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1. Introduction 

Feedback is a crucial component of language instruction that influences 

learners’ learning and achievement. Through feedback teachers and learners 

meet the instructional goals. As a part of teacher-learner interaction, feedback 

provides information to learners on how well they are performing as well as 

correcting errors. Besides, feedback gives information on the progress of 

students learning about the targeted instructional goals. Studies in classroom 

language instruction have identified feedback as a means of motivating students 

to encourage success in the learning process as well as a means of correcting 

erroneous linguistic features (Ellis, 2009; Herra & Kulińska, 2018; Selvaraj & 

Azman, 2020). Students receive feedback as motivation in response to the 

correct linguistic forms they produce during instruction and corrective feedback 

(CF) as a response to their incorrect language production. 

Feedback can be provided orally or in written forms. Written feedback 

comprises written comments by the teacher on students’ written work. It consists 

of instructive written remarks and correction of different kinds (Bray, 2012). Its 

purpose is to provide a response from the teacher as a reader and assist with 

students’ improvement in their writing. Oral feedback (OF) entails spoken 

information provided as a response to learners’ utterances in oral activities in 

the classroom. OF is the expected interaction that happens in the classroom. 

Thus, it is a usual component of verbal communication between learners and 

teachers, or amongst learners during instruction (Bray, 2012). The teachers 

begin a dialogue that results in a student response, and in turn, the student is 

provided with feedback. In this sense oral feedback is understood as feedback 

that is immediately given orally by the teacher (Fungula, 2013). The study 

focuses on the teachers’ oral corrective feedback to students’ erroneous 

utterances in classroom interactions during English language lessons. 

Since it is normal for language learners to make errors when practicing and 

understanding the language they are learning, it is also normal for teachers to 

draw attention to learners’ linguistic errors by providing significant corrective 

feedback to correct and provide a basis for improvement. CF refers to the 

teacher’s actions after student’s error that minimally try to enlighten the learner 

of the error, and consists of statements that indicate the incorrectness of the 

learner’s output. (Ellis, 2007). CF as a teaching technique requires teachers to 

make sensible decisions including the errors to correct, choice of corrector 

(teacher or student), choice of CF technique, correcting timing as well as 

suitable language for providing feedback. Ellis (2013, p. 3) is of the view that 

students’ error correction can be seen as necessary, but can also be seen as 

potentially unsafe as it can undermine students’ interest in learning. Thus, it 

must be delivered in a supportive atmosphere. This study aimed at investigating 

teachers’ behaviours that accompanied the OCF strategies and their influence 

on the students’ responses to the OCF. It set out to answer two questions, which 

ware: 1) What teachers’ behaviours co-exist with the OCF strategies in the 
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English language lessons? 2) How do these teachers’ behaviours influence the 

students’ response (uptake) to OCF? 

Since its formal establishment in Tanzania (formerly Tanganyika) in 1921, 

English language teaching and learning has undergone various historical phases. 

Initially, English was only taught to a select group of privileged individuals who 

separated themselves from the majority’s lifestyles and formed their own class 

(Mapunda, 2015). At the time of the British colonial rule (1918–1961), English 

was the official language. Additionally, English was mandated and adopted as 

the medium of education. At that time, Swahili was to be used all through the 

first five years of primary education and English for the next three years of 

primary education and throughout secondary education (Mapunda & Gibson, 

2022; Rubagumya et al., 2021). Swahili had attained a high level of political 

prominence and broad acceptance by the time the nation attained independence 

in 1961. It was used by the Government, and in 1967 it was adopted as the major 

language of instruction in primary education. After Swahili became the 

language of instruction in primary education, the original plan was to expand 

Swahili to the first two years of secondary school by 1973. In January 1982, the 

Presidential Commission of Education suggested that all secondary education 

should use Swahili as a medium of instruction by 1985, followed by higher 

education in 1992 (Rwezaura, 1993). However, the country is experiencing a 

different situation since because it is only at the primary school level where the 

implementation of these policies has been effected.  

