
The Arabic Academic College for Education 
 Haifa - Israel

Proposal for the final project in English M. Ed Program


Subject:
EFL Teachers’ and Learners’ Attitudes towards Error Correction
And Corrective Feedback in English Writing
In Dabburiya Junior High School

 Supervisor: Dr. Iman Garra/Alloush
Head of English Department at AlQasemi College

Supervisor signature:__________ 


Student Name:
 Rana Mahmoud Massalha

ID. Number: 039102330
Phone Number: 04-6702720

E-mail:  ranamassal7a@gmail.com

Submission Date:    March, 2017

	

	
Table of Contents

	
	Page

	
1. Introduction 
	3

	2. Literature Review 
	5

	     2.1 Review 
	5

	     2.2 Error Correction/Corrective Feedback 
	5

	          2.2.1 The necessity of error correction 
	5

	          2.2.2 Types of Corrective Feedback/Error Correction 
	6

	     2.3 Teachers’ Attitudes towards Error Correction 
	7

	     2.4 Students’ Attitudes towards Error Correction
	7

	     2.5 Grammatical Accuracy       
	8

	3. Method 
	9


	     3.1 Research Questions
	9

	     3.2 Place, Sample and Population
	9

	     3.3 Procedure
	9

	     3.4 Instruments and Data Collection/ analysis 
	10

	         3.4.1 Questionnaire
	10

	         3.4.1.1 Reliability and validity of the questionnaire
	12

	         3.4.2. Interview

	12

	     3.5 Limitations of the study 
	13

	4. Bibliography 
	14

	5. Schedule 
	19

	6. Appendices 
	20

	     6.1 Appendix 1: 
          Attitudinal Questionnaire: Toward Error Correction  of
         English Writing 

	20




1. Introduction
Writing is one of the basic components of language acquisition. It is an “intricate and complex task; it is the most difficult of the language abilities to acquire” (Corder, 1974, p. 177). It is obvious that every EFL student makes mistakes of different kinds when using second or third language. Indeed, the problem is common in all regions of the Arab world. Arab students as Non-native speakers still encounter serious problems in their English writing (Tahaineh, 2010. p.80). 
Early in the 20th century, language errors were considered to be undesirable forms and it was the teacher‘s goal to decrease these errors (George, 1972). However, in the early sixties, language errors began to be viewed by language experts in a more positive way, as an indicative of progress. Corder (1974) illustrated the significance of learner errors in several ways. He pointed out that learner errors are important for teachers as they indicate the amount of information that the learner has acquired, and teachers can then modify their instruction according to their students’ needs. Similarly, Hendrickson (1978) stated that language errors are a natural part of learning and the systematic analysis of errors can help researchers and teachers to understand better the process of language acquisition.
There has been some divergence of thoughts regarding the effectiveness of Corrective Feedback (CF). For example, Krashen (1982) suggested that students do not need any feedback on progress. In contrast, Lightbown and Spada (1990); Long (1996); Lyster and Ranta (1997);Sheen (2004, 2006) and Ellis (2009) suggested that feedback plays a crucial role in language learning, as it pushes learners to be more aware of their errors and may be more likely to correct  them. 
On a personal level, as a teacher of the English Language in Junior High-school, I wondered about my students’ difficulties in writing. Moreover, I didn’t know whether the method of corrective feedback I used was effecient, so  I decided to  ask  different teachers about the  strategies and methods they use when correcting writing tasks. It also was important to me to know the learners’ attitudes towards the types of correction they get. In addition, which corrective feedback (CF) technique is the most efficient for them.
So, the aim of the current study is to provide further information about students’ and teachers’ perceptions and attitudes towards error correction and corrective feedback techniques in my school and to raise the learners’ awareness of the importance of writing skills. In addition, to improve the understanding of error correction in writing and identify the most effective techniques for me and for other teachers in my school in order to meet the students’ needs and to improve the work quality. 



