Buca Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, BUCA The Journal of Buca Faculty of Education,
Haziran 2018, Say1 45, s. 116-130 5 iTi fiTeci June 2018, Issue 45, p. 116-130
EGITIM FAKULTESI

pereisi 1Y

Arastirma Makalesi Research Article

Turkish Teachers’ and Students’ Preferences of Error Correction in
Different Levels of Proficiency

Ogretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin Farkh Dil Seviyelerinde Yanhs
Diizeltimine Iliskin Tercihleri

Pinar UYANIKER'
'Milli Savunma Universitesi, Tiirkiye, pinaruyaniker@gmail.com

Gelis tarihi:05.07.2017 Kabul Tarihi:08.06.2018

ABSTRACT

Errors are an inevitable part of learning. Students make errors during learning process and these errors show
that students are actually testing their hypothesis about language. Therefore, how errors are corrected and
teachers’ awareness about the issue is important. Students’ preferences, their level of language proficiency,
object of the course are some factors that affect treatment of errors. This study aims to shed light on teachers’
and learners’ preferences on error correction in different levels of proficiency. The participants were 242
learners and five English teachers. Five sessions in beginner and low-intermediate classes were voice-
recorded. American Language Course Placement test was used to measure proficiency level of the students
(see Table 1). A questionnaire was adopted to learn about students’ preferences on error correction and to
learn about the preferences of instructors, semi-structured interviews were conducted. The results of the study
show controversy regarding what teachers believe and do in practice. In the records, it was seen that teachers
make use of similar correction techniques but the interview results indicated teachers believe different
techniques should be used for learners with different proficiency levels. Regarding proficiency level, it was
observed that students with different proficiency levels preferred different correction techniques.

Key words: Error correction; preferences; different levels of proficiency.
oz

Yanliglar &grenmenin vazgegilmez bir pargasidir. Ogrenciler 6grenirken yanlis yaparlar ve bu yanlslar
ogrencilerin dil ile ilgili hipotezlerini test ettiklerini gosterir. Bu baglamda, yanlislarin dgretmenlere sagladig
bilginin 6grenme ve 6grenmenin diizenlenmesi agisindan énemli oldugu degerlendirilmektedir. Yanlislarin nasil
diizeltildigi ve bu konudaki dgretmen bilinci de dolayisiyla dnem kazanmaktadir. Ogrencilerin yanls diizeltimi
ile ilgili tercihleri, dil seviyesi, dersin amaci yanlis diizeltiminde g6z 6niinde bulundurulmasi gereken bazi
faktorlerdir. Bu galigmanin amaci 6gretmenlerin ve farkli dil seviyelerindeki ogrencilerin yanlis diizeltim
tercihlerini anlamaktir. Katilimeilar 242 dgrenci ve 5 Ingilizce 6gretmenidir. Calisma igin baslangic ve alt-orta
seviyede 5 saatlik ses kaydi yapilmistir. Ogrencilerin dil seviyeleri American Language Course Placement Test
ile olgiilmiistiir (bkz. Tablo 1). Ogrencilerin tercihlerini dgrenmek igin bir anket, dgretmenlerin tercihlerini
ogrenmek icin yart yapilandirilmis goriisme kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin sonuglart dgretmenlerin tercihleri ve
yaptiklar1 arasinda geliski oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Yapilan kayitlar sonucunda gretmenlerin farkl dil
seviyelerinde ayni diizeltme yontemleri kullandiklart goriilmis, ancak Ogretmenler goriismede farkli dil
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seviyelerine iliskin farkli diizeltme yontemleri kullandiklarini belirtmislerdir. Farkli dil seviyelerine iliskin olarak,
ogrencilerin yanlig diizeltim tercihleri degismektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yanlis diizeltimi; tercih; farkl dil seviyesi.

INTRODUCTION

Teacher: Give me a sentence beginning ‘...’

Student: I is ...

Teacher: No, NO!! T AM!!!

Student: Okay. I AM!!! the ninth letter of the alphabet. (Murray, 1999, p. 43).

