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Abstract

This study attempted to compare corrected linguistic errors in foreign language classrooms and all er-
rors occurring in these classes to see which types of errors are more attended to by teachers in relation
to their occurrence in classes. For this purpose, 69 hours of the classes of 34 teachers teaching in dif-
ferent language schools were recorded and the errors corrected by these teachers were identified and
categorized into phonological, lexical, and grammatical types. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis and
Mann-Whitney tests indicated that the number of phonological errors being corrected was significantly
higher than that of lexical errors. However, the results of similar analyses for the proportions of treated
errors to occurring errors revealed that the differences among the three proportions were not signifi-
cant, indicating that the three error types were addressed in accordance with the frequency with which
they occurred in the classrooms. The findings can justify the differences in the findings of the studies
on the comparison of error types being noticed by teachers and can have implications for future studies
on the comparison of corrective feedback targets.
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INTRODUCTION

Only a few studies related to corrective feedback
(CF) have centered on the distribution of linguis-
tic error types receiving CF (e.g., Brown, 2016;
Ellis, Basturkmen, & Loewen, 2001; Jabbari &
Fazilatfar, 2012; Shirkhani & Tajeddin, 2016)
and they have come up with differential results.
Some studies (e.g., Brown, 2016; Llinares & Lys-
ter, 2014; Seedhouse, 2004; Sheen, 2004; van
Lier, 1988) have attributed the differences in the
treatment of errors to various factors, including
contextual
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factors. Another possible factor leading to the
inconsistent results might be differences in the
distribution of occurring errors. Nonetheless,
very few studies (e.g., Kubota, 1991; Lyster,
1998; Jabbari & Fazilatfar, 2012) have consid-
ered the initial differences in the frequencies of
occurring errors an important factor in determin-
ing the frequencies of the errors being treated by
CF. Therefore, the present study has looked at the
differences in the proportions of treated errors to
all errors to see to what extent they match or
mismatch the frequencies of different CF targets.
CF, also referred to as negative feedback, has
been defined as any teacher attempt to let the
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learner know an error has been made (Chaudron,
1988) or as the feedback given to learners follow-
ing their oral or written second language produc-
tion (Sheen & Ellis, 2011). As stated by Sheen
and Ellis, CF can be either written or oral and, as
categorized by Ellis (2009), it can be either input-
providing or output-prompting and either explicit
or implicit. Based on the way it is provided, CF
has been classified into six types by Lyster and
Ranta (1997). The CF types are labelled request
for clarification, recast, repetition, metalinguistic
feedback, elicitation, and explicit correction. In
their study, Lyster and Ranta used also the term
multiple feedback to refer to the employment of
more than one type of CF in one teacher turn.

A large bulk of studies on CF has been de-
scriptive centering on what to correct and, more
frequently, how to correct. Most other studies
have either examined the effectiveness of CF on
language learning (Carroll & Swain, 1993; Li,
2010; Lyster, 2004b) or have compared the im-
pact of different types of CF on language learn-
ing (e.g., Dilans, 2010; Erlam & Loewen, 2010;
Lyster, 2004a). The CF targets have been exam-
ined in a number of studies (e.g., Li, 2014; Sato
& Loewen, 2018; Yilmaz, 2012); however, the
focus of these studies has been quite different
from that of the present study. These studies have
investigated the effectiveness of CF, specifically
certain types of CF, on the acquisition of two dif-
ferent grammatical structures. Ellis (2007), for
example, examined the role of recasts and met-
alinguistic feedback on learning English past
tense —ed and comparatives and found a compa-
rable effect for recasts on the two structures.
Moreover, Yilmaz (2012) compared the effec-
tiveness of two input-providing CF strategies
(i.e., explicit corrections and recasts) on the de-
velopment of Turkish plural and locative struc-
tures to see whether target structure salience
moderates the effects of CF types. The study
found no interaction between salience and feed-
back types, suggesting that target structure sali-
ence does not impact on the relative effectiveness
of CF types.

