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Keacosa O. I. Kypc nioguuienns KomnemeHmHoOCmi y MOGHOMY MeCMYS6AHHI 014 8UKIA0AUI6
YHigepcumemie Ykpainu.

Y cmammi nponounyemuvcs o6rpynmysants nomped y Kypci RiOSUWEeHHs Keanigikayii y MogHOMY
Mecmy8aHHi 8UKIA0A4i6 IHOZEMHUX MO8, WO Npayrms 8 yHisepcumemax Yxpainu. Cxapaxmepuzosame
nowamms “KOMNEMeHMHICMb Y MOGHOMY MeCMmy8anHi ma OYiHIO8AHHI”, HA OCHOBI 4020 BU3HAYEHUU
npeomem HaAgYauHa y medxcax Kypcy. Onucani smicm ma cmpykmypa Kypcy. Hasedenuii npukiad oonozo
i3 MOOY1i6 Kypcy, sikutl Oy8 RIIOMOSAHUN A8MOPOM cmammi y KLIbKOX YHieepcumemax kpainu. Bucnoexu,
3pobneni Ha NiOcMaei OaHux RNIIOMYBAHHA, MONCYMb CAY2Y8Amu NIOSPYHMAM Ol NOOAIbULOL
00CHIOHUYLKOT pOOOMU Y YbOMY HANPAMKY.

Knrouosi cnosa: xomnemenmuicme y mecmy8aHHi ma OYIHIOBAHHI, KYPC NIOGUWEHHS
KOMNEMeHmMHOCMI ) MOBHOMY MEeCmYy8anHti, 3MICM i CIMPYKmMypa Kypcy.

Ksacosea O.I. Kypc nogviuienun KOMHEMEHMHOCHMU 6 A3bIKOGOM MECHMUPOSAHUU U
OUeHusanuu 01 npenooasameeil yHUGePCUMemos YKpaunol.

B cmamve npeonazaemcs obocrnosanue nompebHOCMU 8 Kypce NOGblUleHUs. KOMNEeMEeHMHOCMU 6
A3LIKOBOM MECMUPO8aHuy npenooasamenell UHOCMPAHHBIX A3bIKOS, pabOMaOWux 6 YHUBepCUmemax
Ykpaunuvl. Oxapakmepuzoearno nonsamue “2pamomnocms 6 A3bIKOBOM MeCMUPOSAHUU U OYEeHUBAHUU ', HA
0CHOBe ue2o onpedenen npeomem 00yyenus 6 makom Kypce. Onucanvl cooepaicanue u CmMpyKmypa Kypca.
Ilpeocmasnen od0un uz mooyieu Kypca, npowleOwiuli HUIOMHYI0 Anpodayuld 8 HEeCKOIbKUX
YHUSepcumemax cmpawnsl. Bvigoovl, cOenanmvie Ha 0CHO8e OAHHLIX NULOMUPOBANUS, MO2YM OblMb
UCNIONIb308AHBL 8 OAbHEUWUX UCCAEO0BAHUAX NPOOTIEMbL.

Knioueevie cnoga: komnemenmmnocmv 6 A3bIKOGOM MECMUPOBAHUU U OYCHUBAHUU, KYPC
NOGblULEHUS, KOMNEMEHMHOCMU 8 A3bIKOBOM MEeCMUPOBAHULL, COOEPICAHUE U CMPYKMYPa Kypca.

YIK 378.016:811

Kobylianska 1. V.

ERROR CORRECTION IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING

This article analyzes approaches and methods in foreign language teaching which relate to the
correction of errors committed by the learner of a second language, in this case English. The difference
between the term error and mistake as understood by linguists is established. The types of error which
are typically committed by the learner, error analysis, the error treatment and various techniques
available to the teacher providing positive feedback are considered. The final part of article describes the
ways in which errors might be corrected in the language learning situation and considers the diversity of
approaches is taken up in the Common European Frame work.

