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From the Editor

Welcome to the second issue of Saitama Journal of Language Teaching. Three JALT
Omiya Chapter members share results of their thinking, their research, or their
experiences with you. This issue introduces our first article in Japanese: Junko
Matsuzaki Carreira reports on the use of motivational strategies in an English
e-Learning class. Asako Kato describes the English learning strategies used by
Japanese high school students. Masa Tsuneyasu discusses teacher and student
preferences toward oral error correction methods.

I hope that you will find SJLT of practical use in your classroom, or of
theoretical interest in your research. However, SILT has another goal: For all of us
involved in this journal, be it as authors, reviewers, or editors, SJLT is an
opportunity to develop professional, personal, or social skills. Writing, reviewing,
giving feedback to authors, receiving constructive criticism from reviewers and
dealing with it, editing, mentoring authors at early stages of their teaching or
research career, networking — all these activities give us a chance to learn by doing
and to develop ourselves and each other. With SJLT, we hope to create a stronger
sense of community at JALT Omiya Chapter and to stimulate good communication

and lively interaction between members.

Ruth Kambartel
SJLT Chief Editor
rkambart@mail.saitama-u.ac.jp
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This study reports on the use of two motivational strategies (proposed by Dérnyei,
2005) in an English e-Learning class: making learning stimulating and enjoyable

for learners by increasing the attractiveness of the tasks, and increasing student
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motivation by actively promoting learner autonomy. The students researched their
favorite celebrity on the Internet and wrote a report. At the end of the course, the
impressions the students reported were divided into seven categories using the KJ
method (it was difficult, it was good to know him/her better, it was interesting, it was
tiring, 1 had a good experience, it was instructive, and | was happy to be able to
introduce him/her). Although the students expressed that the task was difficult, they
also mentioned that writing about their favorite persons in English was interesting,
enjoyable, and a good experience, and they enthusiastically completed the task. This
report also reveals that offering learners real choices about as many aspects of the

learning process as possible can enhance the students’ motivation to learn English.
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Dudeney, G. & Hockly, N.(2007). How to teach English with technology. Harlow:
Pearson-Longman.
Guilloteaux, M. J. & Ddornyei, Z. (2008). Motivating language learners: A
classroom-oriented investigation of the effects of motivational strategies
on student motivation, TESOL Quarterly, 42, 55-77.

( )

Kiefer Sutherland

Kiefer Sutherland was born on December 21st, 1966 in London, England, UK. His real name is Kiefer William
Frederick Dempsey George Rufus Sutherland. He is a movie actor and producer. Sutherland was engaged to
Julia Roberts in 1991, although their relationship ended just five days before their planned marriage when she
ran away with his friend Jason Patric. He currently stars in the Fox drama "24" (2001) as Jack Bauer for which
he has earned a Golden. Globe for Best Actor in a Drama Series. Most recently he has been seen in the movie
Phone Booth (2002) as a man who calls up someone at a phone booth and threatens to kill them if they hang up.
He plays a lot of role besides this, and is doing a wonderful acting.

Sutherland was arrested early September 25, 2007 on misdemeanor drunk driving charges (his second time
since another incident in 2004) after failing a field sobriety test. He was pulled over at around 1:10 a.m. in
West Los Angeles, where he tested over the state's legal blood alcohol limit and later released on $25,000 bail.
On October 9th, 2007 Kiefer pled no contest to the DUI charge and agreed to complete the 48 day jail sentence
in December 2007, including Christmas. This matter gave us the great shock. But, we hope he will return to the
screen again.
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A Strategy Study: Exploring High School Students’
EFL Learning Strategies

Asako Kato
Saitama Prefectural Seiwa Fukushi High School
morning@tcat.ne.jp; ak55cosmos@yahoo.co.jp

The focus of this article is on learning about high school students’ language
learning strategies. Prior to this research, the author conducted an analysis of high
school student essays and observed students’ struggle due to L1 interference (Kato,
2006). As “‘natural’ language acquisition is a largely unconscious process (Krashen,
1982), students may not be able to name what strategies, techniques, approaches, or
actions they actually used while writing. However, if teachers can point out ways in
which good language learners make conscious efforts to learn English, and if
students know about these strategies, EFL learning and teaching can become more
efficient. The underlying assumptions are a) that the learners complement one skill
or knowledge set to another (consciously or unconsciously) when they produce
language, and therefore, b) that learning about strategies is just as important as
improving language skills. Teachers have a role to help each student to be aware of
how they learn as well as to enrich their learning experiences and nurture
autonomous learners who can develop their proficiencies by themselves. According
to Oxford (1990), appropriate learning strategies enhance “active, self-directed
involvement™, and develop “‘communicative competence.” This high school English
learning strategy study can help both teachers and students with the construction of
teaching/learning styles. In other words, with this study, students can explore their
learning strategies and improve their learning, while teachers can find clues to

include strategies in everyday classroom for effective teaching.
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Background

