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Abstract 
To date, very limited research interest has been given to the strategies English-
medium instruction (EMI) teachers or lecturers deploy to provide corrective 
feedback (CF) on the language use to their students during class interaction. 
In other words, when EMI teachers incidentally focus on students’ problem-
atic language use, how do they correct it – providing explicit correction or us-
ing recast or elicitation? This article reports on a study that examined CF types 
EMI teachers and lecturers used during classroom discourse, drawing on data 
collected from classroom observations and recordings of six different EMI 
classes in high school and university settings in Korea. The frequency and 
types of CF used in reactive language-related episodes (LREs) were identified 
in the EMI classes and compared between the two settings and across disci-
plines (social science, mathematics, and computer science). Findings showed 
that all the EMI teachers and lecturers offered CF to their students but with 
different frequency; the schoolteachers offered CF more frequently than the 
university lecturers. Also, the schoolteachers used more various types of CF 
than the lecturers. In both settings, CF occurred most frequently in mathe-
matics compared to the other two disciplines. This article ends with sugges-
tions for ways the findings of this study can be used to raise EMI teachers’ 
awareness of various options for providing CF on students’ linguistic errors 
during their incidental teaching practices. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Research on English-medium instruction (EMI) has reported that EMI teachers or 
lecturers do not consider teaching or correcting English as a part of their role (Agui-
lar, 2017; Airey, 2012; Margic & Vodopija-Krstanovic, 2017). Recent classroom-based 
studies, however, provide empirical evidence that EMI teachers or lecturers in var-
ious disciplines support their students with language by taking quick moments to 
offer information about linguistic items or correct students’ linguistic errors in 
class interaction in EMI settings (An et al., 2019; Basturkmen & Shackleford, 2015; 
Costa, 2012; Hong, 2022; Hong & Basturkmen, 2020; Martinez et al., 2021). In 
second language acquisition (SLA) literature, such moments have been termed 
language-related episodes (LREs), which are defined as “instances when teachers 
and learners talk about the language they are producing, question their language 
use, or correct themselves or others” (Basturkmen & Shackleford, 2015, p. 89). 
LREs are divided into two types: pre-emptive LREs and reactive LREs. The former 
occur “regardless of any perceived linguistic errors or linguistic questions” (Hong & 
Basturkmen, 2020, p. 5). According to Ellis et al. (2002), pre-emptive LREs address 
a gap in students’ knowledge about linguistic items. The latter refers to LREs that 
“arise in response to perceived linguistic errors or because a participant fails to com-
prehend something that another has said” (Hong & Basturkmen, 2020, p. 5).  

Previous studies on LREs in EMI settings have found that EMI teachers or lec-
turers used both pre-emptive and reactive LREs as a means to integrate the focus 
on language into their content teaching seamlessly and smoothly (Basturkmen & 
Shackleford, 2015; Costa, 2012; Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2021). Also, these studies have 
shown somewhat similar findings that the teachers or lecturers initiated LREs far 
more frequently than their students. They also initiated LREs mostly pre-emptively 
rather than reactively. The lower frequency of reactive LREs in the EMI classrooms 
reported in the previous studies is not surprising. As the explicit focus of EMI classes 
is on disciplinary content education, EMI teachers or lecturers would not pay much 
attention to students’ linguistic errors that incidentally occur during classroom in-
teraction. Also, EMI teachers or lecturers are usually not trained to correct students’ 
linguistic errors. Thus, they may be confused by whether and how they should ad-
dress linguistic errors that unexpectedly arise during classroom interaction (Jacob-
son, 2015) or unsure about the effects of providing a correction. They may also be 
concerned about the possibility that their correction of students’ linguistic errors 
would demotivate or put a burden on their students. 

However, Williams (2001) argues that students can profit considerably from 
teachers’ feedback on their linguistic errors in reactive LREs. A recent study (Hong, 
2021b) in the South Korean context examined the effects of LREs on students’ 
learning of language items in high school and university settings by administering 
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a tailor-made language test. It has been confirmed that student-initiated, pre-emp-
tive LREs were the most effective in students’ learning of the target language 
items; however, reactive LREs initiated by the teachers were also effective. That 
is, despite the transient nature of LREs, the students were able to learn the correct 
forms or ways of using the language items that had been previously corrected by 
the teachers in reactive LREs. Hong (2021a) suggests that EMI teachers’ correc-
tive feedback (CF) does not necessarily impede the flow of classroom discourse 
in EMI classrooms and that LREs with CF can be of benefit to students who thus 
notice a gap in their knowledge about a language item and learn their second 
language (L2) in a meaningful way.  