Tanzania is currently implementing the 1995 Education and Training policy, 

which indicates Swahili and English as the official languages of education where 

Swahili is a major language of instruction in primary schools, with English being 

a required subject (MoE, 1995). English is the language of instruction for 

secondary school, and Swahili will be a required subject up to the ordinary level. 

Following this policy, children in the country start learning English as a subject 

in primary education but when they join secondary education, they change the 

MoI from Swahili to English, which does not facilitate effective teaching and 

learning in classrooms. It has been disclosed that at the secondary level of 

education students fail to learn successfully through the English language as the 

sole medium of instruction. (Brock-Utne, 2002). Studies have revealed that both 

learners and teachers struggle in education concerning language which in the 

end bring about poor results in the English subject in national examinations, 

students’ communication problems as well as an increase in the number of 

students who join secondary schools with little English (Mapunda, 2022; Qorro, 

2006; Tibategeza, 2009). 

The English language situation in secondary school classrooms requires 

teachers with enough language proficiency and sufficient language teaching 

skills to make their students more involved in their classrooms and become more 

effective in their teaching. These abilities encompass the skills in making 

rigorous pronunciation of the language, speaking the language confidently and 
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fluently in the classroom, and giving proper feedback on students’ class work 

(Van Canh & Renandya, 2017, p. 68). Feedback is depicted as ‘one of the 

strongest bearings on learning especially when it delivers the information, 

connecting to the assignment or learning process, that helps to bridge the gap 

between learner’s prior knowledge and what is expected to be grasped. (Hattie 

& Timperley, 2007.) One of the common forms of feedback in language 

classrooms is corrective feedback. The provision of appropriate corrective 

feedback in a proper manner is of vital importance in language learning. 

Chandler, (2003) states that making learners conscious of the discrepancies 

between their interlanguage and the target language can promote the 

development of their second language. 

2. Literature Review 

Studies on CF (e.g. Ellis, 2017; Hendrickson, 1978; Lyster, & Saito, 2010) 

have centered mainly on the types of CF strategies, teachers’ preferences on 

these strategies, teachers’ and students’ and attitude towards learners’ uptake. 

Moreover, several studies (e.g. Faqeih, 2015; Halim, et al., 2021) have focused 

on teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards CF. A few other studies (e.g. Divsar 

& Dolat pour, 2018; Tulis, 2013) have focused on teachers’ behaviour in 

providing CF in the classrooms. Guvendir (2011) for instance, has specifically 

studied the role of non-verbal behaviour of teachers in providing students with 

CF and their consequences. According to Yoshida (2010), social and 

pedagogical demands of classes inform teachers’ corrective behaviours. This 

means that, apart from using corrective feedback strategies, teachers do employ 

other behaviours in response to students’ errors due to the pedagogical and 

social demands of the class. It was, therefore, considered valuable for 

researchers to conduct this investigation focusing on the teachers’ behaviours 

that accompany corrective feedback strategies during classroom interaction.  

The students’ verbal reactions towards a given OCF have been termed 

Uptake. Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen (2001) view uptake as a learner 

expression that directly follows the teacher’s OCF. It comprises a sort of 

reaction to the teacher’s intention to attract awareness to some feature of the 

learner’s original utterance (this general intention is obvious to the learner, even 

though the teacher’s linguistic orientation may not exactly be specified) CF is 

strongly connected to student uptake. Students’ uptake following CF determines 

the degree of students’ classroom participation in the error treatment episodes 

in teacher-student interaction. It is also associated with the effectiveness of 

different forms of CF. Effective CF has been determined by its capacity to 

trigger uptake, and successful repair of the errors (Tatawy, 2012, p. 14). 