Some other studies have focused on how the
targets of CF influence the type of CF chosen for
correcting them (e.g., Qiao, 2015) or the efficacy
of CF (e.g., Egi, 2007; Iwashita, 2003; Kim &
Han, 2007; Li, 2014; Sato & Loewen, 2018;
Yang & Lyster, 2010; Yilmaz, 2012; Zhao,
2015). To see to what extent linguistic targets of
CF could impact the accuracy of learners’ per-
ceptions about CF directed at different aspects of
language, Mackey, Gass, and McDonough (2000)
involved 10 learners of English as a second lan-
guage (ESL) and seven learners of Italian as a
foreign language (IFL) in dyadic interactional
tasks with native speakers and provided them
with CF. After showing the recorded interaction
to the learners immediately following the task
completion, they collected data through a stimu-
lated recall interview. Mackey et al. found that in
the ESL context, morphosyntactic errors trig-
gered the most recasts followed by phonological
and lexical errors while in the IFL context, lexi-
cal errors received the highest proportion of CFs
followed by morphological and phonological er-
rors. In addition, they found that the ESL learn-
ers’ perceptions were in reverse order to the order
in which the targets received feedback; however,
the IFL learners’ perceptions’ matched the CF
provided. In general, considering the percentages
with which the error types triggered feedback and
those with which the learners perceived the CF,
they concluded that learners’ perceptions about
lexical and phonological feedback were more
accurate than their perceptions about morphosyn-
tactic feedback.

Gass and Lewis (2007) replicated Mackey et
al.’s (2000) study with Italian heritage and non-
heritage learners. They found that the perceptions
of both groups of learners about phonological and
lexical feedback were more accurate than those
about morphosyntactic feedback. Nonetheless,
they reported that the two learner groups were
different in terms of their perceptions about se-
mantic feedback. Moreover, as part of her study,
Egi (2007) investigated second language (L2)
learners’ interpretation of recasts as well as the
extent to which their interpretation was affected
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by three recasts features (i.e., linguistic targets,
length, and number of changes). The linguistic
targets she studied were morphosyntax and lexis
each focusing on a specific number of forms. The
results showed that the learners interpreted re-
casts as both CF and pragmatic discourse moves
and that their interpretation was irrelevant of the
linguistic targets of CF.

Kim and Han (2007) studied the role of CF
targets in learners’ recognition of gaps and the
results showed a significant role for CF targets.
They reported that the rate of the recognition of
gaps was different for different error types. In
case of simple recasts, the recognition of gaps
was the most for phonological errors followed by
morphological and lexical errors. For complex
recasts, phonological errors had the highest rate
of recognition of gaps and were followed by lexi-
cal and morphological errors. In addition, Sato
and Loewen (2018) studied the moderating role
of linguistic targets on the effectiveness of two
types of implicit CF. They compared the effec-
tiveness of recast as an input-providing CF type
to clarification request as an output-prompting
CF strategy on 83 adult English as a foreign lan-
guage (EFL) learners’ development of English
third-person singular —s and possessive determin-
ers his/her. They found that generally CF was
more effective in teaching third-person singular —
s but clarification request influenced only the
development of possessive determiners his/her.
The results thus indicated the dependence of CF
effectiveness on the linguistic targets of CF.

Li (2014) studied the interactions between
feedback type (recasts vs. metalinguistic correc-
tion), proficiency (high vs. low levels), and the
nature of the linguistic target (classifiers vs. the
perfective —le) in 78 learners’ learning of Chinese
as a foreign language. The results showed that
recasts were effective in learning the perfective —
le by the high-level learners but it didn’t influ-
ence the learning of low-level learners. However,
recasts revealed to be effective in learning classi-
fiers by both high and low level learners. In addi-
tion, in learning both linguistic targets, for low
level learners metalinguistic correction revealed

to be more effective than recasts while for the
high level learners there was no significant dif-
ference between the effectiveness of the two
feedback types.

