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1. Introduction

This paper investigates two areas of teacher-student interaction in one specifi c class: the teacher’s ques-
tions and teacher’s corrective feedback. Both will be analyzed quantitatively and the results will be compared 
to that of others who have done similar research. Finally, the data from this research will be used to determine 
what, if any, changes could be made to the teacher’s questioning and feedback strategies in order to improve 
the effectiveness of future lessons.

The subject class was a group of six Japanese females, all aged 19 or older, taking conversation lessons in 
a 60-minute class. All had been deemed to possess approximately the same English profi ciency level; that is 
low-intermediate level with TOEIC scores ranging from 472 to 600.

The teacher of the lessons did not claim to adhere to any one conventional teaching method, but contended 
that he uses a communicative approach, using a variety of techniques and activities from widely-accepted 
methods. Teaching materials included a textbook and supplementary materials published by other companies 
as well as those prepared by the teacher himself.

The class attended was held twice a week. Classes were recorded with mini disc equipment over a one-
month period (eight classes), and the teacher’s questions, students’ responses and the teacher’s negative 
feedback (error correction) were transcribed. 

Inconsistencies arose in student attendance and are noted here for sake of clarity. One of the students could 
only attend class once a week, meaning she only attended four of the eight recorded lessons. Additionally, 
attendance by other students was not 100% over the study period.

2. Questioning Strategies

2.1 Kinds of Questions

“In contemporary classrooms, questioning remains one of the most important teaching strategies. After 
lecturing, in fact, asking questions is the most common method teachers employ.” 
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(Winzer 1992: 542)

Richards and Lockhart give several distinct reasons why questions are so important in our classrooms:
• They stimulate and maintain students’ interests.
• They encourage students to think and focus on the content of the lesson.
• They enable a teacher to clarify what a student has said.
• They enable a teacher to elicit particular structures or vocabulary items.
• They enable teachers to check students understanding.
• They encourage student participation in a lesson.
  (1996: 185)

It is of little wonder that teachers’ questions have been the subject of so much academic research. Nunan 
(1991: 192) has noted that being such an easily observed, documented and analyzed aspect of teachers’ be-
havior also make questioning habits attractive to researchers.

If teachers’ questions are going to be recorded, transcribed and analyzed, some sort of categorizing scheme 
needs to be implemented. The question then, would be how to segregate these questions. Much time has 
passed since classroom questions were distinguished as merely “closed” or “open-ended”. Literature on 
the subject abounds, with various academics in the EFL/ESL fi eld categorizing questions in several differ-
ent ways. The terms “factual” vs. “higher-order” (Borg et al, 1970), “specifi c” vs. “general information” 
(Naimann et al, 1978), “low-level” vs. “high-level” (Winne, 1979), and “procedural” vs. “convergent” vs. 
“divergent” (Richards and Lockhart, 1996) have all been coined to differentiate between question types in a 
classroom setting. Bloom’s six-level taxonomy (Sadker and Sadker, 1986 as cited in Winzer, 1992) is perhaps 
a more discriminating question categorizing scheme, but still separates questions into two classifi cations – 
“remembering” vs. “thinking” (Winzer, 1992: 543).

The taxonomy of question functions resulting from Kearsley’s (1976) research was the basis with which 
Long and Sato (1983) conducted their study; a research paper that remains widely infl uential. This taxonomy, 
with Kearsley’s defi nitions (and without Long and Sato’s modifi cations) is as follows:

1. Echoic: “those which ask for the repetition of an utterance or confi rmation that an utterance has been 
interpreted as intended” (e.g., Pardon? Huh? What?) 

