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Abstract

In the course of language leamning, learners inevitably commit all
kinds of errors for lack of linguistic knowledge and lack of proceduralized
knowledge ready to be employed in performance. According to
behaviorists, language learning is a process of habit formation. As
symptoms of failure, errors are supposed to be eliminated from the
classroom altogether. With the development of cognitive theories and
deeper understanding of the learning process, errors begin to be viewed
as tools facilitative to learning. Research findings have indicated that
provision of positive feedback only will cause some erroneous forms to
exist in interlanguage lastingly, thus resulting in fossilization. This
suggests the importance of negative feedback. Actually negative
feedback is not only necessary but also effective in that it can help
learners make cognitive comparisons, adjust their hypotheses and hasten
the speed of second language incorporation.

To millions of Chinese university students, instruction is the major
means to improve language proficiency. Therefore, teachers’ corrective
behavior has considerable impact on their interlanguage development.
However, with most of research focusing on negative feedback in NS-
NNS interactions and immersion classrooms, we have little knowledge of
how negative feedback is provided in foreign language learning context.
This book represents an attempt to discover teachers’ corrective behavior
in classrooms, individual students’ needs and individual students’
feedback provision in group discussions.

This book consists of five chapters.

Chapter One introduces briefly the research background and
purpose of writing.

i



SMEREBZPMNEERR

Chapter Two is about definition of errors, attitudes towards errors,
evaluation of errors, judgment of error gravity, types of errors and causes of
errors. Judgment of errors can be based on three criteria; correctness,
appropriateness and acceptability. The causes of errors of competence
include interference of L1, intralingual transfer, misconception — including
teaching and use of communicative strategies. On the other hand, the
occurrence of errors of performance results from cognitive and psychological
restrictions.

Chapter Three addresses such questions as definition of negative
feedback, the necessity and effect of giving negative feedback and
factors taken into account in error treatment, followed by a literature
review of empirical studies investigating error treatment. Purpose of the
activity, grammaticality of the learners’ expressions, clarity of meaning,
frequency of the occurrence of errors, language level of the students,
their personality and affective needs are factors that count much when a
teacher considers whether to give negative feedback or not.

Chapter Four states the purpose of the study and methodology
employed, reports findings and discusses how often, what, how, when
and who to treat errors in teacher-student interactions and student-
student interactions. The subjects included eighty teachers from twelve
universities and three hundred and fifty-two freshmen from five higher
learning institutes. Data were collected by the administration of
questionnaires and interviews. Findings were as follows :

1. Teachers did not over-react to students’ errors. The type of
errors they treated most frequently was expression errors. Next were
grammatical errors and pronunciation errors. The techniques employed
most by teachers were recast and elicitation. Some teachers made use of
non-verbal means in providing negative feedback. Most of the teachers
corrected student errors after the students finished with their expressions.
Teachers’ corrective behavior differed when students were engaged in

teacher-centered activities and pair/group work.
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2. The difference between EM teacher group and NEM teacher
group mainly consisted in: 1) EM teachers corrected their students less
often than NEM teachers. 2) EM.teachers treated expression errors more
than NEM teachers, while NEM teachers treated grammatical and
pronunciation errors more. 3) EM teachers used clarification request
more than NEM teachers, while NEM teachers used explicit correction
and metalinguistic feedback more.

3. A majority of teachers did take individual differences into
account in providing corrective feedback. They corrected LP students,
female students, students with low self-esteem, low risk-takers and
students with high level of language anxiety less often. They employed
different means of correction to extroverts and introverts, HP students
and LP students, students with high self-esteem and students with low
self-esteem, high risk-takers and low risk-takers and students with high
level of language anxiety and students with low level of language anxiety.

4. The students held a positive attitude towards errors and error
correction. However, they did not want error to be corrected too
frequently. Two types of errors put at the top of their priority list, which
were worth great attention in error treatment, were pronunciation errors
and expression errors. The students preferred corrective techniques
leading to self-repair. English majors had a stronger desire to be offered
the opportunities to correct errors by themselves. Students wanted their
teachers to correct their errors upon their completion of expression. They
approved of their teachers’ different way of treating errors in whole-class
activities and pair/group work. On the whole, teachers’ corrective
behavior could meet the students’ needs.