More closely related to the focus of the pre-
sent study are the studies on comparing the dis-
tribution of linguistic targets of CF. Ellis et al.
(2001) examined the targets of both teacher-
initiated and student-initiated focus-on-form epi-
sodes (FFE) used in classes of two teachers. They
studied grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation,
spelling, and discourse as targets of focus-on-
form episodes. They analyzed 448 FFEs used in
12 hours of adult ESL task-based lessons. The
findings showed that 60 percent of teacher-
initiated FFEs and 66 percent of student-initiated
FFEs targeted vocabulary. The next addressed
aspect was grammar which received 27 percent
of teacher-initiated FFEs and 19 percent of stu-
dent-initiated FFEs. They reasoned that the
teachers focused on vocabulary because, as they
had said in their interview, they were more con-
cerned with meaning even when the lesson objec-
tive was focus on form. Kim and Han (2007) ana-
lyzed the linguistic targets of both simple and
complex recasts and found morphosyntactic er-
rors as the error type receiving recasts the most
with lexical and phonological errors following
morphosyntactic ones. Brown (2016), in his me-
ta-analysis of 28 studies comprising 85 teachers
across 11 countries and including seven target
languages, analyzed 7,188 CF moves. Based on
the results, the highest percentage of all CF ad-
dressed grammatical errors (43%), and the lowest
percentage was directed at phonological errors
(22%). Errors of vocabulary received 28 percent
of the total CF. The findings revealed that the
frequency of pronunciation errors treated was
significantly higher than those for grammar and
vocabulary. Brown maintained that the difference
in attention to the error types could be attributed
to factors such as contextual variables or to the
differences in the numbers of errors occurring in
the context. Shirkhani and Tajeddin (2016) com-
pared the CF targets (grammar, vocabulary, and
pronunciation) in around 128 hours of class re-
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cordings of 40 teachers. They found pronuncia-
tion as the most noticed error type, accounting for
nearly 47 percent of all CFs and vocabulary as
the least treated error type receiving only 17.5
percent of all CFs.

The differential treatment of error types has
been justified in a number of ways. Brown
(2016), for instance, pointed to the language
learning context (i.e., second language vs. foreign
language context) as a probable factor in noticing
some error types more than others. Mackey et al.
(2000) attributed the issue to the difference be-
tween the targets in their amount of interference
with understanding. In case of their findings, they
reasoned that learners’ perceptions about mor-
phosyntactic errors are inaccurate because these
errors do not interfere with communication as
pronunciation and lexical errors do. Moreover,
Ellis et al. (2001) maintained that the teachers
taking part in their study focused more predomi-
nantly on vocabulary because they were mainly
concerned with meaning.

The above-mentioned studies have been all
concerned with raw frequencies of error types
receiving CF. The studies by Kubota (1991), Lys-
ter (1998), and Jabbari and Fazilatfar (2012) are
the only studies found on CF targets which in-
clude the analysis of errors in relation to their
occurrence frequency. Kubota analyzed the cor-
rective behavior of teachers teaching in seven
EFL classes at Japanese senior high schools. The
findings of the study revealed that the whole
number of errors produced by the students were
95 and that 46.3 percent of them (44 errors) were
phonological, 45.3 percent (43 errors) were mor-
phosyntactic, and 8.4 percent (8 errors) were lex-
ical errors. Comparison of the proportions of cor-
rected errors to all occurring errors revealed that
79.5 percent (35) of the phonological errors, 65.1
percent (28) of the morphosyntactic errors, and
50 percent (4) of the lexical errors were corrected
by the teachers. The results, therefore, suggest
that teachers’ treatment of errors should be inter-
preted in accordance with the proportionate num-
ber of errors treated to those occurred. Lyster
(1998) prepared and analyzed audio recordings of

French immersion classes of four teachers teach-
ing at intermediate level. Based on the transcripts
of 18.3 hours of recordings, he found that of the
921 error sequences occurring in the classrooms,
558 errors received CF. He further found that the
number of errors of each type receiving CF was
proportionate to the numbers of occurring errors
of that type.

Jabbari and Fazilatfar’s (2012) study was the
only study in Iran to compare the frequency of
corrected errors to all errors; however, they re-
ported this proportion only for the whole errors
without attention to the types of errors. They
studied the error types, corrective feedback
moves, and learner uptake in Iranian classrooms
with communication orientation. They tran-
scribed around 12 hours of audio-recordings of
the elementary and high intermediate classes of
a language institute. To achieve the first purpose
of the study, they classified the errors into
grammatical, lexical, phonological, and unsolic-
ited use of first language (L1). They found that
teachers corrected 90 percent of the errors, con-
cluding that a large percentage of the errors
happening in the classes are treated by language
teachers. Moreover, their results revealed that
grammatical errors were the most frequent error
type in the whole database with a frequency
twice as many as those for phonological and
lexical errors each.