2. Epistemic: those which “serve the purpose of acquiring information”
a. Referential: “are intended to provide contextual information about situations, events, actions, 

purposes, relationships, or properties” (Wh- questions)
b. Evaluative: “are asked to establish the addressee’s knowledge of the answer” (cf. “display”, 

“test”, or “known information” questions)
3. Expressive: “convey attitudinal information to the addressee” (e.g. Are you coming, or aren’t you?)
4. Social Control: “used to exert authority by maintaining control of the discourse”

a. Attentional: “allow the questioner to take over the direction of the discourse” (metamessage is 
“listen to me” or “think about this”)

b. Verbosity: “asked only for the sake of politeness or to sustain conversation” (e.g., cocktail party 
questions)

Long and Sato (1983: 274-75)

2.2 Discussion

With so many models with which to classify teacher question types, it can be diffi cult to decide how to 
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categorize questions while doing one’s own research. Upon examination, one can fi nd that these classifi ca-
tions often have minute (or perhaps no) differences in terms of defi nition.

For this particular study, it was decided to use a combination of the Procedural/Convergent/Divergent 
model cited by Richards and Lockhart (1996) and the Display/Referential model. After recording and tran-
scribing all of the teacher’s questions within the study period, the questions were divided into Procedural 
(those questions having to do with classroom management and routines e.g. “Did you bring your book?”) and 
nonprocedural questions. While Procedural questions represent a substantial portion of teacher’s classroom 
questions, they are considered to have relatively little to do with the content of learning (Richards and Lock-
hart 1996: 186), and are largely excluded from this study.

Also disregarded were what Kearsley (1976) defi ned as Echoic questions, and what Long and Sato (1983: 
276) later subdivided into comprehension checks, clarifi cation requests and confi rmation checks. This would 
include such teacher questions as “Does everyone understand?” (comprehension check), “What did you 
say?” (clarifi cation request), and “Did you just say noun?” (confi rmation check).

Questions that were deemed to be rhetorical (“Do I look good today, or what?”) or expressive (“That’s 
cool, isn’t it?”) by Long and Sato’s accounts were also not counted during the data collection phase of the 
study. While these questions all have their place and function in the classroom, it was decided to avoid creat-
ing a complex coding system that might ultimately prove too unwieldy for the limited scope of this study.

The questions that remained were recorded as either “display” or “referential” in nature. Thornbury defi nes 
these in the following way: “Referential questions are genuine questions: those for which the teacher does not 
know the answer, rather than display questions, whose primary purpose is to allow students to display their 
knowledge of language.” (1996: 281).

Of the eight classes recorded and transcribed, a total of 106 referential questions and 113 display questions 
were asked by the teacher. This amounted to an average (mean) of 13.3 referential questions per class, with 
28 being the highest number of referential questions asked in a single lesson and 4 being the lowest. An aver-
age of 14.1 display questions were asked per class, 24 being the most asked in one class, 7 being the fewest. 
The chart below illustrates the difference between the number of referential and display questions asked by 
the teacher.

Table 1

referential
questions

word count average
 (mean)

display 
questions

word count average
 (mean)

Lesson 1 19 168 8.8 11 32 2.9
Lesson 2 8 28 3.5 20 110 5.5
Lesson 3 4 96 24.0 11 26 2.4
Lesson 4 28 112 4.0 14 21 1.5
Lesson 5 14 105 7.5 24 81 3.4
Lesson 6 13 258 19.9 13 26 2.0
Lesson 7 8 99 12.4 13 18 1.4
Lesson 8 12 66 5.5 7 37 5.3
TOTAL 106 932 8.8 113 351 3.1

It is widely accepted in educational research that teachers use signifi cantly more display type than referen-
tial type questions in their classrooms (Long and Sato, 1983, Brock, 1986, Chaudron, 1988, Nunan, 1991). 
The data presented here indicates only slightly more display questions being used in this particular class. 
Indeed, in three of the eight lessons recorded, referential questions outnumbered display question. Literature 
suggests that this benefi ts the students:

“It is not inconceivable that the effort involved in answering referential questions prompts a greater ef-
fort and depth of processing on the part of the learner.” 
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(Thornbury, 1996: 281)

Besides eliciting a greater effort on the part of the student, referential questions are thought to result in 
answers using language more like natural discourse (language typical of out-of-class encounters) (Nunan, 
1991: 194). Brock (1986) went so far as to study the length of answers and the number of natural connec-
tive (and, because, yet, so, etc.) in students’ responses to referential and display questions. She found that 
learners’ responses to referential questions were on average more than twice as long and more than twice as 
syntactically complex as their responses to display questions (pp. 55).