Various researchers experimented with a number of learning strategy analysis
models. Rubin (1981, cited in O’Malley and Chamot, 1993) proposes a classification
scheme that consists of a) strategies that directly affect learning and b) strategies that
contribute indirectly to learning. Both strategies are divided into a number of
sub-strategies. O’Malley and Chamot (1993) focus on the application of learning
strategies to second and foreign language acquisition. They claim that language is a
complex cognitive skill that can be described within the context of cognitive theory
and they attempt to explain the relation between strategy processing and second
language acquisition. Another classification by Naiman et al. (1978, cited in
O’Malley and Chamot, 1993) contains five broad categories of learning strategies
and a number of secondary categories. There is no universal agreement as to what
the actual strategies are, how many strategies exist, or how they should be defined
and categorized. Classifications vary among the researchers and at times overlap.
The learner-focused strategy studies by these researchers were done mainly through
interviews, observation, or retrospective analysis by languages learners in order to
identify strategies and compare them with one another. The methods are highly
complex and time-consuming. Overall, however, strategies could be classified
within three general categories; that is, metacognitive, cognitive and social-affective.
Oxford’s analysis model also includes these three, although hers is more detailed.
She divides strategies into two major classes: direct and indirect, and then into
sub-categories: memory, cognitive, and compensation as direct strategies,
metacognitive, affective, and social as indirect strategies. The descriptions of these
categories are so specific that the researcher can classify students’ behaviors and
practices easily (see Figure.1).

14
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Figure 1: Diagram of the strategy system showing two classes, six groups, and 19 sets
(adopted from Oxford, 1990, p.17)
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Method

Participants

Group A consists of the 2007 Saitama senior high school writing contest winners.
The winners were chosen out of 140 participants. The 1st to 6th prize winners plus
three honorary mentions from 1st, 2nd and 3rd grade participants, i.e., 27 students
all together are the target of this survey. They are from 19 different schools; 10 boys
and 17 girls. Actually, however, 20 (7 boys, 13 girls) turned in the questionnaire for
this study. Group B is the 1st year class of a foreign language department in a
Saitama Prefectural senior high school, consisting of 41 students: 35 girls and 6 boys.
Group C is the 1st year class of a general course in another senior high school in
Saitama: 40 students, 20 boys and 20 girls. Group B and C are taught by
acquaintances of the researcher. Group D is a 1st year class in the Social Welfare
Department of a senior high school where the researcher teaches; 29 girls and 8 boys
are in this class, 37 students in total.

The participants’ academic competence and language proficiency levels differ
according to the groups. According to a high school entrance examination research
organization, the standard deviation of group A students’ schools is estimated at 65
or above, group B 60, group C 50, and group D 40. The students of group A are from
so called “university-driven, top-notch” schools. As group A participants took the
opportunity to enter this writing contest, it is most likely that their motivation is high
and therefore that they have confidence in their English abilities. Group B students,
who chose to enter the foreign language department, have a strong drive for
language learning. Due to their curriculum, they also have more exposure to English
compared to other high school students. Group C and D students, on the other hand,
do not have a strong desire to learn English. Some may like English, but others learn
English because it is a mandatory subject. About half of the students at group C’s
school are going on to higher education after graduation, which means half of them

need English for entrance exams. Group D students, on the other hand, start their
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English lessons with re-learning the alphabet, and almost none of them will need
English in the future. The three years of high school English lessons most likely be
their final official learning of a foreign language. In short, group A’s academic level
of achievement is highest among the four groups; therefore, they are considered the

best students with respect to English proficiency, followed by group B, C, and D.

Materials

This study uses the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) developed by
Oxford (1990). Oxford’s model was chosen mainly because it treats examinees as
independent, active learners, and urges them to find out about themselves by
themselves. Also, Oxford’s SILL comes in handy because the classification of
strategies is straightforward and it is easy to draw comparisons. In addition, a
Japanese version is available for immediate use (Appendix 1).