‘Error correction’ or as Chaudron (1983) puts it “error treatment”, is teachers’ attempt to
inform the learner of the fact of error. This attempt could be evident to the learner or the teacher
could elicit the learner’s utterance in a more indirect way. Although Gass and Selinker (2001)
brought about a question against clear-cut categorization of errors and asked whether it is
reasonable to say that there must always be a single etiology for errors, error is defined as
incompetence or lack of knowledge in learner’s interlanguage whereas a mistake is defined as slip
of tongue or unsuccessful prediction (Brown, 2001). Error correction is of practical importance for
teachers; while correcting language errors, teachers need to make fast decisions in order not to
interrupt the flow of the lesson. In the meantime, they should decide the most effective way of
providing feedback in accordance with the subject matter, students’ preferences and their
proficiency levels. In classroom- based research, the subjects of the studies have been as follows: at
what point in classroom interaction teachers provide correction (immediate or delayed), what type
of correction teachers use (implicit or explicit), what types of errors teachers provide feedback on,
what relationship there is between types of errors and teacher’s correction (Sheen, 2004). All above,
error correction is a controversial issue in the second language acquisition (Dekeyser, 1993;
Freeman, 2003). The literature on the correction of second language errors has still been quite
speculative. Many studies have been conducted in order to see the efficacy of corrective feedback.
However, there is lack of consistent findings in the limited literature of error correction due to
different designs of the studies (Demirci, 2010). To illustrate, some studies made use of
questionnaires leaving the classroom observation aside. This design may fail to understand the
complicated nature of classrooms and teachers’ immediate decisions. Furthermore, studies carried
out so far focused on the issue of correction either from teachers’ or learners’ perspectives. This
study aims to find if teachers’ beliefs match to what they do in the classroom as well as presenting
the issue from both teachers’ and students’ sides and tries to understand how teachers’ and learners’
preferences are affected by level of proficiency.

“Learners and teachers often have different preferences concerning error correction.”
(Richards, & Lockhart, 1996, p. 189). Schulz’s study (1996 as cited in Lennane, 2007) established
discrepancy between teachers’ and learners’ preferences; 90% of learners had a preference for
correction whereas only 34% of their teachers agreed with this preference. Reasons for the
differences in perceptions between students’ and teachers’ could be evaluation style, personal
experiences and a myth that students are made to believe that grammar instruction is essential
(Schulz, 2001).

Freeman (2003) stated that errors are important as they provide us windows on learner’s
minds. Teachers, hence, will learn what learners are thinking, their stage of development and their
strategies through errors. In other words, a learner’s error is significant because it provides the
researcher evidence of how language is learned or acquired, what strategies or procedures the
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learner is employing in the discovery of the language (Corder, 1967). Edge (1997) similarly
asserted that errors are important in that they show us learners are taking steps for learning. Errors
also show the teacher that learner is testing his hypothesis about language use (Corder, 1974). It is
also important that teachers make use of their learners’ errors (Corder,1974; Freeman, 2003;
James,1998) because errors show the problematic areas to the teacher and teachers’ feedback to
these errors can accelerate the learning process and shed light to course designers and teachers to
develop materials based on learner’s problems (Dirim, 1999). To sum up, errors are important
because they:

. show the parallelism or differences between first and second language.
. show how much the students have taken in. (not what teachers think they have put in)

. are indicators of learner’s interlanguage or as Corder (1967) calls it “transitional
competence”

1.1.Learners’ and Teachers’ Beliefs on Error Correction

According to learners, errors in pronunciation and grammar are important and should be
corrected (Chenoweth, Day, Chun, & Luppescu 1983; Lennane, 2007) but they also think that being
able to communicate is more important than correctness (Tumposky 1991).

Learners’ preferences could show differences but it should be highlighted that learners favor
correction as long as it is carried out in a non-threatening environment and help learners to
communicate more effectively. Learners suggested that an ideal class is a place where teachers help
learners when they make errors (Bailey, & Nunan, 1996).

Ellis (1990) suggested that teachers do not correct every error. “Many educators proposed
that some errors have higher priorities for correction than other errors such as errors that have
stigmatizing effects to the listener or the reader, and errors that students produce frequently”
(Hendrickson, 1978, p.396). It was also stated that teachers tend to correct content errors,
vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation errors respectively (Chaudron, 1988). Another data came
from Hughes and Lascaratou (1982); some teachers felt that it was important to correct every
linguistic error that occurred, while others felt that linguistic errors had to be ignored and only
content errors had to be corrected. Chaudron (1986) found that the teachers corrected more
morphological errors and fewer discourse errors. But today, it can be seen that discourse, content
and lexical errors receive more attention (Ellis, 1994). According to Seidlhofer (2004), the criteria
for correcting errors is intelligibility; she argued that most English teachers spend time correcting
errors that appear to be generally unproblematic and no obstacle to communicative success. Another
criterion for correcting errors is the tasks; teachers stated they corrected grammatical errors ‘most of
the time’ in drills and ‘not so often’ in conversations (Olsen, & Catchart 1976).