To date, however, very limited research interest has been given to the 
ways EMI teachers or lecturers correct their students’ language use in classroom 
interactions. Before making any claims about the effects of EMI, it is crucial to 
observe what actually happens in EMI classrooms. Given that LREs provide 
meaningful opportunities for students in EMI settings to learn how language is 
used in a discipline (Basturkmen & Shackleford, 2015; Martinez et al., 2021), it 
is crucial to examine the strategies that EMI teachers with various discipline 
backgrounds deploy to provide their students with CF in their classes. The cur-
rent study aimed to provide an illustration of the CF types used in six EMI clas-
ses, three in high school (economics, politics, and mathematics) and three in 
university settings (accounting, computer science, and mathematics). It exam-
ined the frequency and types of CF that occurred during class interaction in EMI 
settings and compared the types of CF across the disciplines. 
 
2. Literature review 
 
2.1. Oral CF in English as a second language (ESL) classrooms 
 
Corrective feedback has been defined as responses that “learners receive on the 
linguistic errors they make in their oral or written production in L2” (Sheen & 
Ellis, 2011, p. 593). Cognitive theories, including the interactional hypothesis 
(Long, 1996), the output hypothesis (Swain, 1995), and the noticing hypothesis 
(Schmidt, 2001), have emphasized that CF facilitates the process of L2 acquisi-
tion by providing learners with an opportunity to notice the gap and to repair or 
correct the linguistic errors they have made.  

SLA research that investigated strategies teachers used to correct learn-
ers’ oral linguistic errors arising during classroom interactions has consistently 
shown that recasts were the most frequently used CF type in the ESL context 
(e.g., Loewen, 2002; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Zhao & Bitchener, 2007), supporting 
Seedhouse’s (2001) claim that teachers prefer recasts because of its non-threatening 
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and unobtrusive nature. Also, previous studies in the ESL context examined the ef-
fects of various CF types in ESL classrooms, using uptake and repair as measures. Up-
take refers to “an optional student move that occurs in episodes where learners have 
demonstrated a gap in their knowledge,” in reaction to the teacher’s implicit or ex-
plicit provision of information about linguistic features (Ellis et al., 2001, p. 286).  

An influential study by Lyster and Ranta (1997) examined the frequency of 
the oral CF type used in French immersion classrooms. They identified six types of 
oral CF, including explicit correction, clarification requests, recasts, elicitation, met-
alinguistic feedback, and repetition, and found that recasts were used the most of-
ten despite the finding that they were the least likely to lead to students’ uptake. 
The study also showed that three types of CF, that is, metalinguistic feedback, clar-
ification requests, and repetition, led to students’ successful uptake the most.  

Many researchers have classified CF types in terms of the degree of im-
plicitness and explicitness. Sheen and Ellis (2011) have developed a taxonomy 
of oral CF types in classroom discourse, which includes the distinction between 
input-providing (correct form provision) and output-prompting (attempt to elicit 
learners’ self-correction) CF and the distinction between implicit and explicit CF. 
Implicit CF occurs “when the teacher simply requests clarification in response to 
the learner’s erroneous utterance,” and explicit CF occurs “when the teacher 
directly corrects the learner and/or provides some kind of metalinguistic expla-
nation of the error” (Sheen & Ellis, 2011, p. 593). 

Milla and Mayo (2014) have also classified CF types in accordance with 
the explicitness of correction. Figure 1 illustrates the continuum of the CF strat-
egies in order of the degree of explicitness, with recasts being the most implicit 
and explicit correction being the most explicit. The present study draws on Lys-
ter and Ranta’s (1997) and Milla and Mayo’s (2014) classification of CF types and 
definitions of each type. 

 
Figure 1 Continuum of CF types (Milla & Mayo, 2014, p. 4) 
 

 
 
Loewen (2002) explored the effects of form-focused episodes (FFEs) on L2 

learners’ subsequent learning of the targeted language items in L2 communica-
tive ESL classrooms, using tailor-made language tests. He found that in this set-
ting, the two most commonly used CF types were recasts and informs (51.4% 
and 36.8%, respectively), distantly followed by prompts, clarification requests, and 
repeats. Loewen (2002) also found that elicitation of responses was significantly 
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more effective in leading to students’ successful uptake than the provision of 
the language information. 

Sheen (2004) compared teachers’ use of CF and learners’ uptake arising in four 
different L2 communicative classroom contexts, that is, French immersion, Canada 
ESL, New Zealand ESL, and Korean ESL, drawing on Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) CF type 
taxonomy. Similar to the findings of the previous studies, Sheen found that recasts 
were the most dominant CF type, which accounted for over 50% in all four classes. 
Despite the high frequency, however, recasts led to the lowest rate of learner uptake, 
and explicit correction also resulted in a lower rate of learner uptake. In contrast, the 
other less frequent CF types, including elicitation, clarification requests, metalinguis-
tic feedback, and repetition, led to a high rate of learner uptake. The study also found 
that the effectiveness measured by learner uptake or repair and the nature of recasts 
significantly differed according to the instructional settings. 

