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ABSTRACT

This study aims to investigate novice and experienced teachers’ stated beliefs and attitudes about
oral corrective feedback (OCF) and the similarities and differences between them. Certain
qualitative and quantitative research techniques were employed in this study to answer the
research questions. Regarding qualitative design, some interviews were conducted to find out
novice and experienced teachers’ stated beliefs about OCF. The quantitative part of the study is
based on data collected through Situations for Error Correction (SEC) Simulation. The novice
and experienced teachers were asked to write how they would respond to each situation and why
they would respond that way. The aim of this tool was to identify the novice and experienced
teachers’ stated attitudes. The results indicated that although there were some similarities
between the novice and experienced teachers’ beliefs and attitudes about OCF, their OCF
strategies and beliefs varied regarding correcting errors concerning language components.
Keywords: Oral corrective feedback, EFL novice teachers, Novice teachers’ beliefs, EFL
experienced teachers, Experienced teachers’ beliefs

0z
Bu ¢alisma meslege yeni baslamis ve deneyimli 6gretmenlerin sézel diizeltici doniit hakkindaki
inanglar: ve beyan edilmis tutumlarmi ve bu iki grup arasindaki benzerlikleri ve farkliiklar

* Reference: Aydin, H. U., & Ozmen, K. S. (2024). Novice and experienced teachers’ beliefs and
stated attitudes about oral corrective feedback. Gazi University Journal of Gazi Education
Faculty, 44(2), 1115-1144,
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incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu ¢alismada arastirma sorularima cevap bulmak amaciwyla belirli
nitel ve nicel arastirma tekniklerinden faydalanmilmistir. Nitel yontem olarak meslege yeni
baslamig ve deneyimli 6gretmenlerin sozel diizeltici doniit hakkindaki inanglarini ortaya ¢ikarmak
icin bazi miilakatlar gergeklestirilmistir. Calismanin nicel kismi Hata Diizeltme Durumlart
Benzetimi’'nden gelen veriden olugsmaktadir. Meslege yeni baglamig ve deneyimli 6gretmenlerden
her bir duruma nasil ve neden karsilik vereceklerini yazmalar: istenmistir. Bu aracin amact
meslege yeni baglamis ve deneyimli 6gretmenlerin beyan edilmis davramgslarin belirlemektir.
Sonuglar meslege yeni baslamig ve deneyimli ogretmenlerin sozel diizeltici doniite iligkin inang ve
tutumlar: arasida bazi benzerlikler olmasina ragmen, dil bilesenlerine iligkin hatalar: diizeltme
konusunda kullandiklar sézel diizeltici doniit tekniklerinin ve inanglarmin farklilik gésterdigini
ortaya koymustur.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Sozel diizeltici doniit, EFL meslege yeni baslamis ogretmenler, Meslege yeni
baslamis oOgretmenlerin inanglar, EFL deneyimli oOgretmenler, Deneyimli ogretmenlerin
inanglart

INTRODUCTION

Language classrooms are very similar to other social contexts all around the world. A
language class should be accepted as a social context which is co-constructed by
teachers and learners through interaction. This type of an interaction is claimed to be at
the center of language learning because “learning arises not through interaction, but in
interaction” (Ellis, 2000, p.209). It is a well-known fact that the main element of
learning is interaction which should be made with a more experienced person that can
lead and support the novice (Vygotsky, 1978). It is maintained that second language
acquisition is improved when learners are active participants of the context and ask for
clarification and confirming questions (Long, 1983; 1996) in order to negotiate for
meaning. It is also emphasized that it is the responsibility of the more competent
interlocutor to make the input more comprehensible for learning to take place (Long,
1996).

In light of this, some of teachers’ tasks are seen important to make the learning process
easier and the input more comprehensible for learners. One of the most important tasks
is addressing the errors made by the learners. This has been problematic in the field as it

has been investigated in several studies with a variety of research concerns: Linguists
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treat it as negative evidence (e.g., White, 1989), discourse analysts as repair (e.g.,
Kasper, 1985), psychologists as negative feedback (e.g., Annett, 1969), second language
teachers as corrective feedback (e.g., Fanselow, 1977), and in more recent work the
second language acquisition (SLA) researchers study on it as focus-on-form (e.g.,
Doughty & Williams, 1998; Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Long, 2001). All these various
focuses of research concern with the same practical matter of “what to do when students
make errors in classrooms that are intended to lead communicative competence” (Lyster
& Ranta, 1997, p.38).

Oral Corrective Feedback

In the late 1970s, it was accepted in the field of language teaching that learners’ errors
in the language learning process were important and inevitable, and also, they were
signs of learning. It is argued by some experts that error correction is not necessary
since errors will disappear in a natural way as the processes go on if students receive
enough comprehensible input (Krashen, 1982). However, many specialists expressed
that one of the most significant roles of a teacher is providing error correction
(Chaudron, 1977; Lightbown & Spada, 1999; Lyster & Ranta 1997). This view has
encouraged second language (L2) researchers and they have focused on oral error
correction with the aim of understanding how valuable it can be for SLA. They have
also worked hard to identify the best practices that can be displayed by teachers to
enable better learning.

