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Abstract

Considering the significance of corrective feedback to improve language learners’ speaking
performance, the current study aimed to examine the impact of direct oral corrective feedback on
speaking accuracy and motivation to speak of Iranian EFL learners. To this end, 46 EFL learners who
were preparing themselves for the IELTS exam, both male and female, were invited to participate
in this study. Having homogenized the participants through the Oxford Placement Test, the
researchers divided them into one experimental and one control group. As to the pretest, a valid
IELTS speaking test and a motivation to speak questionnaire were administered to both groups
in order to measure the learners’ speaking ability and motivation to speak level. The experimental
group received direct oral corrective feedback on their speaking performance for 15 sessions. The
control group did not receive any special kind of corrective feedback. A posttest, equivalent to the
pretest, was administered after the end of the treatment sessions to both groups to find whether
direct oral corrective feedback affected the learners’ speaking accuracy and motivation to speak. The
results of statistical data analysis indicated that the experimental group significantly outperformed
the control group on both speaking accuracy, and motivation to speak. Pedagogical implications are
suggested to language teachers and teacher trainers.
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AHHOTaIUA

YunuThIBasg BaKHOCTb KOPPEKTMPYIOIIell 0OpaTHOJ CBA3M B Pe4eBOM DPasBUTHUM CTYNEHTOB, U3-
YYaIOMNX MHOCTPAHHDI A3BIK, 1[ebI0 HACTOSIIEr0 JMCCIeAOBAHNUA OBIUIO OIpPeeNnTh BIMSIHUE
IIPAMOIL YCTHOI KOPPeKTUpYIOleli 0OpaTHOI CBA3M HA TPAMOTHOCTDb DYy MPAHCKUX CTYIEHTOB,
nsyJaromux anrmmiickuit A3k (EFL), n mx MoTuBammio x roBopenmio. JIia yqacTus B laHHOM
MCCIeN0BaHNM ObUIN NIpUITIAIIEeHbl 46 CTY/IeHTOB, KOTOpPble TOTOBWINCD K caade sk3amena IELTS.
ITo pesynpraram Tecta (Oxford Placement Test) yqacTHuKy 6bI1y pasfieleHbl Ha iBe IPYIIIIBI — 9KC-
[epUMEHTAIbHYIO ¥ KOHTPO/IbHYI0. Ha aTaIre mpeBapuTeIbHOr0 TeCTUPOBAHMSA yIaCTHUKAM 06enx
TPy ObIIO HEOOXOAMMO CAATh YCTHYIO YacTb Tecta IELTS 1 3a1I0/HUTD aHKeTY /1A ONpefie/IeH s
X MOTUBALUK K TOBOPeHMIo. CTyIeHTbI SKCIIEPMMEHTAIbHOI TPYTIIbI HOMTyYau MPAMYIO YCTHYIO
KOPPEKTUPYIOLIYIO CBA3b Ha MPOTAXKEHMN 15 YPOKOB — yYaCTHUKYM KOHTPOIbHOI TPYIIIIbI HE UMEN
TaKOJ BO3MO>KHOCTH. B KOHIle Kypca 06y4eHNs ObIT TPOBefieH II0CT-TeCT, YTOObI OIPe/IeNUTh BIIM-
sIHJE TIPSAMOIL YCTHOJ KOPPEKTUPYIOIeil 00paTHON CBA3YM Ha TPAMOTHOCTD YCTHOJ pedy CTy/eH-
TOB U MX MOTUBAIIMIO K TOBOPEHMIO. Pe3y/IbTaThl CTAaTMCTMYECKOTO aHA/IM3a ITOKA3a/IN, YTO GallIbl
Y4aCTHMKOB SKCIIEPMMEHTA/IbHOI IPYIIIBI OBUIM BbIIIE, YeM Y CTYJEHTOB KOHTPONIBbHOI IPYIIIBI,
KaK 3a IPaBU/IbHOCTb YCTHOTO BBICTYIIIEHNS, TAK U 32 MOTUBALIMIO K ToBOpeHuo. ITo pesynbraTam
MCC/IENOBAHNA NIPETIO/IABATENAM aHI/IMIICKOTO A3bIKA I METO/IMCTAM IIPEMIIOKEHBI ITeJJarOTnIecKue
PEKOMEHALINN.