Oxford’s SILL consists of two classes of strategies: direct and indirect.
According to Oxford (1990), the direct class is composed of a) memory strategies
for remembering and retrieving new information, b) cognitive strategies for
understanding and producing the language, and c) compensation strategies for using
the language despite knowledge gaps (p.14). The indirect class is made up of three
strategies: d) metacognitive strategies for coordinating the learning process, €)
affective strategies for regulating emotions, and f) social strategies for learning with
others (p.15). Altogether there are two classes (direct and indirect), six groups
(memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social strategies)
and 19 sets in the system (Figure 1). The Oxford SILL learner questionnaire for the
examination of each strategy group poses six to ten statements with a response range
of 1 to 5, with “1” indicating “never or almost never true” and “5” indicating
“always or almost always true.” The higher the score the more strategies are being
used by the student. Also, an open space is provided at the bottom of the

questionnaire, so that the students can write in their “original” methods.
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Procedure

The questionnaire sheets of the Japanese translation of the Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (version for speakers of other languages learning English,
Oxford, 2001, pp. 250-4) were distributed to the four groups of senior high school
students. Students in group A received the sheet via their teachers after the contest
winners had been decided. They were expected to return their answer sheets by mail
to the researcher within a month. The return rate was 74%. Students in group B
received the sheet from their English teacher who is also their home room teacher.
The teacher gave them the questionnaire during their last class before summer
vacation. Group C took some time during the first English class after summer.
Group D worked on the sheets in the researcher’s first English lesson after the
summer vacation. The surveys given to groups B, C, and D were conducted in class:
It took the students about 15 minutes to complete the surveys. The data was gathered

and typed into Excel spreadsheets.

Findings and discussion

1) Average points of each group

The average points of the six strategy classes according to groups are as follows;
group A 3.3, group B 2.8, group C 2.2, and group D 2.3 (See Table 1). The highest
scores marked by individuals of each group are 4.02 for group A, 3.97 for group B,
3.59 for group C, and 3.61 group D. The fact that average scores of groups Aand B are
higher than those of groups C and D is presumably due to the students” motivational
level; that is, groups A and B students are more willing than groups C and D to take

every opportunity and try every measure in order to improve.
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Table 1: Group average according to strategies

) Group Group  Group  Group
Strategies
A B C D

a) memory 3.0 2.6 2.2 24
b) cognitive 35 2.8 2.1 21
c) compensation | 3.6 31 25 24
d) metacognitive | 3.7 29 2.1 2.2
e) affective 2.6 24 2.2 2.2
f) social 34 29 2.2 23
Total average 33 2.8 2.2 23

2) Correlation between direct & indirect strategies

A strong correlation can be observed between direct and indirect strategies within
each group (See Figure 2). The critical values of each group are group A 0.64 (p<.01),
group B 0.69 (p<.01), group C 0.81 (p<.01), and group D 0.64 (p<.01). Therefore, the
correlation between the two strategy classes in all groups is significant. This
correlation suggests that proficient students utilize both direct and indirect strategies

efficiently, while less proficient students do not (See Figure 2 on the next page).
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Figure 2: Strategy distributions according to groups
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3) Strategies with the highest marks

The most common strategies used in group A are d) metacognitive strategies. The
average point for d) is 3.7, which is by far the highest among all the groups. Those
students who use d) metacognitive strategies control their learning by centering,
arranging, planning, and evaluating. Oxford creates an acronym for this and says
“metacognitive strategies make language learners more CAPE-able” (1990, p.136). In
other words, group A students are good at setting goals and objectives and seeking
effective methods while taking advantage of their chances and possibilities. The
statement with the highest mark for this group, however, is “If | can’t think of an

English word, 1 use a word or phrase that means the same thing”, which is one of the
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compensation strategies. This is only natural because it is an immediate solution when
faced with difficulties. The most popular strategies with the rest of the groups and the
second most popular strategies for group A are d) compensation strategies; that is,
“guessing intelligently” and/or “overcoming limitations™ by using clues, switching to
Japanese, getting help, using gesture, avoiding communication partially or totally,
selecting the topic, adjusting or approximating the message, coining words, and/or
using a circumlocution or synonym (Oxford, 1990. p.19). “Avoiding communication”
seems negative and goes against the aim of communication. Oxford claims that
avoiding “does have an advantage of keeping the learner more emotionally protected”
and “possibly more able to speak about other things later in the conversation (1990,
p.96). Code-switching can also be a useful strategy when the speaker is concentrating
on conveying the message but cannot find the right word during the conversation. On
the whole, the results match the assumption that the learners complement one skill or
knowledge set to another regardless of their proficiency. Interestingly, however, the
two highest statements marked by groups B, C and D belong to b) memory strategies
and f) social strategies: these are “I say or write new English words several times”
(memory strategies) and “If I do not understand something in English, 1 ask the other
person to slow down or say it again” (social strategies). What this suggests is that the
students work on step by step approaches to learn the language and ask for help when

necessary.

