observers take notes. One observer focuses on 
one aspect of language, such as vocabulary, while the other observer focuses on 
another, such as agreement. Notes are recorded in a + column for good use of lan-
guage and --> column for areas to improve. 

5. The teacher observes each group without interrupting and makes their own 
notes. 

6. Afterwards, speakers share what they noticed about their own performance. Ob-
servers share what they have recorded. 

7. The pairs switch roles; the speaking pair now becomes the observers and vice 
versa as they roleplay a different picture sequence. 

8. Afterwards, the new speakers share what they noticed about their own perfor-
mance. The new observers share what they have recorded.  

9. In a whole class discussion, the teacher encourages groups to share their obser-
vations and the class comes up with a list of common errors, perhaps putting them 
on the board. The teacher elicits suggestions for how they can be corrected.  

10. The teacher provides any additional feedback, including their own observations 
of how the peer feedback exchange went. 

Example 2 
Goal: learners will work on errors in their written work themselves before getting 
final feedback from their teacher 

Activity: writing assignment (e.g., a report) 
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Rationale: to guide learners from seeing feedback as a product to seeing it as a pro-
cess 

Pre-knowledge: learners need to know how the feedback method works 

Level: CEFR A2+ and above 

Procedure 
1. The teacher provides learners with a written assignment.  

2. Learners are asked to write the assignment and upload their document on a 
learning platform. 

3. The teacher downloads learners’ documents and colour codes learners’ errors 
(e.g., blue for grammar, green for spelling etc.). 

4. Hints are given in brackets for certain errors (e.g., expressions, grammar, and 
content). 

5. The teacher posts the colour coded document on the learning platform. 

6. The teacher adds a personal written statement for each learner, telling them what 
they did well and which areas they need to improve.  

7. Learners correct the colour coded errors themselves, mark everything they have 
added in bold, and then upload the document to the learning platform. 

8. The teacher checks learners’ changes to the colour coded parts and underlines 
any new corrections so that learners can immediately see what has been changed. 

9. Short explanations are provided in brackets for certain errors (e.g., grammar) to 
support learners in correcting their written assignments. 

10. The teacher uploads the document on the learning platform and writes a second 
short personal statement. 

Activities and questions for reflection 
1. Critically reflect on your preferred WCF method. Does it take learners’ individual 
needs into account? 

2. Thinking back to the types of oral feedback outlined in this chapter, observe a 
class and try to understand why the teacher chose to correct an error (or ignore it) 
and why that type of correction was made. Would you have handled it differently? 
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If you do not have the opportunity to observe a class, you can find some sample 
lessons on YouTube. 

3. What are some reasons for implementing self-correction in WCF?  

4. Come up with a list of your own personal guidelines for giving oral feedback. 

  



120  Alia Moser and Mia Schweighofer 

 

References 
Bitchener, J., & Knoch, U. (2009). The value of a focused approach to written cor-

rective feedback. ELT Journal, 63(3), 204-211. 
Ellis, R. (2012). Language teaching research and language pedagogy. Wiley. 
Ellis, R., Loewen, S., & Erlam, R. (2006). Implicit and explicit corrective feedback 

and the acquisition of L2 Grammar. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 28(2), 
339-368. 

Ferris, D. R. (1999). The Case for Grammar Correction in L2 Writing Classes: A Re-
sponse to Truscott (1996). Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(1), 1-11. 

Ferris, D. R. (2004). The 'Grammar Correction' Debate in L2 Writing: Where Are We, 
and Where Do We Go from Here? (And What Do We Do in the Meantime ...?). 
Journal of Second Language Writing, 13(1), 49-62.  

Harmer, J. (2015). The practice of English language teaching (5th ed.). Pearson.  
Kerr, P. (2017). Giving feedback on speaking: Part of the Cambridge Papers in ELT series. 

Cambridge University Press.  
Lyster, R., & Ranta, L. (1997). Corrective feedback and learner uptake: Negotiation 

of form in communicative classrooms. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 
19(1), 37-66. 