2. Literature Review
2.1 Review:
Many studies about English as a second language tried to shed light on the issue of EFL students’ writing errors. The question is what mainly cause EFL students to make errors when writing in English. Salima (2012), trying to answer this question, conducted a research on 25 EFL English teachers and 50 students. Over 60% of the respondents from the teachers pointed out that students are unaware of the importance of the writing skills, in addition to their poor level in writing. They agreed that the most suitable measures to encourage students are to write more and supply feedback immediately. Over 50% of the students link their weaknesses in writing to their lack of concentration while writing, and around 30% of them stated that they have a lack in mastering English grammar rules and that they are unaware of the writing skill importance. According to students, their deficiencies in the writing skills are as a result of poor background knowledge in the target language and the lack of practice, in addition to their low motivation to write in English. (Salima, 2012).
2.2 Error Correction/Corrective Feedback 
Error correction, is also known as “Corrective feedback” (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012, p. viii). It includes responses consisting of an indication that an error has been committed, the provision of the correct language form, or an offer of metalinguistic information about the error (Ellis, 2007).
2.2.1 The necessity for error correction
The issue of corrective feedback has recently received considerable attention in second language. Feedback in the writing classroom is considered an essential element of guiding students in their writing development (Ene & Kosobucki, 2016). Error correction in second writing is important for teachers and students alike because it is believed to support language acquisition and because ultimately accuracy matter in the world outside of the writing classroom. It indicates what the learner should improve in order to obtain a positive final assessment. Error correction offers learners opportunities for noticing and consciously analyzing the linguistic forms and for increasing declarative knowledge. (Ferris, 2011).  
Providing feedback is quite helpful for the students to know their mistakes so that they avoid them the next time. Harmer stated  “feedback encompasses not only correcting students but also offering them an assessment of how well they have done, whether during a drill or after a longer language production exercise”. (Harmer, 2001, p. 99). Errors are important because they inform language teachers about the students’ accuracy and their language learning process, and they help students to discover the systematic structure of the target language (Papangkorna, 2015). Tsui (2003) pointed out that error correction in writing promotes the teacher to be aware of what worked and did not work with his students. 
2.2.2 Types of Corrective Feedback/Error Correction 
Gu’enette (2007) pointed out that teachers had a difficulty of choosing which error treatment type to mark, worry that not marking an error would cause to be repeated again. They also were afraid that their students perceive them as lazy or incompetent if errors were left unmarked. Ferris (2010) also questioned the number of error types that should be treated. She advocates marking those that are global, frequent and stigmatizing. 
According to Lyster and Ranta (1997) teachers in response to learners’ errors use six types of corrective feedback: 
1. Explicit correction: Indicating clearly that the learner has committed an error and the teacher provides the correct form.
 2. Recast: An Indirect indication that the learner’s utterance was incorrect. The teacher implicitly reformulates the learner’s wrong pattern or provides the correction. 
 3. Clarification requests: The teacher indicates that the message has not been understood or the utterance consists of some kind of mistake by using a phrase such as ‘I don’t understand’ or ‘excuse me’. Then, a repetition or a reformulation from the learner is required.
 4. Metalinguistic feedback: The teacher asks questions or provides information or comments related to the formation of the learner’s utterance without providing the correct form, for example, ‘Do we say it like that?’
 5. Elicitation: The teacher elicits the correct answer from the students by asking them questions by pausing to allow the learner to complete the teacher’s utterance, for example, ‘He is a ___.’ 
6. Repetition: The teacher repeats the learner’s error and changes intonation to draw learners’ attention to it. 
2.3. Teachers’ Attitudes toward Error Correction
Examining ESL/EFL teachers’ beliefs can provide researchers and teachers into the underlying principles of their practices, given the close connection between teachers’ beliefs and practices (Burns, 1992). This insight is critical because ESL/EFL teachers’ beliefs can influence their feedback on students’ writing, which, in turn, is likely to shape their students’ self-perceived writing efficacy (Hedgcock and Lefkowitz, 1994), revision and writing quality (Tsui and Ng, 2000). These beliefs may be a result of teachers’ prior learning experiences (Lortie, 1975), it can exert an influence on their actual practices in the language classroom (Borg, 2001; Breen et al., 2001). Teachers have a corresponding chance in their feedback practice according to their beliefs, which increase teacher sensitivity to deal more effectively with students’ error corrections. This contributed to the amount, substance and tone of teacher written comments during the error correction process. (Ferris, 1997). 
Hui (2013) found that teachers’ beliefs changed over time due to their realization of the hierarchical relationship of the guiding principles that they gain from the error correction process, resulting in a shift instance in their written comments. 
2.4. Students’ Attitude toward Error Correction
Several studies have also investigated students' attitudes towards corrective feedback and suggested that L2 students need and expect different types of feedback on their errors. For instance, in Ferris and Roberts' (2001) study, students preferred feedback with error labels attached to errors rather than feedback that was simply marked but not labeled. Hyland's (2003) study revealed that students believe repeated feedback will eventually help them and that without the feedback they will fail to note the errors and will not be able to improve. Accordingly, as Rinehart and Chen (2012) suggested, L2 learners' preferences for different types of feedback at the revision stage should be carefully considered. In Katayama’s study (2007), 77.6% of the participants had positive attitudes toward receiving error correction. Similarly, 82 % of 819 Korean EFL learners have positive attitudes toward error correction (Jang, 2003). The ESL and EFL learners had strong positive perceptions towards receiving error correction in the studies conducted by Bang (1999). The result of a survey which conducted by Ancker (2000) showed 76% positive response to the students’ desire for error correction as they wanted to speak English correctly. Katayama, (2006) found that 92.8% of the participants in Japanese classrooms in the USA expressed strong positive attitudes toward teacher-correction. 
Loewen et al, (2009) found that learners of Chinese and Arabic have a more positive attitude about grammar instruction and error correction than were learners of other languages. 
2.5. Grammatical Accuracy
A class of English language learners may perform adequately in routine grammatical exercises, but they fail to translate this knowledge into reality when performing a task of writing. In textbooks, grammar is very often presented out of context. Learners are given isolated sentences, which they are expected to internalize through exercises involving repetition, manipulation, and grammatical transformation. These exercises only provide learners with formal mastery (Nastaran, 2014). Moreover, according to Nunan (1989), not providing learners with opportunities to explore grammatical structure in context makes it difficult for language learners to use the language for communication.
Frodesen (2014) pointed that teaching grammar in writing means "helping writers develop their knowledge of linguistic resources and grammatical systems to convey ideas meaningfully and appropriately to intended readers” (p. 233). She also mentioned that grammar in writing is an example of how second language learners can discover and use discourse-level grammatical principles. It is the teacher's task to help learners see that effective communication involves achieving harmony between grammatical items and discourse contexts in which they occur.  