Even though it might seem easy and practical, how teachers should handle errors while
learners are speaking needed to be clarified for teachers to implement the best practices
in classrooms. They always have some questions in their minds, such as “Should
learners’ errors be corrected? When and how should learners’ errors be corrected?
Which errors should be corrected? Who should do the correcting?” (Hendrickson, 1978,
p.12). Giving answers to all these questions can be illuminating for language teachers

and it can enhance effective language learning and teaching.
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Oral error correction has been a subject that merits attention of SLA researchers as it
gives teachers one of the most effective tools to monitor, guide and help learners to
reflect on their own learning (Walsh, 2006). It also gives hints about SLA processes by
making researchers ask whether explicit or implicit instruction is required, if giving
attention and noticing are enough, or how the interactional and environmental factors
can assist SLA.

Teachers’ Beliefs

As the active decision makers of the classrooms, teacher role in the process of error
correction is quite important. How they conceive, interpret the world, their beliefs about
teaching and learning shape the way they correct errors in the class as their attitudes are

formed in relation to their beliefs (Borg, 2015).

In the previous studies conducted in the field of teacher education, the main focus was
on how teachers behaved in the classrooms. The basis of the behaviors, in other words,
their mental processes were not taken into account. Until the 1970s, teaching was
considered as a group of separate attitudes that could be worked on. It was thought that
when teachers were taught these attitudes, students’ high performances would be
ensured. However, there was a shift in the focus of research in the field of teaching and
the focus was directed to teachers’ thinking processes rather than their classroom

performances (Clark, 1984).

It was clear that teacher was not there to apply whatever experts prescribed. On the
contrary, they are the ones who are actively involved in the process by monitoring,
diagnosing students and making decisions on what they observe (Borg, 2015). They do
not simply follow the principles or techniques described and determined by the experts
(Bastiirkmen, Loewen & Ellis, 2004), but they are the professionals who assess and
interpret what happens in classrooms and respond to it in such a complex context like a

classroom.

In this regard, how teachers correct learners’ errors and why they choose these ways

appear as a critical factor in understanding how teachers’ way of thinking and their
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beliefs have an impact on their practice, and this leads us to find out how teachers’
beliefs shape their teaching practice. In line with this purpose, treating teachers’ beliefs
as an important factor in the studies focusing on error correction can be quite insightful
for some reasons. First of all, a teacher’s way of thinking, her/his opinions, judgments,
and so decisions shape their classroom attitudes (Fang, 1996). Therefore, being
informed about teachers’ beliefs can deepen the understanding of how teachers correct
errors in practice in real classroom atmospheres. It is possible to obtain more valid
explanations of how teachers deal with oral errors in their teaching practice by

understanding mental processes involved in the process of their practice.

Secondly, if the aim is to make a difference in the practice, the first thing that needs to
be taken into account is teachers’ beliefs. The reason why many studies did not achieve
convincing results is that they did not pay enough attention to teacher beliefs. These
studies are important indicators of how teachers’ thought processes, their beliefs are
effective in their decision-making process and their teaching, so learning and why this
aspect should be considered as an important factor. Dealing with teachers’ beliefs as a
component in oral error correction research can be beneficial as in this way teachers will
be provided with an opportunity to reflect on their existing knowledge and beliefs. This
research study aims to discover novice and experienced teachers’ beliefs and stated
attitudes about oral error correction and their similarities and differences. To this end,

the following research questions were addressed:

1. What are novice teachers’ beliefs and stated attitudes about oral corrective
feedback (OCF)?

2. What are experienced teachers’ beliefs and stated attitudes about oral
corrective feedback (OCF)?

3. What are the similarities and differences between novice and experienced

teachers’ beliefs and stated attitudes about oral corrective feedback (OCF)?
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METHODOLOGY

Context and Participants

The current study was carried out in a school of foreign languages at a foundational
university in Ankara, Turkey. There are 69 English instructors in the school. The
instructors have to teach 20 hours in a week. A skill-based syllabus is used in the
school, and different skills (namely reading, writing, speaking, listening, and main
course) are taught by different teachers. The university where the participants work is a
private university. One-year English preparatory class is compulsory for most of the
students. The students are from different departments, such as engineering, flight

training, business management, and aviation management.

Ten novice teachers and 10 experienced teachers took part in the study. The novice
teachers started teaching at this university this term. The experienced teachers were
chosen among the instructors with more than 5 years of experience. All the participant
teachers took part in the study on a voluntary basis. There were 2 males and 8 females
in each group of teachers. The novice teachers’ group participants were aged between
22 and 25. The participants in the experienced teachers’ group were aged between 27
and 35.

Data Collection and Procedures

There were two data collection instruments utilized in the present study. One of them is
a simulation questionnaire that offers situations or scenarios in which OCF might be
necessary. The second instrument is an interview collecting data about novice and
experienced teachers’ beliefs about oral corrective feedback. Before data collection, a
consent form was given to each participant, and they were informed about their roles

and rights. They all signed the consent form.

Situations for Error Correction (SEC) Simulation is a data collection tool that is
developed to investigate novice and experienced teachers’ stated attitudes of oral

corrective feedback and developed by the researcher (see Appendix A). It involves 20
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situations that English teachers may frequently face in English language classrooms. All
the situations include an erroneous utterance regarding different proficiency levels and
student profiles is included in all the situations (Ozmen & Aydmn, 2015). The
participants were requested to identify the error type (grammar, vocabulary,
pronunciation) and the focus of the activity (fluency, accuracy) and answer the question
of how they would correct the error and why they would correct it that way. Language
components (grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation), proficiency level (from
elementary to upper-intermediate) and age group (from young learners to adults), which
are the factors behind the scenarios in the SEC Simulation, were distributed fairly and
equally. In order to develop this tool, first of all, common errors of the learners of
English were searched and most common errors included noted the studies (Brians,
2003; James, 1998; Swan & Smith, 2001) were identified. Then, these most common
errors were used in the situations, taking the proficiency level of learners who made the
errors (from elementary level to upper-intermediate level) and their age (young learners,
adolescents, adult learners) into consideration. However, this research paper reports

only on OCF for language components.