Keywords: learners’ errors, treatment of errors, classifying errors, corrective feedback, positive
feedback.
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Over the last decades few issues in L2/FL learning and teaching have attracted as much
controversy as the role of grammar instruction and error treatment in the second language
classroom. Error treatment is a source of a great deal of discussion -arguments for or against its
efficacy- and even some controversy about the best way to approach the issue of corrective
feedback. The main reason for this controversy is to know how to increase the effectiveness of
corrective feedback in the communicative classroom, or rather, how to integrate feedback on
errors into communicative language teaching. Error correction research has exclusively focused
on teachers’ corrective feedback strategies, although much less has been done to find out about
learner uptake (that is, student responses immediately following the feedback). Whilst there are
those who consider grammar correction a bad idea or that it does not work when insisting on its
possible harmful effects on interlanguage development, there exists nowadays an overall
consensus on the idea that feedback on grammar correctness is necessary because learners need
to receive information about ungrammaticality. Likewise, corrective feedback has always been
considered to be one of L2 teachers’ main duties. A review of literature shows that both grammar
and error treatment have always been the major concern for language teachers [2, p. 62].

Second language learning is generally a complex and time-consuming process. Given the
view of language learning as a creative construction process it seems then reasonable to assume
that L2 learning without errors is something unconceivable, that is, errors are an integral part of
language learning. There is no doubt that corrective feedback, that is, the feedback teachers give
to students when correcting their production, contributes to facilitate L.2 knowledge construction.
Likewise, the expectation of being corrected constitutes one of the most important learners’
preferences. When and how errors should be corrected has always been one of the main
dilemmas for language teachers as decision-makers. Indeed, decisions about what, when and
how to correct errors may be problematic for those committed to encouraging communicative
interaction in the class.Today in classrooms around the world the issue of error treatment is
extensively discussed.

Certainly, many studies have been carried out for years. The main way of investigating the
development of L2 acquisition is by analysing diverse samples of learner language, focusing
particularly on their errors when learning an L2 and how these deviant forms or structures
change over time (Ellis, 1997). Hence, errors and mistakes need to be analysed carefully because
they may provide us with some of the keys to the understanding of second language acquisition
(henceforth SLA), offering guiding evidence on how the new language is actually learned and
what strategies or procedures L2 learners employ when discovering the L2 [1].

Learners’ errors have always been of interest to both language teachers and researchers.
Despite its speculative nature, Error Analysis (henceforth EA) is still widely used in most
language classrooms to investigate specific questions in SLA. Undeniably, language teaching
benefits from the findings of linguistics, including EA in many ways, that is, language
instruction cannot separate itself from the findings of EA. In fact, EA is closely related to the
study of error treatment in language teaching. The fact is that EA dominated the field of SLA
research for a long time despite its limitations and weaknesses. It must also be claimed that EA is
based on the theory of language learning as a process of cognitive development. Unlike
Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis which acknowledged that LI was the major source of error in
SLA, one of the significant conclusions reached in EA studies was that the majority of errors did
not come from interference caused by the native language influence, but were rather
“interlanguage-intemal” errors [4].

The fact is that it is not easy to account for the sources of errors, that is, why these were
made.

The aim of the article is to analyze errors typically made by learners of English and
providing effective feedback on error to L2 learners in classroom.

What can we learn from errors?We can discover a lot. Let us now consider the different
reasons for focusing on learners’ errors. Analysis of L2 learner’s errors may help us to discover
learner’s common difficulties and problems when processing the new language data as well as
identifying the cognitive strategies or mechanisms employed such as overgeneralization and
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simplification when learning the new language. Through EA L2 researchers can discover more
about the psycholinguisticprocesses involved in the L2 learning. The fact is that the evidence or
information on errors helps FL teachers, researchers and L2 learners as well and constitutes
significant data for all of them [4].

It is important that the teacher tries to separate the errors from mistakes when attempting to
decide what form of remedial correction is to be made to help the EFL learner. Is the learner
committing an error because he or she is attempting to produce language forms or structures
which have never before been encountered in the target language, or is the language form
incorrect due to a slip of the tongue or tiredness or for other reasons which may afflict even the
native speaker from time to time?