Earlier studies highlighted the fact that teachers are inconsistent, ambiguous, and ineffective
in correcting errors (Allwright, 1975; Ellis, 1990; Long, 1977; Lyster 1998). It was conjectured that
error correction should be systematic and consistent because it would be difficult for learners to
distinguish major errors from minor ones if the correction is inconsistent (Tatlioglu, 1994). Lee
(2009) similarly found some mismatches between teachers’ beliefs and feedback practice; teachers
were inclined to correct errors for students but they thought that students had to learn to correct
their errors. In addition, teachers continued to focus on errors although they knew that errors were
inevitable.
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1.2.Correction in Different Levels of Proficiency

Previous studies have given valuable information regarding correction and proficiency level;
it was stated that advanced learners are more aware of their ignorance of content words and they
resort to compensatory strategies to express their idea (James, 1998). It was reported that in
advanced classes, teachers made use of recast less (39%) whereas this percentage went up to 60% in
lower proficiency levels. The reason could be explained with respect to the fact that teachers could
challenge learners by a variety of options (Lightbown, & Spada, 2001). Differently, Mackey and
Philip (1998) indicated that advanced learners benefited more from intensive recasts. Advanced
learners compared to less proficient learners tend to make errors in usage, style, appropriacy and
global discourse errors. Their discourse was also limited in terms of speech act realization (Lennon,
1991).

Hendrickson (1978) noted that as the proficiency level of learners’ increases, they are more
likely to correct their own errors. Studies showed that less proficient learners produce more slips
and correct fewer of these slips compared to more proficient learners. Less proficient learners tend
to lose control and commit more slips in order to develop fluency (James, 1998).

The relationship between errors and level of proficiency is a focus of research by Klim
(1994). In a conversational class, he observed a higher number of errors compared to other classes.
It was stated that the reason for this higher number of errors to two facts; proficiency level and free
exchange of discussion (Kul, 1992; Tatlioglu, 1994).

Conflicting findings regarding error correction could lead to a conclusion that proficiency
level could be considered as one of the most important factors in determining the efficiency of error
correction.

Although there is an on-going debate on whether teachers should provide feedback, the
research showed that error correction can improve learners’ language development (Lyster, & Saito,
2010). Teachers’ and learners’ preferences of error correction may differ in different contexts,
scope of the lesson, and error type. This study aims to find teachers’ and learners’ preferences on
error correction and see if language proficiency has an impact on teachers’ and students’
preferences. Furthermore, by comparing teachers’ responses to students’ errors to their answers in
the questionnaire, it will be possible to see whether there is a consistency between what teachers do
and what they believe. Another aim of this study is to find out the most frequently used error
correction techniques in beginner and low-intermediate proficiency levels.

METHOD

2.1. Participants
2.1.1. Students

The participants of the study are 242 (126 beginners, 116 low-intermediate) Turkish male
adult L2 English learners. Following the exam results, learners are placed as beginner and low-
intermediate.
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Table 1. Proficiency Level Determined by American Language Course Placement Test

LEVEL ALCPT* RANGE
Volume 1 Beginner 0-25
Volume 2 Elementary 25-35
Volume 3 High Elementary 35-50
Volume 4 Low Intermediate 50-60

Source: American Language Course Volume 1 Instructor Guide, p. 5., *ALCPT: American Language Course
Placement Test

2.1.2. Instructors
Table 2. Teacher Profile

}lflefz;)cfl?; a;tlon / Degree University Ei?)(:rlil:r%ce Age Gender

Teacher A B.A Ege University 7 34 Male
English Language
and Literature

Teacher B B.A Anadolu  University ELT 3 25 Male
Department

Teacher C B.A Kocaeli University 3 25 Female
ELT Department

Teacher D B.A Ege University 4 26 Female
English Language
and Literature

Teacher E B.A Hacettepe 14 36 Female
University
English Language

and Literature

2.2. Data Collection Tools

The observation is an important part of the study because as Kumar indicated observation is
an appropriate way of collecting data “when you are more interested in the behavior than in the
perceptions of individuals, or when subjects are so involved in the interaction that they are unable to
provide objective information about it, observation is the best approach to collect the required
information.” (Kumar, 1996, p. 105) Long (1977) also noted that error correction would be
measurable only when teachers’ practices in the classroom were identified. Therefore, teachers were
observed both in beginner and low intermediate levels. Ten lessons were voice recorded which
amounts to 500 minutes of recording. Adopting both interviews and observation for data collection
enabled the researcher to see whether there were any inconsistencies between what teachers did and
believed.