Previous studies (e.g. Lee, 2007; Lightbown & Spada, 1999; Lyster et al., 2013) 

have shown that teachers’ provision of CF for learners’ errors always works 

properly if it occurs in ways that integrate meaningful and sustained 

communicative interaction as well as encourage students to play a part in the 

process of correcting their errors. 
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The provision of appropriate CF is of vital importance in language learning 

when it leads to students’ uptake, especially self-repair of errors. When learners 

adjust their erroneous utterances in reaction to CF, learning chances are created 

through CF given and the construction of improved utterances. (Mcdonough, 

2005, p. 79). Studies on the provision of CF in ELT classrooms in Tanzania are 

not common. Little research has been carried out on what is being practiced in 

ELT classrooms concerning teachers’ CF and the students’ uptake. It is then 

worthy for this study to focus on teachers’ OCF accompanying behaviours and 

their influence on students’ uptake in English language lessons in Tanzanian 

secondary school classroom contexts.  

2.1. Theoretical Framework 

This study applies Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory (SCT). This theory 

views learning, as a dialog. This is to say that language learning occurs as a 

result of dialogic interaction. This interaction allows an expert (e.g., a teacher) 

to make a context in which novices (students) can actively play part in their 

learning the expert can modify the assistance that the novices are given (Antón, 

1999 in Ellis 2009). According to Ellis (2000, p. 209), learning does not occur 

via interaction, but in interaction. Students first accomplish a new task 

successfully with the help of another person, and then learn to implement it 

independently. Thus, social interaction mediates learning. 

The key constructs of SCT are Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), 

scaffolding, mediation, and regulation. ZPD means the gap between the real 

developmental point which is indicated by solving problems unassisted and the 

level of possible development as determined through problem-solving under the 

guidance of an adult or in cooperation with skilled peers. The first level is the 

one already attained by a learner. At this level, a learner can solve a problem 

without help. The second level is the one yet to be achieved by a learner. It is a 

level of potential development that a learner can reach but with the assistance of 

a teacher or more competent peer. SCT further believes that the transition from 

the student’s actual development stage to the potential developmental stage 

begins and it also molded by the dialogic interaction between the teacher and 

the student.  

The concept of social interaction in SCT is vital in understanding the OCF 

behaviours and students’ uptake behaviours as elements of classroom 

interaction. According to SCT, much vibrant knowledge gaining by the child 

happens all the way through social interaction with an experienced trainer. The 

trainer may shape behaviour and deliver oral directives to the learner. This 

process is referred to as collaborative or cooperative dialogue. Participation is 

the key to cooperation in which the learner and the more knowledgeable others 

need to work together to reach the target, which is aiming for developing the 

ZPD. It is furthermore supposed that interaction is the bridge that connects the 

meaning of the support provided between the more knowledgeable other and the 
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learner. Social interaction works best in a joint-problem solving to develop the 

learner’s ZPD. 

3. Method 

3.1. Participants  

A total of 901 students from two secondary schools in Ubungu District, Dar 

es Salaam Region, participated in the study. These were from community-

owned secondary schools, and they were at the general certificate level. Besides, 

six (6) English language teachers from the same schools also participated. The 

schools are average mainstream public schools that have the same qualities in 

terms of facilities. For confidentiality, these schools are referred to as School A 

and school B throughout the paper. School A was established in 2004. It has an 

English language department, which has ten English language teachers. School 

B was established in 2008 and has an English language department with six 

teachers. The study involved Form I to Form IV classes in both schools.  

3.2. Data Collection Instruments 

The data were collected by classroom non-participant observation and 

interview methods.  

3.2.1 Non-Participant Observation 

The study used non-participant observation, and we had a checklist for the 

observation. Thirteen lessons were observed. The lessons observed involved 

English Language formal grammar, reading lessons, writing and literature. 

During classroom observation, the teacher-student interactions in English 

language lessons were audio-recorded. The classroom observation aimed at 

capturing mainly teacher-student communicative activities, and how errors were 

treated, mostly by teachers. Students’ uptake was also on the checklist. 

3.2.2. Interview 

The interviews were carried out with 6 English language teachers and 8 

students who were also involved in observation. The interviews aimed to 

complement the data obtained in the classroom observations. 

