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Abstract. It is currently unclear how the oral corrective feedback (CF) in the speaking process 

affects the motivation of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners to speak in 

communicative classrooms. The current study intended to address this problem by testing 

whether EFL learners’ motivation by correcting their errors is influenced significantly by 

corrective feedback while not causing any demotivation to the learners to speak in a second 

language (L2) one way or another. As per the results of the analysis of the gathered primary data 

in the study, it was found that the participants were not only greatly motivated to correct their 

errors by the corrective feedback, but on the other hand, they were demotivated from speaking. 

The study therefore concluded that corrective feedback makes EFL learners in Saudi Arabian 

secondary school classrooms motivated enough to correct their errors, but simultaneously 

demotivates them from speaking.  

Keywords. Corrective feedback, communicative classrooms, Direct/Indirect corrective 

feedback, EFL, Implicit/Explicit corrective feedback, motivation 

1. Introduction 

Several studies have already been conducted on the effect of corrective feedback on the 

motivation of students’ learning English as Foreign Language (EFL). However, most of those 

studies focus on written or grammar elements with very few studies been conducted on the 

speaking skill, especially in areas where English is taught as a foreign or second language 

(Abdollahifam, 2014; Daneshvar & Rahimi, 2014; Hamidun, Hashim, & Othman, 2012; 

Mollestam & Hu, 2016). As such, it is not clear how corrective feedback affects the motivation 

of EFL learners in communicative classrooms.  

The purpose of the current study is to explore the students’ attitudes towards speaking 

English at Saudi female public secondary school classrooms and to observe how it is influenced 

by corrective feedback. In the current study, the researcher hypothesised that EFL learners are 

significantly motivated to correct their errors if they are given corrective feedback. However, 

the corrective feedback can also demotivate them from speaking in English L2.   

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Corrective Feedback 

As indicated by Yoshida (2011), corrective feedback refers to any indication to the 

learners, either by the teachers or by the learners’ peers that the learners are inaccurate in their 

use of the language in writing or in communication. There are several types of corrective 

feedback which relates to L2 learning which are: explicit correction feedback, recasts feedback, 
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clarification requests feedback, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation feedback and repetition 

feedback that could be group as either explicit or implicit (Pınar Babanoğlu, 2015). Explicit 

correction feedback corrects what the student had written or spoken at the same time indicating 

what was not linguistically correct while recast feedback provides a reformulation of all or part 

of what the students had written or spoken with incorrect parts replaced with what is correct. 

Clarification requests feedback, on the other hand, indicates that what the student had written 

or spoken is incorrect or is not legible to show that it needs to be reformulated while 

metalinguistic feedback questions the correctness of what a student had written or spoken 

without explicitly providing what is correct. Elicitation feedback requires the students to 

provide the correct form of what is written or spoken by the students while repetition feedback 

type repeats what had been written or spoken incorrectly by a student with a change in the 

intonation.  

It has been found that both implicit and explicit corrective feedback are used in 

speaking classes with explicit corrective feedback (explicit correction, elicitation and repletion) 

being used more widely than implicit corrective feedback (implicit correction, recasts, 

clarification requests and metalinguistic feedbacks) (Haryanto, 2015; Kirgoz & Agcam, 2015; 

Motlagh, 2015; Ozturk, 2016; Zohrabi & Ehsani, 2014). Moreover, it has also been found that 

corrective feedback enhances the performance of students in post-speaking activities (Eine, 

Gorjian, & Pazhakh, 2013) and communicative oral tasks (Faqeih, 2015; Haifaa & Emma, 

2014). Oral corrective feedback, whether explicit or implicit, has been found to be perceived 

by the students to be highly important in the enhancement of their speaking abilities (Muslem, 

Zulfikar, & Asrila, 2017; Tomczyk, 2013). As a matter of fact, it has been found that in 

speaking classes, students prefer oral corrective feedback to written corrective feedback 

(Ananda, Febriyanti, Yamin, & Mu’in, 2017). A study by Gamlo (2019) revealed that EFL 

