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1 INTRODUCTION

The role of errors in the language learning prodessinterested researchers since the
1970s when Error Analysis became the favored pgmadior studying second and
foreign language learning. Moving away from Cortivees Analysis to Error Analysis
meant that the focus shifted from studying theti@ship between the native and the
target language to inspecting the actual languagmér (van Els et al. 1984: 37). In
Error Analysis, the language learners’ deviatiansnfthe TL were no longer contrasted
to their L1, but comparisons were made betweenetdmmers’ production of the TL and
the TL itself (Gass and Selinker 2008: 102). THtrsor Analysis provided a method for
investigating the learner and the learner langugdgiés 1994: 48). This learner
language, ointerlanguagethat the learner builds from environmental datadwadays
seen as the learner’s internal linguistic systeat tas its own rules and conventions
and that is worth studying in its own right (Jari898: 43, VanPatten and Benati 2010:
2). Similarly, the errors the learners make inrti@ierlanguage provide researchers and
teachers evidence of their knowledge of the tal@®juage. That is why errors should
not be regarded as signs of imperfect learningabundications of the learner’s attempt

to figure out the target language system (GassSatidker 2008: 102).

A matter that is closely related to errors in sec@md foreign language learning
contexts is the corrective feedback teachers govehe learners in the language
classroom. Teacher correcting a learner’s erraynis of the most typical interactive

situations between a teacher and a learner anda&anplace several times during a
language lesson. There is a great deal of researalhenandhow learners’ errors are

or should be corrected (see for example Laland®8P, Lyster and Ranta 1997, Ellis et
al. 2006, Surakka 2007, Rahimi and Dastjerdi 2@h2, Taipale 2012), but the majority
of the previous studies have focused on learnakepnd the effects of error correction
on the learners’ language proficiency. What havéasdeen left for little attention are

the learners’ personal opinions and affections aborrective feedback (see Saito 1994,
Schultz 1996 and Lee 2005), especially in the Bimm@ontext. This should not be the
case, however, since teachers should always ta@atount the learners’ opinions on
the classroom procedures they choose to use. Alfferthe connection between

instructor-learner interaction and language anxleg been acknowledged by many
researchers (Oxford 1999: 65). For example, Yout@P1: 427) clearly states that

classroom procedures and instructor-learner intierssc have been identified as
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potential sources of language anxiety, which is w@achers should be conscious of the
possible implications of their teaching methods atrdtegies. Indeed, learners cannot
concentrate on the learning task at hand if they s&essed and insecure (Ellis 1994:
479).

Hence, the present study aims at investigatingnb&ual relationship between errors
and anxiety by examining whether Finnish graders experience anxiety in the EFL
classroom relation to their oral errors and theleés corrective feedback. In addition,
the purpose is to study the learners’ generaludts towards errors and corrective
feedback in terms of their usefulness and valdanguage learning. The present study
differs from previous studies on errors and coivecteedback by focusing on language
learners and giving them the opportunity to repmrttheir attitudes and affections.
Furthermore, there are no previous studies in Réhlabout the interrelationship
between errors, corrective feedback and anxietyiclwis why the findings of the
present study can give valuable information to leagge teachers and language learning

professionals.

The present study begins by introducing two ofttiree main themes of the study, i.e.
error and corrective feedback, in Chapter 2. Thaptdr will discuss errors in language
learning, error definitions, corrective feedbackd adifferent corrective feedback
strategies, as well as present some of the relgramious studies on these themes. The
third main theme of the study, anxiety, will be sgk$ed in Chapter 3 which will begin
with a short introduction of individual learner féifences before moving on to
discussing anxiety and foreign language anxiemil8rly to Chapter 2, Chapter 3 will
end with a presentation of relevant previous stidid the theme. The research
qguestions of the present study can be found abéginning of the Chapter 4 which
continues with a presentation of the data and nasthbhe findings of the present study
are introduced in Chapter 5, whereas a more ddtailecussion and conclusion are

included in the final Chapter 6.



2 ERRORS AND CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK

The aim of the present chapter is to discuss twih@fkey the concepts in the present
study, i.e.errors andcorrective feedbackl he first three sections will discuss errors by
first presenting the historical background to tihedg of errors, after which different
error definitions and error types will be introddc&he next two sections, in their turn,
will focus on corrective feedback and error coin@ttstrategies. Finally, relevant
previous research on errors and corrective feedbétke presented at the very end of

the chapter.