CF has been the focus of quite a large number
of studies which have addressed various dimen-
sions of the issue from its effectiveness in lan-
guage learning to the distribution of various CF
types to comparative studies on the effect of dif-
ferent CF types on language acquisition. As the
above review of the literature shows, few studies
have examined the distribution of error types re-
ceiving CF and even much fewer have been con-
cerned with this distribution in relation to the er-
rors in the entire databases. Thus, great need is
felt for studies to investigate the frequencies of
corrected errors in relation to all the errors occur-
ring in classrooms. To address this concern, this
study attempted to compare the corrected errors
in EFL classrooms to all the errors occurring to
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see which types of errors are more attended to by
the teachers in relation to their occurrence in the
classrooms. Thus, the study sought answer to the
following research questions:

1. Which types of grammatical, lexi-
cal, and phonological errors are more
targeted by CF in EFL classrooms?

2. Is the number of corrected errors of
each type proportionate to all the occur-
ring errors of that type?

METHODS

Participants and Instruments

Totally 34 teachers teaching in two language in-
stitutes in Tehran took part in this study. They
were selected based on convenience sampling.
Two of the teachers were male and 32 were fe-
male; 15 held bachelors’ degrees and 19 had
masters’ degrees. The participants’ age ranged
from 23 to 33 and they had on the average four
years of teaching experience. The teachers agreed
to let their classes be recorded for the purpose of
this study which was stated to focus on some as-
pects of classroom talk without mentioning CF.
On the average, 75.73 minutes of the classes of
each teacher were recorded which amounted to
69.42 hours (i.e., 4165 minutes) for all the teach-
ers. The database consisting of the audio record-
ed materials of the 34 participating teachers’
classes constituted the instrument of this study.
The errors in the total database were later identi-
fied and a table was created to display systemati-
cally the information about each error type (i.e.,
phonological, lexical, and grammatical) and
whether it was treated through CF or was ignored
by the teacher.

Data Collection and Analysis

A number of steps were taken to collect the data
for this descriptive design study. First, steps were
taken to persuade a number of teachers so that
they would let their classes be audio recorded for
research purposes. Thirty four teachers agreed to
attend the study and their classes were recorded
for an average of 75 minutes. Then, after the re-
cording procedure was over, the recordings were

carefully listened to and all instances of errors,
whether corrected or ignored, were identified and
inserted in a table which was provided to make
the frequency computation feasible. The table
contained information about each error, including
the type of error as well as whether it was treated
through CF or was ignored by the teacher. The
error type classification in this study was in ac-
cordance with Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) classifi-
cation, including phonological, lexical, and
grammatical errors as types of CF targets. In-
stances of these error types, taken from the data
of this study, are given here to clarify what is
meant by each error type. The exemplars are of
two categories, including both corrected errors
and ignored ones. The first group of examples are
instances of errors being corrected by the teach-
ers. These examples are as follows:

Grammatical errors:
Student: I know what should I do.
Teacher: I know what ...?
Student: I know what ... what should
I do.
Teacher: No, say I know what I
should [emphasis] do.

Lexical errors:
Student: Why don’t you do any try-
ing?
Teacher: any what?
Student: hmmm, trying [with hesita-
tion]
Teacher: You should say any effort,
hmmm anything, but not any trying,
OK?
Student: OK.

Phonological errors:
Student: 1 asked the shoemaker
/ Ju:'merkar/ ....
Teacher: shoemaker /'fu: merkor/,
you asked the shoemaker

/' fu: merkor/.

All the three errors above were corrected by
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the teacher. The grammatical error was corrected
through explicit correction after the teachers’ at-
tempt to elicit the correct answer from the student
failed. The same was done by another teacher in
correcting the lexical error above; the teacher
tried to elicit the answer through the incomplete
sentence, but finally employed explicit correc-
tion. In the third example, the teacher corrected
the phonological error through repetition. The
second set of examples are those ignored by the
teachers and are as follows:

Grammatical errors:
Student: There are two bedroom that
have a window.

Lexical errors:
Student: I play Celin Dion.
(The student means “I sing Celin Di-
on’s songs.”)

Phonological errors:
Student: This is a good idea /"erdi:.o/.

These three were examples of many errors
made by the students in the classrooms under
recording which were ignored (i.e., not corrected)
by the participating teachers.

Finally, after all the corrected and ignored er-
rors were included in the table mentioned in this

Table 1.

section, the data were fed into SPSS 20 for statis-
tical analyses. To answer the first question, ini-
tially descriptive statistics were generated to see
the number of errors corrected in each error
group in each of the teachers’ classes. Then, a
Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to examine
the significance of the differences among the
means of the three error types. Next, three Mann-
Whitney tests were run to locate where the signif-
icant difference(s) found through the Kruskal-
Wallis test were and the results were interpreted
based on Bonferroni level of significance. Simi-
larly, to answer the second question, first descrip-
tive statistics were obtained and then a Kruskal-
Wallis test was run to check the significance of
the differences among the proportions of correct-
ed to occurring errors.