Saudi learners prefer to have immediate CF on their grammatical speaking errors they make by 

their teachers who they considered are the best source of feedback since the teachers are the 

most qualified and expert in the field. A recent study by Alsolami (2019) concluded that oral 

CF is an efficacious pedagogical approach in the EFL classroom since   it assists with capturing 

various aspects of English L2 language lessons such as pronunciations and spelling. This is in 

addition to the fact that oral CF also offers an important opportunity for both, teachers and 

learners in error identification and eradication. Another recent study by Alharbi (2020) 

explored the preferences of EFL Saudi learners with regards to oral CF. She concluded that 

when EFL teachers aim to identify and match their students’ preferences of oral CF, it will lead 

to great improvement and development in their English L2.  

Studies against the use of corrective feedback in speaking classes are very limited and 

extended search on the literature could not identify specific empirical studies against the use 

oral corrective feedback.   

    

2.2 Motivation 

From a cognitive point of view, motivation is explained by two theories, which are the 

expectancy theory and the goal setting theory (Braver, 2015). As indicated by O’Neil, Drillings, 

& O’Neil (2012), the expectancy theory of motivation explains why and how individuals 

choose one behaviour option over others based on the belief that effort results in performance 

that is highly valuable in terms of rewards, with the rewards being guaranteed after the 

performance. On the other hand, the goal setting theory of motivation explains how task 

performance is influenced by the nature of goals set by the person (O’Neil et al., 2012). Based 

on these two theories, the learners’ motivation in a classroom may depend on the learners’ 

goals and the beliefs that effort results in performance that is highly valuable in terms of 

rewards with the rewards being guaranteed after the performance. Available studies have 

indicated that students are motivated to write and produce good writing due to meaningful 
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feedback such as the corrective feedback they get from their teachers regardless of whether it 

is given to the students directly or indirectly by the teachers (Eslami, 2014; Ghandi & 

Maghsoudi, 2014; Van-Beuningien, De-Jong, & Kuiken, 2010).   

 

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Study Design  

           The study design that was utilised in the current study to guide the collection and 

analysis of data was the quasi-experimental design (Reichardt & Little, 2019). Participants 

were assigned to either the experimental group or the control group non-randomly with each 

of the two groups having 15 participants. Participants assigned to either of the two groups were 

matched in terms of age, proficiency level and classrooms to control the potential confounding 

factors.  

 

3.2 Participants and sampling  

         Participants in the current study were 30 Saudi, female, high school students aged 

between 17 years and 19 years (M=18.2, SD=1.35) with English proficiency levels ranging 

from low to intermediate according to their previous exam results at their school in English. 

The selection of the participants was made randomly by selecting students at a Saudi female 

public secondary school randomly using the stratified random sampling method to enhance the 

representativeness of the sample (Walliman, 2015).  

 

3.3 Measures 

Learners’ reaction and motivation questionnaire (LRMQ) was used in the study to 

measure the learners’ motivation in the investigated communicative classrooms. The 

questionnaire had six items on a 5-point Likert scale where one represented the ‘always’ 

response and the other five represented the ‘never’ responses (Appendix A). A pilot study was 

undertaken to investigate the validity and reliability of the questionnaire before it was used in 

the collection of the main primary data of the study.     

 

3.4 Procedure 

Participants in the study were given a speaking task to complete regardless of their 

groups. Those participants were assigned to the experimental group and were given several 

types of corrective feedback in addition to the speaking task while the second batch of 

participants were assigned to the other group (the control) and were not being given any form 

of feedback. The participants were then required to report their reactions and motivation 

regarding corrective feedback by completing the questionnaire. Each of the participants was 

advised to respond to the questionnaire independently with the researcher assuring them that 

their identities and personal details would remain anonymous throughout the study and the 

responses which they provided would be treated with the utmost privacy and confidentiality.  

