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Abstract

The current study aimed at investigating the differences between novice and expert Arab EFL
teachers in their views of providing pronunciation corrective feedback to their students. Four
teachers were recruited for the study. Two novice teachers and two experienced teachers. Both
groups of teachers were interviewed about their views of providing pronunciation corrective
feedback. Interview data analysis revealed the existence of six major differences between
novice and experienced teachers in their views of pronunciation corrective feedback. These
differences included timing, frequency, considering students’ proficiency level, considering
the skill being taught, focus on form and/or meaning, and the range of pronunciation corrective
feedback techniques used. Further suggestions included incorporating a pronunciation
corrective feedback component in teacher development as well as professional training
programs.

Keywords: Formative assessment, Corrective feedback, Second language pronunciation,
Novice teachers, Teaching experience

1. Introduction

Language learning is viewed as an interactive process in which teachers assist learners to
maximize learning outcomes (Gass & Mackey, 2007). One way to maximize learning
outcomes, is through what is known as “assessment for learning” (Black, 1986), which is also
referred to as formative assessment. Formative assessment is defined by Black and Wiliam
(1998) “as encompassing all those activities undertaken by teachers, and/or by their students,
which provide information to be used as feedback to modify the teaching and learning
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activities in which they are engaged” (p.7). From the definition above, it is evident that
corrective feedback represents a useful tool that is used to modify both teaching and learning;
hence, corrective feedback has attracted the focus of many methodologists as well as second
language acquisition (SLA) researchers (e.g., Ellis, 2009; Li, 2010; Lightbown & Spada, 1990;
Lyster, 1998; Sheen, 2004).

In SLA research, corrective feedback is viewed as one type of negative feedback, which is
usually a response to a linguistic error produced by the learner (Ellis, 2009). Researchers
working within the interactionist SLA framework claim that negative feedback plays a salient
role in second language learning through providing learners with opportunities to notice their
errors, which if happened repeatedly, can facilitate turning linguistic input into intake (Ellis,
2007; Gass & Mackey, 2007). Corrective feedback can take several forms, including explicit
correction, recasts, elicitation, metalinguistic clues, clarification requests, and repetition
(Lyster & Ranta, 1997). Classroom oriented SLA research shows that different forms of
corrective feedback exhibit varying degrees of effectiveness in different language classroom
settings (Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; Lyster, 1998; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Nicholas,
Lightbown, & Spada, 2001; Sheen, 2006). The effectiveness of corrective feedback is affected
by different variables including the language skills involved (Bitchener, Young & Cameron,
2005; Dlask & Krekeler, 2013), teachers’ non-verbal behavior (Guvendir, 2011), learners’
perceptions of corrective feedback (Hedgcock & Letkowitz, 1994), teachers’ knowledge of
corrective feedback (Mori, 2011), learners’ motivation (Uzum, 2010), and teaching experience
(Maclellan, 2004). To summarize, the variables that can influence the effectiveness of
corrective feedback can be teacher related, learner related, and/or skill related.

Teachers’ knowledge of corrective feedback has proven to have a powerful impact on the
effectiveness of the corrective feedback they provide to their learners (Mori, 2011). This view
has been supported by many researchers who stressed the importance of providing teachers
with the necessary knowledge of corrective feedback in teacher education and professional
development programs (e.g., Ellis, 2009; Van Ha & Murray 2021). However, teachers’
knowledge of corrective feedback and their beliefs of its importance will not necessarily be
translated in their classroom practices (Hernandez Méndez & Cruz, 2012; Kartchava, 2006),
which makes this issue a fertile ground for further investigation. Therefore, teaching
experience is an important variable that can affect the effectiveness of formative assessment in
general and corrective feedback in particular (Maclellan, 2004; Huang, 2013; Saito, 2014).

Although corrective feedback has been investigated repeatedly in the literature, only a few
studies have focused on pronunciation corrective feedback. Moreover, only a very limited
number of studies have investigated pronunciation corrective feedback in an Arabic EFL
context. Furthermore, providing pronunciation corrective feedback has rarely been
investigated in relation to teaching experience. Therefore, given that teacher characteristics
play an integral role in the effectiveness of corrective feedback, the current study aims at
investigating the possible connection between teachers’ years of teaching experience and their
views of providing students with pronunciation corrective feedback.

In order to achieve the above aim, the following research question was addressed:
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What are Arab experienced teachers’ views of pronunciation corrective feedback in an EFL
classroom, as compared to novice teachers?