In an attempt to corroborate Brock`s fi ndings, eight lessons were recorded and produced 1283 words in 
transcribed replies to the teacher’s display and referential questions. Of these, 932 words were answers to 
referential questions and 351 words were answers to display questions. This means an average mean of 8.8 
words per referential question answer and 3.1 words per display question answer. Even though more display 
then referential questions were asked during the study, the referential questions elicited a much higher word 
total in their responses. When averaged out, it is seen that answers to these questions are indeed more than 
twice as long as their display counterparts.

It should be noted that in some cases, there was no student response to a teacher posed question (this holds 
true for referential questions as well as display questions), and this of course had some impact on the overall 
average length of students’ answers. Another contributing factor to the total number of words per response 
were the teacher questions which elicited answers from more than one student. In some instances, a single 
question was answered by four or more students, signifi cantly increasing the number of words recorded in 
response to the question posed. While this obviously affects the numbers in question, it is not considered an 
inconsistency, as such multiple response answers were recorded for both referential and display questions.

Perhaps even more interesting than the length of students’ answers to the teacher questions, was the syn-
tactic complexity of these answers, measured in terms of connective used. Students use of logical connectors 
in responses to teacher-posed referential questions numbered 39 in total for the eight lessons recorded, or an 
average of 4.9 connectors per lesson. The total number of connectors used in response to display questions in 
the same time period was zero. This is a difference which is diffi cult to overlook, and while this data cannot 
be compared to Brock’s as she published her fi ndings based on two groups of teachers (rather than type of 
question), it certainly does lend considerable evidence to the notion that a teacher’s referential questions lead 
to a higher level of response on the part of students.

2.3 Question Distribution

“It is generally considered more desirable to distribute questions among all students rather than restrict-
ing them to a select few.” (Nunan, 1991: 193)

The preceding statement would probably be viewed by many teachers as a simple matter of common sense, 
but it has been documented that in some cases, some students are up to 25 times more likely to be called on 
to speak than others (Nunan, 1991). As perhaps expected, it is usually the more profi cient students in favor 
of the lower level students who are called upon to answer questions.

The smaller the class, the easier it probably is for teachers to monitor their own question distribution. The 
classes involved in the study had a maximum of six students per class, with sporadic attendance accounting 
for some smaller class sizes, including one instance during the study in which only three students were pre-
sent. The students were seated around a small table which precluded any favoring of an “action zone” some-
times present in larger classes. The very nature of this class made it easy for the teacher to call on students to 
speak in turn, whether it was for reading a passage, contributing to a conversation, or answering a question. 
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Winzer states “in small group lessons, better responses are obtained by allowing each student to take a turn 
in order” (1992: 545), and the strategy would seem to be prevalent in this particular class, with several cases 
recorded of students taking turns answering questions in roundtable fashion.