A study by Panova and Lyster (2002) investigated the types of CF and the 
relationship between CF types and learner uptake in adult ESL classes in Canada. 
The teachers in the study used recasts the most frequently; however, other CF 
types, such as elicitation, repetitions, clarification requests, and metalinguistic 
feedback, were more effective for learner uptake or repair. The researchers ex-
plain that because recasts involve the reformulation of learners’ erroneous ut-
terances with correct linguistic forms, they are not necessarily followed by learn-
ers’ responses. Lyster and Mori (2006) compared CF in French immersion and 
Japanese immersion classrooms in the elementary school setting. They found 
that the proportion of linguistic errors the teachers corrected was similar in both 
classrooms. Also, the predominant CF type was recasts, and the explicit correc-
tion was infrequently used in both settings. However, the patterns of students’ 
uptake and repair in relation to CF types varied between the classes; in the 
French immersion classroom, it was prompts that resulted in the highest fre-
quency of repair, whereas in the Japanese immersion classroom, it was recasts. 
The authors suggested the counterbalance hypothesis, which argues that in the 
meaning-focused French classroom, the teacher’s use of prompts, a form-fo-
cused strategy, led to more students’ uptake. On the other hand, in the form-
focused Japanese classroom, an implicit or more meaning-focused strategy such 
as recasts led to more student uptake and repair. The authors further assert a 
need for the balanced use of different CF strategies in accordance with the focus 
of classes to help students notice their linguistic gaps. 

In a recent study on oral CF in Chinese as a second language (CSL) class-
rooms in a Chinese university, Bao (2019) examined and compared CSL teachers’ 
practices and beliefs regarding CF. Bao found that the CSL teachers in a Chinese 
university corrected most of the linguistic errors (71.6%) using recasts most fre-
quently (52.8%). In the interview all the CSL teachers agreed on the importance of 
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CF provision and consideration of student factors (e.g., personality, preferences) 
when providing CF for students’ L2 development and ability to communicate accu-
rately and appropriately. In terms of the thoughts about the frequency of CF, some 
teachers in the study reported providing CF infrequently because of the possibility 
of interruption of the flow of class, while the others reported their frequent use of 
CF. The study also reported some discordance between CSL teachers’ beliefs about 
CF and their actual practices; the teachers thought elicitation and repetition to be 
preferred by students, which they rarely used in practice. Also, the frequency of CF 
that the teachers perceived was much higher than the actual frequency of CF. 

Yüksel et al. (2021) investigated the oral CF beliefs and actual practices of 20 
ESL teachers in an intensive ESL program in a Turkish university. The data were col-
lected from the transcripts of the video recordings of the classes and stimulated re-
call interviews with the teachers and the results of a tailor-made task for the teach-
ers. The study found that the teachers’ perceived effectiveness of oral CF was ap-
proximately 65%. Also, teachers’ stated CF percentage and actual practices showed 
a similar ratio (63% and 68% respectively). In terms of linguistic focus of oral CF, the 
teachers were found to provide more CF for vocabulary errors (69%) followed by 
pronunciation errors (68.5%) and grammatical errors (50.5%). Incongruence was 
found between the teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding the timing of CF provi-
sion; they provided far more immediate CF in practice than they had believed (79.6% 
and 48% respectively) and less delayed CF in practice than was their expectation 
(20.4% and 52% respectively). The teachers’ beliefs and practices were similar re-
garding recasts and elicitations as the types of CF that they favored the most.  

Previous studies using meta-analysis have reported that oral CF is an ef-
fective means by which teachers provide language learners with scaffolding to 
support their L2 learning in ESL classrooms (e.g., Li, 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010; 
Norris & Ortega, 2000). A study by Li (2010) found that explicit CF had greater 
immediate effects on L2 acquisition; however, it was implicit CF whose effects 
were more sustainable. A meta-analysis by Lyster and Saito (2010) has shown 
that prompts were more effective for L2 learning than recasts in ESL classroom 
settings, a different finding from the ones reported in previous studies (e.g., Lys-
ter & Ranta, 1997; Sheen, 2004), and that CF was more beneficial for younger 
learners than older learners. Li (2014) found that explicit CF was more effective 
for learners with low L2 proficiency level, while both explicit and implicit CF was 
equally beneficial for advanced proficiency level learners. 
 