2. Background

The term “formative evaluation” was first used by Scriven (1967) to account for the continuous
development of the curriculum. Over the next two decades the term ‘““formative” was not
frequently used in the literature; however, some studies examined the integration of assessment
within classroom instruction, which resulted in the emergence of what is knows as Cognitively
Guided Instruction (CGI) (Wiliam, 2011). CGI was examined in a research project by
Carpenter, Fennema, Peterson, Chiang, and Loef (1989) in which they concluded that students
who were taught by CGI teachers, achieved remarkably better results compared to other
students. This was followed by a growing interest in the literature to investigate the
effectiveness of formative assessment on students’ achievement. In a review of about 600
studies that are potentially relevant to classroom formative assessment, Black and Wiliam
(1998) concluded that the use of assessment to inform classroom instruction could dramatically
increase the speed of students’ learning.

Despite the agreement in the literature about its effectiveness, formative assessment’s
definition remains controversial. In the literature, formative assessment is usually compared
with summative assessment, which refers to the evaluation of learners’ achievement out of a
given course or program (Harlen & James, 1997). However, the distinction between the
formative and summative evaluation is not that simple. Wiliam (2011) notes that even
summative evaluation procedures can be used formatively, and he provides an example of a
teacher who did not score one of the tests that she gave to her students. Instead, she divided
them into groups and asked them to work together in order to arrive at the best possible answers.
In trying to clear the ambiguity of the distinction between formative and summative evaluation,
Wiliam and Black (1996) claim that it is meaningful to view the distinction in terms of the way
that assessment data is used, and not the way in which the assessment is conducted.

The majority of attempts to generate a holistic definition for formative assessment assign a
central role for feedback. Feedback can either be positive or negative. Positive feedback
confirms a learner’s response and provides motivational support for the learner that can aid
further learning (Ellis, 2009). In contrast, negative feedback is used to indicate that the learner
has used an incorrect linguistic form (Ellis, 2009). Corrective feedback is one form of negative
feedback that aims at providing the learner who has committed a linguistic error with a
corrective response (Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 2006). The role of corrective feedback in
facilitating second language acquisition (SLA) has been debatable. Behaviorist views of SLA
did not envision corrective feedback as a facilitator of second language learning. According the
behaviorist account, corrective feedback was seen as a “punishment” which can discourage
further learning (VanPatten & Williams, 2007). In his monitor theory, Krashen (1982) argued
that using corrective feedback could negatively affect second language learning. He claimed
that corrective feedback can make learners self-conscious about their language production; as a
result, they will avoid producing more complex linguistic forms. He also claimed that the use
of corrective feedback can only promote the development of learners’ “learned knowledge”
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and does not contribute to the development of their “acquired knowledge”. However, although
Krashen did not recommend the use of corrective feedback for language learners, he claimed
that using corrective feedback with simple rules (e.qg., third person —s) only when learners have
the time to access their “learned knowledge” can help learners in monitoring their linguistic
production.

However, interactionist SLA researchers view corrective feedback as a facilitator for second
language learning (Gass & Mackey, 2007). In his noticing hypothesis, Schmidt (1990) argued
that corrective feedback could help learners to raise their awareness (i.e., through noticing) of
correct linguistic forms that can help them in monitoring the accuracy of their language
production. Noticing, which can result from corrective feedback, has been viewed as a central
component of the Associative-Cognitive CREED (i.e., Construction-based, Rational,
Exemplar-driven, Emergent, and Dialectic) approach to SLA. According to the
Associative-Cognitive CREED, second language learning is affected by the frequency and
salience of the input. Ellis (2007) uses the metaphor of a detector in the learners’ cognitive
system. Every detector has a threshold level that, when exceeded as a result of noticing,
becomes active and fires. After multiple firing, the threshold level of that detector decreases; as
a result, with repeated noticing, the learner will likely acquire the target language form. This
shows that corrective feedback can facilitate second language learning through increasing the
saliency of the linguistic forms so that they are noticed more rapidly, and then acquired as a
result of repeated exposure.