3.3. Data Analysis 

The audio recordings from classroom observation and interviews were 

transcribed into text files. After transcription was made, all the transcripts were 

comprehensively reviewed for understanding the data, then coded with the aid 

of QRS NVIVO 12 software. The process of coding observation data was guided 

by an error treatment sequence (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). The actual incidents of 

OCF were defined as a sequence that contains a trigger (student erroneous 

utterance), the feedback move, and (optionally) uptake (student’s response to 

the feedback). Teachers’ behaviours that co-occurred with the CF process were 

identified and codded. The interview data were coded depending on the 
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behavioural themes identified in the respondents’ answers to the question 

concerning the ways teachers handle students’ errors in the classrooms.  

4. Results and Discussion 

In this part, the findings are presented according to the two questions which 

the paper is addressing: (1) What teachers’ behaviours co-exist with the OCF 

strategies in the English language lessons? And 2) How do these teachers’ 

behaviours influence the students’ response (uptake) to OCF? We are firstly 

providing results for question one. 

The results from the classroom observation indicate 202 interactional 

episodes that comprise teachers’ oral corrective feedback. Teachers applied at 

least six OCF strategies, which are explicit correction, clarification request, 

recasts, metalinguistic feedback, repetition, and a combination of more than one 

strategy. Out of these feedback sequences, 123 were responded to by students. 

This means that students responded to 61% of all corrective feedback provided 

by their teachers in the 13 lessons observed. Seventy-nine turns, equivalent to 

39%, were not responded to. The responses from students include repetition of 

teacher’s feedback, incorporation of the correct form provided by the teacher 

into a longer utterance, peer- repair and Self-repair. There were responses in 

which errors were not successfully repaired; they include acknowledgements, 

different errors, hesitations, off-target and the same errors. During classroom 

observations and the interviews, some teachers’ behaviours that frequently co-

occurred with the CF strategies were identified. The effects of these behaviours 

on the students’ uptake results in the classrooms were also identified. The 

behaviours included non-verbal cues, manners of implementing the CF 

strategies, translanguaging, and the use of negative comments.  

4.1. Nonverbal Behaviours 

In this, teachers applied nonverbal signals to the learners to indicate that 

something was wrong with their utterances. In these cases, teachers pause and 

display facial expressions to show something is not okay with the students’ 

utterances. These actions were recorded in the observation notes only when they 

immediately followed a student’s error and when they led to students’ responses. 

The responses were the student’s attempts to adjust the ill-formed utterances. 

According to Ellis (2009), paralinguistic signals in corrective feedback take in 

the use of gestures or facial appearance to show that the student has produced 

an ill formed utterance. Excerpts 1 and 2 from the classroom observation data 

demonstrate the actions.  

(1) (School A, T5- Expressing Parallel Increase lesson) 

S. *Ze smaller ze area ze higher ze plessure [multiple phonological 

errors/ze/ for /ðə/ and / plɛʃə/ for /prɛʃə/] 

T. mmmh, [head shake with a look that showed discontent] 
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S. *Ple…plessure /plɛʃə/ 

T. Who can say the sentence nicely 

(2)(School A, T4-Reading)  

T. what is dense forest? 

S. *Area scattered trees [grammatical error] 

T. hiss sound [combined with sneering] 

S2. Many trees together 

T. Class, someone to define correctly? 

The teachers in these excerpts presented sounds and facial expressions as a 

way of signifying to the learners of their incorrect sentences. However, the head 

shake and discontent looking in (1) and hissing sound combined with sneering 

in (2) caused discomfort to the students as they showed signs of wary and 

discomfort. The student in (1) tried to respond but ended up with hesitation and 

repetition of the second phonological error / plɛʃə/ for /prɛʃə/]. In example (2), 

a peer student responded, leaving the student who made an error silent. 

However, the errors were not successfully handled.  

4.2. OCF Implementation Styles 

In this part, we are presenting findings on the second research question 

which reads How do these teachers’ behaviours influence the students’ response 

(uptake) to OCF? The classroom observation data discloses different teachers’ 

behaviours in implementing the six OCF strategies which were identified. The 

way these strategies were executed in the classrooms affected the students’ 

responses. For example, explicit corrective feedback was applied extensively in 

the classrooms observed in the two schools studied. The strategy also led to a 

number of no uptake from the students as the table summarizes: 

Table 1. 