Students were given questionnaires to find about their preferences on error correction. In the
second part of the questionnaire, students were given scenarios including teachers’ different
correction types. These correction types were chosen to correspond to explicit and implicit
correction types (negation, repetition, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation, and ignore).

2.3. Data Analysis

In order to understand teachers’ practices of error correction, the classroom records were
transcribed by the researcher and the data was analyzed regarding what and how the errors were
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corrected, the reaction of the learner and the error type (see appendix). Following the classroom
observation, teachers were interviewed.

Teachers’ interview questions were based on Hendrickson’s article (1978). The interview asked
fundamental questions to teachers regarding error correction; who, when, what, and how to correct.

Students were given a questionnaire to learn about their correction preferences. The
questionnaire was adapted from Cathcart and Olsen (1976). Questionnaire results were analyzed
using SPSS.

2.4. Research Questions

1. What are teachers’ preferences of error correction in beginner and low- intermediate
proficiency levels?

2. What are students’ preferences of error correction in beginner and low- intermediate
proficiency levels?

3. Is there a consistency between what teachers do and what they think in terms of error
correction?

4. What is the most frequently used error correction techniques in beginner and low-intermediate
proficiency levels?

FINDINGS

3.1. Teachers’ Preferences and Beliefs about Error Correction in beginner and Low-
intermediate Proficiency Levels

Teachers were interviewed in order to have an understanding of their beliefs on error correction.
Teachers” were asked on the type of errors that they correct (grammar, vocabulary, ideas expressed),
time of correction (immediate vs. delayed), correction type (based on Chaudron’s corrective list).

Some discrepancies between practices and beliefs were observed; teachers stated that they
correct vocabulary errors and errors that affect coherence and communication regardless of the
proficiency level except for teacher C who said she corrected grammar errors. On the contrary, it was
observed in the recordings that grammar errors were the most frequently corrected errors. During the
interviews, teachers reported that they correct pronunciation errors in beginner classes but it was
observed in the classroom recordings that this preference is at best arbitrary. Teachers seem to correct
only some pronunciation errors. In low-intermediate classes 65 pronunciation errors, in beginner
classes, 37 pronunciation errors were corrected. However, the decision behind whether to correct or not
to correct does not seem to depend on a certain criteria (intelligibility etc.).

During the interviews, teachers pointed out that immediate correction is more effective and they
frequently use immediate correction in all proficiency levels. Delayed correction was not preferred by
teachers and it was similarly observed during the session recordings that delayed correction was not
used by teachers. One reason for preferring immediate correction can be explained by practicality;
teachers may need to take notes and give feedback to students in delayed correction which is not
practical in crowded classes.

Correction types that the teachers use in different levels of proficiency seem to show difference;
it was observed in the session recordings that teachers preferred repetition with change, provide,
interrupt, implicit repetition with beginner learners whereas they use repetition with change, negation,
expansion, intonation with low-intermediate learners. Regardless of proficiency level, repetition with
change was the most popular correction technique with a total of 69 times.
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Another point worth mentioning is the issue of peer correction; during the interviews teachers
A,B,E stated that they do not feel “comfortable” with peer correction for the fear that students “pick up
errors” from each other. In beginner classes, peer correction was not observed very frequently possibly
due to proficiency level. However, in low-intermediate classes peer correction was observed.

3.2. Students’ Preferences of Error Correction in Beginner and Low- intermediate
Proficiency Levels

According to the results of the questionnaire, beginner and low-intermediate students prefer
being corrected. Beginner, low intermediate students and teachers believe error correction is helpful
and learners stated that they benefit from correction. Both beginner and low-intermediate students
think errors of vocabulary, coherence and errors that hinder communication should be corrected.
Beginner students are found to be more responsive to pronunciation errors. Both groups of students are
comfortable with peer correction. Beginner students think errors should be corrected immediately and
explicitly.