A pilot study was carried out after the initial preparations of the SEC Simulation were
completed in order to secure the construct validity. The pilot study was exploited to
make sure whether all the language components, proficiency levels, and learner groups
were represented in an equal and fair way, whether the situations included in SEC
Simulation reflected the real—Ilife experiences they faced in their teaching contexts, and
whether there were any terms or situations that needed to be improved or modified. Ten
teachers who represented the target participants of the study attended the pilot study. As
a result of the analysis of the data collected from the pilot study, two situations in the
SEC Simulation were modified and some wording revisions were made. Then, a
professor in the field of English language teacher education was asked to get expert
opinions. Upon the reviews of the professor, a few linguistic modifications were made
in two of the situations in the simulation.
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The participants responded to the situations in the SEC Simulation in a 45-minute
session conducted at the school. During this data collection procedure, they were
monitored by the researcher. A sample situation was shared and discussed with the
participants of the study in order to show them the content and the structure of the
scenarios in the SEC Simulation before the data collection session.

Twenty-five semi-structured interview items were included in the interview questions
(see Appendix B). Two interviews were conducted for piloting. Then, the interview
questions were revised specifically to involve all the items aiming to measure same
points with the SEC Simulation. The interviews were carried out once with each teacher
in a face-to-face session. Each interview lasted about 20 to 45 minutes. The interviews

were recorded and then transcribed verbatim.
Data Analysis

Both qualitative and quantitative procedures were applied in the analysis of the certain
parts of SEC Simulation depending on the nature of the data and requirements of the
research questions. The qualitative data collected from SEC Simulation and interviews
were analyzed by using constant comparative method derived from grounded theory
(Glaser & Strauss, 1977). However, to analyze those data, different coding procedures
were used, so they were analyzed separately. In the SEC Simulation, the novice, and
experienced teachers’ answers to the question ‘how and why to correct errors’ were
categorized by using the taxonomy of Lyster and Ranta (1997). Seven types of oral
corrective feedback were identified in the study: (1) explicit, (2) recasts, (3) clarification
request, (4) meta-linguistic feedback, (5) elicitation, (6) repetition and (7) multiple
feedback (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). For the answers of the participants to the question of
‘why’ in the situations, the same themes that were applied in the answers used for the
question of ‘how’ were employed. In order to reach a common point, the responses
given to the question of ‘why’ were re-read cyclically and the ones that were found
related to these themes were categorized under them. Regarding the feedback type, the
categorized data were analyzed based on calculating the frequency and percentage of
OCF for each situation in the SEC Simulation.
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In the analysis of the interviews, some specific themes on novice and experienced
teachers’ beliefs about OCF emerged from the data. Those themes were: (1) overall
attitude toward OCF, (2) selecting errors to correct, (3) most corrected error type, (4)

time of OCF, and (5) factors having an impact on the efficiency of OCF.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Research Question 1: What are novice teachers’ beliefs and stated attitudes about

oral corrective feedback?
Novice Teachers’ Beliefs about OCF

To be able to find out novice teachers’ beliefs about OCF, some face-to-face interviews
were conducted. The analysis of the data gathered through the interviews revealed that
all the novice teachers thought that errors were normal and expected in the process of
learning a foreign language. They also attached importance to their students’ errors and
one of the novice teachers stated, “I want my students to make mistakes because if they

don’t make mistakes, I can’t be sure whether they understand what I told or not (Int5) ”.

Although all the novice teachers reported that error correction was necessary, they
stated that they would not correct all of the errors in order not to discourage the students
and that they would correct the errors hindering the meaning: “The most important
criterion is meaning for me and 1 think it is the same for most teachers (Int2)”. They
would choose to correct the errors caused by lack of knowledge (3 out of 4 participants)
and they would correct the errors hampering the meaning. Also, they expressed that the

¢

focus of the lesson and the activity was very important: “...if we are focusing on
grammar, | will correct grammatical errors, but if we are doing a speaking activity, |

will focus more on pronunciation and correct errors on pronunciation (Int6)”.

As for the type of the errors the participants corrected frequently, there were two
answers: vocabulary errors and pronunciation errors. 2 out of 4 participants said that
they corrected vocabulary errors most frequently because “different vocabulary items

mean different things. It directly affects the meaning (Int2)”. The other 2 participants
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expressed that they corrected pronunciation errors because most of the learners’ errors
were on pronunciation. However, one of the participants said “I don’t think that
feedback | give on pronunciation errors is effective because most of pronunciation
errors are fossilized. Correction doesn’t help them (Int7)”. The same participant also
stated “I cannot interfere with students’ errors on intonation or stress because I don’t
feel competent enough to correct them. I’'m not a native speaker of English, so I’'m not
always sure about correct intonation and stress”. This is an important and generally
ignored issue in error correction studies. The reason of correction or no correction can
be teachers’ knowledge. A teacher must be competent enough to detect and correct an

error.