2.1Errors in language learning

It is nowadays generally agreed among second lgeguasearchers that learners are
active participants in their own language learnprgcess. In the 1950s and 1960s,
however, Contrastive Analysis saw the languageniegrprocess as a continuous
imitation of the data provided by the languagenesy environment and adults (van Els
et al. 1984: 48). Hence, any deviations from theulfx L2 norm were regarded as
undesired by-products of the L2 learning and weréd avoided at any cost with the
help of effective language teaching (van Els etl@B4: 49). If errors did occur, they
were said to be due to the learner transferringc@ventions to the target language
(Ellis 1994: 47). It was not until Error Analysisedame the favored paradigm for
studying second and foreign language learningenl®70s that errors started receiving
more attention and their significance in the lamgualearning process was

acknowledged.

In 1967 Corder published one of his pioneeringchasi that is regarded as one of the
cornerstones of Error Analysis. In his article “Thignificance of learner’s errors”
(Corder 1967, as quoted by van Els et al. 1984; &byder stated that L1 and L2
learners have the cognitive ability to make hyps#iseabout the language they are
learning, which is demonstrated by the learnere wé different strategies and
procedures, such as overgeneralization, when pgeshe target language. He
continued by stating that the aforementioned siratemay well lead to errors, but that
“errors are inevitable, necessary and systematgestin the language learning process”
(Corder 1967, as quoted by van Els et al. 1984. Biprs are important, as they give
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teachers information about what their students haWeady acquired, inform
researchers about the way languages are learmtelags function as devices through
which learners discover the rules of the targeguage (Corder 1967, as quoted by Ellis
1994. 48). Corder’s views about errors being sigaift and carrying value on their
own were radically contradictory to the prevalaigds of the time, according to which
errors were to be avoided and eliminated (GassSatidker 2008: 102).

Whereas Contrastive Analysis aimed at handlinglélaeners’ errors by studying the
differences between the L1 and the target languager Analysis had its focus on the
learners’interlanguage,i.e. the half-way position between knowing and kibwing
the target language (James 1998: 3). Opposite tar&xtive Analysts, Error Analysts
argued that many L2 errors are in fact not duedosfer from the L1 (VanPatten and
Benati 2010: 77). One of the main ideas behind rErmalysis was that interlanguage,
the internal language system possessed by secogdage learners, is worthy of
studying in its own right and not merely as a skiwersion of the L1 (Selinker 1972,
as quoted by VanPatten and Benati 2010: 2). Aloith thhe rise of Error Analysis,
interlanguage began to be seen as a natural huangodge that has its own rules and
conventions and is independent of both the learhérand the TL (James 1998: 43). In
the interlanguage theory the learners’ own actiaéi@pation in constructing their
mental grammars was strongly emphasized and theirsewere considered to be rule-
governed reflections of the strategies they usenwdenstructing grammatical rules

about the target language (Ellis 1994: 44).

The usefulness of errors has also been discussedtfre perspective of what makes a
good language learner. Naiman et al. (1978, asequot Johnson 2001: 147) has
suggested that a good language learner is notitettiand is willing to make mistakes
in order to learn and communicate. In other wostgcessful language learners accept
that a certain amount of vagueness is an interadlqd the language learning process.
Moreover, good learners constantly monitor theinanterlanguage and correct their

own mistakes.
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2.1.1 Defining an error

Naturally, one of the key concepts in Error Anadys the notion of error. However,
errors are not easily identified, as they alwaysethel on a norm of some kind (van Els
et al. 1984: 469). A common approach is to handé language learners’ errors in
relation to thenative speakerslanguage and norms. In his aforementioned article,
Corder (Corder 1967, as quoted by Allwright andl&ail991: 91) suggested that the
termerror refers to regular patterns in the learners’ spéleahconsistently differ from
the target language model. Thus, errors are agbdine learners’ current interlanguage
system and thus they do not recognize them as ‘girgkccording to Corder (1967 as
guoted by Gass and Selinker 2008: 102), the tarstake,in contrast, refers to memory
lapses, slips of the tongue and other performarroesewhich second language learners
can often correct themselves. The separation betwemistake and an error is also
mentioned by James (1998: 78) who includes thatyhd make corrections in his
definition. He states that mistakes are such famltearner’s output that he / she is able
to and willing to correct, whereas errors he / sisenot able to or is disinclined to
correct (James 1998: 78).