KimroueBble c1oBa: MpaHCKMe CTY[IEHTDI, U3yJalol[yie aHITIMICKIIL A3bIK KaK MHOCTPAHHbII, MOTH-
BaIMA K TOBOPEHMIO, YCTHAA KOPPEKTHpyIoLas 00paTHas CBA3b, TPAMOTHOCTD YCTHOI eyl

Introduction

Error correction is one of the key factors influencing language learners’ accurate

production. Corrective feedback (CF), in general, has been extensively researched and
proved to be beneficial in the process of language acquisition (Ellis, 2009; Hyland, 2003;
Montazeri & Salimi, 2019; Tang & Liu, 2018). According to Ellis (2016), how teachers
correct second language (L2) students has attracted enormous interest from researchers
and specialists. Dealing with L2 learners’ errors has always been one of the major concerns
of EFL and ESL practitioners (Keshavarz, 2015).
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This concern has been addressed by ELT methodologists and SLA researchers alike.
According to Keshavarz (2015), while it has become common for teachers to allow the
students to make mistakes, knowing about a functional model of CF and its effect on the
certain area of language learning seems to be necessary. In giving feedback, the teacher
normally commends the learners for their correct or appropriate linguistic production
(Harmer, 2001; Nunan, 1991; Ur, 2012) or directly/indirectly indicates to the learners that
their utterance (oral or written) has been incorrect (Leeman, 2007; Loewen, 2012). What
has come to be known as CF is, in fact, related to the latter approach.

Speaking skills cannot be overlooked due to their importance (Celce-Murcia,
2001). Language learners need to speak in order to establish communication, be it in
the classroom or outside, with native English speakers. Thus, EFL/ESL teachers make an
effort to develop listening, speaking, and pronunciation skills in their students. Goh and
Burns (2012) supported this idea by mentioning that language acquisition can be eased
up through speaking. Besides, it helps second language learners develop in academic
activities. Some studies have investigated whether direct corrective feedback (DCF) has
any impact on speaking and writing skills (Eslami, 2014; Hosseiny, 2014; Stefanou &
Revesz, 2015).

In his study, Kumar (2013) emphasized the importance of teaching speaking skills in
the classroom. Focusing on accuracy, he made suggestions for practical communication,
preparing a framework, keeping the demand in mind, encouraging error correction
to promote speaking skills among learners. The study by Askari and Langroudi (2014)
framed Ur’s (2009) model to investigate its impact on Iranian EFL learners’ accuracy in
speaking ability. The result of their study supported Ur’s model which underlined that
both mechanical and communicative practices would linearly improve leaners’ accuracy
and ease of communication. The results of the studies seem to provide a clear picture of
the impact of CF types. This way, some of them were effective, but others were of no effect.
While the studies undertaken in second and foreign language acquisition have mostly
addressed the general construct of motivation (Alsolami, 2021; Hamidun, et. al., 2012;
Zhao, 2015), they did not focus on traditional macro skills such as reading, listening,
writing, and speaking. It can be expected that motivation can help master each of these
skills. Drawing on the significance of speaking skills, we highlight the necessity to boost
learners’ motivation towards enhancing this skill.

Corrective feedback is one of the diverse aspects in teachers’ language repertoire
which assists students in language learning process in the classroom (Ellis, 2012). Several
authors (Ansarin & Chehrazad, 2015; Hoseini Fatemi & Harati, 2014; Salimi, 2015; Sato
& Lyster, 2012) have examined the effects of different CF types on EFL learners’ speaking
accuracy. Few other studies have been conducted to examine the effect of oral corrective
feedback (OCF) on students’ motivation to speak. However, to the best of our knowledge,
no study has been carried out to simultaneously find the effect of OCF on the motivation
to speak and speaking accuracy in IELTS preparatory classes. Therefore, considering the
significance of oral feedback, the current research set out to investigate the issue.