RESULTS

The Distribution of Error Types Corrected in
the Classrooms

The first question centered on the comparison of
the three error types, that is, grammatical, lexi-
cal, and phonological, being treated by teachers
through CF. To see the distribution of the error
types corrected in the classrooms, descriptive sta-
tistics was obtained for the treated errors in each
error type. The results are depicted in Table 1.

Descriptive statistics for error types corrected in the classrooms

N Minimum Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation
Grammatical 55 .00 33 395 7.05 7.28
Lexical 55 .00 15 218 3.89 3.71
Phonological 55 1.00 50 534 9.53 9.26 cant. The
results are
presented in Table 2.

As shown in Table 1, the highest frequency
belongs to phonological errors (534) and the low-
est to lexical errors (218), indicating that most of
the CFs were directed at errors of pronunciation
while lexical error triggered the least CF. These
differences, however, needed to be checked for
statistical significance. Therefore, a Kruskal-
Wallis test was run to see whether the differences
among the three means were statistically signifi-
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Table 2.

Kruskal-Wallis Test" for the three error types
Total

Chi-Square 16.78

df 2

Asymp. Sig. .00

a. Grouping Variable: Error type

According to Table 2, the Kruskal-Wallis test
indicates a significant difference among the three

means [¥*> (2, n = 168) = 16.78, p = .00]. Thus,
more analyses were needed to locate the differ-
ences. As such, three Mann-Whitney tests were run
to compare the means in each of the three pairs, that
is, grammatical and lexical errors, grammatical and
phonological errors, and lexical and phonological
errors. Because there were three sets of Mann-
Whitney tests, to avoid the risk of Type I error,
Bonferroni level of significance was calculated (ad-
justed level of significance:.05/3= .017) and the
results of the Mann-Whitney tests were interpreted
based on this level of significance. The results for
the comparison between grammatical and lexical
errors are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.
Mann-Whitney test * for grammatical and lexical
errors

Total
Mann-Whitney U 1204
Wilcoxon W 2800
Z -2.12
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .033

a. Grouping Variable: Error type

As shown in Table 3, the Mann-Whiney U test
shows no significant difference between grammati-
cal and lexical errors at .017 level of significance,
that is, the Bonferroni level of significance, (U =
1204, z=-2.13, p = .033). In other words, although
based on Table 1 the frequency of grammatical er-
rors corrected in the classrooms is higher than that
of lexical errors, this difference is not statistically
significant. The next analysis (presented in Table 4)
is related to the comparison of means of grammati-
cal and phonological errors.

Table 4.
Mann-Whitney test * for grammatical and phono-
logical errors

Total

Mann-Whitney U 1256
Wilcoxon W 2852

Z -1.82
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .069

a. Grouping Variable: Error type




78 Exploring the Role of Occurring Errors Distribution in the Distribution of...

The results in Table 4 show that the difference
between grammatical and phonological errors
corrected by the teachers is not significant (U =
1256, z = -1.82, p = .069. That is, though the fre-
quency of phonological errors is higher than that
of grammatical errors (as shown in Table 1), this
difference is not statistically significant. The next
Mann-Whitney test compares the means for lexi-
cal and phonological errors. The results are de-
picted in Table 5.

Table S.
Mann-Whitney test’ for lexical and phonological
errors

Total
Mann-Whitney U 856
Wilcoxon W 2452
Z -4.16
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .00

a. Grouping Variable: Error type

As the results in Table 5 show, there is a sta-
tistically significant difference between the mean
frequencies of lexical and phonological errors

Table 6.

being treated by CF at .017 level of significance
(U =856,z=-4.16, p = .00). Therefore, based on
Table 1 and Table 5, the frequency of phonologi-
cal errors is significantly higher than that of lexi-
cal errors.

The Proportion of Treated Errors to All
Occurring Errors

The second question centered on the comparison
of the proportion of treated errors of each type to
all errors of that type. Of the 1,716 errors in the
entire database, 1,147 errors which constitute 67
percent of the total errors occurring in the class-
rooms had been corrected. To examine the pro-
portion of treated errors to occurring errors for
each error type and then compare them with each
other, first proportions of treated to occurring
errors in the classes of each teacher were com-
puted. Then, descriptive statistics were generated
for these proportions. Table 6 contains the results
of the analysis.