4) Strategies with the lowest marks

Conversely, the least popular strategies are e) affective strategies for groups A and B,
b) cognitive and e) affective strategies for groups C, and b) cognitive strategies for
group D. The lack of access to cognitive strategies for groups C and D shows that the
students have problems in taking in, recognizing, combining or using the formulas,
patterns, and knowledge they gain, or a lack of repetition and practice. E) affective

strategies are not utilized by any of the groups. This indicates that high school
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students in general take language learning seriously and have no emotional room to
encourage themselves, feel relaxed and/or share language learning anxieties with
others when learning the language. Also other matters rather than language learning
often occupy their minds. The answers to the question in e), No. 43 “I write down my
feelings in a language learning diary” and No. 44 “I talk to someone else about how |
feel when I am learning English” are the least practiced, which records 1.5 and 1.7 on
average respectively. This is probably because the students do not keep diaries in the
first place, or because of the Japanese cultural value that prescribes language learning
as a self-fulfilling matter, not something that is shared with others. As university
entrance exams, for example, are competitive and require self-discipline, language

learning is likely to be considered as hard training especially by high school students.

5) Other strategies
At the end of the answer sheets, participants are allowed to write freely about their
own methods. Group A participants, especially, have a variety of learning strategies
they employ other than those written in the questionnaire statements. All of the
participants of group A wrote something in this space in Japanese (Appendix 2).
There are some examples that show the students” commitment to language learning;
for example, memorizing grammar rules, making sentences using knowledge gained
in other classes, and searching etymology. Dérnyei states that “Many students (and
also teachers) share the belief that serious learning is supposed to be hard work, and if
it is enjoyable, it is doubtful that it is serious or significant” (2007, p.72). However,
group A students do seem to integrate serious learning with enjoyable, low-stress
methods using different kinds of measures, such as putting vocabulary memos on the
washroom wall, writing in blogs, or exchanging e-mail messages.

Other group participants also wrote comments. Group B participants mentioned
their effort to improve their English pronunciation: six out of ten comments concern

pronunciation; that is, students of the foreign language department are likely to place
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high priority on oral production. Group C participants think remembering new words
is important (five people wrote this comment). One participant mentioned singing
songs as a method of learning. Group D participants also regard memorizing new
words and phrases as important. Three students wrote that they make an effort through
copying words repeatedly as well as repeating these words aloud. It seems that less
adept students associate language learning with memory-driven, vocabulary-based
activities, while proficient learners take all kinds of measures to link to the
improvement of the four language skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking).
As the results indicate, the fact that these students employ metacognitive strategies as

well as cognitive strategies proves that they are hard working, self-motivated learners.

Conclusion

Oxford (1990) calls direct strategy, which is the major class among strategies, the
“Performer,” and indirect strategy the “Director” of the play. Obviously the direct
strategies are accessible to students, but the results show that indirect strategies are
also used coherently, consciously or unconsciously. Pointing out the fact that
language learning is supported by those unconscious strategies can be eye-opening for
the students. In this study, it has turned out that affective strategies are unfamiliar to
the majority of the students. If students knew more about those strategies, they could
actually try, for example, meditating or listening to music to lower their anxiety in
order to learn better. Teachers could introduce these strategies and use them in class.

Oxford (1990) also claims the learner is the “Performer” and the teacher is the
“Director” who facilitates and encourages the learner. Competent students internalize
knowledge by using a number of strategies, occasions and measures. These students
enrich and stabilize the knowledge through their preferred learning strategies. For
them, teachers may try a learner-centered approach. When teaching grammar, for
instance, teachers can introduce grammar points in a context that students are familiar

with, together with activities that they can enjoy. Teachers should focus not only on
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form and meaning but also on usages with which students can easily associate
themselves.

On the other hand, lower-achieving students need to be equipped with learning
methods through which each of them can have a sense of achievement, build up
self-confidence, and ultimately increase motivation. One way to realize this is to have
them set their own attainable, short-term goals. Dornyei puts it as, “Increase your
students’ goal-orientedness by formulating explicit class goals accepted by them”
(Strategy 14, Dornyei, 2007, p.62). As the study shows, cognitive strategies are not
within easy access to less adept students, that is, they are not so successful in
practicing or creating structure for input and output. Teachers can help them by setting
up short-term goals and showing the students that they can succeed. This idea applies
to any level of students.

Also, as Dsrnyei suggests, cooperative learning can support students’ learning
because it provides students with chances to develop their learning styles as well as
their social skills (Dsrnyei, 2007, p.102). This serves to foster autonomous learners.
In group learning, teachers will play the role of the “Director” who supports
learner-centered learning.

The area of learning strategies offers much potential for further exploration. A
more precise research method, such as longitudinal qualitative research focused on a
small number of students, research defining the advancement of certain skills, or
research focused on motivation would be useful. Regardless of the learning/teaching
situation, there is no denying that students are the ones who take responsibility for
their own learning. Teachers, however, can become an important link between

learners and strategies.
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Appendix 1: Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) Version 7.0
(ESL/EFL) ©R. Oxford, 1989.