Literature Review

Motivation and Corrective Feedback

The feedback that learners receive from their teachers and instructors can be positive
or neutral (Brown, 2007), assisting them to find what was not linguistically correct (Nassaji,
2017). Sociocultural theory (SCT) provides support for CF as it helps to scaffold learning
in social interaction and supports the subsequent internalization of new linguistic forms
(Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994). According to SCT, no single preferable type of CF exists;
rather, the feedback requires to be ‘graduated’ so that the learner could be provided with
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the minimal level of aid required to correct the mistake. It was suggested that accurate
speakers “do not make mistakes in grammar, vocabulary or pronunciation” (Baker &
Westrup, 2003, p.7).

Lacking accuracy means using incorrect grammatical structures and unsuitable
vocabulary, mispronouncing words. In particular, a correct use of grammar, proper
articulation, and appropriate use of words in the right context are the main features of
an accurate speaker. To put it differently, accuracy is defined as the ability to use words
appropriately in terms of grammar and phonology (Celce-Murcia, 2001). It involves the
production of language making no mistakes. It is also associated with precision during
the speech. In accuracy, speakers have to be rigorous when they use different aspects of
language, especially grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation. In short, accuracy has to
do with the correct use of grammar, syntax, phonology, and semantics.

According to Oxford and Shearin (1994), motivation is a deciding factor in learners’
success in developing L2 skills, and it determines their active engagement in L2 learning.
From Piagetian point of view, motivation is built-in and an inner driving force which
helps learners to develop their mental structures in a way that it becomes more complex
and differentiated from others. Indeed, Dornyei and Ushioda (2011) lately propose that
motivation cannot be studied discretely, but it is best viewed within a broader complex
dynamic systems perspective on L2 learning (Dornyei, 2009; Dornyei & Ushioda, 2009;
Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011).

There is a difference between orientation and motivation in the area of language
learning. The former is a series of reasons to learn language and the latter is referred to as
an integration of the learners’ attitudes, desires, and willingness to make attempts to learn
L2 (Richards & Schmidt, 2010). Motivation has consistently shown itself to be a powerful
predictor of L2 learning success.

Several studies have been conducted on the effect of feedback on speaking in general
and speaking accuracy in particular (e.g., Baleghizadeh & Oladrostam, 2010; Farrokhi
et al., 2017; Nhac, 2021). A few of these studies examined motivation in speaking. For
example, Montazeri and Salimi (2019) examined whether motivation to speak (MTS) and
willingness to communicate (WTC) are affected by oral metalinguistic CF in the setting
of Iranian second language learning. In their research, the control group received regular
instructions, while an experimental group was given metalinguistic corrective feedback
(MCEF). The data were collected through two questionnaires: MTS and WTC. The results
revealed that MCF significantly affected both MTS and WTC scores in the experimental
group.

Garcia and Martinez (2018) examined the profits of delayed teacher CF on students’
oral production. While focusing on phonological errors, their study’s purpose was to
delineate if specific teacher CF strategy make the learners self-correct. The analysis revealed
students’ awareness regarding how they take advantage of self- and peer-correction once
they are preparing for oral assignments. Rahnama et al. (2020) investigated the effect of
OCEF on the speaking accuracy and complexity in 66 Iranian EFL learners from a language
institute in Iran. The results of their study, analyzed through a Mann-Whitney U Test,
showed that the complexity and accuracy of the participants in the experimental group
significantly improved.

Studying the effects of different CF conditions on Iranian EFL learners’ accuracy in
speaking, Farrokhi et al. (2017) selected four groups randomly as the control, delayed
explicit MCF, extensive recast, and intensive recast. The groups participated in spoken
reproduction tasks for six sessions and their errors were treated differently. The
researchers transcribed the data and coded them for accuracy. Their findings showed that
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the different CF conditions did not have significant effects on the number of error free
analysis of speech units, as an index of the spoken accuracy.

Imroatus (2016) carried out a study to find the effect of CF on the speaking performance
of students. The study was designed as a classroom-based observation with the sample of
30 students and one speaking lecturer at the English Department of Bantara Sukoharjo
University. Data were gathered through observation and interview. The results indicated
that feedback, especially recast, led to better speaking performance of the students.

In another study, Leyla (2016) aimed at finding out the impact of teachers’ CF on EFL
students’ motivation. The research results suggested that teachers’ CF positively affected
EFL learners’ motivation.