A more recent and fairly often-quoted definition erfor is by Lennon (1991) who,
similarly to Corder, incorporates the native speakerm into his definition. He
suggests that an error is “a linguistic form ... whim the same context... would in all
likelihood not be produced by the learnarative speaker counterpattd.ennon 1991,
as quoted by James 1998: 1).

Despite the many popular definitions that are basedhe native speaker norms of a
language, there can be seen an obvious problem wgithg them as the basis for
defining an error. Currently, the vast majority BfL learners study English with an
instructor who is not a native speaker of the tatgeguage (Allwright and Bailey.
1991: 84). This means that, for example in the iBmgontext, learners are consistently
exposed to a non-native language model and theidbngked in the classroom may
deviate from the native speaker norm. Additionalggchers who are oriented towards
the communicative language approach are often moreerned with the learners’
ability to convey the message, than to produce gratically and accurate language
(Allwright and Bailey 1991: 84).
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Another problem with defining error arises espégiah the classroom context.
Sometimes a learner’s response is rejected byetiehér not because it was somehow
non-native-like or linguistically erroneous, butchase it was not what the teacher
expected or wanted in the given situation. Indemgk definition classifies error as a
“form unwanted by the teacher” (George 1972, agegliby Allwright and Bailey 1991
85). In such a situation, defining error becomesesxely problematic, as it is no longer
a characteristic of the language but an entirelgssrioom-related phenomenon.
Additionally, in a case like this, the teacher ddaalways clearly indicate that the form
produced by the student was in fact linguisticaltyrect in order to prevent further

confusion from the student’s part.

Chaudron (1986, as quoted in Allwright and Baile&d91: 86) has presented a well-
formed definition of error that combines both natapeakers and the classroom aspect
of the concept. He stated that errors are

“1) linguistic forms or content that differed fromative speaker norms or
facts, and
2) any other behavior signaled by the teacher ading improvement”.

This definition is suitable for the purposes of fhresent study, as it takes into account
both the native speakers of the target languagett@deachers’ role in determining

errors in the classroom.

2.1.2 Different error types

In his book, James (1998) divides errors into fowain categories: substance errors,
discourse errors, lexical errors and grammaticabrer Substance erroranclude
misspellings, such as punctuation errors or tygagaerrors, and mispronunciations
which are errors in encoding at the productive phagical level when speaking a
foreign language spontaneously (James 1998: 139henW it comes to
mispronunciations, a distinction can be made batwaephonological error, which
occurs when speaking spontaneously, armdiscue which occurs when reading out
loud a passage of prose (James 1998: 139). Foprimsent study, however, this
distinction is not relevant, as the present stualestigates errors in the language
classroom where both spontaneous speech and realting are typical activities.
Discourse errorson the other hand, include errors in productsuth as coherence and
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pragmatics errors, and reception, such as misutagheling and misprocessing.
Pragmatic errors involve putting linguistic knowdedinto practice and arise whenever
a speaker misencodes the pragmatic force of amaotte, i.e. what speech act it is
intended to perform, or what rhetorical force ibshl carry (James 1998: 164). An
example of this in English could be the use ofwled pleasein order to differentiate
between a command and a request. These pragmatis, @r socio-pragmatic failures,
result from cultural differences in regard to witappropriate behavior in a certain
setting (James 1998: 165). James (1998) divigemmmatical errorsinto two
subcategories: errors in morphology and errors/imtiax. A morphology error involves
a failure to comply with the norm in supplying gogrt of any instance of the following
word classes: nouns, verbs, adjectives or adverbmds 1998: 154). Prepositions,
however, have no morphology and are thus not imdudn the definition.
Morphological errors include errors such as ongttihe third person s-(he speak
English) or overusing the past tensed{he wented homeThese errors are regarded
fairly basic but persistent among learners, everhigher levels (James 1998: 155).
Syntax errors, on the other hand, are errors thettgphrases, clauses, sentences and
paragraphs in terms of, for example, phrase streiaiu intersentence cohesion (James
1998: 156). Lastly, there alexical errorswhich can be divided into formal errors, such
as misformations or distortions, and semantic syreuch as collocational errors (James
1998). As James (1998: 143) states, learners aiteisider vocabulary to be very
important in language learning, sometimes even teguaa language with its
vocabulary. Still, lexical errors are the most coomnerror type for many learner groups
(James 1998: 143). Native speakers, in their tdegm them as more disturbing and