Discrepancies did appear in question distribution, as is evidenced by the following chart:

Table 2

#of classes 
attended

referential 
questions 

asked

average 
(mean)

display 
questions 

asked

average 
(mean)

procedural 
questions 

asked 

average 
(mean)

Total 
questions 

asked
Ms. C 8 15 1.9 4 0.5 8 1.0 27
Ms. A 7 13 1.9 2 0.3 3 0.4 18
Ms. N 7 11 1.6 3 0.4 5 0.7 19
Ms. Y 8 25 3.1 8 1.0 9 1.1 42
Ms. M 7 10 1.4 1 0.1 3 0.4 14
Ms. E 4 7 1.8 3 0.8 1 0.3 11

Questions 
asked of 

class
38 4.8 93 11.6 34 4.3 165

Ms. A, who the teacher considered to be the lowest level student in the class, was asked the second lowest 
amount of questions (2.6 questions per lesson), but this does not seem to be signifi cantly lower than the class 
average (3.1 questions per lesson). A more telling tale is that of Ms. Y, the student who the teacher regarded 
as having the highest profi ciency level in the class. Ms. Y did indeed have more questions directed to her 
than any of her classmates during the eight-lesson study period. At an average of 5.3 questions per class, she 
was called on more than twice as often as some of her classmates. This favoritism was not restricted to any 
particular question type, as indicated by the chart. Ms. Y was asked 26.5% of all referential questions, 32% 
of all display questions, and 28.2% of all procedural questions directed to individuals. At a cursory glance, 
the data does seem to indicate that the highest-level student in the class is being given the most opportunity 
to speak, but the problem with this kind of analysis is that it does not account for personality variables. Ms. Y, 
while thought to have a higher level of English profi ciency then her classmates, is the quietest student of the 
group. It is not entirely dismissible that’s the number of questions asked of Ms. Y could in part be attributed to 
her hesitancy to speak out on her own. The teacher may be trying to compensate for the student’s reluctance 
by calling on her more often than other, more vocal students. In any case, it is believed that such personality 
variables make the collected data on question distribution of limited reliability at best.

3. Feedback Strategies

3.1 Kinds of Feedback

“Aside from general instruction, the primary role of language teachers is often considered to be the 
provision of both error correction, a form of negative feedback, and positive sanctions or approval of 
learners’ production.” 
(Chadron, 1988: 132)

Perhaps the easiest way to segregate teacher feedback would be to label it either as positive or negative. 
This paper will be dealing only with negative, or corrective, feedback. Corrective feedback in the classroom, 
is not limited to the teachers’ verbal responses to student utterances. Interjections, body language, and facial 
expressions all may convey information on the reception and comprehension of speaker’s message. This 
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poses considerable problems when collecting data on the subject. As noted earlier, in this particular study, 
classes were recorded using audio equipment only. Physiological responses to students’ utterances are not 
accounted for here, and this will affect the outcome of the project. For example, the subject teacher often 
used a form of error correction similar to that of Schachter’s “hand signal system” (1981). Any such physical 
feedback is not represented in the study.

Phonological and pronunciation errors were largely overlooked in the data collecting for this part of the 
study. Japanese pronunciation of English being what it is, it would have proven problematic in determining 
what deviancy from native speakers’ pronunciation constituted an error. There is some precedent in disre-
garding such error types in this kind of study (see Chun, Day, Chenoweth, Luppeson, 1982: 539). The only 
time pronunciation errors were counted during data collecting was when such errors rendered communica-
tion diffi cult or altered the meaning of the intended utterance. The following excerpt serves as a somewhat 
humorous example of such an instance:

“I have been to Karizawa with my family… But… I was bald.” (The intended word was “bored”)

3.2 Discussion

When recording instances of error correction in this study, it was decided to use the model developed by 
Lyster and Ranta (1997), categorizing corrective feedback into six categories: explicit correction, recasts, 
clarifi cation requests, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation, and repetition. Following is a brief description of 
each category and an example of its use taken from the study.

Repetition occurs when the teacher repeats the student’s error in isolation. This repetition is also usually 
marked with intonation that highlights the error.

S: I hardly ever visit the optician too.
T: Too?
S: Either.

In recasts, the teacher also repeats the student’s utterance, but minus the error. Such error correction is usu-
ally implicit, as it does not include the phrases such as “You mean…” Or “You should say…”.

S: A temperature equal I have a fever.
T: A temperature equals I have a fever.