The literature review indicates that motivation in general is much worked on in terms
of CF (e.g., Mehregan & Jafari Seresht, 2014; Zedan, 2021). Thus, MTS was selected as
a unique domain in this particular study. In addition, since research, if any, has been
carried out as to the effect of OCF on MTS and speaking accuracy among prospective
candidates of IELTS, the present study aims to delve more deeply into the problem and
find whether learners would benefit from the feedback they receive on the part of the
teacher. The following research questions were, therefore, formulated for this study:

1. Does oral corrective feedback have any statistically significant effect on speaking
accuracy of Iranian EFL learners who are preparing for the IELTS exam?

2. Does oral corrective feedback have any statistically significant effect on MTS of
Iranian EFL learners who are preparing themselves for the IELTS exam?

Method

Design

The present study’s design was quasi-experimental using nonrandomized control
group, pretest-posttest since intact groups were employed and random assignment was
not applied (Ary et al., 2014). There was one control and one experimental group; each
received a pretest and a posttest for both MTS and speaking accuracy.

Participants

The students of two IELTS preparation classes, each of which consisted of 23 students,
were selected as the participants of the present study. Their age ranged from 17 to 30. The
students were both male and female studying English at least for five years. The participants
were chosen based on simple random sampling, “in which all participants had an equal
chance of being included in the population” (Ary et al., 2014, p. 163) from Poya-Simin
language institute in Qa’emshahr, Mazandaran, Iran. The researchers clarified the terms
of the research, and informed oral consent was obtained from the participants.

Raters

Two IELTS instructors scored the speaking accuracy of the participants. One of the
raters was a Ph.D. holder majoring in TEFL, and the other one was an M.A. graduate in
TEFL both of whom were certified IELTS teachers trained by International Development
Program of Australian Universities and Colleges (known as IDP). In order to check the
inter-rater reliability in this study, a pilot scoring session was done before the start of the
current study, the aim of which was to find whether there was scoring agreement between
two raters who assessed the speaking accuracy of the members. IDP certified IELTS mock
test examiners only scored the speaking accuracy of the participants before the main
study. The participants of this pilot scoring session, who were selected based on simple
random sampling, were 20 students from among the participants of the current research.
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Table 1. The Inter-Rater Reliability for the Two Raters in a Pilot Scoring Session

N of Raters N of Participants Inter-rater Correlation Sig
2 20 .899 .000

The table 1 shows the result of the inter-rater reliability test between the two raters in
a pilot scoring session. As it can be seen, there was a perfect agreement, based on Landis
and Koch’s (1977) classification, between the two raters of the research, r = .89, P < .05.

Instruments

Oxford Placement Test

The Oxford Placement Test (OPT) was primarily used in order to measure the
participants’ level of general English language proficiency and ensure their homogeneity.
To conduct placement and student screening through tests, it is both easy and ideal to
administer (Azizi, et al., 2022). The test consists of 60 items in the form of multiple-choice
questions. Students were to choose the correct answers from among the alternatives. The
required time to complete the test was 30 minutes. The reliability of the OPT has been
reported by many ELT researchers (e.g., Hamidi, 2015). The reliability of the OPT was also
checked in the present study, with the Cronbach’s Alpha being .87, which demonstrates
a high reliability index.

IELTS band descriptors

As the focus of the present study was the students’ speaking skills, face-to-face
interviews were conducted to measure the participants’ speaking proficiency. In order
to gather the data, some speaking topics from Cambridge English IELTS books were
administered both as the pretest and posttest because the books are internationally well-
known to IELTS candidates. Each participant was rated by two different raters before and
after the treatment sessions. The raters used IELTS Speaking Band Descriptors (public
version) during the rating process as a standard instrument.

Motivation to speak (MTS) questionnaire

Motivation to speak questionnaire was first developed by Montazeri and Salimi
(2019), and was adopted for this research. The instrument was shown to have a high
reliability index (r = .84), which was used to collect data on motivation to speak. It is
a Likert-scale questionnaire consisting of 40 items in English language; each item has
6 ordinal options from never to always. The questionnaire takes about 20 minutes to
complete.