2.2. Oral CF in content classrooms 
 
Recent research has compared CF strategies used in ESL and content classrooms. 
Schuitemaker-King (2013) compared the frequency and types of CF arising in 
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content-language integrated learning (CLIL) classes, bilingual ESL classes, and 
non-bilingual ESL classes in the Netherlands. Overall, nine different types of CF 
strategies were identified in the data. The study found that the CF strategies 
were most frequent in bilingual ESL classes, followed by CLIL classes and non-
bilingual ESL classes. Also, the frequently used CF strategies differed between 
the classes. In the CLIL classes, three CF strategies, modification and addition to 
an answer, recasts, and clarification requests, occurred most frequently. In both 
bilingual and non-bilingual ESL classes, metalinguistic comment in the L2 was 
most commonly used, whereas it was the least used strategy in the CLIL classes.  

A study by Milla and Mayo (2014) investigated CF episodes in classroom 
interaction in ESL and CLIL (business) classes in a Spanish high school. The study 
found that while the ESL teacher used various CF types, the CLIL teacher mainly 
used recasts. The CF strategies the ESL teacher used were more explicit than those 
used by the CLIL teacher. Also, the findings of the study indicated that CF had a 
significant effect on students’ uptake in the ESL classes but not in the CLIL classes. 

There is an SLA context that has scarcely been researched, namely, the EMI 
context. EMI is expected to provide ESL students with opportunities for natural ac-
quisition of academic English. Many studies have shown that content teachers in 
EMI settings had a role of facilitating their students’ academic English development 
even though they did not have sufficient knowledge about L2 teaching and learning 
(e.g., Martinez et al., 2021). Moreover, findings from the previous EMI studies (e.g., 
Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2021) have shown differences in terms of the frequency and 
types of LREs across disciplines. It is possible that the ways EMI teachers correct 
students’ linguistic errors vary according to their disciplinary backgrounds. Thus, 
there is a need for research that examines the strategies EMI teachers use to correct 
students’ linguistic errors during their content teaching practices and compares 
them with those adopted by ESL teachers or specialists. A limited amount of infor-
mation about CF used in EMI settings led to the present study. It was part of a 
broader investigation into classroom discourse in EMI classes across disciplines, 
which aimed to examine whether EMI teachers and students initiate LREs during 
content classes, and if so, how these LREs occurred. The present study examined 
the extent to which EMI teachers and lecturers corrected their students’ linguistic 
errors and the types of CF they used to address linguistic errors during their inci-
dental teaching. Also, this study compared the use of CF between two settings and 
across disciplines. This study was guided by the following research questions: 

 
1. To what extent do EMI teachers/lecturers correct students’ linguistic errors 

during teacher-student interaction in high school and university settings? 
2. What types of CF do EMI teachers/lecturers use to address students’ lin-

guistic errors in teacher-student interaction in these settings? 
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3. What are the similarities and differences regarding the frequency and 
types of CF between the two settings? 

 
3. Methodology 
 
3.1. Setting and participants 
 
This study was conducted in three different EMI classes in two high schools, one 
public and one private, and three different EMI classes in a university in South 
Korea (see Table 1). The high schools taught all content subjects except lan-
guages and Korean history through English with the aim of preparing Korean L1 
students’ transition to HE overseas. All the students in this study were Korean 
L1 speakers except 19 international students in the accounting class in the uni-
versity who had neither Korean nor English as their L1. 
 
Table 1 Information on research settings 
 

 Subject 
L1 of teacher/ 

lecturer 
Years of  
teaching 

Number of  
students 

Length of  
recordings (minutes) 

A high school 
(public) 

Economics Korean 8 years 27 214 
Mathematics English 7 years 23 203 

B high school 
(private) 

Politics English 11 years 25 256 

C university 
Accounting Chinese 6 years 42 480 
Mathematics English 7 years 31 357 
Computer science Vietnamese 4 years 35 245 

     1,755 

 
3.2. Data collection and analysis 
 
The data for the present study comprise reactive LREs identified in the record-
ings of the six EMI classes, part of the data collected in Hong and Basturkmen 
(2020) and Hong (2021a, 2021b). This study used different research questions 
and data analysis methods from the ones used in Hong and Basturkmen (2020) 
and Hong (2021a, 2021b). The data were collected using classroom observation 
and audio recordings. Four lessons of each EMI class were observed and audio-
recorded. The researcher was present during the observation in order to take 
field notes. Class recordings were verbatim transcribed by the researcher, and 
LREs were identified in the transcriptions of the class recording.  