Explicit correction, as the name indicates, explicitly provides students with the correct form, along with an 
indication that their utterance was incorrect.

S: Your boyfriend has a really good sense.
T: Good sense? That’s Japanese English. We say he has (writes) good taste.
(this example of illicit correction is proceeded with an example of repetition.)

Elicitation involves the teacher eliciting the correct form of the utterance from the students, either by using 
a question:

T: What do you call “piero” in English?

or by eliciting completion of a teacher utterance, for example: “this word is a…” (this example does not 
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come from our classroom data).
Clarifi cation requests refer to phrases or questions that indicate to students their utterance has either not 

been understood or that it is mistaken in form. Clarifi cation requests will sometimes include repetition of the 
error.

T: Can you give me an example of crime?
S: Driver’s rule.
T: Sorry?

Metalinguistic feedback does not provide explicit correction of an error, but seeks to elicit the correction 
from the student themselves by using comments, information or questions pertaining to the student’s utter-
ance. Such feedback can be given for both grammatical and lexical errors.

T: Two weekends ago, we had an earthquake in Sendai. Was that a disaster?
S: Yeah.
T: Did many buildings collapse? … Many people die?
S: Oh… No. Not disaster.

In several recorded instances during the study, two or more feedback types were combined in response 
to one student error (as illustrated in the example given for explicit correction). In these cases, one instance 
of each feedback type was recorded in the data. Following is a compilation of the frequency of use for each 
feedback form in the eight-lesson study period.

Table 3

Recasts Repetition Explicit Elicitation Clarifi cation 
Requests

Metalinguistic 
Feedback

Lesson 1 4 6 1 1 0 0
Lesson 2 4 4 1 0 1 0
Lesson 3 4 1 1 0 0 0
Lesson 4 4 6 1 0 1 0
Lesson 5 3 2 1 1 1 1
Lesson 6 7 4 2 1 0 1
Lesson 7 1 4 2 0 0 0
Lesson 8 4 4 0 0 1 1
TOTAL 31 31 9 3 4 3

In their study of content-based French immersion lessons, Lyster and Ranta found that recasts accounted 
for far more feedback than any other type of error correction. Furthermore, they discovered that such recasts 
were the least likely of feedback types to elicit the correct form of the original utterance (Lightbown and 
Spada, 1999: 106). This would seem to be supported by the data that has been collected in this research. 
When given recasts as error correction, the students involved in the study repeated the correct utterance only 
53.3% of the time and would sometimes fail to acknowledge any feedback had been given at all. Even when 
a student parrots a teacher’s recasts correctly, it is not inconceivable that this kind of correction will be for-
gotten at the end of the class (this paper is only concerned with students’ immediate responses to corrective 
feedback; further research would be necessary to determine longer-term effects of different feedback strate-
gies). Perhaps the only obvious benefi t of recasting is that, along with repetition, it generally takes less time 
out of a lesson plan than other forms of error correction.
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The largest discrepancy between this research and that of Lyster and Ranta’s, was the frequency with 
which repetition was used as a form of feedback. While Lyster and Ranta listed it as the least utilized error 
correction tool used by teachers in their study, it was tied with recasting as being the most used in this study 
(31 recorded instances of use). When repetition was used as the sole form of error correction to a student’s 
incorrect utterance, students would respond with the correct form of their initial utterance 77.3% of the time.

Metalinguistic feedback and elicitation were listed by Lyster and Raanta as the most effective forms of er-
ror correction (Lightbown and Spada, 1999: 106), in that they are the most likely to lead to the correct form 
of the original utterance. This study seems to support this. Although each of these feedback strategies were 
employed only three times in the study, they resulted in student self-correction 100% of the time. Both kinds 
of feedback also brought about peer correction from classmates two of the three times they were used. This 
might be thought of as a positive attribute as it involves to greater participation in the class.