Table 3. Result of Item on “Were is used with You” as Teacher’s Response Beginner Classes

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative
Percent
Valid Bad 9 7.1 7.1 7.1
Not Good 19 15.1 15.1 22.2
Good 35 27.8 27.8 50.0
Very Good 63 50 50 100.0
Total 126 100.0 100.0

The table shows beginner classes’ responses to explicit corrective feedback. Most students
favor this type of correction. This finding is supported by the first part of the questionnaire.
Beginner class students stated that they preferred explicit correction.

Table 4. Result of Item on ““Were is used with You” as Teacher’s Response in Low Intermediate
Classes

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative
Percent

Valid Bad 36 37.9 40.0 60.0

Not Good 12 12.6 133 20.0

Good 6 6.3 6.7 6.7

Very Good 36 37.9 40.0 100.0
Total 90 94.7 100.0
Missing System 5 5.3
Total 95 100.0

Although low-intermediate learners had stated that they preferred explicit correction, they did not
prefer this correction technique.
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Table 5. Result of Item on “What do we use with You?” as Teacher’s Response in Low-

Intermediate Classes

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative
Percent

Valid Bad 19 20.0 20.7 20.7

Not Good 38 40.0 413 80.4

Good 17 17.9 18.5 39.1

Very Good 18 18.9 19.6 100.0
Total 92 96.8 100.0
Missing System 3 3.2
Total 95 100.0

Table 6. Result of Item on “Repeat Please” as Teacher’s Response in Beginner Classes

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative
Percent

Valid Bad 55 43.7 44.0 68.0

Not Good 22 17.5 17.6 24.0

Good 8 6.3 6.4 6.4

Very Good 39 31.0 31.2 99.2

5 1 8 .8 100.0
Total 125 99.2 100.0
Missing System 1 8
Total 126 100.0

This item is an example of elicitation. According to the first part of the questionnaire, learners
stated they prefer explicit correction. However, this correction technique was not preferred by low-

intermediate classes.

Table 7. Result of Item on “No” as Teacher’s Response in Beginner Classes

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative
Percent

Valid Bad 49 38.9 39.8 39.8

Not Good 32 254 26.0 65.9

Good 32 254 26.0 91.9

Very Good 10 7.9 8.1 100.0
Total 123 97.6 100.0
Missing System 3 2.4
Total 126 100.0

Table 8. Result of Item on “No” as Teacher’s Response in Low- Intermediate Classes

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative
Percent

Valid Bad 43 453 46.7 46.7

Not Good 33 34.7 35.9 82.6

Good 11 11.6 12.0 94.6

Very Good 5 53 54 100.0
Total 92 96.8 100.0
Missing System 3 3.2
Total 95 100.0
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This move could be classified as ‘negation’ (Chaudron, 1983). In the table about the analysis of the
corrective moves, it could be seen that negation was used four times; especially in low-intermediate
classes. This move was not preferred by either class. The reason behind this preference could be the
fact that only providing negation will not help the learner to understand the erroneous part. What’s
more, it might discourage the learner. Consequently, it is assumed that if negation is followed by
another act, beginner learners would have benefited more.

Table 9. Result of Item on “Was you in Istanbul?” as Teacher’s Response in Beginner Classes

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative
Percent
Valid Bad 38 30.2 30.4 30.4
Not Good 17 13.5 13.6 44.0
Good 35 27.8 28.0 72.0
Very Good 33 26.2 26.4 98.4
Missing System 2 1.6 1.6 100.0
Total 125 99.2 100.0
Missing System 1 8
Total 126 100.0

Table 10. Result of Item on “Was you in Istanbul?” as Teacher’s Response in Low-Intermediate
Classes

Frequency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative
Percent

Valid Bad 9 9.5 9.8 9.8

Not Good 15 15.8 16.3 26.1

Good 35 36.8 38.0 64.1

Very Good 33 34.7 359 100.0
Total 92 96.8 100.0
Missing System 3 3.2
Total 95 100.0

Teacher’s emphasis on the incorrect utterance was favored by both beginner and low-
intermediate learners. Interestingly, the same number of learners in different levels of proficiency
preferred this correction. This correction does not provide the correct answer nevertheless, it was
still preferred by the learner and it ended up with learners’ uptake.

DISCUSSION

In answering the first research question, it can be concluded that teachers preferred correcting
grammar errors immediately and explicitly both in beginner and low-intermediate classes.
Pronunciation errors were the second most frequently corrected error. Correction of structural elements
might give us information about the focus of the lesson; it can be suggested that teachers gave priority
to structure in their classrooms regardless of the proficiency level.