Procedure

Based on the OPT scores, 46 out of 97 participants were selected for this study as they
were matched on their English proficiency scores. This continuum of scores is operationally
regarded as the advanced level of language proficiency based on the guidelines of the
OPT. Finally, the participants were divided into control and experimental groups through
simple random sampling.

Having obtained the language center’s agreement to conduct the study, the trainer
of the course was apprised of the purpose of the study and data collection procedure.
Next, the researchers assessed the participants’ speaking performance in face-to-face
interviews at the beginning of the study before the start of the experiment. The scores
were recorded as the pretest speaking scores. The participants were also given the MTS
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questionnaire, adopted from Montazeri (2019), to assess their pretest MTS level. Since the
items of the instrument were in English, the teacher was present while the students were
filling out the questionnaire. If they had a problem or did not understand an item, they
were allowed to ask their teacher for the clarification or purpose behind the item. This
process continued until the teacher made sure all the respondents could answer the items
without ambiguity. Then, the teacher provided the students with the direct oral corrective
feedback (DOCF) in the experimental group which was held for 15 sessions with the
researchers’ observation.

At the beginning of each session, some of the students presented a lecture on a
specific theme mostly relevant to IELTS speaking topics. Then, they reproduced a short
story. The next section was dedicated to cue cards and discussion of the IELTS speaking
test; the instructor asked them to respond to the items inserted in the cards. The learners
were provided with DOCF by the instructor while speaking. DCF requires providing the
correct form of the erroneous form (Ellis, 2008). Ferris (2006) pointed out that DCF takes
various forms such as crossing out the unnecessary word, phrase, or morpheme, inserting
a missing form or morpheme, and providing the correct form. Among the alternatives
stated by Ferris (2006), the last one was adopted in the current study. The example is
presented below (for further examples refer to Appendix A).

Student: The movie is inspired from a book.
Teacher: by a book
Student: OK. The movie is inspired by a book.

Following the corrective feedback, the participants were expected to engage in an
active student response, repeating the correct sentence. This process was repeated for
subsequent treatment sessions. This process was true for the control group as well, except
for not delivering DOCEF. Finally, the motivation questionnaire and speaking part of the
IELTS exam were administered as posttests.

Results

The current study aimed at investigating the effect of DOCF on speaking accuracy
of Iranian EFL learners and, secondly, the effect of this type of CF on the MTS of the
learners.

The first research question of this study investigated whether there was any statistically
significant difference in speaking accuracy between Iranian EFL learners who received
DOCF and those who did not receive DOCF. Before answering the first research question,
the two groups were compared on their pretest speaking accuracy scores in order to check
whether there was any initial difference. The descriptive statistics of the two groups are
presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for the Speaking Accuracy Pretest of the Control and Experimental
Groups

Groups N Min Max Mean SD Variance
Control group 23 5.00 6.50 5.71 .56 31
Experimental group 23 5.00 6.50 5.54 .52 27
Valid N (listwise) 23
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The mean and standard deviation (SD) of the control group were larger than the
mean and SD of the experimental group at the beginning of the treatment. Table 3 shows
whether this initial difference was statistically significant.

Table 3. The Result of the Mann-Whitney U Test for the Speaking Accuracy Pretest of the Control and
the Experimental Groups

Pretest_Accuracy
Mann-Whitney U 218.00
Wilcoxon W 494.00
z -1.06
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 288

As Table 3 shows, the two groups were homogeneous in terms of speaking accuracy
before the treatment stage, U= 218, P >.05. In the next step, the posttest scores on speaking
accuracy of the control and the experimental groups were compared. The descriptive
statistics of the two groups are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. The Descriptive Statistics for the Speaking Accuracy Posttest of the Control and the
Experimental groups

Groups N Min Max Mean SD Variance
Control group 23 5.00 7.00 591 .66 44
Experimental group 23 5.00 8.00 6.34 .69 48
Valid N (listwise) 23

The mean score of the control group is lower than the mean of the experimental
group, and, conversely, the SD of the experimental group is larger than the SD of the
control group.