3. Method
3.1 Research Questions:
The current study aims to answer the following research questions:
1) What are learners’ opinions on error correction in writing in general?
2) What are learners’ attitudes towards corrective feedback that they received from their teachers?
3) What are teachers’ attitudes towards error correction (EC) and corrective feedback (CF) in English writing?
4) What are the CF Techniques teachers use in their daily work? 
5) Is there any correlation between learners’ attitudes and their language accuracy and performance? 
(A semi- structured interview for teachers and a questionnaire for students in Junior High school will be used to answer the questions above. For more information, see 3.3 & 3.4).
3.2 Place, Sample and Population:
The population of the study consists of EFL Teachers and Learners. The study will involve a sample of 10 EFL teachers and 270 learners ( between 7th and 9th graders). It will take place in Dabburiya Junior High School in the north of Israel (The school I teach at ). The sample is not chosen randomly. I choose the sample from the same place of my work- as an EFL Teacher. It was chosen for personal interest in order to help me understand better the EC and CF phenomenon as an effort to improve my work quality. 
3.3 Procedure:
In order to answer questions 1 and 2 (about the students’ beliefs and attitudes), I will use a questionnaire of Faqeih (2012) in order to collect data(further information are presented in instruments and data collection, see 3.4.1). Then data analysis will be conducted using the SPSS. Descriptive statistics will be used in order to clarify Mains and Frequenscies of learners attitudes and beliefs. In addition, statistical T-test will be conducted in order to find out differences between learners attitudes and basic variables (grade and gender).
In order to answer questions 3 and 4 teachers will be interviewed about their perceptions, beliefs, attitudes and practices, regarding error correction of students' writing in english and about the types of corrective feedback they use. A semi-structured interview conducted for this goal will be used (further information are presented in 3.4.2). Then, a qualitative analysis (using discourse analysis and grounded theory) will be used in order to analyze results. 
 For answering question 5 writing tasks will be given to learners . According to their grammatical performance in these tasks I will  measure their grammatical accuracy. Then a statistical test (pearson test) will be conducted in order to find out correlation between attitudes and language accuracy-performance.
Data collection will be two months. One month is for interviews with teachers and one month is with learners. I will analyze data using a mixed method  approach(quantitative and qualitative) as mentioned below.