 

3.5 Scoring and Analysis 

A score was obtained to check how the learners were motivated to correct their errors 

and if they felt demotivated to speak. This score was obtained by finding the average of the 

scores obtained for each of their respective questionnaire items. Analysis of the collected data 

was undertaken using SPSS® version 23 by calculating the means, standard deviations and 

considering the 95% confidence interval for the mean and by undertaking t-tests.  
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4. Results 

4.1 Test of the Hypothesis 

For the motivation, the null H0 and the alternative H1 hypotheses that were tested in the 

current study were as stated below.  

• H0: µ1=µ2 (EFL learners were not significantly motivated if provided with corrective 

feedback) 

• H1: µ1≠µ2 (EFL learners were significantly motivated if provided with corrective 

feedback) 

The average obtained for the learners’ motivation scores was higher for the participants 

who were not given any form of feedback (M=2.40, SD=0.768) when compared with the one 

for the participants who were given corrective feedback (M=1.89, SD=0.530) (Figure 1) with 

the difference being statistically significant at the 5% level of significance (t (28) =2.121, 

p=.043). The EFL learners in the experimental group were therefore significantly motivated to 

correct their errors when given the corrective feedback.  

For the demotivation, the null and the alternative hypotheses that were tested in the 

current study were as stated below.  

• H0: µ1=µ2 (Corrective feedback did not significantly demotivate the participants from 

speaking) 

• H1: µ1≠µ2 (Corrective feedback significantly demotivated the participants from 

speaking) 

The average obtained for the learners’ demotivation scores was lower for the 

participants who were not given any form of feedback (control group) at (M=2.73, SD=0.828) 

when compared with the one for the participants who were given corrective feedback 

(experimental group) at (M=3.38, SD=0.890) (Figure 1) with the difference being statistically 

significant at the 5% level of significance (t (28) =-2.054, p=.049). Corrective feedback 

therefore significantly demotivated the students from speaking.  

 

 
Figure 1: Variation in the Motivation and Demotivation Scores across Experimental 

and Control Groups 
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4.2 Descriptive and Inferential Analysis 

All the questionnaire items measuring motivation had a higher average score among 

individuals who did not receive any form of feedback when compared to the one for the 

participants who had received corrective feedback while questionnaire items measuring 

demotivation all had higher average scores among individuals who had received corrective 

feedback when compared to the one obtained for individuals who had not received any form of 

feedback (Table 1).     

Table 1: Variation of the Scores Provided for Each of the Items across Different Study 

Groups 
 

 
 

This is probably the reason why the scores obtained for the motivation part were identified to 

be higher for individuals who had not received any form of feedback (control group) than for 

individuals in the other (experimental group) with the difference being statistically significant 

at the 5% level of significance. It is also probably the reason why the scores obtained for 

demotivation were identified to be higher for individuals who had received corrective feedback 

(experimental group) than for individuals in the other (control group) with the difference being 

statistically significant at the 5% level of significance.  

 

4.3 Reliability Tests 

Overall, the questionnaire was not originally highly reliable in the measurement of what 

it had been intended to measure (Cronbach’s alpha=.22 < .70) with deletion of items “I want 

my teachers to explain my errors during a later grammar session and not immediately in class 

when I make a mistake” and “I want native English speakers to correct my errors” being likely 

to improve its reliability (Table 2).   

 

 Study group of the participant 

Experimental group Control group 

M(SD) 95% CI for Mean M(SD) 95% CI for Mean 

LB UB LB UB 

I want my teachers to correct my errors when speaking 2.0(1.41) 1.2 2.8 1.4(0.74) 1.0 1.8 

I want my teachers to correct all the errors I make when 

speaking English 
2.3(1.03) 1.7 2.8 1.9(1.33) 1.2 2.7 

I think teachers should only correct the errors that make 

my sentence difficult to understand 
2.5(1.64) 1.6 3.4 3.0(1.56) 2.1 3.9 

I want my teachers to explain my errors during a later 

dedicated grammar session and not immediately in class 

when I make the mistake 

2.8(1.74) 1.8 3.8 3.7(1.45) 2.9 4.5 

I want my classmates to correct my errors 2.9(1.46) 2.1 3.7 3.5(1.30) 2.7 4.2 

I want native English speakers to correct my errors 2.9(1.22) 2.3 3.6 2.3(1.05) 1.7 2.9 
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Table 2: Cronbach's Alpha If an Item Is Deleted From the Questionnaire 