Table 5. The Result of the Mann-Whitney U Test for the Comparison of the Speaking Accuracy
Posttest Scores

Posttest_Accuracy
Mann-Whitney U 176.50
Wilcoxon W 452.50
Z -1.97
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .046

Table 5 indicates that there was a significant difference between the experimental and
control groups regarding the speaking accuracy, U = 176.50, P < .05, meaning that the
experimental group outperformed the control group.

The second research question of this study investigated whether there was any
statistically significant difference in MTS between Iranian EFL learners who received
DOCEF and those who did not.

Before answering the second research question, the two groups were compared on
their pretest scores on motivation to speak in order to prove their homogeneity. The
descriptive statistics of the two groups are shown in Table 6.
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Table 6. The Descriptive Statistics for the MTS Pretest of Control and Experimental Groups

Groups N | Mean SD Std. Error Mean
Pretest. MTS Control 23 139.04 10.18 2.12
Experimental 23| 136.09 10.32 2.15

The mean score of the control group was more than that of the experimental group
in the pretest.

Table 7. The Result of the Independent-Samples T-Test for the Motivation to Speak Pretest Comparison
of the Control and the Experimental Groups

Levene’s Test
for Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of Variances

Sig. Mean | Std. Error

E Sig t af (2—taiied ) | Difference | Difference

Pretest_MTS | Equal variances 092 763 | 690 | 44 494 2.08 3.02
assumed
Equal variances 690 | 43.99 | 494 2.08 3.02
not assumed

As Table 8 illustrates, the two groups were homogeneous in terms of motivation to
speak before the treatment began, t (44) =.690, P >.05. In the next step, the posttest scores
on motivation to speak of the control and the experimental groups were compared. The
descriptive statistics of the two groups are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. The Descriptive Statistics for the Motivation to Speak Posttest Scores of the Control and
Experimental Groups

Groups N Min Max Mean SD Variance
Control group 23 122 157 139.21 9.21 84.99
Experimental group 23 152 197 181.47 14.51 210.71
Valid N (listwise) 23

The mean and SD of the experimental group were higher than the mean and SD of
the control group.

Table 9. The Result of the Mann-Whitney U Test for the Comparison of the Motivation to Speak
Posttest Scores

Posttest_ MTS
Mann-Whitney U 4.50
Wilcoxon W 280.50
Z -5.71
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000

According to the results presented in Table 9, the experimental and control groups
differed significantly on the posttest of the MTS, U = 4.50, P < .05. The experimental
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group was found to perform better than the control group; hence, there was a statistically
significant difference in MTS between Iranian EFL learners who received DOCF and that
of those who did not.

Discussion

The primary purpose of the current study was to explore the effect of DOCF on
speaking accuracy and MTS of Iranian EFL learners preparing for the IELTS exam. The
results showed that DOCF had a statistically significant effect on improving the speaking
accuracy of the learners in the experimental group.

This finding is in line with that of Imroatus (2016), who showed that CF leads to
the better speaking performance of students. The findings also support the findings in
Rahnama and colleagues’ (2020) study where it was found that the speaking accuracy of
the learners who received OCF significantly improved. A possible justification for that
would be when errors are appropriately corrected, learners show fewer erroneous forms,
thereby performing more accurately, especially in the short run.

It is worth mentioning that not all learners might welcome immediate correction
while trying to orally answer a question or express an opinion on a certain issue, yet the
results of the present research indicated that students benefit from the oral correction.
However, the findings contrast with those of Farrokhi et al. (2017) who found that
speaking accuracy could not be significantly improved by receiving CF such as recast and
explicit correction. This controversy could be supported by the fact that, apart from the
correction itself, the role of the person who corrects the learners is of utmost significance
since students might respond differently to different instructors. The result of the second
question indicated that those who received DOCF were statistically more motivated
to speak in classes. In line with the findings of this study, Leyla (2016) suggested that
teachers’ CF positively affected EFL learners’ motivation in general.

The findings of the current study are in accordance with those of Montazeri and
Salimi (2019) who, investigating the effect of CF in speaking classes, concluded that
IELTS learners would become more motivated and willing to speak when they are
corrected. In contrast to the findings of the current study, Rahimi and Dastjerdi (2012)
found that immediate correction had no positive effect on speaking accuracy, but delayed
correction was found to be significantly more useful. This controversy can be justified by
the fact that their participants were EFL students at a language school who usually focus
on the main language skills without aiming to prepare for sophisticated language exams.
The participants of the current study, however, were IELTS prospective candidates in
preparatory test classes. These students need to prepare for the test in a short period,
justifying the reason why they welcome immediate correction.