How can we distinguish between errors and mistakes? It may seem obvious to state that if
a learner consistently makes the same mistake we are to assume that he or she has not learned the
correct usage of the particular form or structure and is committing an error. If the student
sometimes makes a slip in performance and at other times uses the form correctly then this
would indicate a mistake. If the student’s attention is drawn to the slip and self-correction takes
place, then we assume the student made a mistake. If, however, the student is unable to provide
self correction for his own inaccurate usage then an error has been committed. H. Douglas
Brown gives further precision to the term “mistake”:

“A mistake refers to a performance error that is either a random guess or a slip in that it is
a failure to utilize a known system correctly. All people make mistakes in both native and L2
situations. Native speakers are normally capable of recognizing and correcting such lapses or
mistakes... These hesitations, slips of the tongue, random ungrammaticalities and other
performance lapses in native speaker production also occur in L2 speech. Mistakes, when
attention is called to them can be self-corrected [2] .

The Oxford Dictionary of English gives the following definitions of the terms “error” and
“mistake”:

e Error: the state or condition of being wrong in conduct or judgement.

¢ Mistake: an action or judgement that is misguided or wrong-something,

especially a word, figure or fact which is not correct; an inaccuracy [1].

As we can see, from the above definitions, the two terms, error and mistake can almost be
considered as synonymous in everyday English usage.

Errors are sometimes classified according to vocabulary (lexical error), pronunciation
(phonological error), grammar (syntactic error), misunderstanding of a speaker’s intention or
meaning (interpretive error), production of the wrong communicative effect, e.g. through the
faulty use of a speech act or one of the rules of speaking (pragmatic error). In the study of second
and foreign language learning, errors have been studied to discover the processes learners make
use of in learning and using a language [1].

L2 teachers tend to know what types of errors learners are prone to make when discovering
the new language because errors are, to a certain extent, predictable in some way. Through errors
L2 teachers can infer how much their students have learned and, consequently, they discern their
learning progress. To put it another way, errors let them know how far towards the goal the learner
has progressed and what remains to be learned, that is, what is lacking in his or her linguistic
competence. Similarly, errors can be seen as a means of feedback because they provide useful
information on how effective both language teaching methodology and teaching styles are.
Furthermore, errors indicate the points that require further attention. It must be also added, as Ellis
and Barkhuizen claimed, that “an understanding of how learners learn an L2 should inform how
teachers teach”. Similarly, SLA researchers may also see how the L2 learning proceeds and
develops over time. In analysing learner language errors we can better understand the process and
sequence of acquisition of English as a second/foreign language. In fact, learner errors provide
useful feedback which can help us to identify specific and common areas of difficulty, that is,
linguistic deviations constitute useful indicators of the potential sources of learning difficulty. By
analysing their errors we may even discover those features of language which are causing serious
learning problems or difficulties to L2 learners. They also give an indication as to whether learners
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are ready to learn what the teacher wants to teach them next. Thus, learners’ errors provide highly
useful evidence of how L2 is being learned or acquired at a particular stage of language learning.
Finally, L2 learners can learn a lot from errors as well [5, p. 33].

EA constitutes an objective procedure for analysing second language data from samples of
learners’ language so as to explain the possible causes of errors learners make when discovering
the new language. It aims to discover and explain what learners really know about the new
language being learned in an effort to understand how they process the new language data.
However, we need to bear in mind the fact that what L2 learners know does not necessarily
correspond to what they actually do when attempting to communicate in the new language.
Therefore, we need to distinguish between what learners know and what they can actually do. It
seems then reasonable to go beyond the purely descriptive level and to seek an explanation for
certain linguistic phenomena. Language teachers have been doing this for years but recently,
partly as a result of increased interest in psycholinguistic research, successive attempts have been
made to make more systematic and formal analyses of errors in the belief that errors, if studied
systematically, can provide valuable insight into the language learning process. Therefore, it
seems reasonable to undertake systematic analyses of learners’ errors.

EA is generally carried out in successive stages because it involves first collecting errors,
studying them, classifying them in various ways and suggesting possible causes. In order to
analyse learners’ errors, it seems reasonable to start first with the recognition process, followed
then by the error description process. It is true that identifying an error goes beyond explaining
what an error is. The first step in analysing learner errors is to identify them but recognition is not
easy. The fact is that most L2 teachers usually detect learners’ errors without great difficulty
because these are prone to particular mistakes. In fact, learners tend to use their linguistic resources
in predictable ways which does not mean that we can then identify all learners’ errors [5].

When describing and classifying learners’ errors in linguistic terms, we may discover those
features of the new language which are causing serious learning problems among learners.In this
sense, Corder suggested that we should analyze those errors that occur repeatedly. This way only
systematic errors would be taken into consideration. Concerning this issue, Ellis stated that
“Classifying errors in these ways can help us to diagnose learners’ learning problems at any
stage of their development”. Then we come to the next step — explanation stage [3].