Uptakes in Relation to Explicit Correction 

 

Explicit 

Correction 

Sch.

A 

Sch.

B 

Uptake Sch.

A 

Sch

. B 

Tota

l 

No Uptake Sch. 

A 

Sch

. B 

 42 37 Acknowledgemen

t 

1 0 1 34 15 19 

   Incorporation 5 3 8    

   Peer -repair 5 7 12    

   Repetition 10 14 24    

 79 45  34 
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As Table 1 shows, out of 79 explicit corrective feedback provided by 

teachers, 34 moves were not responded to by the students. 

Apart from being applied extensively, the style employed by the teachers in 

implementing this OCF was corrective feedback as affirmation or 

encouragement to the students. Although there were moments when teachers 

instructed students to repeat the correct forms, the oral corrective feedback 

sequence ended up with teachers’ feedback turns. Most of the students received 

explicit corrections as directives that do not need any action as in the following 

excerpt from classroom observational data: 

(3) (School A, T2-Definite Article lesson) 

S. The sea it is blue colour [Grammatical error] 

T. You have tried to construct a sentence but the sentence it is not in 

a good grammar, eeh, so we can say ...the sea is in blue colour or the sea 

is colorless [Explicit correction] 

The way the CF was presented left the student with nothing to say because 

the teacher completed it all. This behaviour also led to chances of no-uptake for 

the students.  

Furthermore, the findings revealed another teacher’s style of implementing 

the CF in the classroom which was the tendency of the teachers to address the 

feedback to the whole class when one student commits an error while speaking. 

There were cases in the classrooms where teachers turned to the whole class 

after a student’s ‘errors. In most cases, this tendency resulted in random peer 

corrections and other cases remained unresolved because no one in the classes 

felt responsible to react to the feedback as in extracts 4 and 5 from classroom 

data: 

(4) (School A, T5- Expressing Parallel Increase) 

S. *The bigger the National park the bigger animal [grammatical 

error]  

T. mmh… Class is the sentence okay? [clarification Request] 

(5) (School B, T2- Expressing Opinions) 

S.* I pay my more salary if were a president [grammatical error] 

T. Class who can make the sentence correct? 

In the two extracts, the teachers tried to give turns to the whole class but 

everyone stayed silent and the cases remained unsettled. Accordingly, when 

providing feedback, teachers frequently used phrases that shifted the role of 

responding from the student who made an error to anybody in the class. These 

phrases changed the focus of the feedback from the student who initially made 

an error to the whole class. Consequently, any student who felt like responding 

to the teachers ‘feedback did so which then resulted in such uptakes from peer 
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students than self-repairs. Table 2 summarizes the phrases used by teachers in 

the lessons observed which shifted the role of uptaking from the students who 

made errors to other students of the class.  

Table 2. 

Summary of Phrases that Shifted the Role of Uptake 

 

Moreover, whenever a peer student showed an intent of responding by 

raising up a hand, teachers offered opportunities without waiting for the initial 

student who made the error try to work on the feedback provided.  

Lastly, in the CF implementation manners, the classroom data showed that 

students were denied chances to respond to feedback. In most cases, teachers 

did not give enough time to the students who made errors to work on the 

feedback they provided. For this case, some feedback turns were not worked on 

with the students. This happened mostly with recasts. Out of the 30 recasts that 

appeared in the classroom observation data only six (6) received students’ 

uptakes. The opportunities for learner response following recasts were very few 

in the lessons observed. Teachers frequently denied students chance to respond; 

so, the students missed enough chances to restructure the flawed expressions 

using the provided recasts. In the current study, the teachers continued with 

teaching and writing on the chalkboard after some feedback moves without 

considering the students who were being corrected, as in the following excerpt: 

(6) (School B, T1- Talking about past events) 

S. *He is going to cleaning [grammatical error-wrong tense] 

Phrase Source  Lesson 

…Class is the sentence okay?’ School B, T1 Talking about past events 

...Class who can make the 

sentence correct? 