irritating than other types of error (James 1998)1

In the present study the pupils’ opinions are itigased in relation to grammatical,
lexical, pronunciation and pragmatic errors. Themestwo reasons for focusing on these
particular errors. Firstly, they represent all fouain categories of errors listed by James
(1998) that were presented above, but are stillpzehrensible for © graders, whose
understanding of linguistics and capability to gmaltheir own mistakes is somewhat
limited. It was important that the categories abethey were asked to analyze and that
were presented to them in the questionnaire werdeas-cut as possible in order to
ensure that they were able to understand the gmestHad the categories been too
difficult, the respondents would possibly not hdeen able to draw clear distinctions
between them, which could have lead to both frtistraas well as non-reliable

13



answers. Secondly, previous studies on errorsrniguage classroom have also used
similar categorization of errors. Chaudron (1986}, example, studied the errors of
children in French immersion classrooms in Canadaelation to six categories:
phonological, lexical, morphological, syntacticsacburse and content errors, whereas in
Finland Kivela (2008) investigated students’ grartioad, lexical, pronunciation and
semantic errors. In the present study, these caésgeere adapted and broadened with
the help of James (1998), who lists Chaudron’s §)98orphological and syntactic
errors under grammatical errors, and Kiveld’'s (9088mantic errors under pragmatic
errors. Thus, it is felt that choosing to studyngnaatical, lexical, pronunciation and
pragmatic errors, gives a wide, yet comprehensputture of different kinds of errors
in the Finnish EFL learners’ language.

2.2Feedback on errors

James (1998: 235) defines the teronrectionas

“a reactive second move of an adjacency pair tard $peaker’'s or
writer’s utterance by someone who has made themedg that all or part
of that utterance is linguistically of factually evg”.

He continues by stating that correcting is a meggiistic act, as it is a comment on
language. A specifically language teaching andsctesn related problem with the term
correction is whether statementhat something is wrong without mentionimgwhat
way can be regarded a correction. Statements are,adlfteised by numerous language
teachers when addressing their students’ errorsrder to avoid the problem, the term
corrective feedbacks nowadays used widely when referring to the messsa teacher
takes when informing their learners that somethisgwrong (James 1998: 22).
Corrective feedback is seen as “any indicationetrrers that their use of the target
language is wrong” (Lightbown and Spada 1999, asteguby El Tatawy 2002: 2).
Long (2007: 77) does not promote the temmror correctioneither, as he considers it to
be a loaded term implying that the teacher’s feekilbeas a guaranteed effect on the
learner’s language, which, however, is often netdase. Instead, all the teacher can do
is to provide feedback for the learner, who thel, wr will not, correct the error (Long
1977, as quoted by Lyster et al. 1999: 457). Thasg suggests that the terflegdback
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on error andnegative feedbacught to be used due to their neutral and preasere
(Long 2007: 77).

The matter of the usefulness of corrective feedbaakhquestionably related to how a
foreign language is learned. It has been suggektda child acquires his / her first
language with the help of a special component efrtiind, the language acquisition
device (Dekeyser 1993: 501). The language acquisitievice processes positive
evidence in the input whereas negative evidencerdreorrection) could only be
processed by the problem-solving component of tiel{Dekeyser 1993: 501). This
would suggest that if second language acquisitisnsimilar to first language
acquisition, error correction does not play a digant role in the process (Dekeyser
1993:501). It is possible, however, that first es@tond language learning amet
similar processes, as adults are not as capabthilasen to process input with the
language acquisition device. The lack in this pssg®y needs to be compensated for by
using the problem-solving component of the mindiéal with negative evidence, i.e.
by thinking about rules (Dekeyser 1993:501).