 
The scale measuring motivation was also not adequately reliable in the measurement of 

what it had been intended to measure (Cronbach’s alpha=.11 < .70) with the deletion of the 

item “I want native English speakers to correct my errors” being likely to improve its reliability 

(Table 3).   

 

Table 3: Cronbach's Alpha If Item Is Deleted from the Motivation Scale 

 
Moreover, the scale measuring demotivation was not adequately reliable in the 

measurement of what it had been intended to measure (Cronbach’s alpha=.22 < .70) with 

deletion of the item “I want my classmates to correct my errors” being likely to improve its 

reliability (Table 4).  

 

Table 4: Cronbach's Alpha If Item Is Deleted from the Demotivation Scale 

 
 

5. Discussion 

From the results obtained in the current study, the investigated students were 

significantly motivated to correct the errors made in speaking if the teacher provided them with 

the corrective feedback. This is not contrary to what was expected since the current study had 

hypothesised that students are significantly motivated if corrected based on review of the 

available literature. The results obtained however indicated that the corrective feedback had 

Questionnaire items α 

I want my teachers to correct my errors when speaking .199 

I want my teachers to correct all the errors I make when speaking English .095 

I think teachers should only correct the errors that make my sentence 

difficult to understand 
.036 

I want my teachers to explain my errors during a later dedicated grammar 

session and not immediately in class when I make the mistake 
.246 

I want my classmates to correct my errors .211 

I want native English speakers to correct my errors .317 

 

Questionnaire Items α 

I want my teachers to correct my errors when speaking .054 

I want my teachers to correct all the errors I make when speaking English -.318 

I want native English speakers to correct my errors .368 

 

Questionnaire Items α 

I think teachers should only correct the errors that make my sentence 

difficult to understand 
.005 

I want my teachers to explain my errors during a later dedicated grammar 

session and not immediately in class when I make the mistake 
.191 

I want my classmates to correct my errors .247 
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significantly demotivated the students from speaking contrary to what had been hypothesised 

by the study. It has actually been found that individuals in the study who had been given 

corrective feedback provided lower scores for all the questionnaire items measuring motivation 

when compared to individuals who were not given the corrective feedback, which is an 

indication of a higher level of motivation. Individuals who had been given corrective feedback 

however provided a higher score for all the questionnaire items reflecting the level of 

demotivation when compared to the individuals who were not given any form of feedback, 

which was an indication of a higher level of demotivation among the experimental group. 

However, the results obtained in the current study indicated that the reliability of the 

questionnaire in the measurement of what it had been intended to measure could be questioned.  

Studies by Eslami (2014), Ghandi & Maghsoudi (2014) and Van-Beuningien et al. 

(2010) have indicated that students become more motivated to write and provide good writing 

if provided with meaningful feedback such as the direct or indirect corrective feedback. This is 

not contrary from what had been indicated at the onset of the current study. However, contrary 

to the results of the current study, the studies by Abdollahifam (2014) and Mollestam & Hu 

(2016) indicated that corrective feedback can fail to influence the learners’ motivation in a 

writing or grammar class or result in a negative effect. The two studies however noted that this 

occurs only when the corrective feedback is not interactive. Given the nature of a speaking 

class, it is not to be doubted that the corrective feedback given to the students in the current 

study were interactional. This is probably the reason why contrary to what had been indicated 

by the studies by Abdollahifam (2014) and Mollestam & Hu (2016), the results obtained in the 

current study had indicated that the learners’ motivation to correct their errors in a speaking 

class is influenced significantly by the corrective feedback provided to the learners by their 

teachers.  