The first analysis was carried out to examine to what extent the teachers 
or lecturers corrected students’ linguistic errors during teacher-student interac-
tion. Students’ linguistic errors were identified in the transcriptions of class re-
cordings and coded for either corrected (reactive LRE) or not corrected. Example 
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1 shows a student’s linguistic error (y is same as) that the mathematics teacher 
did not pay attention to. 

 
Example 1 (Mathematics) 
 

T: Then, how about D? What’s the answer for D? 
S: Uh . . . y is same as one over x minus three plus one. 
T: Okay, so what we are gonna do is to translate two units to the right and . . . 

 
Then, for the reactive LREs in which students’ linguistic errors were cor-

rected, the second analysis was conducted. Reactive LREs refer to episodes that 
“arise in response to perceived linguistic errors or because a participant fails to 
comprehend something that another has said” during classroom discourse (Hong 
& Basturkmen, 2020, p. 5). This study used only the reactive LREs that the teach-
ers or lecturers initiate in response to students’ linguistic errors, providing CF. In 
this study, any reactive LREs initiated by students were excluded. Thus, the data 
set comprises 107 reactive LREs initiated by the teachers or lecturers in class-
room interaction in the EMI classes (see Table 2). 
 
Table 2 Number of reactive LREs 
 

 Subjects 
Number of teacher-initiated 

reactive LREs 

A high school Economics 23 
Mathematics 42 

B high school Politics 26 
C university Accounting 4 

Mathematics 9 
Computer science 3 

Total  107 

 

Reactive LREs were coded for six CF types, explicit correction (EC), metalin-
guistic clues (MC), elicitations (EL), repetitions (RP), clarification requests (CR), and 
recasts (RC), drawing on Milla and Mayo (2014). A translation that follows a stu-
dent’s unsolicited use of the L1 was coded as recasts, following Lyster and Ranta 
(1997).  
 

Example 2 (Economics) 
 

T: So, what kind of function is this? 
S: Um . . . combined function? 
T: Com . . .? 
S: Combined function? 
T: Composition function. We don’t have the exact amount of output, yet, but . . . 
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Reactive LREs often involved multiple CF types, as seen in Example 2 above. In this 
example, the economics teacher attended to a student’s mistaken use of ‘com-
bined’ and used two CF types, elicitation (com…?) and recast (composition func-
tion) to address the linguistic error. Drawing on Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) conven-
tions, multiple CF types used in a single LRE were counted separately. To check 
the reliability of the coding of the CF types used in the LREs, a randomly selected 
sample of 10% of the reactive LREs was coded independently by a second coder. 
In terms of the inter-reliability, the results of Cohen’s kappa analysis showed sub-
stantial agreement between the researcher and the second coder (k = .933). 
 
4. Findings 
 
Overall, of the students’ linguistic errors that occurred during teacher-student inter-
actions, 79.9% were corrected by the teachers or lecturers. As shown in Table 3, 
most of the linguistic errors were corrected in all the EMI classes (range from 76.7% 
to 100%) except in the computer science class in the university setting (37.5%). 
When comparing the two settings, more students’ linguistic errors were corrected 
in the school setting than in the university setting (81.3% and 72.7%, respectively). 
 
Table 3 Distribution of students’ linguistic errors in teacher-student interaction 
 

 Subjects Corrected Not corrected Total 

High school Economics 23 (76.7%) 7 (23.3%) 30 
Mathematics 42 (79.2%) 11 (20.8%) 53 
Politics 26 (89.7%) 3 (10.3%) 29 
 91 (81.3%) 21(18.7%) 112 

University Accounting 4 (80%) 1 (20%) 5 
Mathematics 9 (100%) 0 9 
Computer science 3 (37.5%) 5 (62.5%) 8 
 16 (72.7%) 6 (27.3%) 22 

Total  107 (79.9%) 27 (20.1%) 134 

 
Table 4 shows the frequency of each CF type in the two settings. In the 

high school setting, all the types of CF were observed, and in the university set-
ting, four types were observed. In both settings, EMI teachers and lecturers used 
recasts the most frequently (78.1% and 73.7%, respectively). A different pattern 
was seen regarding the other CF types in these two settings. In the school set-
ting, elicitation was the second most frequent CF type, while it was infrequent 
in the university setting (8.8% and 5.3%, respectively). In the university setting, 
explicit correction was the second most frequent type, but it was far less fre-
quent in the school setting (15.8% and 2.6%, respectively). 
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Table 4 CF strategy in two different settings 
 

 High school University 

Explicit correction (EC) 3 (2.6%) 3 (15.8%) 
Metalinguistic clues (MC) 6 (5.3%) - 
Elicitations (EL) 10 (8.8%) 1 (5.3%) 
Repetitions (RP) 1 (0.8%) 1 (5.3%) 
Clarification requests (CR) 5 (4.4%) - 
Recasts (RC) 89 (78.1%) 14 (73.7%) 
Total 114 19 

 
As shown in Table 5, in the high school settings, the most frequently used 

CF type was recasts (78.1%), followed distantly by elicitations (8.8%) and met-
alinguistic clues (5.3%). The least frequently used CF type was repetitions (0.8%). 
In the high school EMI classes, the teachers provided all the CF in a way the 
students had no chances for uptake or repair. 