In beginner classes no peer correction was observed, but as the level of proficiency increases, so
did the number of peer correction. This can be explained by the fact that students have accumulated
enough knowledge to correct their peers and their “dependence” on the teacher has lessened. Thus,
encouraging peer correction might foster classroom interaction as well as helping students to gain
confidence and raise awareness about language and its use.

As for the second research question, both beginner and low-intermediate students think error
correction is necessary and helpful for their language development. This finding supports the view that
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students preferred explicit correction of oral errors and they considered pronunciation and grammar
errors important (Lennane, 2007; Stern, 1991). Furthermore, students reported that they do not feel
embarrassed while being corrected either by the teacher or by their peers. Beginner students think
errors should be corrected immediately and explicitly whereas this preference seems to change in low-
intermediate classes; in low-intermediate classrooms, students also prefer implicit correction. At this
point, it is worth mentioning that in classroom observations, teachers allot approximately three seconds
to students for self-correction, however, in the literature it was reported that ten seconds is necessary for
self-correction (Klim, 1994). In the light of this information, it can be suggested that waiting time for
correction is an important issue and teachers’ awareness should be raised in order to help fostering self-
correction. This will not only give students self-confidence but also provide a less threatening
atmosphere in the classroom.

The third research question aimed at finding the discrepancies between teachers’ beliefs and
practices. For that matter, during the interviews, it was observed that although teachers reported
preferences for correcting vocabulary and coherence errors, in practice they tend to correct grammar
and pronunciation errors. It was further seen that in correcting pronunciation errors they were
inconsistent and ambiguous, that is, they did not have a certain criteria (such as intelligibility) in
correction (Allwright, 1975; Ellis, 1990; Long, 1977; Lyster 1998). Teachers in the study after
receiving feedback on their inconsistencies admitted not having thought about the issue earlier.
Thus, one of the outcomes of this study can be said to help teachers reflect upon their beliefs and
practices.

In beginner classes, the most frequently used error correction techniques were; repetition with
change (teacher simply adds correction and continues to other topics), provide (teacher provides the
correct answer when student has been unable or when no response is offered) and interrupt (teacher
interrupts student’s utterance following error, or before student has completed). Comparing students’
preferences, it can be suggested that providing the correct form/utterance is preferred by beginner
learners. In low-intermediate classes; repetition with change, negation (teacher shows rejection of part
or all of student’s utterance) and expansion (teacher adds more linguistic material to student’s
utterance possibly making more complete) were the most frequently used error correction techniques.
This finding can also be said to be in line with students’ preferences. The chance in the error correction
can be explained by the fact that in beginner classes, students have limited knowledge of language and
correction techniques such as self-correction which require reconstruction is difficult. So, techniques
such as provide are preferred. But in low-intermediate classes, students are given chance to recognize
their errors with negation or expansion.

CONCLUSION

It is important that teachers are aware of the preferences they make about error correction,
practice a variety of feedback techniques, consider the context and focus on the learner (Gortari, 1998).
If error correction is to be effective, teachers should not stick to rigid methods but they should be
willing to modify their practices concerning their learners’ needs (Lennane, 2007). It was noted that
“in order to have pedagogical credibility and increase their student’s commitment to and
involvement in learning, teachers must make an effort to explore students’ beliefs about language
learning and establish a fit between their own and their students’ expectations” (Lennane, 2007, p.
29). Analyzing the data, it could be asserted that beginner and low-intermediate learners have
different preferences for error correction and teachers know that different language proficiencies
require different methods but in practice they fail to substantiate this awareness in a systematic way.
In this study, instructors were both observed and interviewed. This perspective is thought to be
effective in finding the diversity in teachers believes and practices.
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Furthermore, this study can be said to raise awareness of English instructions about error
correction. Some teachers having read the study stated that they did not think much about error
correction. They added that the preferences they made could be considered arbitrary rather than thought
and planned. They concluded that learning about students’ preferences about error correction may
result in a more effective learning because errors may give teachers clues about students’ learning
process.