As for the time of correction, 3 out of 4 novice teachers stated that they would choose
immediate feedback if the activity was not fluency-based:
If the student is eager to talk about something or if there is a discussion in the
class, I don’t want to interrupt him/her. I can give delayed feedback in this

situation. However, | believe that immediate correction is more effective to
notice the error so | generally prefer immediate feedback (Int7).

When the participants were asked to elaborate on the factors having an impact on
efficiency of OCF, time of the feedback, level of the students, age of the students, focus
of the activity, students’ expectations and their reactions were repeatedly stated by the
participants. These findings are in congruence with the findings of Méndez and Cruz
(2012) and with those of Roothooft (2014). In those studies, the participant underlined

the importance of the factors related to the students.
Novice Teachers’ Stated Attitudes about OCF

The SEC Simulation involves 8 simulation items that led novice teachers to implement
oral corrective feedback moves relating to grammar, 6 items that are relevant to
vocabulary and 6 items related to pronunciation, either fluency or accuracy). Data
analysis was carried out based on calculating the frequency of OCF for each situation in
the SEC Simulation. For all the eight situations including grammar errors, frequency of

OCF was calculated. As for the six situations including vocabulary errors, it was
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calculated for all of them. For the pronunciation errors, the frequency of OCF was
calculated for the six situations involving pronunciation errors. The findings indicate
that the novice teachers preferred to use different feedback types in order to correct the
errors on different language components: vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. In
Details are provided in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Language Component and Feedback Type (Novice teachers)

Language Components

Grammar Vocabulary Pronunciation
f % f % f %
EXPLICIT 12 18.46 11 22 13 27.1
RECAST 21 32.3 6 12 8 16.6
CLARIFICATION 2 3.1 4 8 0 0
REQUEST
METALINGUISTIC 6 9.23 9 18 7 14.6
FEEDBACK
ELICITATION 10 15.38 5 10 2 4.2
REPETITION 1 1.53 0 0 1 21
MULTIPLE 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEEDBACK
NO CORRECTION 13 20 13 26 17 354
IRRELEVANT 0 0 2 4 0 0
RESPONSE
MISSING DATA 0 0 0 0 0 0

Most of the novice teachers preferred to use recast to correct grammatical errors
(32.3%). As the reason why they would use recast to correct grammatical errors, they
stated that they should correct students’ errors, but it should be done without

demotivating them and they indicated recasts as the least demotivating type of error
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correction: “...if I am their teacher, I should lead them to the right path, but I shouldn’t
discourage them at the same time. For this reason, | can use recasts to do so (Int6)”.
This is concurrent with the findings of Brown (2016), Havranek (2002), Lyster and
Ranta (1997), Panova and Lyster (2002), Roothooft (2014), and Sheen (2004). Among
the other types of correction, no correction ranked second (20%) and explicit correction
ranked third (18.46).

When the error was on a vocabulary item, most of the participants preferred not to
correct the error (26%). The second most frequent response to situations including
vocabulary errors was explicit correction (22%). The novice teachers reported that
vocabulary errors directly affected the meaning, so this type of errors should be
corrected explicitly: “...if there is a vocabulary error, it will hinder the meaning of the
utterance, so | will correct it directly in order to avoid any misunderstanding (Int7)”.
Metalinguistic feedback was the third most frequent correction type (18%) and the
participants stated that they would use it because it was easy and effective for
vocabulary errors especially for the errors on parts of speech (i.e. if a leaner uses an
adjective instead of a noun).

As for the pronunciation errors, most of the novice teachers preferred not to correct the
errors (35.4%). The second most frequently preferred feedback type was explicit
correction (27.1%). They state that they would use explicit correction because they
thought that if they did not correct pronunciation errors, these errors would be
fossilized: “...I will correct this error (on pronunciation) explicitly because the student
must notice and understand the correct pronunciation. If s/he ignores it, it will be
fossilized (NT3)”. Recast was the third most common feedback type preferred by the
novice teachers to correct pronunciation errors (16.6%). As the reason why they would
recast they expressed that repeating the correct pronunciation would be enough for

some students to understand the correct pronunciation of a word in some situations.
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Research Question 2: What are experienced teachers’ beliefs and stated attitudes

about oral corrective feedback?
Experienced Teachers’ Beliefs about OCF

All of the experienced teachers, as novice teachers did, stated that they accepted errors
as expected results of learning and that they were signs of learning: “...making mistakes
indicates that the learner is active in the process of learning (Int3)”. For this reason,
they (3 out of 4 experienced teachers) expressed that teachers should create an
atmosphere making students feel relaxed and that teachers should say that making

mistakes is so normal.

When the participants were asked to elaborate on how to select which errors to correct,
repetitive errors, focus of the activity and lesson, the reason of the error (whether it is
caused by a lack of knowledge or it is a slip of tongue) were repeatedly articulated.
Additionally, all of them expressed that if the error does not hinder the communication,

if there is no obstacle to delivering the message, there is no need to correct any errors.