Descriptive statistics for proportions of corrected to occurring errors

N Minimum Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation
Grammatical 55 .00 1 32.31 .58 .34
Lexical 55 .00 1 36.70 .65 37
Phonological 55 .20 1 40.59 72 25
Chi-Square 4.66
Based on the results of descriptive statistics, df 2
as depicted in Table 6, the proportion was the Asymp. Sig. 097

highest for phonological errors (40.59) and the
least for grammatical errors (32.31). It thus
showed that in comparison to all the errors occur-
ring in each of the three error categories, phono-
logical errors were corrected the most while
grammatical errors were treated the least. The
next step was to examine the significance of the-
se differences. To do so, a Kruskal-Wallis Test
was run. The results are depicted in Table 7.

Table 7.
Kruskal-Wallis Test " for proportions of corrected to
occurring errors

a. Grouping Variable: Error type

Proportions

As shown in Table 7, the Kruskal-Wallis test
showed that the differences among the three pro-
portions were not significant [¥* (2, n = 168) =
4.66, p = .097], indicating that the three error
types were addressed in accordance with the fre-
quency with which they occurred in the class-
rooms. Thus, the answer to the second research
question asking whether the treated errors are
proportionate to occurring errors is positive.

DISCUSSION
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This study aimed to compare the amount of atten-
tion given to each linguistic error type by com-
paring the number of errors corrected in each er-
ror category and then comparing with each other
the proportion of corrected errors in each catego-
ry to all happening errors of that category. It was
revealed that although there were significant dif-
ferences among the error types being corrected,

when the frequencies of these errors were con-
sidered in relation to the number of errors oc-
curred, the differences were not significant.

This finding is illuminating to the few studies
conducted on the distribution of error types cor-
rected in language classrooms. It shows that one
probable reason for finding significant differ-
ences in these studies might be that the total
number of errors in each error category is signifi-
cantly different from that of the other error cate-
gories. Furthermore, it shows that the differential
findings of the few studies done on the distribu-
tion of CF targets may be due to differences in
the total number of errors occurring in these stud-
ies. As these studies have reported, the studies
comparing the raw frequencies of errors treated
through CF with no reference to the total number
of errors in each error category are unidimen-
sional and, thus, comparisons among the findings
of these studies should be done with caution.

The results of the first question showed that
phonological errors were corrected with a signifi-
cantly higher frequency than that of grammatical
errors. Only a few previous studies (e.g., Brown,
2016; Ellis et al.,, 2001; Jabbari & Fazilatfar,
2012; Shirkhani & Tajeddin, 2016) were in line
with the present study comparing the linguistic
aspects as targets of CF. The results found by
Shirkhani and Tajeddin (2016) are confirmed by
the present study. As part of their study, they in-
vestigated the focus of CF in EFL classrooms.
The findings revealed that pronunciation errors
received the highest frequency of CF and errors
of vocabulary received the lowest frequency. The
results of the current study, however, contrast the
findings by Brown and those by Ellis et al. In his
meta-analysis, Brown found that grammar re-
ceived the highest frequency of CFs. In contrast,
Ellis et al. reported vocabulary as the error type
receiving the highest number of CFs. Some stud-
ies (e.g., Llinares & Lyster, 2014; Seedhouse,
2004; Sheen, 2004; Van Lier, 1988) have at-
tributed these differences in findings of different
studies to the characteristics of instructional con-
texts. One of these differing attributes may be the
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proportion of each error type to all errors happen-
ing in each context and this is exactly what was
addressed in the second part of this study.

What inspired this study was differential find-
ings in studies by, for example, Ellis et al. (2001),
Brown (2016), and Shirkhani and Tajeddin
(2016). A number of moderating factors have
revealed to effect the differences. One possibility
is that the differential attention might have been
related to possible differences in the frequencies
of occurring errors. The second question of this
study focused on this probable reason. The an-
swer to this question justifies the result of the
first research question of the present study and
the results of a few other studies on the compari-
son of error types treated through CF (e.g.,
Brown, 2016; Ellis et al., 2001; Shirkhani & Taj-
eddin, 2016). The finding for the first question
showed that errors of phonology were treated
significantly more than lexical errors. Based on
the results of the second question, these differ-
ences in treating errors can be justified by the
differences in frequencies of errors happening in
the classrooms because the study showed that
total number of errors in the three error catego-
ries were different from each other and that the
differences in the proportion of each error type to
the total number of errors in that error category
were not significant. This may be true of the oth-
er similar studies, for instance, reported by
Brown (2016) finding grammar as receiving the
highest frequency of CFs and Ellis et al. (2001)
reporting vocabulary as the error type being most
corrected by the teachers. The present study sug-
gests that these studies might have had different
conclusions if they had considered the total num-
ber of errors occurring in the classes studied.
These studies, like the first part of the present
study, have reported significant differences
among the error types being corrected. What their
findings suggest is that the teachers give more
attention to one or more types of errors than the
other(s). However, the consideration of the total
number of errors happening in each category
could have changed the results of these studies as
it has done in the present study. In this study the