Once errors have been identified and described, they need to be explained and finally
evaluated. Thus, identifying the cause of an error can be highlyproblematic. As a matter of fact,
explanation of errors is still largely speculative because of our limited knowledge of the
psychological and neurological processes involved in language learning. The same error could be
looked at from various points of view. Hence, it is difficult to determine whether a particular
error was caused by mother tongue interference or because of the confusion of the rules of the
target language.

Once we have decided to give an explanation from a particular point of view, we can start
classifying the errors. But there are a number of problems in classification as well. The main
problem one faces when classifying errors is that one particular error can be classified in several
ways. The fact is that it is not always possible to assign an error to only one level of description.
Errors may be classified according to the level of language: phonological errors, lexical errors,
syntactic errors and so on. From linguistic data alone, it is often impossible to determine what
kind of error a learner is making [5].

Whenever a language is learned or acquired one is faced with the problem of errors which
appear when rules have not been perfectly learned or are temporarily forgotten. The fact is that
errors cannot be ignored at all or otherwise they may become fossilized or become permanent.
Priority should then be given to those errors which may seriously hamper communication and
understanding because the fact is that some errors are more serious than others. It is very well
known that errors cannot be seen as serious obstacles to be overcome or erradicated because they
constitute an unavoidable feature of language learning, being considered as a part of language
creativity as well. These 'unwanted forms’ cannot be seen as signs of failure or as something
undesirable. In answer to the question whether error-making can be seen as a linguistic ’sin’ or a
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learning device, the fact in my opinion is that errors, far from being bad, represent a natural and
necessary phase of L2 learning. In fact, errors can be claimed to be an essential condition for the
development of L2 learning. Given that learning takes time and that nobody learns a language
without making mistakes, errors are unavoidable in discovering a new language. Nowadays
errors seem to be regarded as sign of achievement or progress in learning, that is, they provide
evidence that learners are discovering and internalizing the new language. In addition, they may
indicate the level of difficulty in learning. It must also be added that errors actually tend to
disappear over time [5].

In analyzing the common errors we noticed that the native language influence in terms of
direct literal translation is the major cause of many of their ungrammatical productions. Many, if
not, all the subjects tend to translate from native language to english when communicating in
english. It seems that it is not easy for them to “think in english” [3].

Do errors upset and discourage EFL teachers? Of course they do. L2 teachers feel obliged
to deal appropriately with errors. The question is how and how much? It has been shown that an
over-emphasis on error correction can become counterproductive since it may discourage
learners, even though too little can be equally negative. In this sense, CEFL (Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages) described that “mistakes which are mere slips should be
passed over, but systematic errors should be corrected”. Finally, the fact is that we need to know
what types of errors learners make and why when discovering a new language [4].

When teachers hear a mistake they have a number of options regarding how to deal with an
error in a FFI (form focused instruction) phase of a lesson. Let’s imagine a student produces the
incorrect sentence: Yesterday J went in Rome. The teacher can rely on:

Recasting: reformulate the utterance by giving a corrected model: Yesterday I went
toRome. This can be done casually without drawing too much attention to the error: “Oh yes, you
went to Rome. Did you enjoy yourself?"Or attention can be drawn to the error by emphasising
the part of the sentence that has been reformulated: *“/ went to Rome".

Elicitation: the teacher tries to elicit a corrected sentence by promptingthe student in a
variety of ways: by repeating the student’s utterance up to the point where the error occurs,
hoping for self-correction: “Yesterday 1 went..”.

Requesting Clarification: the teacher can ask for clarification about the sentence
indicating there is a problem by using facial or hand gestures or verbally with expression like
“sorry?” or ‘“are you sure?”

Explicit correction: the teacher indicates clearly that there is an error and provides a
corrected version: “No, not 'Iwent in Rome’.Y ou have to say “Yesterday / went to Rome”.

Metalinguistic feedback: the teacher provides information or comments about the
students’ utterance: “Remember that after the verb to go the preposition we use is t0” [4].

Teachers should also give positive feedback with facial gestures (smiling, nodding,
expressing satisfaction), hand gestures (thumbs up) or verbal comments.