( . 2001).
(SILL)
12345
Part A
1. I think of relationships
between what | already know and new things I learn in English.
2. 1 use new English words in a sentence so | can remember
them.
3. I connect the sound of a new
English word and an image or picture of the word to help me remember the word.
4, | remember a new English word by making a mental
picture of a situation in which the word might be used.
5. (rhyme ) 1 use rhymes to remember new
words.
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I use flashcards to remember new English words.
| physically act out new English words.
I review English lessons often.
. | remember new
English words or phrases by remembering their location on the page, on the board, or on a street sign.
Part B

© o~

10. I say or write new English words several times.

11. I try to talk like native English speakers

12. | practice the sounds of English.

13. I use the English words | know in different ways.

14. | start conversations in English.

15. I watch English language TV shows
spoken in English or go to movies spoken in English.

16. I read for pleasure in English.

17. | write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English.

18. | first skim
an English passage (read over the passage quickly) then go back and read carefully.

19. I look for words in my own language that are similar to new
words in English.

20. I try to find patterns in English.

21. I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it
into parts that | understand.

22. I try not to translate word-for-word.
23. I make summaries of information that I hear or read in
English.

Part C

24, () To understand unfamiliar English words, | make guesses.
25. When | can’t think of a word
during a conversation in English, | use gestures.

26. I make up new words if | do not know the right ones
in English.

27. I read English without looking up every new word.

28. I try to guess what the other person will
say next in English.

29. () If I can’t think of an English word, |
use a word or phrase that means the same thing.

Part D

30. I try to find as many ways as | can to use my
English.

31. I notice my English mistakes
and use that information to help me do better.

32. | pay attention when someone is speaking English.

33. I try to find out how to be a better
learner of English.

34. I plan my schedule so | will have enough
time to study English.

35. I look for people | can talk to in English.

36. I look for opportunities to read as much as possible in English.

37. I have clear goals for improving my English skills.

38. | think about my progress in learning English.

Part E

39. I try to relax whenever |
feel afraid of using English.

40. | encourage myself to speak English even when | am
afraid of making a mistake.

41. | give myself a reward or treat when | do well in English.
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42. |
notice if | am tense or nervous when | am studying or using English.

43. I write down my feelings in a language learning diary.

44. I talk to someone else about how |
feel when | am learning English.

Part F

45, If | do not understand
something in English, | ask the other person to slow down or say it again.

46. I ask English speakers to correct me
when | talk.

47. | practice English with other students.

48. | ask for help from English speakers.

49. I ask questions in English.

50. I try to learn about the culture of English speakers.

Appendix 2: Other strategies utilized by group A students

(originally written in Japanese)

| try to solve problems on the spot when I come across things | do not know, for
Cognitive the purpose of mastering them immediately.

I write unfamiliar words on stickers and put them on the washroom wall so that |
can see them and will not forget them.

| compare new words with other words that have similar meanings.

| take conversation lessons from a native speaker of English once a week.

| practice reading English aloud.

| make sample sentences when | learn new words and phrases.

| analyze long English words and look for their etymology.

| translate Japanese sentences that come to mind into English using plain
language.

| learn English by listening to music.

Memory | memorize grammar rules correctly.

| memorize all the words and phrases I've learned in class.

I link the knowledge | gained in grammar class to my English | class.

Compensation | guess the meanings of words and consult them in the dictionary.
| ask my English teacher to correct my composition.
Meta-cognitive | read as many English books as | can.

| read English books, not graded books, in the commuter train.

I listen to English songs, look up the meanings of words in the dictionary, then
mark R for rock or C for classical music.

| watch English TV programs.

| understand that English is not a school subject but a language.

| always think of what | can do with English, not just how I can learn English.
| use a paper dictionary, not an electronic one.

(I have a belief that paper dictionaries are better.)
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Social | exchange e-mail messages with my home stay family in Australia.

1 try to be aware of the cultural background when | speak English.

| speak English with my family members.

My family is cooperative and helps me learn English at home in an enjoyable
manner.

Affective | do not care about making mistakes when speaking English. I love speaking
English.