When looking at each discipline, the mathematics teacher provided CF 
more frequently and used a more comprehensive range of CF types than the 
other two teachers. In the economics class, five CF types were observed, and 
only three types of CF were identified in the politics class. 
 
Table 5 Distribution of CF type in the high school settings 
 

 Economics Mathematics Politics Total 

Explicit correction (EC) 2 (6.7%) 1 (2.2%) - 3 (2.6%) 
Metalinguistic clues (MC) 2 (6.7%) 2 (4.4%) 2 (5.2%) 6 (5.3%) 
Elicitations (EL) 5 (16.7%) 3 (6.7%) 2 (5.2%) 10 (8.8%) 
Repetitions (RP) - 1 (2.2%) - 1 (0.8%) 
Clarification requests (CR) 2 (6.7%) 3 (6.7%) - 5 (4.4%) 
Recasts (RC) 19 (63.3%) 36 (77.8%) 34 (89.5%) 89 (78.1%) 
Total 30 46 38 114 

 
In the school settings, the teachers occasionally provided a combination 

of CF types for the same linguistic errors in some LREs analyzed. A combination 
of elicitation and recasts (EL-RC) was commonly used in these classes. In the 
economics class, five types of combined CF, EC-EL, EC-MC, EL-RC-MC, EL-RC, and 
CR-RC, were observed. Excerpt 1 shows an LRE in the economics class, which 
involves a combination of elicitation, recast, and metalinguistic clues. In re-
sponse to a student’s use of Korean, the economics teacher elicits the transla-
tion from the student by using a question. Then, he provides a recast to the 
student’s linguistic error and immediately offers a metalinguistic clue.  

 
Excerpt 1 (EL1-RC2-MC3) 
 

T: And ultimately, the companies will? 
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S: 규모의 경제를 실현한다? 
T: Can you say that in English?1 
S: . . . in English? 
T: Yes. 
S: Ah, companies can . . . get economic scale2? 
T: Good. Companies can achieve economies of scale2 by lowering costs. Alternately 
you can say, economies of scale occur in the companies. Don’t forget this, this prepo-
sition3 (of) here. And what happens after these (companies) lower costs . . . 

 
In the mathematics class, five types of combined strategies, CR-EC-RC, MC-RC, EL-RC, 
EL-CR, and RP-RC, were observed. In Excerpt 2, the mathematics teacher has to use 
two additional CF types, elicitation and recast, as clarification request is inefficient. 
 

Excerpt 2 (CR-EC-RC) 
 

S: X equal to and bigger than minus two or the same. 
T: Sorry? Say that again?1 

S: X plus two is larger2 or the same as3 zero. 
T: Yes. Well, x plus two is g [ɡ] . . .?2 
S: Greater. 
T: Yes. Or equal to3 zero.  

 
In the politics class, two types of combined CF, MC-RC and EL-RC, were identi-
fied. Excerpt 3 shows an episode in which the politics teacher used metalinguis-
tic clues and recast to correct a student’s linguistic error.  
 

Excerpt 3 (MC1-RC2) 
 

T: What’s this then? What kind of system, yes, **? 
S: Hierarchy2. 
T: Yeah, it’s hie–, it should be adjective1, so, hierarchical2 system. It’s related to what? 

 
In the university setting, the mathematics lecturer offered CF more fre-

quently than the other two lecturers (see Table 3). In this setting, four different 
CF strategies were observed, with recasts being the most frequently and com-
monly used (73.7%) in all the classes. Two types of CF, metalinguistic clues and 
clarification requests, were not observed in this setting (see Table 6). When look-
ing at each discipline, three CF types, including recasts, repetitions and explicit 
correction, were identified in accounting. Two CF types (recasts and elicitation) 
in mathematics and two CF types (recasts and explicit correction) in computer 
science were identified. 
 