A teacher gets to know students over time and develops the ability to intuitively use
different techniques with individual students depending on their learning styles and personality.
To some extent feedback is tailored to suit the student.

The treatment of errors is a highly complex process and studies show that teachers are
often inconsistent when providing corrective feedback. On the one hand, these discrepancies
include mismatches between how teachers believe they should approach errors and how they
actually operate in the classroom; inconsistencies also exist in the fact that teachers may correct a
specific error at a given moment, and ignore it at a later stage. At the same time, there is,
depending on the corrective stance adopted, a wide range of possible alternatives to the provision
of feedback. This diversity of approaches is taken up in the Common European Framework,
which invites users to reflect on some of the possible procedures, which include the following:

e All errors and mistakes should be immediately corrected.

e Immediate peer-correction should be systematically encouraged to eradicate errors.

e All errors should be noted and corrected at a time when doing so does not interfere with
communication.
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e Errors should not be simply corrected, but also analysed and explained at an appropriate
time.

e Mistakes which are mere slips should be passed over, but systematic errors should be
eradicated.

e Errors should be corrected only when they interfere with communication.

e Errors should be accepted as transitional interlanguage and ignored [5].

¢ In terms of specific forms of corrective feedback, Lyster and Ranta identify six types as
well as an additional seventh type called multiple feedback which involves a combination of the
six mentioned below:

e Recasts, which involve correct teacher reiteration of incorrect utterance.

¢ Elicitation, which may involve teacher pausing to allow students to continue an utterance,
the use of questions to ask how something is said, or requests for reformulation of an erroneous
utterance.

e Clarification request, which suggests there is something wrong with the
comprehensibility and/or accuracy of an utterance and asks for clarification.

e Metalinguistic feedback, which may include metalanguage and comments which indicate
there is an error.

¢ Explicit correction, which is direct provision of the correct form.

e Repetition, which often highlights the erroneous utterance [2].

In this particular study recasts were found to be used most frequently in the classroom,
although, elicitation, clarification request, and repetition were found to generate higher levels of
uptake by students. In Doughty and Varela, however, recasts were found to be useful in
correcting certain specifically targeted grammatical items. Furthermore, Lyster and Lyster and
Mori find that recasts fulfill a number of purposes in addition to the provision of feedback,
including the maintenance of communication, focus on content and scaffolded classroom
learning.

Other studies suggest that direct forms of correction are more useful. Varnosfadrani and
Basturkmen, for example, find that explicit feedback creates more attention, possibly because
learners may not readily understand what is erroneous in their utterances when provided with
implicit correction. To some degree, these findings are supported in Nassaji, who, on examining
the effectiveness of elicitation vs. recast forms of feedback, finds that while both may be helpful,
they were more effective when used in a more explicit way. Another form of explicit correction
is to be found in metalinguistic feedback. Sheen examined metalinguistic correction and studied
the effects of this type of feedback in contrast to a direct-only and a control group. Results
showed that while the types of feedback improved learner accuracy, metalinguistic correction
offered better results [3].

Numerous studies have shown the importance of establishing and maintaining a positive
classroom atmosphere and feedback would appear to be a particularly relevant aspect to consider
in this area. Given the fact that certain students are often reluctant to produce oral messages in
the FL classroom, it is necessary to avoid situations where students feel too intimidated or
embarrassed to speak. Here, simple, common-sense procedures could be applied such as
allowing students to finish what they are saying or praising their efforts. All ofthis may take
place having previously explained the importance of affect in the language classroom so that
students will feel comfortable speaking in class and at the same time also accept incorrect
utterances from their peerswithout attempting to ridicule them [2, p. 55].

Undesirable forms of anxiety should be avoided, and perhaps one of themost useful ways
to do so is to allow students to express themselves in pairs and small groups so that they can
build confidence. At the same time, their own contributions to correction through self-repair as
part of planned and, perhaps, negotiated spaces in the language programme may enhance the
acceptance oferror as part of language learning and to engage them more fully, both cognitively
and affectively in the feedback process [4].
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To sum up, the treatment of errors and its close relationship to the affective states of
students in the language class offers the teacher an interesting area in which to observe,
investigate and develop. By focusing on approaches to feedback adopted in the classroom, the
teacher may identify mismatches between his or her own beliefs regarding how, when and which
types of feedback should ideally be emloyed and what is actually used. The information gathered
from such reflective practices could be helpful for teachers own self-assessment. At the same
time, however, given the variety of approaches available and the sometimes conflicting bodies of
evidence regarding the usefulness of feedback, the classroom may also represent a space in
which teachers may test hypotheses in order to see what works best for them and their students.