Asako Kato is a full time English teacher in Saitama. She has taught at four
prefectural high schools in Saitama over the past 23 years. She is involved in the
Saitama High School Writing Contest as a member of the Saitama Senior High
School English Education & Research Association. Her research interests include
teaching writing, content-based approach to language teaching, and language
learning strategies. She obtained her Masters in TESOL from Teachers College

Columbia University in Tokyo in 2005.
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Many language teachers and researchers have investigated classroom interaction
emphasizing students’ oral error treatment and come to the conclusion that if
teachers provide effective error correction, students learn better. Accordingly, it is
beneficial for language teachers to know teachers’ error correction practices and
learners’ error correction preferences This paper discusses one teacher’s error
correction method and addresses the findings of a questionnaire on her students’
correction preferences. A Japanese university EFL class with 22 students taught by
this author was tape-recorded and its class interaction was transcribed. The author
then processed the data. After that, the questionnaire was administered to the same
22 students. The questionnaire shows that there is a huge incongruity between the
teachers’ preferred error treatment methods and those preferred by her students. The
teacher has a tendency to encourage self-correction and provide sufficient time. In
contrast, most students favored direct teacher correction. This article concludes by
mentioning that language teachers need to be aware of their own error treatment
practices.

Students vary in their learning styles and error correction preferences. Some
want immediate and explicit corrections from teachers. Out of fear of losing face,
some are hesitant to receive feedback from teachers during class (McCargar, 1993).
Katayama (2007) mentions that, generally speaking, the most popular methods of

correction for Japanese students is the one in which the teacher gives hints that

29



The Saitama Journal of Language Teaching

enable students to notice their errors and self-correct.

Teachers also differ in their error treatment beliefs and preferences. There are
some teachers who prefer providing direct teacher correction. By contrast, other
teachers are in favor of encouraging students to self correct by cuing or rephrasing
students’ utterances (Folse, 2006). Also, several studies (e.g., Folse, 2006; Philip,
2003) suggest that some teachers support the effectiveness of recasts. Katayama
(2007) in contrast mentions that recasts are sometimes ambiguous and are not
beneficial for students. Since errors are inevitable in the language classroom, it is
imperative for language teachers to find out effective approach to error correction.

Teacher observation is one of the effective methods to explore the typical
behaviors and oral conventions of teachers. Numerous class observation studies
have revealed mismatches between teachers’ pedagogical practices and learners’
learning preferences (e.g., Hawkey, 2006; Peacock, 2001). Such mismatches make
classroom learning frustrating and unsatisfactory.

Nunan (2003) proposes that there should be more focus on teacher treatment of
student errors in order to develop tools for better teacher-student interaction.
“Teachers should find out what their students think and feel about what and how
they want to learn” (Nunan, 1995, p.140). In this way, teachers and students will
come to understand the true dynamics of teaching and learning in the classroom
(Freeman, 1998). Thus, finding teachers’ and students’ views on error correction
through classroom observation is one effective tool for improving language teaching
and learning.

Although previous studies regarding ESL teachers’ error treatment methods and
their students’ perceptions abound, EFL research (especially in Japanese university
contexts) is limited. Additionally, although there are numerous findings on L2 error
correction methods, there is still little research comparing teacher and student error
treatment preferences in the literature. This study therefore contrasts a teacher’s

error correction preferences with those of her students.

30



Tsuneyasu

Research design and method
Research guestions
The specific research questions of this study are as follows:
1. Which categories of error treatments does the teacher who participated in this
study employ the most?
2. What are her students’ error correction preferences?

Procedure

In order to investigate the first question, one class was tape-recorded. The class was
titled “Listening and Speaking” and had 22 students. The author then wrote
transcripts and processed the data (see Appendix 1). To classify error-correction
behaviors, Yucel’s observation (2000) adapted by Chaudron’s typology was used.
Then, frequency distributions of in-class instances based on type of correction were
calculated. To answer the second research question, the author administered a
questionnaire (see appendix 2) to the class in January 2008, after their final
examination. 22 EFL students- the same students as the ones in the tape-recorded
class- were asked to answer the questionnaire. Because the original questionnaire
was conducted in English, the teacher explained each category in Japanese in order
to make the instructions clear. Working through the questionnaire, the students first
determined whether they liked or disliked the error correction method demonstrated
in each item. Then, they ranked the categories they liked (first, second, third, etc.).
The 12 types of error corrections on the questionnaire were based on Yucel’s

observation data (2000) shown in appendix 3.

Participants
The participants in the experiment were 22 Japanese first year students, 90 percent
of them male. They majored in civil engineering at a moderately competitive private

university, where they were also attending the English class called “Listening and
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Speaking” taught by this author. This class met once a week for 90 minutes each
Friday afternoon. The students, all aged from 18 to 20, had been studying English
for approximately six years. With respect to their English proficiency, previous test
results confirmed that they excelled in receptive skills (listening and reading) but
performed poorly with regard to productive skills (speaking and writing). The
average score on the TOEIC test taken in April 2007 was about 500 out of 990. Most
of the students qualified as Step Eiken pre-second grade with a few meeting second

grade standards.

Results and discussion

Table 1 presents teacher error-correction behaviors. As it reveals, the author has an

inclination to use questioning as a method of correction (“How do you say 9
7). The explanation method was next in order of frequency (“PM and AM

come after time in English.”). Further details respecting teacher error-correction

behavior are provided in the table.