School B,T2 Expressing Opinions  

..Class do we say ‘/seŋk ju/ 

or/θaŋk ju/? 

School A,T6 Expressing Future Plans 

.... enhee, mwingine... (another 

one...) 

School B,T1 

Expressing likes and dislikes 

...Class is he right?, School B,T2 Reading for comprehension 

...another one School B,T2 Reading for comprehension 

…someone to try School A,T5 Expressing parallel increase 

…who can repeat it School A,T2 Definite Article 

…someone else... School B,T3 Seeking and Giving  

...another trial.. School A T2 Definite Article 
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T. He is going to clean [Recast]...enhee, mwingine... 

(enhee...another one...) [while writing the correct form on the board] 

4.3. Translanguaging 

The findings also reveal the teachers’ behaviour of navigating freely 

between the two languages available in the classroom; that is English and 

Swahili in the process of providing CF. Whenever translanguaging occurred in 

the classroom, functioned in the same purpose as other OCF strategies. The 

translanguaging practices identified were metalinguistic feedbacks and 

clarification request as in excerpts 7 and 8.  

(7) (School A, T3- indefinite articles)  

S. * That is an animals [ grammatical error-wrong article] 

T. nimeshasema ‘an’ inatumika na umoja sio wingi [metalinguistic 

feedback] 

(I have already said, ‘an’ is used with singular not plural) 

(8) (School B, T1 Talking about past events)  

S. *When I reached there, I see not only her parents but also her 

brothers [grammatical error-wrong tense] 

T. Unaongelea tukio la wakati uliopita; tumia past tense  

(You are talking about a past event; use the past tense] 

 These OCF turns ended up with Swahili expressions without taking 

into account of the target language form being taught.  

 

4.4. Language of Correction 

During classroom lessons, there were moments where teachers used 

language that sounds as scolding students. This type of language was coded as 

negative corrective comments during data analysis. These comments did not fit 

to the common strategies of OCF identified in most CF studies. These comments 

were coded only when they immediately followed a student erroneous utterance 

and when they indicated to the student who made an error that there is something 

uncommon. However, these comments did not point to the error directly but 

they made students detect that there is something wrong with the utterance made 

and try to respond to the feedback as in excerpts 9 and 10 from the classroom 

observation data. 

(9) (School A, T2-Definite article)  

S. *The driver the car every day [grammatical error-missing verb] 

T. eeeh! You must be crazy[ corrective comment] 
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S. aaa…the ...the driver… [ uptake-Hesitation] 

S2: the diver drives the car every day 

(10) School B, T3- Business Letters)  

S. The letter must have solution [lexical error–use of the word 

solution instead of salutation] 

T. You are not serious 

S. the …. the... [ uptake-Hesitation] 

S2. salutation  

T. Yes, it is salutation not solution 

In the examples above the teacher provided comments after the students 

made the ill-formed sentences as in (9) you must be crazy (10) you are not 

serious immediately after the students made some errors. The students who 

made errors tried to respond to these teachers’ comments but they ended up 

hesitating which then gave chance to peer students to respond. 

The interview findings corroborate the classroom observation data. Teachers 

and students reported classroom behaviours that accompany teachers’ CF in 

English language lessons. Some teachers’ responses to the interview question 

‘How do you handle students’ oral errors in your lessons?’ affirm the 

translanguaging practice presented in Table 2:  

Table 2. 

Teachers’ responses on translanguaging 

Teacher Response 

T1A ....When I am teaching I try to translate vocabularies into Swahili to 

help them though it is not allowed ... 

T6A  To tell you the truth, I speak to them in Swahili when they make 

errors. ..They don’t know English. 