SUGGESTIONS

It is suggested here that preferences of advanced learners’ can help teachers and researchers to
gain a deeper understanding of error correction. Differences regarding gender and age can also be
researched. Finally, interviewing more teachers can also provide more valid data on the issue.
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GENISLETILMIS OZET

Amag

Bu arastirmanin amaci dgretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin farkli dil seviyelerindeki (baslangic ve alt
orta seviye) yanlis diizeltimine iliskin tercihlerini, sinif i¢inde en ¢ok kullanilan yanhis diizeltim
modellerini 6grenmek ve varsa Ogretmenlerin yanlis diizeltimine iliskin tercihleri ve inanglar
arasindaki farkliliklar1 belirlemektir.
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Yontem

Bu calismada, 242 yetiskin erkek Ingilizce 6grencisi (126 baslangic, 116 alt orta seviye)
yanlig diizeltimine iliskin hazirlanan anketi cevaplamiglardir. Anket Cathcart ve Olsen’dan (1976)
adapte edilmistir. Anket cevaplar1 SPSS kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Kumar’in (1996) da belirttigi iizere objektif veri toplanmas: gerektiginde ve/veya kisilerin
davraniglar ile ilgili bilgi edinmek istendiginde kullanilacak en uygun method gozlemdir. Long
(1977)’unda benzer olarak belirttigi ilizere yanlis diizeltimi ancak smif i¢i gozlem sayesinde
dlgiilebilmektedir. Bu baglamda, deneyimleri 3-14 yillar1 arasinda degisen bes Ingilizce 6gretmeni
iki farli seviyede (baslangi¢ ve alt-orta seviye)gdzlemlenmistir. Toplamda on ders saati boyunca
(yaklasik 500 dakika) ses kaydi yapilmistir.Ses kayitlart daha sonra arastirmaci tarafindan yazi
dizine doniistiiriilmiis ve yanls tiirleri, yanlis diizeltim teknikleri ve dgrenci tarafindan verilen tepki
sintflandirilmigtir.  Gozlemden sonra Hendrickson’in (1978) makalesinden yola ¢ikarak yari
yapilandirilmis goriisme ile yanlis diizeltimine iliskin inanglar1 sorulmustur. Miilakatta katilimcilara
Hendrikson’in (1978) makalesi temel alinarak kim, neyi, nasil ve ne zaman diizeltmeli basligi
altinda toplanan sorular sorulmustur.

Bulgular
Ogretmenlerin farkh dil seviyelerinde yanlhs diizeltimine iliskintercihleri ve davraniglart

Goriisme verileri ve smif iginde yapilan kayitlar incelendiginde, bazi tutarsizliklar goriillmiistiir.
[lk olarak, dgretmenler goriismede kelime ve iletisimi etkileyen yanlislart diizelttiklerini belirmelerine
ragmen smif i¢i gozlemde yapisal (dilbilgisi) yanlislarinin en c¢ok diizeltilen hatalar oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Ikinci en sik diizeltilen hatalarin ise telaffuz hatalart oldugu gériilmiistiir. Ancak bu
hatalarda kimi zaman diizeltme yapilirken kimi zaman yapilmamistir. Bu baglamda dgretmenlerin
telaffuz hatalarini diizeltmede belirli bir kriter izlemedikleri gbzlemlenmistir.

Farkli seviyelerde farkli yanlis diizeltim yontemleri kullanildigi gozlemlenmistir. Her iki
seviyede de en ¢ok kullanilan yontem “degistirerek tekrar” (Chadron, 1983) olup baslangi¢ seviyesinde
“dogru cevabi saglama, soziinii kesme ve dolayli diizeltim metodlar1 kullanilmis , alt-orta seviyede ise
olumsuzlama (negation), genisgletme (6gretmen yanlist diizeltmek i¢in ek bilgi verir) ve tonlama ile
diizeltim metodlar1 kullanilmistir. Farkli dil seviyelerinde gozlemlenen bir diger farklilik ise, “arkadas
diizeltimi” konusu ile ilgilidir. Baglangi¢ seviyesinde dgretmenlerin tercih etmedikleri bu yontem, daha
ileri dil siniflarinda gézlemlenmistir.

Ogrencilerin farkl dil seviyelerinde yanhs diizeltimine iliskin tercihleri

Ankete katilan tiim 6grenciler 6gretmen tarafindan yapilan yanlis diizeltiminin yararli, gerekli
ve dil gelisimi i¢in faydali oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Her iki grup da kelime, tutarlilik ve iletisimi
etkileyen yanlislarin diizeltilmesi gerektigini belirtmislerdir. Baslangic seviyesindeki oOgrenciler
yanliglarin hemen ve agik bir sekilde, alt orta seviyedeki 6grenciler ise yanlis diizeltminin direk yada
dolayli olabilecegini belirtmiglerdir. Katilimcilar arkadaglari tarafindan diizeltildiklerinde rahatsiz
olmadiklarini sdylemislerdir.