Table 1: A report of teacher error-correction behaviors

T: “What time did you arrive?”
S: “l arrived at PM 9:30.”

T ...

Example of teacher error correction Type of correction In-class
instances

Do not say PM 9:30, say 9:30 PM. 1. Negation -
1 will be arriving at 9:30 PM. 2. Repetition with change 3
| will be arriving at ... 3. Prompt 4
PM and AM come after time in English. 4. Explanation 5
How do you say 5. Question 22
Students? 6. Transfer -
Mmmmmmm 7. Disapprove -
Please repeat the sentence. 8. Repeat (explicit) 1
What? 9. Repeat (implicit) 1
Again. When will you be arriving? 10. Altered questions -
Really? Where will you be staying? 11. Ignore -
After your arrival in Tokyo at 9:30 PM, where | 12. Provide and expand -
will you go?

Observational data on teacher’s error-correction behaviors (Context: university-level English class in Japan)
(Adapted from Yucel, 2000, pp.150-1)
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According to Table 2 which states the students’ preferences, 14 students were in
favor of a negation type of correction. Explanation, prompt, and repetition with

change followed respectively.

Table 2: Students’ correction method preferences (n=22)

T: “What time did you arrive?”
S: “l arrived at PM 9:30.”

T ...
Example of teacher error correction Type of correction Number of Ss

Do not say PM 9:30, say 9:30 PM. 1. Negation 14
1 will be arriving at 9:30 PM. 2.Repetition with change 1

| will be arriving at ... 3. Prompt 2
PM and AM come after time in English. 4. Explanation 4
How do you say 5. Question -
Students? 6. Transfer -
Mmmmmmm 7. Disapprove -
Please repeat the sentence. 8. Repeat (explicit) -
What? 9. Repeat (implicit) -
Again. When will you be arriving? 10. Altered questions -
Really? Where will you be staying? 11. Ignore -
After your arrival in Tokyo at 9:30 PM, where will | 12. Provide and expand -
you go?

Questionnaire data on error correction preferences (Adapted from Yucel, 2000, pp.150-1)

NOTE: Not having understood the instructions of the teacher, one student could not complete the
questionnaire.

Judging from the two tables above, the teacher and the students have different
expectations regarding error correction. The teacher did not provide clear error
correction. Having reflected on classroom interaction, the author of this paper
unconsciously tends to: (1) avoid correcting errors distinctively in order not to hurt
students’ feelings and (2) provide sufficient time to self-correct in order for students
to repair the errors. The teacher also thought that if students constantly received
corrective feedback, they might become discouraged, frustrated, and even less
enthusiastic toward active participation in the class.

Students, in contrast, seem to want explicit teacher corrections. Also, inferring

from the questionnaire data, it seems that for students, unclear error correction and
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rephrasing questions are frustrating and demotivating. Students may not notice
errors or not be able to grasp what teachers want them to do. The results of this
study were similar to Yucel’s (2000) which showed a mismatch between the
perceptions of the teachers and those of the students (see appendix 3 for Yucel’s
results).

Clearly more research is needed before any strong recommendations can be
made regarding effective classroom interaction in error correction. Further studies
could use the Likert scale instead of simply asking students to indicate their
preferences and rankings. The scale would make it possible to obtain responses
ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ (Dsrnyei 2003).

However, this study provides useful information that may contribute to
teachers’ understanding of students’ expectations regarding classroom error
correction. Also, it reminds us that by observing classrooms and administering
questionnaires, teachers can benefit from discovering their students’ preferences. It
could lead teachers to provide more effective error treatment for their students.
Reflecting the classroom interaction is important as well. Whenever necessary,
teachers need to change their correction methods to match those preferred by their
students. Or teachers need to persuade students to prefer the methods teachers tend

to use.

Conclusion

In summary, the present quantitative data produced the following conclusions
regarding error treatment. First, recognizing students’ learning preferences is crucial.
Error correction is one of the most difficult types of classroom interaction and
requires concern, effort, and expertise. Second, it is important to monitor the
discourse of the classroom to find out teachers’ error treatment behaviors. Language
teachers can discover what kinds of corrective techniques best suit their particular

students.
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Errors are inevitable in the language classroom, but they should be addressed in
a rational and consistent manner. The purpose of error correction is to improve
learners’ accuracy and language acquisition. In order to make error correction more
effective for both teachers and students, recognizing teachers’ common practices and
students’ preference is the first step.