Studies advocating the use of corrective feedback in speaking classes have indicated 

with conformity that the feedback made the students want to perform better in post-speaking 

activities and oral communicative tasks because of the way they enhance speaking abilities of 

the student regardless of whether it is implicit or explicit (Eine et al., 2013; Faqeih, 2015; Haifaa 

& Emma, 2014; Muslem et al., 2017; Tomczyk, 2013). This is an indication that corrective 

feedback motivates the learners to correct their errors they make during speaking in a speaking 

classroom similar to what was concurred in the current study. Students in speaking classes 

however prefer oral corrective feedback more than written corrective feedback (Ananda et al., 

2017), especially those that are explicit being used widely by teachers in the enhancement of 

the speaking abilities of the students (Ajabshir, 2014; Pınar Babanoğlu, 2015; Zohrabi & 

Ehsani, 2014). This could imply that similar to the situation in the writing and grammar 

classrooms, corrective feedback could make the learners significantly more motivated to correct 

their errors in speaking classrooms. 

Lack of studies against the use of corrective feedback in speaking classrooms was 

evident in the review of the available literature. This makes the negative effects that corrective 

feedback could have on the learners, unclear. The results obtained in the current study indicate 

that corrective feedback significantly demotivated the students’ participants from speaking. 

This is not contrary to what could have been expected given the nature of the students that were 

investigated in the current study. These were EFL students with proficiency level ranging from 

low to intermediate based on their previous exams at their respective high schools in English. 

EFL students with low or intermediate level of proficiency have been found to become less 

confident in speaking after being corrected because of the fear of committing a repetition of  the 

mistakes, especially if the correction is been given directly (Ghandi & Maghsoudi, 2014; Van-

Beuningien et al., 2010). It cannot be doubted that students who participated in the current study 
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were given corrective feedback directly during speaking, which is probably the reason why the 

corrective feedback had significantly demotivated them from speaking.  

Additionally, the students’ participants who were given corrective feedback probably 

did not want their teachers or native English speakers to correct the errors they made during 

speaking when compared to the participants who did not receive corrective feedback. 

Participants who received corrective feedback were however more likely to want their teachers 

to correct only the errors that make their sentences difficult to understand, probably in a later 

grammar class, and not immediately. Furthermore, those students did not desire to see their 

classmates provide them with corrective feedback. The teacher was therefore probably the 

reason why the participants had been motivated to correct their errors and demotivated from 

speaking when given the corrective feedbacks. This supported the findings obtained by the 

study undertaken by Keshavarzi & Amiri (2016), which indicated that the personality and 

characteristics of the method used by the teacher plays an important role in determining the 

positive and negative impacts of corrective feedback on the students’ motivation to write and 

produce a good level of writing. It is therefore possible that the way the teachers have conveyed 

the corrective feedback to the students participants based on their characteristics and personality 

is the reason why the participants were motivated to correct their errors but demotivated from 

speaking when given the corrective feedback.  

     

6. Conclusion 

From the results obtained in the current study, it was found that the provision of oral 

corrective feedback significantly motivated the participants to correct their speaking errors. 

However, on the other hand, it demotivated them from speaking. The current study therefore 

concludes that corrective feedback makes EFL learners at Saudi secondary school EFL 

classrooms motivated to correct their errors, but demotivates them from speaking.  However, 

the validity and reliability of the results obtained in the current study could be questioned due 

to the limitations of the research methodology and the instrument that was used in the collection 

of data in the study. The research method used and implemented in the current study was purely 

quantitative using a quasi-experiment research design that was neither observed fully nor 

triangulated where the instrument was also not adequately reliable. Therefore, it is 

recommended that further research be undertaken on the effect of corrective feedback on the 

EFL learners’ motivation in communicative classrooms using a mixed methods research design. 

Furthermore, other experimental designs that are observed and triangulated would give more 

indications to learners’ performance. Finally, a more reliable measure of assessment for 

learners’ motivation should be utilised in order to reflect more comprehensibly and reliably on 

the students’ level of motivation.  
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