3.3 Student Preferences 

Further qualitative research in the form of a survey (see appendix) was carried out amongst a sample of 
49 students from the Global Media Studies department at Komazawa University in Tokyo. All students were 
either taking or had taken the compulsory Oral Communication classes (OCI, II, III, & IV) in which student 
conversations were timed and evaluated according to TPP (Timed Paired Practice) criteria. The research 
question was formed with the intention of eliciting students` attitudes regarding teacher feedback. None of 
the sample group had been taught oral communication classes by either of this paper’s writers. 

In this class, students were paired randomly and engaged in conversation on a topic prearranged by the 
teacher. Whenever either student made a noticeable mistake in pronunciation, grammar, cadence or word 
choice, both students were told the type of error that had been made, and then told to return to their seats to 
ponder. The class aimed ostensibly to improve fl uency as students could hopefully identify their mistakes, 
correct them, and then speak for longer, error free, during their next paired conversation. It was noticed, 
however, that fl uency came at the expense of expression, as students were too concerned with avoiding small 
errors. Because of this, students refrained from engaging in natural and interesting conversations. Many 
conversations, therefore, became mechanical in nature.

During the classes some students expressed displeasure with this type of minimalist feedback. The teach-
ers decided distribute a survey in which students were asked to choose their preferred methodology for error 
correction/ recognition. The survey was distributed only to students who either were currently taking oral 
communication classes or, had done so in the past. The students were instructed to respond to the survey 
anonymously to ensure reliability. At no time during the distribution of the survey was any form of coaching 
given. Students were told only to choose their two preferred methods.

The results (see appendix) suggest that students favor explicit methods (Options 2, 3 & 4) of error recogni-
tion/ correction. The most frequently chosen methods all included the teacher explaining the error and then 
either allowing the students to correct the mistake between them or having the teacher give the correction. 
Judging from the results, it also can be concluded that students wish to be the given the opportunity to con-
tinue their conversations for a longer period of time. 

Options which were not favored so much included more abstract forms of feedback such as non-verbal 
cues to draw students` attention to mistakes (Options 6, 7 & 8). The method which teachers are required to 
give (Option 1) was chosen 11 times, which could suggest that some students do prefer to develop strategies 
for fl uency improvement themselves, or it could point to the variable of expectation implicit in the course 
description. In other words, these students may feel that this is what is expected to happen, and is therefore 
a worthy option. 

In order to ascertain the reasoning behind the students` choices, further research is required. One possible 
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suggestion would be to organize focus groups in which students would be free to expand on the choices made 
and give reasons for and/or caveats to them (Wimmer & Dominick, 124: 2003). A control group of students 
with no exposure to TPP classes would be an essential inclusion as this would create an ideal ‘neutral’ model 
against which results could be compared.

Unlike the initial research, which was based on teacher student interactions, the dependent and independ-
ent variables for further research on TPP classes would be different, and would therefore have to be expanded 
to prevent the results from being skewed. In focus group discussions, it would be of paramount importance 
that moderators have no connection to TPP classes in order to avoid possible bias. This would also create 
an atmosphere in which the students would feel uninhibited when giving their opinions regarding teacher 
feedback in oral communication lessons.

3.4 Error Correction Distribution

“It is important that we develop an awareness not only to the ways in which we provide feedback to 
learners, but also that we monitor who gets the feedback. It is clear from research that teachers, in gen-
eral, are not aware of the signals they transmit to individual students.” 
(Nunan, 1991: 197)

Just as it has been noted that many teachers are biased as to which students they call on to answer questions 
(see section 2.3 for reference), research also points to discrimination between high and low level students 
in who gets what kind of feedback (Good and Trophy, 1987: 32). Lower profi ciency students generally get 
criticized more for their errors and complemented less than their higher-level classmates. This would appear 
to be counterproductive to motivating lower-level students to participate in more classroom discourse. The 
data taken from this research could be seen as quite revealing. The fi rst number in each box on the following 
graph represents the number of error corrections received by that student. The second number denotes the 
actual number of errors by the student.