Since error correction should be explored from the different perspectives, the
author plans to continue her research on error correction in EFL contexts, focusing
next on waiting time: After trying to elicit correct answers, how long should teachers

wait for the students to self-correct?
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Appendix 1: Extract from one lesson

(recorded at a university in Japan on October 26, 2007)

1 T:1would like to check your homework. | gave you, ah, four-page homework which was page 32. Please
open your textbook to page 32. Can anybody tell me the number, ah, the number one, the answer of
number one?

S1: B
T: B. The number one is B. Yoshihiro, number two is...
5 S2:C
T: Very nice. The number two is C. Marina, number three?
S3:A.
T: Good. A. Number four, Atsuki.
S4: Number four?
10 T: Page 32, number four.
S4: Number four, number four is B.
T:B? The answer is B.
S4:
T: Akinori, number five.
15 S5 A
T: Very nice. The answer is A. Number six is, Ryo?
S6: B
T: Say it again?
S6: B
20 T: The answer is B. One more time, starting number one, D, C, A, B, A, D. Number seven, Takayuki
S7: B.
T: Ok, B. Chicago. The answer is B. Number eight, Tomohiro?
S8: A
T: Very nice. The number eight, the number eight is A. Number nine, Yoshihiro.
25 S9:B
T: Very nice. The number nine is B. Hiroko, number ten?
S10: A
T: A. Good job. Number eleven, Takashi.
S11: C
30 T: Verynice. The answer is B. Number twelve, Ryo.
S12:
T: The answer is ...
S13:B
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T: Very nice. The answer is B. Number thirteen, another Ryo.
35 S14:D
T: D. One more time, starting from number seven, D, A, D, A, C, B, D. : Next page, | also give you
homework. Tomohiro, page 34, number 1. Where did you find a mistake?
S15: C.
T: How did you correct this mistake. C is not necessary so please take out will. Will
does will will What time
does the train for Jamestown leave?
T: Number 2. Anybody?
40 C:...
T: Number 2 is Idiom. take a reservation
have a reservation. Have a reservation is an idiom so please remember. Taichi, can you give
me other verbs to say “make a reservation”. Two verbs?
S16: Pardon? ... Ah, pardon? | beg your pardon?
45  T: Ok. Please give me one verb to express “make a reservation.” We have three, two more ways to say
The answer is book. Book means to make a reservation. One more?
S17: Reserve.
T: Reserve. Make a reservation, book, and reserve mean the same meaning.
Number 3. Where is mistake? Daiki.
50 S18:...
T: PM 9:30, they do not usually say 9:30, 9:30 PM. PM or AM come after the time. 9:30 PM or 9:30
AM. How about number 4? Wataru, give me your answer.

S19: ...
T: Flight is ~, the flight leaves ~. You have to have a present tense. Leave
Leave S
55 Kou, number 5. Give me your answer.
S20: C.

T: Ciswrong. Arrive...? “Arrive to” is mistake so what do you put after arrive?
S20: ...
T: “Arrive at” or you can say “arrive in.”  Either one is fine. Arrive at or arrive in. So starting from
number 1, please repeat
60 after me.
C: Students read sentences after the teacher.

Appendix 2: Questionnaire for students’ preferences of error correction

T: How do you say “ " in English?
S: 1 will be arriving at P.M. 9:30.
T ...

Error Correction Yes / No Rank
Do not say PM 9:30, say 9:30 PM.
1 will be arriving at 9:30 PM.
1 will be arriving at ...
PM and AM come after time in English.
How do you say ?
Students?
Mmmmmmm
Please repeat the sentence.
What?
Again. When will you be arriving?
Really? Where will you be staying?
After your arrival in Tokyo at 9:30 PM, where will you go?
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Appendix 3: Yucel’s report of teacher error-correction behaviors

T “What did you do at the weekend?”
S “l go to the cinema.”

T....

Corrective behaviors observed of teachers in class N=10
Example of teacher error correction Type of correction In-class %

instances
1. Don’t say go; say went. 1. Negation - -
2. 1 went to the cinema. 2.Repetition with 13 26
change

3. Yesterday, I... 3. Prompt 5 10
4. Go is the present tense. You need the past 4. Explanation - 9
tense here.
5. What’s the second word? 5. Question - -
6. Students? (class gives answer) 6. Transfer 2 4
7. Mmmmm (disapproval) 7. Disapprove - -
8. Please repeat the sentence. 8. Repeat (explicit) 4 8
9. What? 9. Repeat (implicit) - -
10. Again. Where did you go? 10. Altered questions - -
11. Really? Which film did you see? 11. Ignore 19 38
12. When you went to the cinema, did you 12. Provide and expand 7 14
have a good time?

Yucel’s observation data on 13 teachers’ error-correction behaviors (Context: university-level English
preparatory classes in Turkey)
(Adapted from Yucel, 2000, pp. 150-1)
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