From a pedagogical perspective, the use of corrective feedback has not been recommended by
communicative language teaching (CLT), which focused mainly on promoting students’
fluency, as opposed to accuracy, in their production of the target language (Schmidt, 1983). In
order to reach a balance between fluency and accuracy in students’ production, Lightbown and
Spada (1990) have suggested that “accuracy, fluency, and overall communicative skills are
probably best developed through instruction that is primarily meaning-based but in which
guidance is provided through timely form-focused activities and correction in context” (p.443).
This shows that using form-focused instruction along with meaning-based CLT can help in
reaching a balance between fluency and accuracy in students’ target language production, and
according to Lyster and Ranta (1997), form-focused instruction can be performed through
providing corrective feedback.

Recent research has moved from examining the theoretical and pedagogical perspectives on
the effectiveness of corrective feedback towards investigating the techniques of corrective
feedback that can foster the process of second language learning (Ellis, 2009). Corrective
feedback can be delivered through several techniques. Ellis, Loewen, and Erlam (2006) have
identified three major components that corrective feedback can include. These include; an
indicator showing that the leaner has committed an error, correct linguistic form supplied by
another interlocutor, and/ or metalinguistic information describing the nature of he error
committed by the learner. In a more detailed description, Lyster and Ranta (1997) have
identified six techniques of corrective feedback. These include;

1- explicit correction: in which the learner’s error is explicitly corrected,

163 www.macrothink.org/ijl



ISSN 1948-5425

\ MacrOth i “k International Journal of Linguistics
A Institute ™ 2021, Vol. 13, No. 5

2- recasts: reformulating all of or part of the learner’s response,
3- elicitation: using prompts to trigger the learner to reformulate his/her own response,

4- metalinguistic clues: providing comments, questions, and/or information related the
learner’s response,

5- clarification requests: asking the learner to clarify his/her response, and
6- repetition: repeating the learner’s response to highlight the linguistic error.

The effectiveness of corrective feedback techniques has been examined in relation to different
language skills; however, their effectiveness with respect to pronunciation instruction has not
received much attention (Foote, Trofimovich, Collins, & Urz(a, 2013). Several studies have
examined the effectiveness of different corrective feedback techniques in improving students’
pronunciation (Dlaska & Krekeler, 2013; Ellis, Basturkmen, & Loewen, 2001; Lyster, 1998;
Lyster & Saito, 2010; Saito; 2011; Saito & Lyster, 2012a; 2012b). Although the majority of the
studies listed above concluded that recasts are the most effective corrective feedback technique
when addressing pronunciation errors, it is still hard to make such a generalization. The context
in which the study was conducted (Razfar, 2010), students’ perceptions (Carpenter, Jeon,
MacGregor, & Mackey, 2006; Mackey, Gass, & McDonough, 2000) as well as teachers’
beliefs and practices with respect to pronunciation corrective feedback (Hern&andez Médez &
Cruz, 2012; Murphy, 2011) are all major factors that influence the effectiveness of corrective
feedback.

Teachers’ views and practices play an integral role in the effectiveness of pronunciation
corrective feedback. In a study that examined teachers’ practices in providing students with
pronunciation corrective feedback, Murphy (2011) conducted a survey for 36 English as a
second language (ESL) teachers about their pronunciation teaching practices. She concluded
that 97% of the teachers taught pronunciation at least once per-month, and 75% reported that
they have taught pronunciation more than once a week. Finally, around 90% of the teachers
reported that they used listen-and-repeat activities or provided pronunciation corrective
feedback during read-aloud activities.

In a more recent effort, Foote et al. (2013) conducted a longitudinal, corpus-based study to
explore teachers’ behaviors in teaching second language pronunciation. The researchers
transcribed 40 hours of videotaped lessons taught by three English language teachers. The
transcribed videos were then coded for pronunciation teaching episodes, which were then
analyzed for the type, and impact on second language learning. The results reveled the
infrequency of pronunciation teaching episodes, which accounted only for 10% of the language
episodes. Results also showed that pronunciation teaching only targeted individual sounds and
neglected prosodic features.

In their descriptive study, Hernandez Méndez and Cruz (2012) examined EFL teachers’
perceptions and practices with respect to oral corrective feedback in a major Mexican
university. They interviewed five EFL teachers to explore their perceptions of oral corrective
feedback. To explore teachers’ practices with respect to oral corrective feedback, they used a
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questionnaire that they distributed to 40 participants; however, only 15 returned it back to the
researchers. The study took different error types into account including pronunciation errors.
Results indicated that teachers exhibited positive perceptions towards oral corrective feedback.
However, some teachers viewed oral corrective feedback as an optional teaching practice,
bearing in mind the emotions of the students. Implicit and unfocused oral corrective feedback
were the most common in teachers’ practices.