T1B .... I translate to Swahili, sometimes I call them in the office and help 

them. I give them correction by telling them right sentences 

T4B ….when they speak wrong English sometimes I change to Swahili to 

make it clear…otherwise they will not understand the correct answer 

T3 A I give correction in Swahili kuweka msisitizo maana wanarudiarudia 

kosa hilo hilo (I give correction in Swahili to emphasize because they 

always repeat same error)  

T5A I have to translate to Swahili they don’t have good English  

 

The findings from the interviews with students also revealed how their 

teachers correct their errors in the English language lessons. The second 

interview question asked the students to say how their teachers corrected their 
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errors in the classrooms during instruction. Apart from showing the methods 

that their teachers use in correcting their errors some reported their teachers’ 

behaviours such as being denied a chance to respond to their teachers’ feedback 

as the following student narrates: 

Mmm.. mimi pale niliposema ze...ze... pursue… (pronounced as 

/pʊrsʊ/ instead of /pəsjuː/) kanikata jicho... kaona anipotezee… 

kamchagua mwingine aongee (there, when I said ze pursue (/pʊrsʊ/) … 

she gave me a stern look, ignored me, and picked another one to 

speak)(S4 school A) 

This scenario happened in a reading lesson where the student was 

reading a story brought to the class by teacher. The excerpt below shows the 

scenario drawn from the class : 

(11) (School A, T4-Reading) 

S....Though the antelopes were running at a high speed...he 

managed ze...ze.. (here the student was supposed to read the 

word‘to’) ....pu..pursu ....[phonological error /pʊrsʊ/ instead of 

/pəsjuː/] 

T. na wewe !...Asome mwingine (...you..let another one read)  

In addition, the student’s response reveals the nonverbal behaviour of bad 

look which was also observed in the classroom.  

4.5. Discussion 

The study focuses on the teachers’ behaviours that accompany the OCF 

strategies and their influence to the students’ response to the CF. It answers two 

questions which are (1) what teachers’ behaviours that co-exist with the CF 

strategies in the English language lessons? (2) How do these behaviours 

influence the students’ response to CF? The results exposes behaviours such as 

nonverbal actions (head shake, discontent look and sneering); OCF 

implementation manners (corrections as affirmation, denying students chance to 

respond to feedback, addressing the feedback to the whole class when one 

student commits an error); translanguaging and negative corrective comments. 

These findings are consistent with the results of Herra, & Kulińska, (2018) 

research which indicated that teachers also rely on comprehensible forms of 

behaviors in providing them with corrective feedback. Moreover, on extensive 

use of explicit correction, the results are consistent with Sebonde and Biseko’s 

(2013) findings on the techniques that Tanzanian English language teachers use 

to handle students’ morpho-syntactic errors. The findings on the absence of 

chances for students to respond to feedback concur with Panova and Lyster 

(2002) study which shows that the use of recasts provided very little opportunity 

for learners to respond, leading to low rates of learner uptake and immediate 

error repair. However, with regard to the teachers’ behaviour of translanguaging, 

the results contradict Uddin (2021) findings that CF with language switching 
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can be effective in leading to uptakes and repairs. For the case of this study, 

OCF of this kind did not invite responses from the students who were being 

corrected. 

The use of nonverbal behaviours and corrective negative comments, requires 

extra attention for the students to realize that their teachers are notifying them 

about their erroneous utterances. However, the way the teachers offered the 

signals just made students feel that there was something wrong with their 

utterances but could not specifically identify the errors and correct them. For the 

side of students there were signs of discomfort and upset which caused them to 

try fix their utterances unsuccessfully. Such kinds of corrective feedback can 

have very low worth for the learners concerning their errors because the aim of 

corrective feedback is to make students improve their flaws in using language 

and not otherwise. Students might fossilize errors that teachers have certainly 

not attempted to correct by simply offering unseemly signals and comments. 

Normally, it is understood that Corrective feedback must be clear as well as 

effective on the students’ learning instead of causing disappointments and 

distress. For this to be possible, the teachers need to know to some extent about 

the students’ prior level of understanding, capacity to apply the feedback 

provided and at least a little about what emotional response the student might 

have to the corrective feedback (Chudowsky & Glaser 2001). Hattie and 

Timperley (2007) state that, feedback becomes more successful when it does not 

bring damage to students’ self-esteem. The findings with the nonverbal 

behaviours and negative corrective comments have evidenced how ignoring this 

fact can affect the student’s feelings as student 4 of school A expressed being 

unsatisfied with her teacher’s feedback in the interview: 

These behaviours left students unsatisfied with the feeling of being ignored, 

a situation which made students passive in class. These behaviours limited the 

social interactions in the lessons hence high chances of no uptake.  