As for the most frequently corrected error type, 3 out of the 4 participants stated that

I

they corrected pronunciation errors: . while speaking if a student makes a
pronunciation error repeatedly, 1 generally can’t help myself and correct it. I don’t
know whether it is good for the student or not, but | do that (Intl)”. When the
participants were asked the appropriate time for correction, most of them (3 out of 4)
expressed that they did not prefer immediate correction if it is not an accuracy-based
activity:
“...most of my students have low self-esteem (in terms of speaking in English),
so I try to encourage them and I don’t want to correct their errors immediately.
Instead, | try to keep their errors in mind and create situations to make the
student use that erroneous utterance again. If s/he is making the same mistake,

1 will make the student realize that the utterance isn’t clear and that there
should be something to correct (Int3)”

When the experienced teachers were asked to reflect on the factors that have an effect

on the efficiency of OCF, all of them emphasized the importance of the teachers’
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attitude and one of the participants stated “...just telling it’s normal to make mistakes to
the students is not enough, we (teachers) should also make the students feel that by
behaving in accordance with what we say, with our attitudes toward their errors
(Int8)”. This finding is line with the finding of Lyster and Saito (2010). In that study,
the teachers indicated teachers’ attitude toward errors as the most important factor
having an impact on the efficiency of correction. The level of anxiety at the moment of
correction, students’ attitude toward the teacher, the number of the students, and
learners’ educational background were repeatedly expressed by the participants. One of
them stated that building trust between the teacher and the students was quite important:
“...the student should know that I am not trying to make fun of him/her. It (correcting
errors) is something | am doing for his/her own good. Also, the students should trust in
the teacher’s knowledge (Int4)”.

Experienced Teachers’ Stated Attitudes about OCF

The SEC Simulation involves 8 simulation items that led experienced teachers to
implement oral corrective feedback moves relating to grammar, 6 items that are relevant
to vocabulary and 6 items that are relevant to pronunciation, either fluency or accuracy).
Data analysis was carried out based on calculating the frequency of OCF for each
situation in the SEC Simulation. For all the eight situations including grammar errors,
frequency of OCF was calculated. As for the six situations including vocabulary errors,
it was calculated for all of them. For the pronunciation errors, the frequency of OCF
was calculated for the six situations involving pronunciation errors. The findings
indicate that the experienced teachers preferred to use different feedback types in order
to correct the errors on different language components: vocabulary, grammar, and

pronunciation. The details are provided in Table 2 below.
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Table 2. Language Component and Feedback Type (Experienced teachers)

Language Components

Grammar Vocabulary Pronunciation
f % f % f %
EXPLICIT 1 1.8 5 12.5 11 26.2
RECAST 10 18.18 3 7,5 5 11.9
CLARIFICATION 0 0 0 0 1 2.38
REQUEST
METALINGUISTIC 11 20 14 35 3 7.14
FEEDBACK
ELICITATION 3 5.45 3 7.5 8 19
REPETITION 1 1.8 0 0 0 0
MULTIPLE 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEEDBACK
NO CORRECTION 27 49.1 15 375 13 30.95
IRRELEVANT 2 3.6 0 0 1 2,38
RESPONSE
MISSING DATA 0 0 0 0 0 0

Most of the experienced teachers preferred not to correct grammatical errors (49.1%).
The second most frequently preferred correction type to correct grammatical errors was
metalinguistic feedback (20%). Most of the participants stated that they did not like
giving the correct form directly and it was not effective:
...if I correct students’ errors directly, it may be discouraging for them, so [
generally prefer to make the student find his/her error and correct it because in
this way they learn better. For example, a student is telling a story happened in

the past, but s/he uses simple present tense. | make the student remember that it
happened in the past, s/he should use simple past tense (Int3).
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The third most frequent type of correction choice was recast (18.18%). As the reason
why they would use recasts to correct vocabulary errors they stated that repeating the

correct form would be enough for the students to notice their mistakes and correct it.

As for the vocabulary errors, most of the experienced teachers preferred not to correct
them (37.5%). The second most frequent type of correction choice was metalinguistic
feedback (35%). The participants preferred to define the meaning of a vocabulary item
or ask some yes-no questions to guide the students to the correct use of the word.
Explicit correction was the third most common correction type preferred by the
experienced teachers (12.5%). The participants stated that this type of correction would
be helpful for learners because if there was a vocabulary error, it was generally caused

I

by lack of knowledge: “...most of the time, the students make mistakes because they
don’t know suitable words for that situation. When they don’t know the correct

vocabulary item, | must provide the correct version directly (Int8)”.

The majority of the experienced teachers chose not to correct pronunciation errors
(30.95%). They expressed that if the utterance was intelligible and the error did not
have an effect on the meaning, they would not correct it:
... I don’t want my students to feel discouraged because they are making a lot
of pronunciation mistakes and if I correct all of them, | will have to interrupt
them a lot. Also, their mother tongue is Turkish and pronunciation of some

words in English is really difficult for them, so I don’t want to push them
(Int1).

If we think that the students the experienced teachers currently teach, they are prep class
students, and their English level is not high. Most of them are engineering students and
they are not good at English. Most of them are graduated from state schools without
learning English at all. Therefore, they are not able to pronounce some of the words
properly. The second most frequent way of correcting pronunciation errors was reported
as explicit correction (26.2%). The participants expressed the importance of explicit
correction of pronunciation errors said that it was effective because it was direct and

clear for the learners. Elicitation was the third most frequent type of correction when
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there was a pronunciation error (11.9%). The participants stated that “...if I can lead to
the student to the correct form and s/he finds and produces the correct pronunciation,
they feel more confident (Int4)”.