In another effort exploring teacher characteristics in relation corrective feedback, Rahimi and
Zhang (2015) conducted a study investigating the differences between novice and experienced
teachers’ cognitions about the effectiveness of corrective feedback in an EFL context. Forty
nonnative English teachers 20 of which were experienced (i.e., with 4 or more yeas of teaching
experience) and 20 were novice (i.e., with two or less years of teaching experience)
participated in the study. The researchers used a questionnaire and follow-up interviews to
collect data for their study. Results indicated that EFL teachers’ experience could significantly
influence their cognitions about the effectiveness of corrective feedback. Experienced teachers
took into consideration learners’ factors including proficiency level and anxiety when
providing corrective feedback. They also considered factors like error type and frequency as
well as the skill being taught in providing corrective feedback. Regarding the timing of
corrective feedback, most of the experienced teachers preferred providing corrective feedback
as soon as the error occurs. In contrast, novice teachers resorted to their own language learning
experience when providing corrective feedback, which reflected inflexibility and exclusion of
many learner-dependent factors. In terms of the timing of providing corrective feedback, most
of the novice teachers chose to delay providing corrective feedback.

In a more recent study, Moradkhani & Goodarzi (2020) attempted to compare teachers’ beliefs
about oral corrective feedback and their classroom practices. Data was collected from three
female EFL teachers through videorecording three sessions of their class time followed by
stimulated recall interviews. Results showed that experienced teachers showed more variety in
the corrective feedback types used in actual teaching as compared to novice teachers, who used
a limited range of corrective feedback types. Moreover, novice teachers continuously resorted
to their language learning experience in justifying their oral corrective feedback practices.

In general, the above studies show variability in teachers’ practices with respect to oral
corrective feedback. For example, Murphy (2011) showed high percentages of teacher
corrective feedback use, whereas Foote et al. (2013) showed that corrective feedback did not
receive much attention. Even though both studies were in an ESL context, there was a big
variation in their findings. This variation might go back the methods used in data collection.
Murphy (2011) used surveys to capture teachers’ practices with respect to pronunciation
corrective feedback. In contrast, Foote et al. (2013) as well as Moradkhani & Goodarzi (2020)
used a corpus of actual videotaped classroom interactions that were transcribed and coded for
pronunciation corrective feedback episodes, which is considered more accurate compared to
surveys alone. Rahimi and Zhang (2015) al well as Moradkhani & Goodarzi (2020) both
agreed that novice teachers resorted to their own language learning experience when justifying
the use of oral corrective feedback in their actual teaching.

165 www.macrothink.org/ijl



ISSN 1948-5425

\ MacrOth i “k International Journal of Linguistics
A Institute ™ 2021, Vol. 13, No. 5

The studies that compared teachers views and practices in terms or oral corrective feedback
(i.e., Basturkmen, Loewen, & Ellis, 2004; Hern&ndez Méndez & Cruz, 2012; Kartchava, 2006;
Yoshida, 2010) did not focus on pronunciation corrective feedback per se; however, they
investigated a number of linguistic errors including phonological errors. Moreover, none of the
five studies discussed above was conducted in an Arabic EFL context. Therefore, the current
study investigated teachers’ years of teaching experience in relation to their views of providing
students with pronunciation corrective feedback in a Saudi Arabian EFL context.

3. Methods
3.1 Participants

The current study was conducted in an English language institute that teaches English as a part
of a foundation year program for first year university students. The institute is housed in a
Saudi Arabian university located in an urban setting. The study recruited four Arab EFL
teachers (N= 4). Two teachers were novice teachers with less than five years of EFL teaching
experience. The other two teachers were more experiences with more than 15 years of EFL
teaching experience.

The researcher explored these teachers’ views of towards pronunciation corrective feedback
through semi-structured interviews. It should be noted that the researcher went through all the
ethical requirements of the host institution and obtained a signed informed consent form from
each participant.

3.2 Data Collection

Interviews were used to compare between novice and experienced Arab EFL teachers’ views
about pronunciation corrective feedback. Interviews have been repeatedly used by researchers
to capture teachers’ views towards corrective feedback (e.g., Basturkmen, Loewen, & Ellis,
2004; Hern&dez Méndez & Cruz, 2012; Moradkhani & Goodarzi, 2020). The researcher used
simi-structured interviews. Semi-structured interviews allow researchers to obtain comparable
data related to participants’ perceptions of a specific theme or topic within its relevant context
(Edwards & Holland, 2013). The questions used to guide the interviews were revised by two
established researchers in the field to ensure their validity. Interviews were recorded through
Audacity computer software at (16 kHz, 32 bits) using an external microphone. The interviews’
duration ranged from 29 to 37 minutes. Each participant was interviewed individually in a quiet
room. Interviews were then transcribed in preparation for them to be analyzed for reoccurring
themes.