3.4 Instruments and Data Collection/ analysis:
3.4.1 Questionnaire:
In order to examine the learners’ perceptions and attitudes towards error correction and CF in English writing I will use a questionnaire conducted by Sheen (2006) and modified by Faqeih (2012) in her doctoral dissertation. Sheen focused on measuring language anxiety and attitudes towards corrective feedback (CF) and grammatical accuracy. The attitudinal questionnaire in Faqeih’s study focused on measuring attitudes towards three constructs: content of the activities, learners' opinions on error correction and accuracy generally and learners' opinions on the CF techniques. In order to raise the validity of the questionnaire, it was first piloted on native speaker students and then on Arab students from Saudi Arabia (SA). The questionnaire was administered in English, as her study was measuring learning of English Language for Saudi learners and it was undertaken in an English Language center in the United Kingdom. In a case of English lexical difficulties, the researcher (Faqeih, 2012) made an Arabic translation.
Unlike Faqeih, For the purpose of the current study, I will use the questionnaire to examine two (instead of three) attitudinal constructs: Learners' perceptions on error correction and learners' opinion on the correction feedback techniques used by their English teacher. It consists of fourteen out of twenty-one five-point Likert scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree) items covered these areas, along with questions asking about participants‘ personal data.
The following illustrates the relevant questions which were replicated from Faqeih’s questionnaire (2012). 
1) Learners' opinions on error correction generally: The actual questions: (5) I feel it is my teacher‘s duty to correct my errors all the time. (6) “I feel frustrated when you correct me”. (8) “I feel discouraged when I repeat the same errors”. (9) “I feel nervous about speaking after you have corrected my errors”. (10) “I feel it is better for me to know the corrections of my errors”. (14) “Having my errors corrected is the best way to learn English”. (16) “The corrections you have been providing are not important”. (18) “I think the most helpful way is correcting my errors directly”. (19) “I need a lot of time to think about my mistakes”. (21) “What you are doing does not improve my English”.
2) Learners‘ opinions on the different CF techniques:  The actual questions (18) “I think the most helpful way is correcting my errors directly”. (17) “I prefer providing me with rules and information”. (15) “I feel most comfortable with your direct corrections”.
In addition, this construct will include other three questions  which  I found necessary for further clarification of the type of CF and in response to the goal of the current study. These questions are based on the results of the following research of Jang (2003), Ferris and Hedqcock (2005), Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashima (2008) and Lee (2011).  The questions are: 1) I think the most helpful way is correcting all of my errors all the time. 2) I think the most helpful way is correcting selectively just the important errors. 3) I feel more comfortable when the teacher is not correcting all my errors and not all the time.
The final questionnaire will be used in the current study is presented in Appendix (1).