Research Question 3: What are the similarities and differences between novice
teachers’ and experienced teachers’ beliefs and stated attitudes about oral

corrective feedback?
Similarities Between Beliefs About OCF

The first similarity between novice and experienced teachers in terms of their beliefs
about OCF was how they perceived errors. Both groups of the teachers stated that they
had a positive attitude toward errors, and they were normal in the language learning
process. When they were asked to reflect on how they selected errors to correct, in both
groups, the teachers underlined the importance of intelligibility. The main aim of
learning and teaching a language was communicating in that language according to all
the teachers. Therefore, their main criterion to correct an error was whether it hampered
the communication. This is an issue mentioned in some other studies (e.g. Lyster, Saito
& Sato, 2013; Roothooft, 2014). In these studies, the teachers stated that they will not

correct the errors if the erroneous utterance does not cause ambiguity in meaning.

Lastly, one of the most important points emerged from the data collected from the
interviews was the sources of the teachers’ beliefs. Even though there was no specific
question asking the sources of their beliefs, in both of the groups, while the teachers
were talking about the techniques they used in the class in order to correct their
students’ errors, they referred to their own learning experiences as learners and they
mentioned the techniques that their teachers used while giving feedback to them. One of
the experienced teachers stated: “...to be honest, feedback I got from my teachers is
more effective on the techniques | use in my teaching to correct errors than what | have
learned from books and in my undergraduate education (Int3)” and one of the novice
teachers expressed that: “...while giving feedback, I generally model my own teachers. 1

take feedback given to me into consideration and decide which type of correction was
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effective for me and | behave depending on the types that worked for me (Int2)”. This
finding is in accordance with the findings of Bailey (1996), Numrich (1996), Peacock
(2001).

Differences Between Beliefs About OCF

When the interviews were analyzed, it was clear that there were also some differences
between experienced and novice teachers’ beliefs about OCF. The most important
difference between them was that experienced teachers emphasized the importance of
individual differences and educational background of the students in almost every
question although most of the novice teachers did not mention it. The second difference
between these two groups of teachers was the person who would correct the errors (i.e.
self-correction, teacher correction or peer correction). All of the novice teachers stated
that peer correction was the most effective feedback type. However, the experienced
teachers expressed that self-correction was better because if they corrected their
mistakes, they would be aware of it anymore. Also, most of them added that peer-
correction, especially for their learners (prep class students), may be detrimental to the
students’ learning because they would not feel comfortable if their friends always
corrected them. As for the time of the feedback, most of the novice teachers said that
s/he would mostly prefer immediate correction whereas the experienced teachers stated
that they would not use immediate correction except the activities focusing on accuracy.
Finally, when the teachers were asked to elaborate on the factors affecting on efficiency
of OCF, most of the novice teachers articulated student-related factors such as age of
the students, level of the students, students’ expectations. However, most of the
experienced teachers emphasized the teacher-related factors such as teachers’ attitude,

the relationship between the teacher and the students as well.

Similarities and Differences between Novice and Experienced Teachers’ Stated

Attitudes about OCF

The results of the SEC Simulation indicate that although there are some similarities

between novice and experienced teachers’ stated attitudes, there are also some
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differences between them. Their stated attitudes in terms of vocabulary errors and
pronunciation errors are quite similar. In both types of errors, most of the teachers in
both of the groups stated that they would not prefer to correct the errors in vocabulary
and pronunciation. In a similar vein, Méndez and Cruz (2012) pointed out that teachers
EFL in contexts did not prefer to give corrective feedback especially for vocabulary
errors. There are few studies, if any, looking for the particular types of preferred or used
correction techniques used by the teachers. However, some studies aim to determine the
differential effects of different feedback types on leaners’ vocabulary knowledge. In one
of these studies, Dilan (2010) worked on the impacts of recasts and prompts (i.e. meta-
linguistic feedback, clarification request, elicitation, repetition) and it is noted that both
oral corrective feedback types helped the students improve their vocabulary knowledge;
however, the students who were provided with prompts showed more in-depth gains in
terms of vocabulary knowledge. In the present study, prompts were preferred to use
more frequently, so it might be claimed that the OCF preferences of the teachers in both
groups for vocabulary errors might have good impacts on students’ vocabulary

knowledge.

As for vocabulary errors, the novice teachers’ second preference was explicit correction
(22%) while the experienced teachers preferred metalinguistic feedback (35%). It can be
said that if the novice teachers want to correct a vocabulary error, they preferred to
correct it by directly giving the correct answer. On the other hand, if the experienced
teachers want to correct a vocabulary error, s/he firstly wants to give some clues about

the error and wants to correct the students his or her mistake on her own.

When there was a pronunciation error, in both of the groups no correction ranked first
and explicit correction ranked second. It might be because they taught the same leaner
groups. In other words, in both groups, the teachers stated that they attached importance
to pronunciation errors and frequently corrected them. These two types might be really
effective on their learner groups, which can be why they were the two most common

answers to the pronunciation errors.
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When the results are analyzed, it is clear that most of the differences between the novice
and experienced teachers’ stated OCF attitudes in grammatical errors. Almost half of
the experienced teachers (49.1%) preferred not to correct grammatical errors, while the
percentage of the novice teachers that would not correct these errors was 20. This result
can be supported by the interviews. In the interviews, most of the novice teachers stated
that they felt they should correct students’ errors, and they generally correct them in
order not to cause mislearning. Except for the percentage of the preference for no

correction, the types of the feedback they stated to use were different.