3.3 Research Design

The current study followed the qualitative approach utilizing a research design based on
thematic analysis, which is defined as “a method for identifying, analyzing, and reporting
patterns (themes) within data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006: 79). Thematic analysis helps
researchers to develop themes within raw data, and to interpret them in more depth through
identifying explicit as well as implicit ideas. Moreover, thematic analysis is a flexible method
in which researches can provide a detailed interpretation of qualitative data. It also can help
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researchers highlight similarities and differences between the participants in a given dataset
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). Given that the current study aimed at exploring the differences
between the views of novice and experienced Arab EFL teachers in their views of providing
oral corrective feedback, thematic analysis is a suitable research design for the purpose of the
study.

4. Data Analysis

This section demonstrates the thematic analysis emerging from the transcribed interviews. This
demonstration is guided by the question that the current study investigated.

4.1 Novice Teachers’ Views of Pronunciation Corrective Feedback

The analysis of the four transcribed interviews showed that novice teachers prefer to provide
students with corrective feedback immediately as soon as the error occurs. However, novice
teachers reported correcting students only 50 to 60 percent of the time. Providing immediate
corrective feedback was justified by the possibility of students learning the “incorrect”
pronunciation and it will be “internalized in their language system”, which will make it
difficult for them to learn the “correct” pronunciation later. Furthermore, novice teachers
agreed that pronunciation corrective feedback should be avoided whenever possible with
beginner students in order not to demotivate them or to discourage them from oral production.
Both novice teachers reported focusing on the most two common standardized accents when it
comes to judging the correctness of students’ pronunciation (i.e., Received Pronunciation and
American English) regardless of intelligibility. This was justified by the fact that a foreign
accent can affect listeners’ judgments especially in situations like job interviews which
students are likely to face in the future. Finally, novice teachers reported only implementing
limited techniques of pronunciation corrective feedback in their classrooms. This included
recasts and explicit correction only.

4.2 Experienced Teachers’ Views of Pronunciation Corrective Feedback

Experienced teachers were more patient when providing students with pronunciation
corrective feedback as compared to the novice teachers. Both experienced teachers agreed on
the importance of providing pronunciation corrective feedback to their students; however, they
reported that it should be done with caution taking individual student personality into account.
The experienced teachers reported that providing pronunciation corrective feedback in their
classes is dependent on the language components being taught. For example, they provided
more pronunciation corrective feedback when teaching vocabulary and reading than when they
are teaching grammar. Moreover, experienced teachers reported giving more prominence to
ineligibility than to correctness when it comes to correcting students’ pronunciation. That is, as
long as students were understood and the meaning is conveyed, they did not interrupt them
with corrective feedback. Experienced teachers agreed on providing more pronunciation
corrective feedback to beginner students as compared to more advanced students. Finally,
experienced teachers reported providing a wide range of pronunciation corrective feedback
including explicit correction, recasts, metalinguistic clues, clarification requests, and
repetition.
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5. Discussion

The interview data presented above show that great differences exist between novice and
experienced teachers in their views of pronunciation corrective feedback. The first difference
was the timing in which the pronunciation corrective feedback is provided. Novice teachers
agreed that corrective feedback should be provided immediately after a mispronunciation.
Experienced teachers, on the other hand, were more patient when providing pronunciation
corrective feedback.

The second difference was the frequency of the pronunciation corrective feedback. Novice
teachers provided more frequent pronunciation corrective feedback as compared to
experienced teachers, who took several factors into consideration including students’
personality when providing pronunciation corrective feedback. Novice teachers in contrast did
not report taking student personality into consideration when providing pronunciation
corrective feedback. Differences in the timing and frequency between novice and experienced
teachers may be explained by the novice teachers’ lack of experience and resorting to their own
language learning experience when providing pronunciation corrective feedback and not to the
characteristics of the cohort of students they are teaching. This view was shared by Rahimi and
Zang (2015) as well as Moradkhani and Goodarzi (2020) who reported that novice teachers
resorted to their own language learning experience when providing pronunciation corrective
feedback.