Teachers have the ability to avoid the imbalance which sometimes exists between
cognitive and affective concerns, where a focus on correction may lead to negative learning
experiences which may lead to resentment and eventual abandonment of formal instructional
settings. Part of the task of teaching involves creating the necessary conditions for learning to
take place. When establishing the bases of a language programme, therefore, it is necessary to
take into account not only those areas which deal with the learning, acquisition and
communication of the L2, but also the affective domain. Corrective feedback has an important
role to play in this area, not only in terms of preventing anxiety and sustaining motivation, but
also in protecting students’ identities and engaging them in their own learning process.
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Koounaucoka I. B. Bunpaenennusa nomMuiok y 6UK1a0anui iHozemMHoi MoGU.

Cmamms ananizye nioxoou ma memoou GUKIAOAHHS [HO3eMHOI MOBU, SKI CIOCYIOMbCA KOPeKyil
NOMUNOK, 30IUCHEHI CMYyOeHmamu Opyeor0 iHO3eMHOI MOBOIW, 6 OAHOMY 6UNAOKY AH2AIUCHKOIO.
Bcemanosneno pisnuyio mioie mepminamu  “error” ma “mistake” 3a eucnoenemnamu JiHe8ICMIS.
Posenadaromvca munu nomMunox, axi 3a36utatl 30iUCHIOIOMbC CIMYOEHMAMU, MPAKMYBAHH NOMULOK Md
PI3HI MemoOu, 00cmynHi 0ist BUKAAOAYA 015t 3a0e3NeUeH sl NOZUMUBHO20 360POMHO20 38 S3KY. 3aKIoUHA
YACTMUHA CMAammi ONUCYE MemoOU BUNPAGIEHHS NOMUNLOK ) Npoyeci SUBUeHHs MOBU MA PO32nA0de
PI3HOMAHIMHI NIOX00U 8i0N0BIOHO 00 3a2albHOEBPONEUCLKO20 3PA3KA.

Kntouoei cnosa: nomunku cmyoenmis, MNOACHEHHS HNOMUNLOK, KIACUDIKayis NOMUIOK,
Kopu2yeanbHull 360pOMHULL 38 SI30K, NOSUMUBHUL 360POMHULL 36 A30K.

Kobwvinanckaa H. B. Hcnpasienue oumiudok 6 npenodasanuu UHOCMPAHHO20 A3bIKA.

Cmambosa ananuzupyem nooxoovl U Memoovl NPeno0d8aHusi UHOCMPAHHO20 SA3bIKA, KOMOpble
Kacaromes Koppekyuu ounubox, CO8EPUIEHHBIX CIYOeHMAMU HAUHOCTNPAHHOM S13bIKe, 8 OAHHOM CyyYae Ha
aHenuiucKomM. Yemanosneno pasuuyy medcoy mepmunamu “‘error”’ u “mistake” 3a 6vicKkazvl8aHusMU
JAuHeeucmos. Paccmampugaiomess munvl owuOOK, Komopwvle 00bIYHO OCYUECMENAIOMCA CIYOeHMAMU,
MpaKkmoeka owuboK, pasiuyHvle Memoowvl, O00CmynHvle Oisl npenodagamens Oas0Oecnevens
NON0JHCUMENbHOU 00pamHOll c65a3U. 3aKI0UUmenbHas Yacms CIamsl ONUCHI8Aen MemooObl UCHPAGICHUS
owubOK 8 npoyecce U3yueHus A3bIKA U PACCMAMPUSAEm pA3IuiHble N00X00bl 8 COOMEEMCMBUU C
Obweesponelickumoodpasyom.

Knroueevie cnosa: owubku cmyoenmos, o00vsicHeHUus owuboK, Kiaccugukayus ouwuodoK,
KOppeKmupyiowjas 00pamuast c6:13b, NOAONCUMENbHASL 0OPAMHASL CBS3b.
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