CONCLUSION

The aim of the study was to find out the stated beliefs, stated attitudes of novice and
experienced teachers about oral corrective feedback (OCF) in a preparatory school and
the similarities and differences between them. In order to achieve this goal, some
qualitative and quantitative research methods were integrated and used. In the
qualitative part of the study, interview questions were prepared. The main function of
the interviews was to identify the novice and experienced teachers’ beliefs about OCF.
As for the quantitative part of the study, Situations for Error Correction (SEC)
Simulation was developed. The main aim of this tool was to identify novice and
experienced teachers stated attitudes about OCF. The interview questions and the SEC
Simulation were piloted independently in order to evaluate their applicability. After the
piloting was completed, interviews were carried out with 8 novice and experienced
teachers and the SEC Simulation was administered to 20 novice and experienced

teachers in the actual study.

Although the novice and experienced teachers’ beliefs and stated attitudes about OCF
were somewhat similar, there were crucial differences. Firstly, it was surprising that
there were a few differences between novice and experienced teachers stated attitudes
about OCF. They all answered the SEC Simulation and their answers for vocabulary
and pronunciation errors were quite similar. In other words, they preferred to correct

these types of errors by using similar OCF types. However, most of the differences were
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in the grammatical errors. Although almost half of the experienced teachers did not
prefer to correct grammatical errors, the novice teachers’ most frequent feedback type to
correct them was recast. It can be concluded that grammar is a problematic issue as the
participants stated in the interviews too. The place of grammar and how to approach it is
not certain. There are various opinions and attitudes toward grammatical errors and the

findings is a good indicator of this situation.

As for the novice and experienced teachers’ beliefs about OCF, the most obvious
difference between them was their overall attitude toward the teaching context. While
answering the questions, most of the novice teachers focused on the students. It is
something good to try to empathize with the students. However, in some cases, they
ignored the importance and effect of the teacher (for example, while they are talking
about the factors affecting the efficiency of OCF). Therefore, it might be inferred that
gaining experience help teachers deal with teaching context from various aspects.
Finally, it can be concluded from the results that experience is an important factor,
especially in shaping the beliefs of teachers.
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GENIS OZET
Amag
1970lerin ortasindan sonra egitim arastirmacilari 6gretmenlerin siniflarda sadece uzmanlarin
soyledigi seyleri uygulamadigini, onlarin sinifi siirekli gozlemleyen, cesitli durumlar: tespit edip
onlart degerlendirip, yorumlayip uygun kararlar verenlerin égretmenler oldugunu ortaya ¢ikardi
(Borg, 2015). Ogretmenler pedagoji uzmanlar: tarafindan belirlenen prensip ve teorilerin sadece
takipgileri degil (Bastiirkmen, Loewen & Ellis, 2004), kompleks sinif ve okul ortaminda akilct
kararlar verip uygulama yetisine sahip profesyonellerdir. Bu dogrultuda, dgretmenlerin sinifta
bireysel ve duyussal bir degisken olarak bilislerinin hata diizeltme tercihleri iizerinde nasil bir
etkiye sahip oldugunun arastrdmast kritik bir énem arz etmekte ve bizi ogretmenlerin dil
ogretimine iligkin inanglar ile uygulamalart arasindaki iliskiyi gozlemlemeye yonlendirmektedir
.Bu ¢alisma bir hazirlik okulunda ¢alisan meslege yeni baslamis ve deneyimli ogretmenlerin sozel
diizeltici doniit haklkindaki inanglart ve beyan edilmis tutumlarimi ve bu iki grup arasmdaki
benzerlikleri ve farkliliklar: incelemeyi amaglamaktadr.
Yontem
Bu amag dogrultusunda ¢esitli nitel ve nicel arastirma teknikleri kullanilmistir. Nitel arastirma
desenine uygun bir sekilde miilakat sorular: hazirlanmistir. Miilakatlarin amaci meslege yeni
baslamig ve deneyimli dgretmenlerin sozel diizeltici doniit hakkindaki inanglarini belirlemektir.
Arastirmanin nicel kismi kapsaminda, bir Ingilizce Ggretmeninin herhangi bir dil sinifinda, yas
grubu baglaminda ve yeterlilik diizeyinde karsilasabilecegi hatalar: iceren 20 ayri durumdan
meydana gelen Hata Diizeltme Durumlari Benzetimi (SEC Simulation) gelistirilmistir. Bu veri
toplama aracinin amaci meslege yeni baslamig ve deneyimli 6gretmenlerin sozel diizeltici doniit
hakkindaki beyan edilmis tutumlarini belirlemektir. Miilakat sorulari ve Hata Diizeltme
Durumlart Benzetimi (SEC Simulation) uygulanabilirlikleri agisindan birbirlerinden bagimsiz
olarak pilot olarak test edilmistir. Bu siireglerden ve pilot ¢calismalarin tamamlanmasindan sonra,
asil ¢aliyma icerisinde meslege yeni baglayan ve deneyimli 8 dgretmen ile miilakatlar
gergeklestirilmistir ve Hata Diizeltme Durumlar: Benzetimi (SEC Simulation) meslege yeni
bagslamig ve deneyimli 20 dgretmene uygulanmigstir.
Bulgular-Tarasma
Meslege yeni baslamis ve deneyimli Ogretmenlerin sozel diizeltici doniite iliskin inang ve
tutumlart arasinda bazi benzerlikler olmasina ragmen énemli farkliliklar da bulunmaktadir. Ilk
olarak, meslege yeni baslamis ve deneyimli ogretmenlerin sozel diizeltici doniite iliskin beyan
edilmis tutumlar: arasinda sadece birka¢ farklilik olmasi sasirticidir. Biitiin dgretmenler Hata
Diizeltme Durumlari Benzetimi (SEC Simulation) veri toplama araci iginde yer alan durumlar
cevaplamig ve kelime ve telaffuz ile alakali hatalar iceren durumlara verdikleri cevaplar olduk¢a
benzer bulunmustur. Baska bir deyisle, kelime ve telaffuz ile ilgili hatalari benzer sizel diizeltici
doniit gesitleri kullanarak diizeltmeyi tercih etmislerdir. Fakat, dil bilgisel hatalar: diizeltme ile
ilgili durumlarda verdikleri cevaplarin biiyiik bir kismi farklilik gostermektedir. Deneyimli
ogretmenlerin neredeyse yarist dil bilgisel hatalart diizeltmeyi tercih etmezken meslege yeni
baslamig ogretmenlerin bircogunun bu tir hatalar: diizeltmek i¢in kullanacaklari teknik yeniden
sayleme (recast) olmustur. Bu durum Brown (2016), Havranek (2002), Lyster ve Ranta (1997),
Panova ve Lyster (2002), Roothooft (2014) ve Sheen'in (2004) bulgulariyla ortiismektedir.
Katilimcilarim miilakatlarda da dile getirdigi gibi dil bilgisinin problemli bir mevzu oldugu
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sonucu ¢ikarilabilir. Dil bilgisinin dil o6gretimindeki yeri ve bu konudaki hatalara nasil
vaklasilacag ile ilgili belirsizlikler séz konusudur. Dil bilgisi ile alakali hatalar konusundaki
goriigler ve tutumlar birbirinden farklilik gostermektedir ve bu ¢alismanin sonuglari da bu
durumun iyi bir gostergesidir.