5. The preferred corrective techniques of HP students, students
with high self-esteem, high risk-takers and students with high L2
confidence were those leading to self-repair. For LP students, low risk-
takers, students with high language anxiety level and students with low

12 confidence, their favorite corrective technique was recast.
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6. Students’ attitude toward peer correction was positive. They did
not treat peers’ errors frequently. They corrected their peers’
pronunciation errors most often and recast erroneous expressions most
often in peer correction.

7. HP students, extroverts, students with high self-esteem, high
risk-takers, students with low language anxiety level and students with
high 12 confidence tended to provide their peers with more obponuniﬁes
for self-repair. LP students and students with low self-esteem often used
recast. Low risk-takers and students with low L2 confidence liked to
correct peers’ errors explicitly.

8. In pair/group work HP students, extroverts and high risk-takers
preferred corrective techniques leading to self-repair more than LP
students, introverts and low risk-takers. Students with high language
anxiety level were fond of recast, while students with low language
anxiety level liked explieit correction best. Students with low L2
confidence preferred explicit correction, while students with high 12
confidence were in favor of recast.

Chapter Five is the conclusion part. Major findings are
summarized. Included in this chapter are also pedagogical implications

and limitations of the study.
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Chapter One Introduction

The beginning of the twenty-first century sees the great
advancement of global economy. The close cooperation between
countries in trade and culture entails the use of a second language as an
effective means of communication. As is known to all, to get a good
command of a foreign language requires not only one’s determination and
strong will to overcome various kinds of difficulties in the course of
learning, but also optimal facilitative learning environment and
conditions. When someone lives in a country where the second language
is spoken, wide exposure to the target language and abundant
opportunities to contact native-speakers will enable him to gain linguistic
knowledge and improve language skills in everyday life without much
difficulty. However, for an overwhelming majority of people, especially
Chinese, they are not so lucky to get access to the ideal learning
environment. Instruction, therefore, turns out to be crucial for their
language learning. Such factors as teaching materials, means of
instruction, importance attached to the accuracy and fluency of language
use and theoretical basis of instruction all lead to different outcome of
learning.

In the course of moving forward through developmental stages,
language learners inevitably commit various kinds of linguistic errors in
an attempt to use the target language. Since instructors are facilitators of
the learning process, their belief in language learning and teaching will
have profound influence on their attitude toward learners’ errors and thus
affect their “corrective reactions” ( Chaudron 1986). It has been widely
accepted that errors play a significant role in the language learning

1
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process, as Corder pointed out more than three decades ago. They are
indicators suggesting to what extent the language learners have grasped
the target languége system and in what aspects they are in need of help
( Corder 1967 ). Upon the occurrence of linguistic errors, the
appropriate way of treating them will greatly facilitate learning. Up to
now, however, no deep-probing investigation as to how errors are treated
in the foreign language context has been carried out. Hopefully, my
research will provide the instructors in China with a clear picture of how
negative feedback is given in EFL classrooms and what are the students’
needs and wants. With this in mind, we can take effective measures to
improve teaching quality. For the sake of limited time and space, I will
confine my report to treatment of linguistic errors made in classroom
interactions, including conversations between teacher and students and
discussions among students in doing pair work or group work.

This book consists of five chapters. Chapter One is the introduction
part. Chapter Two is about definition of errors, attitudes towards errors,
evaluation of errors, judgment of error gravity, types of errors and causes
of errors. Chapter Three addresses such questions as definition of
negative feedback, the necessity and effect of giving negative feedback
and factors taken into account in, followed by a literature review of
empirical studies providing negative feedback. Chapter Four states the
purpose of the study and methodology employed, reports findings and
discusses how often, what, how, when and who to treat errors in
teacher-student interactions and student-student interactions. Instructive
suggestions are made on these questions. Chapter Five is the conclusion
part. Major findings are summarized. Included in this chapter are also

pedagogical implications and limitations of the study.