 



Content teachers’ and lecturers’ corrective feedback in EMI classes in high school and university settings 

463 

Table 6 Distribution of CF strategy in the university setting 
 

 Accounting Mathematics Computer science Total 

Explicit correction 1 (20%) - 2 (50%) 3 (15.8%) 
Metalinguistic clues - - - - 
Elicitations - 1 (10%) - 1 (5.3%) 
Repetitions 1 (20%) - - 1 (5.3%) 
Clarification requests - - - - 
Recasts 3 (60%) 9 (90%)* 2 (50%) 14 (73.7%) 
Total 5 10 4 19 

Note. *One student uptake occurred 

 
In the university setting, none of the reactive LREs involved student up-

take or repair except one episode observed in the mathematics class, as illus-
trated in Excerpt 4 below. 
 

Excerpt 4 (RC followed by a student uptake) 
 

S: . . . and the, and to take the derivative of this formula with response to . . . 
L: With respect to. 
S: Ah, I see. With respect to x, it comes out to be . . . 

 
A combination of CF strategies for the same linguistic errors was observed only 
in the accounting class. In Excerpt 5, the accounting lecturer first repeats a stu-
dent’s linguistic error, raising his intonation. He then offers the correct form (re-
cast), after noticing the student cannot repair the error by herself.  
 

Excerpt 5 (RP-RC) 
 

L: So, again, how can we calculate retained earning? 
S: Uh, it’s equal net income minus dividence? 
L: Dividence1?  
S: Dividences? 
L: Dividends2. Yes, so, net income minus dividends.  

 
5. Discussion 
 
This article reported on a study into the frequency and types of CF that content 
teachers and lecturers provide to their students during content teaching in the 
different EMI settings, two high schools and a university, in South Korea. Class-
room-based research in various EMI settings has shown that EMI teachers or lec-
turers often dealt with language issues to offer information about linguistic items 
or correct students’ linguistic errors during classroom interaction focused on disci-
plinary content (An et al., 2019; Basturkmen & Shackleford, 2015; Martinez et al., 
2021). Applied linguists have consistently argued that language has a crucial 
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role in content classrooms and content teachers are responsible for facilitating 
students’ disciplinary literacy development, especially in EMI classrooms (Doiz 
& Lasagabaster, 2021; Hong, 2022; Macaro, 2018). However, little information 
has been available on strategies content teachers or lecturers deploy to provide 
CF on students’ linguistic errors and how the strategies might compare in differ-
ent disciplines or educational levels. This study examined EMI teachers’ and lec-
turers’ use of CF during their teaching in six different EMI classrooms in South 
Korean high school and university settings. 

The findings indicated that the EMI teachers or lecturers corrected more 
than 70% of the students’ linguistic errors in all the EMI classes except the com-
puter science class in the university setting, where only 37.5% of the linguistic 
errors were corrected. The EMI teachers and lecturers in this study appeared to 
perceive the prevision of CF on students’ linguistic errors as a part of their EMI 
teaching practices even though the focus of their classes was content knowledge 
development. In terms of the frequency of CF, there was a difference between the 
high school and university settings; CF was provided far more frequently in the 
school settings (one CF every 7.40 min) than in the university setting (one CF every 
67.2 min) despite the shorter length of class time in the schools. This can be ex-
plained by the size of each EMI class; because of the relatively small class size, 
the high school students may have had more opportunities to make more lin-
guistic errors during teacher-student interaction than the students in the univer-
sity EMI classes in which they did not talk much. Also, possibly, the importance of 
the CF provision perceived by the schoolteachers may have been higher than 
that perceived by the university lecturers. 

In both high school and university settings, the mathematics teacher and lec-
turer corrected students’ linguistic errors more often than those in the other disci-
plines. This could be due to the finding reported in Hong and Basturkmen (2020) 
and Hong (2021a) that the reactive LREs identified in the mathematics classes oc-
curred to correct students’ errors in using “the conventional way of articulating 
ideas using language patterns associated with mathematical terms” (Hong, 2021a, 
p. 111) during class activities such as solving mathematics questions, while the re-
active LREs in the other classes mostly focused on vocabulary. Had there been more 
class activities in the other classes, there would have been more chances for stu-
dents to make linguistic errors on which the EMI teachers and lecturers provide CF.  

Another interesting finding was that like the ESL teachers in previous stud-
ies (e.g., Lyster & Mori, 2006), the EMI teachers in the school setting in this study 
used a wide range of CF types. However, in the university setting, the EMI lec-
turers used only four types of CF. This could be explained with the finding that 
all the schoolteachers used multiple CF types to deal with the same linguistic error 
more often than the university lecturers. As Milla and Mayo (2014) argue, using 
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multiple CF types is much richer and more effective than a single CF type as it enables 
teachers to draw students’ attention to the linguistic errors in various ways. Consider-
ing that the schoolteachers shared a goal of supporting their students’ transition to 
universities abroad, they may have felt more accountable for students’ academic Eng-
lish development and learning of correct, accurate linguistic forms. In addition, they 
may have believed that the effects of each CF type can vary according to students’ 
individual differences (English proficiency, L1 backgrounds, personalities) and tried to 
use as various CF types as possible to support students’ learning. 