Meslege yeni baglamis ve deneyimli 6gretmenlerin sozel diizeltici doniite iligkin inanglar
karsilastirildiginda, aralarindaki en belirgin farkliigin 6gretme ortamina karsi genel tutumlar
oldugu sdylenebilir. Durumlara cevap verirken meslege yeni baslamig ogretmenlerin ¢ogu
ogrencilere odaklandigini belirtti. Bu ¢alismanmin bulgulart Méndez ve Cruz'un (2012) ve
Roothooft'un (2014) ¢alismalarindaki bulgularia wyumludur. Bu iki ¢calismadaki katilimcilar da
ogrencilerle ilgili faktérlerin dneminden bahsetmigtir.

Sonug

Bu égrencilerle empati kurabilme agisindan énemli bir ozellik olarak karsimiza ¢ikiyor fakat bazi
durumlarda meslege yeni baslayan ogretmenlerin, 6gretmenin siniftaki onemi ve etkisini goz ardi
ettikleri géoriiniiyor (mesela sozel diizeltici doniitiin verimliligini etkileyen faktorler hakkinda
konugurken). Bu sebeple, deneyim kazanmanin 6gretmenlerin égretim ortamini ve igerigini ¢egitli
aculardan ele almalarina katkida bulundugu sonucuna vardabilir. Son olarak, g¢alismanin
bulgularina bakilarak deneyimin ozellikle dgretmenlerin inanglarim sekillendirmede énemli bir
faktor oldugu séylenebilir.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: SEC Simulation

Situations for Error Correction (SEC) Simulation

Read the situations below with the following questions
in mind:

1. What kind of error is that? (Circle the language
component or activity type in the boxes given on the
right. You can circle more than one item where
applicable).

2. How and why would you correct the mistake(s).
(Please write down your response to the space provided
below each situation.)

Pronunciation

Grammar
Vocabulary
Fluency
Accuracy

Age: young learner
Level: Elementary

@
ps)
<
o
0
Py
T
—
>
@]

1. You are doing a warm-up activity with your class,
asking them about their grandparents. One student tells
the class “My grandmother is seventeen and three”.

How and Why to Correct it?

Age: young learner
Level: pre-intermediate GR | VO | PR | FL | AC

2. You have just introduced “his” and “hers” for the first
time. You have collected some items belonging to your
class on your desk. You ask, picking up some pencils
“Whose pencils are these?” A student answers, pointing at
the owner of the pencils “They’re him.”

How and Why to Correct it?
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Age: adolescence
Level: intermediate GR | VO | PR | FL | AC
3. Your class is doing an information gap activity in pairs
in your speaking class. As you walk around the class and
listen to them, you hear that most students cannot
pronounce the words ‘really’ and ‘great’ correctly.
How and Why to Correct it?
Age: adults
Level: intermediate GR | VO | PR | FL | AC

4. Your class is working in pairs doing a speaking
activity. One student is asking the other to go out for the
evening. A student says “I want go to a Chinese
restaurant”.

How and Why to Correct it?
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APPENDIX B: Interview Questions

Interview Questions

1.

What is your attitude toward L2 learners’ errors?

Dil 6grenen 6grencilerin hatalarina karsi tutumunuz nedir?

Should learners’ errors be corrected?

Ogrencilerin hatalar1 diizeltilmeli midir?

Do you always correct student errors? If not, how do you select errors to
correct?

Ogrencilerin hatalarini her zaman diizeltir misiniz? Eger dyle degilse hangi
hatalar1 diizelteceginizi nasil segersiniz?

Before the lesson, do you determine which kind of errors or forms you will
correct?

Dersten 6nce hangi tiir hatalar1 ya da bigimleri diizelteceginize karar verir
misiniz?

How should errors be corrected?

Ogrencilerin hatalar1 nasil diizeltilmeli?