The third difference between novice and experienced teachers in their views of providing
pronunciation corrective feedback was related to the proficiency level of the students. Novice
teachers avoided providing pronunciation corrective feedback for beginning levels, whereas
experienced teachers provided more corrective feedback for the beginning levels. The novice
teachers were more impulsive in providing pronunciation corrective feedback. They justified
providing less corrective feedback for beginning students by their concern to affect student
motivation. However, the impulsive nature of their pronunciation corrective feedback might
have more negative effect on the beginning students. A more balanced approach to providing
pronunciation corrective feedback was exhibited by the experiences teachers who were more
patient and provided corrective feedback to all levels but with caution taking students
personality into account.

The fourth difference was that novice teachers did not take the language skill and component
being taught into consideration when providing pronunciation corrective feedback.
Experienced teachers, on the other hand, reported providing more pronunciation corrective
feedback when teaching vocabulary and reading. Differences between novice and experienced
teachers in taking the students’ level and the language component being taught might also be
explained by novice teachers’ dependence on their own learning experiences instead of
understanding the characteristics of the cohort of students they are teaching. This was echoed
by Rahimi and Zang (2015) who claimed that novice teachers’ dependence on their language
learning experiences can lead to inflexibility and exclusion of many learner-dependent factors.
This also comes in line with the findings of Moradkhani and Goodarzi (2020).
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The fifth difference between novice and experienced teachers in their views of providing
pronunciation corrective feedback was that novice teachers focused more on form (i.e., correct
pronunciation) whereas experienced teachers focused more on meaning (i.e., intelligibility).
Novice teachers have justified their focus on “correct” pronunciation by that a foreign accent
might have a negative impact on the students if they were in a gatekeeping encounter (e.g., job
interview) where the listeners might judge the speaker based on his/her accent. This can be
explained by claim stating that non-native speakers can be sensitive to their accent in
gatekeeping encounters (Qutub, 2014). However, correctness in pronunciation is very relevant
as it is very difficult to define a reference-point for correctness or find a unified accent for
native speakers of English (see Munro & Derwing, 2015). The experienced teachers showed a
more mature and inclusive approach in providing pronunciation corrective feedback based on
the meaning conveyed.

The sixth and last difference found in this study between novice and experienced teachers in
their views of providing pronunciation corrective feedback was related to the range of
pronunciation corrective feedback techniques used. Novice teachers used a limited range of
pronunciation corrective feedback technigques, whereas experienced teachers used a variety of
techniques. This might be explained by novice teachers lack of experience and probably
limited training. This finding comes in line with Moradkhani & Goodarzi (2020) who reported
that novice teachers used a limited range of pronunciation corrective feedback techniques.

6. Conclusion

The current study attempted to explore the possible impact of Arab EFL teachers’ teaching
experience on their views of pronunciation formative assessment, and specifically
pronunciation corrective feedback. Previous research on the linking EFL teachers’ teaching
experience to formative assessment is limited; therefore, the current study provides an
additional effort towards a better understanding of the nature o that relationship. Interview data
analysis revealed the existence of six major differences between novice and experienced
teachers in their views of pronunciation corrective feedback. These differences included timing,
frequency, considering students’ proficiency level, considering the skill being taught, focus on
form and/or meaning, and the range of pronunciation corrective feedback techniques used.

Based on the above results, the researcher suggests including practical application drills in
teacher preparation programs that focus on providing pronunciation corrective feedback.
Moreover, the researcher suggests providing novice teachers with professional training on
utilizing the different techniques of pronunciation corrective feedback taking into account
student characteristics and the language skills and components being taught.

Limitations of the current study include the limited number of participants recruited including
only 4 teachers. Future research may explore the possible impact of Arab EFL teachers’
teaching experience on their views of pronunciation formative assessment by recruiting a
wider range of participants. Another suggestion to avoid this limitation in future research is
through conducting a longitudinal study that explores the change that is likely to occur in
novice teachers’ views of providing pronunciation corrective feedback over a prolonged period
of time.
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Future research may explore the relationship between teaching experience and views of
pronunciation corrective feedback in more depth by collecting data from a wider range of
sources. This can include videotaping and analyzing classroom interaction for pronunciation
corrective feedback episodes and stimulated recall interviews which can possibly provide a
better understanding of the nature of the relationship between teaching experience and
pronunciation corrective feedback.
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