This study revealed that regardless of disciplines and educational levels, re-
casts were the most predominant CF type in all the EMI classes, reflecting the find-
ings of previous studies into the ESL context (e.g., Loewen, 2002) and the CLIL 
context (e.g., Milla & Mayo, 2014; Llinares & Lyster, 2014). As Lyster (2007) argues, 
recasts enable teachers to keep the flow of classroom communication and retain 
the attention of students focused on disciplinary content. Because these EMI clas-
ses were disciplinary content-oriented (Coyle, 2007), the content teachers and 
lecturers may not have wanted to interrupt the flow of discussion of disciplinary 
content and preferred to provide CF implicitly rather than explicitly maintaining the 
focus of their classes on content. Also, it is possible that the EMI teachers and 
lecturers in these settings were unsure of the effects of correcting students’ lin-
guistic errors and concerned about the possibility that their CF provision would 
demotivate their students. In terms of the frequency of the other CF types, differ-
ent patterns were found between the settings; in the school setting, elicitation 
was the second most often used, while in the university setting, it was explicit cor-
rection. This could be because the schoolteachers may have felt more responsi-
bility to give students more chances for them to come up with the correct form 
themselves and to check their learning of it. 

Unlike the findings that teachers’ CF was followed by students’ uptake or 
repair reported in the previous study in the CLIL context (Llinares & Lyster, 2014), 
this study found scant student uptake or repair in these EMI settings. This could 
be explained by the length of the EMI classes in this study. In the school settings, 
the classes lasted 50 minutes, and in the university setting, the classes lasted 
between 60 and 90 minutes, the same class length as classes taught in Korean. 
Because of the limited class time, it is possible that the EMI teachers and lectur-
ers tried to avoid spending much time focusing on linguistic issues. Also, they 
may have preferred providing students with the correct linguistic forms imme-
diately so that they could quickly return to discussing the disciplinary topic. For 
example, the length of EMI classes in the high school settings was the same as 
that of classes taught in Korean in other high schools. Also, the classroom inter-
action in these settings was mainly teacher-dominated, which An et al. (2021) 
criticized for limiting the quantity and quality of student participation. Had the 



Jiye Hong 

466 

length of class time been longer, the teachers and lecturers would have given 
more opportunities to their students to talk and taken more time to address stu-
dents’ linguistic errors even during their content teaching. Thus, when imple-
menting EMI, institutions may need to consider ideal class length for EMI classes.  

In addition, as these were content teachers and lecturers, they may not 
have been aware of the importance of students’ uptake or repair in L2 develop-
ment. One suggestion this study would propose is to provide language teaching-
related information to EMI teachers or lecturers so that they can apply it when 
planning and teaching their EMI classes. ESL teachers or language specialists 
may collaborate with EMI teachers or lecturers in this process. EMI teachers 
could observe ESL classes to understand how ESL teachers provide students with 
CF to address linguistic errors and facilitate L2 learning. 

 
6. Conclusion 
 
This study examined content teachers’ and lecturers’ corrective feedback (CF) that 
occurred during six different EMI classes in high school and university settings in 
South Korea. It can be concluded that the provision of CF was a usual part of inci-
dental EMI teaching practices in both school and university settings. In all EMI clas-
ses, recasts were the most frequent CF type; however, for the frequency of other 
CF types, different patterns were revealed in the two settings. The schoolteachers 
provided CF far more frequently than the university lecturers. Also, the schoolteach-
ers used more various types of CF than the lecturers. In terms of the differences 
between the disciplines, it was mathematics that involved more frequent CF than 
other disciplines (social science and computer science). 

In order to discuss the potential benefit of EMI, detailed classroom obser-
vation must take place. The present study contributes to our better understand-
ing of the ways EMI teachers and lecturers deal with students’ linguistic errors 
in their content teaching, which has scarcely been studied. However, this study 
has some limitations that are worth noting. Due to the small number of EMI 
classes in the South Korean context, the findings should not be generalized to 
other geographical contexts. This study involved highly experienced EMI teach-
ers and lecturers; novice EMI teachers may provide more or less oral CF during 
their teaching than the teachers and lecturers in this study. Also, the relationship 
between the types of CF and students’ acquisition of language items targeted in 
reactive LREs was not examined in this study. It is hoped that future research 
will examine this issue so as to confirm the effects of CF on students’ English 
acquisition in EMI settings.  
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