Table 4

Lesson 1 Lesson 2 Lesson 3 Lesson 4 Lesson 5 Lesson 6 Lesson 7 Lesson 8 Total
Ms. C 4/16 3/10 1/7 2/3 2/6 2/5 1/4 1/2 16/53
Ms. A N/A 1/2 1/6 1/3 0/0 1/3 1/5 2/3 7/22
Ms. N 3/11 1/4 4/16 3/18 5/16 5/13 N/A 4/13 21/91
Ms. Y 1/7 0/0 0/3 1/1 0/2 0/2 1/3 0/0 3/18
Ms. M N/A 0/2 0/7 2/8 1/4 2/6 2/8 1/3 8/38
Ms. E N/A 1/4 N/A 0/4 N/A 2/2 N/A 1/3 4/13

Ms. A, the lowest level student of the class was indeed the most often corrected learner during the study 
(31.8% of errors teacher corrected). Ms. Y, the highest-level student, received the least amount of negative 
feedback (16.6% of errors teacher corrected). Previously mentioned personality variables aside, the current 
feedback system in this class is possibly causing Ms. A reluctance to speak, and Ms. Y may not be receiving 
the amount of corrective feedback she needs or expects.

4. Conclusions

The data collected would seem to indicate the following regarding the class studied:
1. Referential questions are not used as often as display questions.
2. When referential questions are used, they bring about longer, more complex replies on the stu-
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dents’ parts.
3. Recasts and repetition are both widely used as error correction in this class.
4. Repetition feedback more often results in student self-correction then recasts.
5. Metalinguistic feedback and elicitation, while seldom used, seem to be the most effective of all 

error correction tactics and thus should perhaps be employed more in this class.

There is also some evidence that the distribution of both the teacher’s questions and feedback is infl uenced 
by student profi ciency levels, but as stated before, this data was probably at least somewhat affected by per-
sonality variables.

The reliability of all of these conclusions might be called into question, as the size of this research project 
might be suffi cient to constitute a pilot study, but lacks the scale for ordinary reliability purposes.

It is encouraging that the data collected in the study supports some of the same conclusions that have been 
drawn by Brock (1986) in regards to questioning strategies and Lyster and Ranta (1997) in regards to feed-
back strategies. We believe these conclusions are convincing enough to warrant further investigation of how 
to use more reference questions in class and also to cut down on teacher recasts in favor of more effective 
methods of feedback.

Appendix 1

Oral Communication Feedback Questionnaire

When you make a mistake in your oral communication classes, which of the following would you like your 
teacher to do? Please choose 2 methods you would prefer.

1. Say stop and tell you the type of mistake you made (i.e. grammar, pronunciation) and then send you back 
to your seat to think about it

2. Stop you and tell you your mistakes and explain them to you straight away and then send you back to 
your seat 

3. Stop you, tell you your mistake and give you the chance to correct it and then allow you to continue 
talking

4. Stop you, tell you your mistake and have your partner correct it and allow you to continue talking
5. Let you carry on talking for a while until there is a long pause then tell you what mistakes you made and 

explain how to correct them
6. Give you a non-verbal message (i.e. raised eyebrows or cough) to let you know you made a mistake and 

give you time to correct yourself
7. Give you a non-verbal message (i.e. raised eyebrows or cough) to let you know you made a mistake and 

give your partner time to correct you
8. Give you a nonverbal message (i.e. raised eyebrows or cough) to let you know you made a mistake and 

then correct you
9. Stop your conversation as soon as you make a mistake and let you and your partner try to guess what 

kind of mistake you made and why it was a mistake
10. Record your conversation and make a list of the mistakes you make while you are talking. Then, at the 

end of your conversation, give you the list and let you and your partner listen to the conversation and 
correct the mistakes yourselves
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