It should be noted that improper correction type might sometimes hamper the
flow of speaking and demotivate learners (Gumbaridze, 2013), causing them to be less
willing to perform orally; however, timely and appropriate correction, as shown in this
study, would be conducive to showing more motivation to engage in speaking. This
would be supported by the idea that when accurate feedback type is selected and used
by the instructor and errors are suitably corrected, learners would demonstrate fewer
linguistically problematic forms, witnessing themselves make gradual progress.

Thus, when learners find themselves making fewer errors each time, they might
become more willing to express themselves orally and participate in oral communication.
Moreover, we should consider the fact that IELTS applicants need to prepare for the
exam in a short period, and their ultimate goal is to reach a desired level of proficiency.
Therefore, they respond positively to the appropriate feedback that they believe might
help them in language learning. From among the different types of feedback frequently
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used in language education studies, the focus of this study was on direct, immediate
feedback presented orally, and the results confirm its merits. Nonetheless, care should be
taken that the type of feedback and how that feedback is implemented plays a key role in
increasing speaking motivation and accuracy.

Conclusions

The present study was conducted to investigate if DOCF could have any effect on MTS
and speaking accuracy of Iranian EFL learners. The results of the data analysis indicated
that the experimental group, which received DOCF from the teacher, significantly
outperformed the control group in both speaking accuracy and MTS. Therefore, it is
concluded that the implementation of DOCF in English language learning classes, if done
correctly, will add to the motivation of students to express themselves and involve in
speaking tasks.

It is also concluded that when receiving feedback, students might make up for
their mistakes, and focusing on the production of correct grammatical structures, their
speaking accuracy might improve. Thus, there seems to be a mutual effect between
speaking accuracy and MTS. That is, more motivated students will produce more error-
free sentences, and those students who have better accuracy, will become more willing to
perform orally. This can have pedagogical implications for language teachers, especially
IELTS speaking trainers, in that, by providing students with appropriate feedback as to
their problems in speaking, they can expect their students to reach their desired speaking
level more quickly.

Since it was hypothesized that speaking accuracy and MTS can be correlated, it is
suggested that future studies be carried out investigating the relationship between these
two variables. The findings of the present research have implications for teacher trainers,
as well. Those who provide teacher training classes for IELTS instructors should consider
that error correction, especially DOCEF, is an indispensable part of the training.

Speaking skill instructors need to be trained how and when to use correction.
First they should be aware of the different types of OCF such as explicit correction,
metalinguistic, and recast. Second, they should be trained to use correction in a way
that does not impede the flow of students’ speech. The progress of speaking, in terms of
both motivation and accuracy, should not be hampered by frequent correction on the
part of instructors.

Considering the importance of different types of feedbacks and their possible roles in
speaking motivation and accuracy, we suggest future studies be carried out comparing the
effects of different feedback types and the dependent variables; different types of feedback
can be implemented on the same dependent variable with the mediating role of gender
and cognitive/perceptual styles. The limitations of the study are acknowledged. Initially,
delayed posttest was not administered to explore the long-term effects of DOCF on
speaking accuracy and MTS because of logistical constraints. Secondly, the present study
utilized two intact classes of EFL learners as treatment and control conditions instead of
randomly assigning the participants to the experimental and control groups.
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Appendix A. Sample of Errors Made by the Participants

No. Error Correct Form Type

1 | The movie is inspired from a book. ...by a book preposition

2 | To tell you the truth, I'd rather be ...be independent of my preposition
independent on my parents. parents.

3 |I usually take a fast shower ...take a quick shower collocation

4 | When I heard that, I went into tears. ...burst into tears collocation

5 | As my ‘professor suggested, I tried to Pro’fessor----de’velop pronunciation
deve’lop a new instrument.

6 | Most peoples don’t care what you think. Most people ... Wrong plural

7 | University students need to try hardly ...try hard Wrong word choice
to....
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