Tartisma

[k arastirma sorusuna cevap olarak &gretmenler iki farkli dil seviyesinde de yanlislar1 direk
olarak diizelttigi ve benzer diizeltme metodlar1 kullandig1 gézlemlenmistir. Her iki dil seviyesinde de
dilbilgisi yanliglarinin en ¢ok diizeltilen yanlislar oldugu goriilmiistiir. Telaffuz hatalar ise ikinci en
cok diizeltilen yanlis olmustur. Dil seviyesi ilerledik¢e sinif i¢inde arkadas diizeltimine daha c¢ok
rastlanmistir.
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Ogrencilerin yanlis diizeltimine iliskin tercihleri icin dikkate deger en 6nemli nokta kendi
kendine diizeltme icin bekleme siiresinin az oldugudur. Calismalar 10 saniye kadar beklendiginde
ogrencilerin yanlislart kendi kendilerine diizeltebildigini gdstermistir. Ancak smif i¢inde yapilan
kayitlar goz oniinde bulundugunda bekleme siiresinin ortalama ii¢ saniye oldugu gozlemlenmistir.
Ogrenciler telaffuz ve dilbilgisine iliskin yanhslarin diizeltilmesi gerektigini belirtmislerdir. Bu bulgu,
Lennane (2007) ve Stern’nin (1991) caligmalarini desteklemektedir.

Ugiincii arastirma sorusu dgretmenlerin inanglar1 ve smif igi uygulamalari arasinda tutarsizlik
olup olmadigini aragtirmaktadir. Yapilan goriismeler ve smif i¢i ses kayitlar1 karsilastirildiginda
ogretmenlerin hangi yanlislarin diizeltilmesi ve diizeltigi ile ilgili tutarsiz olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Bu
bulgu, Allwright (1975), Ellis (1990), Long (1977), Lyster’in (1998) caligmalarin1 desteklemektedir.

Sonuc¢

Ogretmenlerin ise inang ve smif ici uygulamalarinda celiskiler gozlenmistir. Bu ¢eliskilerin
yanisira sinif i¢indeki uygulamalarin tutarli olmadigi, sistematik bir sekilde yiiriitiilmedigi
gozlemlenmistir. Tutarli davranis 6gretmenlerin uygulamalarini degistirmeye goniillii olmalar ile
saglanabilir. Pedagojik giivenirlik i¢in 6grencilerin 6grenmeye iliskin inang¢larinin anlasilmasi ve
g6z oniinde bulundurulmasi gerekmekte ve kendi tercihleri ve 6grenci tercihleri arasinda bir bag
kurabilmelidirler (Lennane, 2007). Sonug olarak 6grencilerin ve dgretmenlerin yanlis diizeltimine
iligkin farkli tercihlerinin bulundugu soylenebilir.

Tablo 11. Sample of Analysis and Description of the Data of TA in Low Intermediate Class

TA Line  Error Type of Error Correction Learners’
Technique Reaction
2 2165-  S: You must use a medicine. Lexical error Explicit No
2168  T: You must use ya da take. Correction (Lyster reaction
‘Medicine’ biliyorsunuz ‘use’ & Ranta, 1997)

ile degil de ‘take’ ile.

You must take your medicine.
‘Medicine’ ¢ogulu yok.
‘medicine’ hep ‘medicine’.
You must take your medicine to

recover.
3 2321- S: put put putter [pat, pat patter]  Phonological/Grammatical Repetition with No
2323 T: pat, pat patter m1? Put error change and reaction.
[put],Put [pout], Put [put] emphasis
(Chaudron, 1983)
Explicit
Correction (Lyster
& Ranta, 1997)
4 2435-  S: My father, my youngest Phonological error Explicit Corrects
2437  brother, and my son [sun] Correction (Lyster the error.
T: [sun] degil o son [san] & Ranta, 1997)
S: my son [sAan] were born in the
month of May.
5 2442-  S: We can’t afford to buy Phonological error Explicit Corrects
2444  presents so [su] we each// Correction (Lyster the error.
T: So [s9v] & Ranta, 1997)

S: Tt (x) so [s9vu]
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