In the case of the OCF implementation manners, the behaviours affected the 

rate of uptake to the students also by restraining the response chances. 

Nonetheless, studies have emphasized the importance of providing 

opportunities for students to act upon the given feedback. Lyster (1998) makes 

it clear that teachers need to offer chance after providing the corrective feedback 

for learners to respond. Also, Tataway (2012), depicts that providing students 

with time and opportunity for self-repair benefits language development. 

Further, Amalia and Marmanto (2019) add that students are likely to respond to 

the corrective feedback when they are vigorously involved in the teaching and 

learning process. Allowing students to react to the teacher’s OCF will encourage 

them to participate in class activities. Additionally, the tendency of the teachers 

to address the feedback to the whole class when a student committed an error or 

appointing another student to correct before even the one who made an error 

tried to respond to the feedback, triggered several peer-repair uptakes. 



Mapunda& Kyara / “You must be crazy!” Teacher Corrective Feedback and …15   

Furthermore, the results disclose translanguaging by the teachers in the 

classrooms observed and in the interview responses. Although studies 

(Cunningham & Graham, 2000; Echevarría et al., 2010; Jiménez et al., 2015; 

and Pacheco, & Miller, 2016) have insisted on the benefits of translanguaging 

such as strengthening understanding of structures of the language, or ability to 

focus on language rules as well as encouraging students to use all of their 

linguistic resources, the process of implementing it in the teaching of language 

needs to be systematic and careful. For the case of this study, teachers reported 

to use the two languages English (the target language) and Swahili because of 

low English proficiency of their students. However, the teachers’ fear on their 

students’ level of proficiency may constrain students’ opportunity to learn the 

target language. The incidents identified in the classrooms as in excerpts (7) and 

(8) ended in Swahili without considering the target language form being 

discussed. Also, the feedback did not invite responses from the students who 

were being corrected. Burton and Rajendram (2019) assert that the use of 

translanguaging in the ESL lessons cannot be seen as a resource but rather as a 

barrier to maximizing the use English during instruction. This is because the use 

of any other language other than the target language can destruct students from 

their drive of improving their TL competence. 
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5. Conclusion and Implication 

This study discloses the teachers’ behaviours that go with the OCF strategies 

and their influence on the students’ uptake. Our research reveals that when 

teachers are correcting students’ errors do deliver some behaviours with the 

OCF strategies, which, in one way or another, influences the students’ uptake. 

The study discovers nonverbal behaviours such as head shake, eye contact, and 

sneering. These behaviours resulted in unsuccessful students’ responses as they 

ended up hesitating without knowing what to do while some resulted in peer 

repair. In addition, CF implementation manners for example corrections as 

affirmation, denying students the chance to respond to feedback, and addressing 

the feedback to the whole class when one student commits an error, affected the 

learners’ uptake by creating chances for no uptake and random peer repairs. This 

happens also to translanguaging and negative corrective comments.  

Given the prevalence of more or fewer teachers’ behaviours that happen 

throughout corrective feedback in English language classrooms, further research 

is desirable to study the entire atmosphere that surrounds error correction 

processes in the classroom. This is because these behaviours have significant 

effects when it comes to classroom learning and students’ participation in the 

process of error correction. It is understood that the manner of delivering CF to 

learners needs to increase learning progress without destructing their motivation 

and language development.  

Pedagogically, language teaching practitioners are commended to 

reconsider and manage their oral corrective behaviours and reactions in the 

course of providing corrective feedback in ELT classrooms. As well, instructors 

must observe the amount of anxiety caused by OCF in learners and adopt 

methods that facilitate rather than debilitate learning. 
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