results revealed that the differential attention giv-
en to the three error types is proportionate to the
occurring errors of these types.

Attempts were made to conduct this study as
systematically as possible. Notwithstanding, the
study has a number of shortcomings which
should be acknowledged. First of all, this study
was carried out in language institutes in Tehran.
Therefore, it is logical to expect different find-
ings with similar studies in other instructional
contexts, such as schools and universities and
even institutes in other cities of Iran because the
role of contexts cannot be neglected in the treat-
ment of errors. Second, around 94 percent of the
participating teachers in this study were females
because the teachers were selected based on ac-
cessibility as the nature of the study required the
researcher’s observation and recording of the
classes which cannot be tolerated by most lan-
guage institutes and teachers. Third, this study
targeted only one of the probable factors (i.e.,
treated to occurring error proportions) in having
differential findings in studies on CF targets.
However, factors other than the total number of
occurring errors, such as teacher characteristics,
teacher perceptions, learners’ reaction to CF, and
the context of instruction may influence the fre-
quency with which each error type receives CF.

CONCLUSION

This study compared the linguistic error types in
terms of the frequency with which these error
categories were addressed through CF. It was
found that the differences among the error types
were statistically significant. Thus, this study ad-
dressed a question faced with after reporting the
results of some descriptive studies on the com-
parison of the error types corrected through CF.
The findings revealed that the differences in the
frequencies with which the error types were
treated through CF may be due to the differences
in the number of error types occurring in the
classrooms. This finding weakens the conclusion
that differences among error types might be be-
cause of teachers’ attention to some linguistics
aspects more than others.
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This study has a number of implications for
researchers working on CF, especially CF targets,
and for readers of their studies. First, it suggests
that the findings of the studies on CF targets
might come up with different results. Second, the
implication is that the differences found with raw
frequencies should be cautiously interpreted since
they may lose meaning if considered along with
proportions of treated to occurring errors. Third,
the study implies that the conclusions made due
to these differential results need further scrutiny
for the sources of such differences. Only hypoth-
esizing that one or another factor may be a reason
is not sufficient for these studies and, therefore,
more studies should follow to examine the prob-
able reasons.

Further research is needed to shed light on
other aspects of the issue of CF targets. There is a
need for other descriptive studies to investigate
the CF targets in instructional contexts other than
language institutes and also in other parts of the
country and for comparative studies to compare
the error treatment in different contexts. It is also
suggested to conduct similar studies with partici-
pants selected through stratified sampling to rep-
resent the population of teachers in Iran both in
terms of teacher characteristics, such as gender,
and in terms of their teaching contexts. In

addition, the need is felt for other studies to use
other categorizations of error types, including
pragmatic errors and to comparatively study the
proportions of linguistic and pragmatic treated
errors to all occurring errors of the type. It was
found that the error types receiving different pro-
portions of CF might be different in their occur-
rence rate.

The study showed that the error types receiv-
ing different proportions of CF might be different
in their occurrence rate. On the other hand, dif-
ferent studies have shown that some error types
receive more CF than the other types of errors.
This finding suggests the need for further studies
on the factors leading to differences among dif-
ferent types of errors occurring in the classrooms.
Future studies can address other factors, includ-
ing second versus foreign language teaching con-
texts and teachers’ and/or learners’ perceptions of
the error types needing more CF or error types
leading to more effectiveness of CF. The differ-
ences might also be directly related to contextual
factors. For example, higher occurrence of errors
of pronunciation might be more expected from an
EFL context than an ESL context in which the
learners have more contact with oral English.
Therefore, in our Iranian context, more CF di-
rected at pronunciation errors might be closely
related to more occurrence of this error type.
Thus, the need is felt for studies to address vari-
ous factors having the potential to contribute to
the issue of CF targets.
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