3.4.1.1 Reliability and validity of the questionnaire
In order to find the reliability of the questionnaire, Faqeih (2012) conducted an internal consistency reliability test and found that Cronbach’s alpha=0.95. For improving the validity of the questionnaire, it was presented to professionals who specialize in the subject. One of them is my supervisor. In addition, several questions were used for each questionnaire item to improve the validity of the measures.



3.4.2. Interview
Data about teachers' perception of error correction practices, such as methods of error correction used and the types of feedback they gave to their students will be collected by a semi-structured interview that will be conducted for that purpose.
Based on the literature review, the teacher conducts the following guiding questions- to be included in the interview with teachers in order to serve in answering the questions of the current study:
1. What is your opinion on correction of students’ errors in English writing?
2. Do you think teachers should correct errors selectively (just errors that they found important and useful)?
3. Do you think teachers should correct all types of students’ errors in writing all the time?
4. What do you think is the most useful for students, providing them with corrective feedback directly or in an indirect way? (questions 1-4 are given in order to examine attitudes towards error correction).
5. What type of error correction do you use and what types of feedback do you give to your students in writing? (In order to examine methods and types of CF the teacher uses).
6. What type of error correction do you think is more useful for students? (In order to clarify teachers’ belief about the most useful type of EC).
7. Do you think  teachers should correct all types of student’s errors in writing? (In order to examine attitudes towards error correction). 
A qualitative method based on discourse analysis will be used in order to analyze the data that will be collected from the interviews about teachers’ attitudes towards error correction and feedback techniques they use.
Findings will be grouped and summarized according to the themes and major points regarding the teachers' perceptions and practices of CF they use in students' written work.    



3.5 Limitation:   
The current study is a part of M.Ed. program frame. Therefore, the time (deadline) for conducting the study is limited. In addition, the sample will be used is small and is compatible with the research purpose. This limitation of the sample reduces the reliability of the results and the generalization of the conclusion to the population. 
In order to overcome these limitations, the researcher recommends to conduct a number of a similar studies by other M.Ed students or to be a part of a doctoral research.
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5. Schedule

	Interviews with teachers
	September, 2017

	Distribution of the questionnaire
	September, 2017

	Receiving questionnaires back
	October,2017

	Data analysis
	October, 2017

	Literature review writing
	October-November, 2017

	Writing the results
	November, 2017

	Writing discussion
	November, 2017

	Writing project
	November- December, 2017

	Project submission
	December, 2017





6. Appendices
6.1 Appendix 1:
Attitudinal Questionnaire
Toward Error Correction of English Writing

Dear students:
The following questionnaire aims to explore your opinion on error correction in English writing. This may give important information to the teachers and contribute to improve their teaching method.
· Read the statements carefully and answer them so they are true to you.
· If you would like more information about any statement, you can raise your hand and the teacher comes to you.
· When you complete this questionnaire, please hand it to the teacher.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
What is your gender? 
(Please tick one box only)
Male 

Female

 
What is your grade?
 (Please tick one box only)
7th Grade



     8th Grade


   9th Grade



How much do you agree on the following statements. Place an "x" mark in the box of your answer.
Thanks

	
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Uncertain
	Agree
	  Strongly agree

	1
	I feel it is the teacher’s duty to correct students’ errors all the time.
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	I feel  frustrated when the teacher  corrects me.
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	 I think the most helpful way is correcting all of my errors all the time.
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	I think the most helpful way is correcting selectively just the important errors. 
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	I feel more comfortable when the teacher  doesn’t not correct all my errors and not all the time.
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	I feel discouraged when the teacher corrects my repeated  errors.
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	I feel nervous after the teacher corrects my errors.
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	I think it is better for me to know the corrections of my errors.
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	I am benefitting from error correction.
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Having my error corrected is the best way to learn English.
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	I think the most helpful way is correcting my errors  directly. 
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	I think the most helpful way is correcting my errors  indirectly.
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	The correction the teacher provides is not important.
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	The correction the teacher provides improves my English.
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