Lyster, R., & Saito, K. (2010). Oral feedback in classroom SLA: A meta-analysis. Stud-
ies in Second Language Acquisition, 32(2), 265-302. 

McDonough, K., & Mackey, A. (2006). Responses to recasts: Repetitions, primed 
production, and linguistic development. Language Learning, 56(4), 693-720. 

Moser, A. (2020). Written Corrective Feedback: The Role of Learner Engagement. A Prac-
tical Approach. Springer. 

RIS – Rechtsinformationssystem des Bundes. (2022). Gesamte Rechtsvorschrift für 
Lehrpläne – allgemein bildende höhere Schulen. https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Gelten-
deFassung.wxe?Abfrage=Bundesnormen&Gesetzesnummer=20007850 [27 May 
2022] 

Scriven, M. (1967). The methodology of evaluation. In R. E. Stake (Ed.), Curriculum 
evaluation (pp. 39-83). Rand McNally. 

Sheen, Y., & Ellis, R. (2011). Corrective feedback in language teaching. In Hinkel, E. 
(Ed.), Handbook of Research in Second Language Teaching and Learning: Volume 2  
(pp. 593-610). Routledge. 

Truscott, J. (1999). The Case for "The Case Against Grammar Correction in L2 Writ-
ing Classes": A Response to Ferris. Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(2), 111-
122. 

  



 Correction and feedback 121 

 

Suggestions for further reading 
Brookhart, S. M. (2017). How to give effective feedback to your students (2nd ed.). ASCD. 

This book, while theoretically grounded, provides practical guidelines for imple-
menting feedback for both writing and speaking. In addition to detailed examples, 
it also offers a ‘snapshot view’ of feedback as an episode of learning, a ‘long view’ 
that considers its impact on learning, as well as content-specific suggestions. 

Ferris, D. R. (2011). Treatment of error in second language student writing (2nd ed.). 
The University of Michigan Press.  

This book provides a theoretical and practical guide for dealing with errors. It ad-
dresses the fundamental issues of which errors to attend to, how to respond to them 
and some of the most effective ways to provide feedback on errors. 

Reitbauer, M., Campbell, N., Mercer, S., Schumm Fauster J., & Vaupetitsch, R. 
(Eds.). (2013). Feedback Matters. Current Feedback Practices in the EFL Classroom. 
Peter Lang. 

This book shows a variety of feedback methods, ranging from peer feedback, online 
feedback to feedback on specific skills areas. It is especially valuable for obtaining 
an insight into different ways of giving feedback and also provides examples from 
classroom practice. 

Ur, P. (2012). A course in English language teaching (2nd ed.). Cambridge University 
Press. 

Chapter 7 of this book, ‘Error correction’, is particularly useful as it presents prac-
tical self-reflection tools for teachers, encouraging them to think about their own 
views and attitudes about giving feedback. It also includes questionnaires about 
oral and written correction that can be used to understand both student and teacher 
preferences for giving and receiving feedback. 

  



122  Alia Moser and Mia Schweighofer 

 

Commentary on reflection questions 
1. and 2. Your answers to these reflection questions will depend on your personal 
teaching experience and context. The point of these questions is to encourage re-
flection on your preferred methods for feedback and error correction. 

3. Research shows that self-correction is not a feedback method favoured by learn-
ers – mainly because it involves a lot of work. When it is only one element of a 
teacher’s overall approach to feedback, however, learners are usually not that op-
posed to the idea of doing it. The value of self-correction is clear. Learners need to 
go through their written assignment once more and become aware that they make 
errors in certain areas. In addition, learners are cognitively challenged as they need 
to figure out what is wrong by themselves. In this way, they are engaged in the cor-
rection process and are encouraged to see writing as a process, not a product. 

4. Answers to this question may vary as a teacher’s preferred feedback methods 
may be informed by many factors such as their views on authority, learner auton-
omy, student interaction, and whether correction should be done privately or in 
front of the whole class. 