One of the most widely established theories abeabrsd language acquisition was
presented by Long in 1983 (as quoted by Lightbowd &pada 2006: 43) when he
introduced the Interaction Hypothesis. Accordind-¢émg, in order to acquire a second
language learners need comprehensible input wtsclachieved through modified
interaction (Long 1983, as quoted by Lightbown &mhda 2006: 43). He argued that
second language learners cannot acquire the tamgiage from native speakers’ talk,
but that they need modified interaction with othegirners. Later, Long published a
modified version of the Interaction Hypothesis, vehbe emphasized the teacher’s role
in the acquisition process by underlining the gigance of corrective feedback (Long
1996, as quoted by Lightbown and Spada 2006: 44)atdued that implicit negative
feedback anahegotiation of meaningive the learners the opportunity to focus on the
linguistic form and thus develop their languagdisKiLong 1996, as quoted by Sheen
2004: 265; Long 1996, as quoted by Lightbown anddgp2006: 44). Thus, feedback
promotes acquisition by connecting input, learnattention and output in a productive
manner (Long 1996, as quoted by Mackey et al. 2@0@). According to Long, the
teacher can offer learners two types of environalenput about the target language:
positive and negative evidencéLong 1996, as quoted by El Tatawy 2002: 2). With
positive evidence the teacher provides the leanwéhscorrect and acceptable models
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about the target language, whereas with negativdeege the teacher directly or
indirectly notifies the learners about what is imeot and unacceptable in the target
language (Long 1996, as quoted by El Tatawy 202: 2

The question of which errors should be correctesidpmwned a great deal of research
and animated discussion among researchers. Forpéamuscott (1999) has strongly
argued that in addition to causing both teachedsstindents many problems, research
evidence indicates that oral grammar correctionsdo& promote learning. Thus he
feels that there is no reason for continuing treetice (Truscott 1999: 453). He writes
that in order for a correction to have a lastingaat, the learner must incorporate it to
his / her own interlanguage, which can only hapib¢he learner notices, understands
and accepts the correction, as well as consciotigarses it (Truscott 1999: 446).
This, as Truscott argues, is not likely the casdgearners may 1) have other things on
their mind, 2) not understand the teacher’'s cowect3) feel resistant towards being
corrected, or 4) not take the correction serioullgrvousness or embarrassment may
also get in the way of paying attention to the ecdtion and understanding it, or the
student may be unwilling to make the effort (Trusd®99: 445).

As for how errors should be corrected, Young (19947) argues that teachers who
believe their role is to correct student every tithey make any error may be
contributing to learner language anxiety. The ofpps.e. no feedback, is not a
successful strategy either, as described by Smaftad Coulthard (1975, as quoted by
Thrownborrow 2002: 131). They report on a teachdro wonsistently withheld
feedback in order to indicate that there are mnoags correct answers. This approach,
however, reduced the children to silence, as tlweydcno longer see the point of his
qguestions. Truscott (1999: 441) has stated congelrors is extremely challenging for
teachers, as they ought to tailor error correctmmindividual students who on the
affective side differ greatly in how their reactdorrection. He argues that “there is a
serious danger that correction may produce emlsmest, anger, inhibition, feelings
of inferiority, and a generally negative attituasvard the class (and probably toward
the language itself)” (Truscott 1999: 441). As &l([2009: 14) concludes, teachers
should observe the extent to which corrective faeldbcauses anxiety in learners.
Additionally, they should adapt the corrective gies they use in order to ensure that

anxiety facilitates rather than debilitates.
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2.2.1 Different corrective feedback strategies

There are several different corrective feedbachtegies that teachers can use when
correcting the students’ errors in the classroome @omprehensive description of six
different strategies is found in Lyster and Rark89{) which are presented in the

following chapters.

Firstly, there isexplicit correctionwhere the teacher responds to the student’s byror
explicitly providing the correct form while clearlpdicating that what the student had
said was wrong (Lyster and Ranta 1997: 46). Inresit arecastis by nature implicit,
as the teacher reformulates the student’s utterantteout the error, but does not
explicitly say where the error appeared (Lyster Riaeita 1997: 46). Thirdly, a teacher
can respond with alarification requestwith which he / she clearly points out to the
student that he / she either did not understand Wigastudent was saying, or that the
utterance was somehow ill-formed and that eitheegetition or a reformulation is
needed (Lyster and Ranta 1997: 47). The fourth typéeedback consists of either
comments, information, or questions related to @éheneous utterance, and is called
metalinguistic feedbackn this case the teacher does not provide thegestuwith the
correct form, but offers certain metalinguisticarthation about the nature of the error,
which will in turn help the student correct it (ltgs and Ranta 1997: 4Blicitation is a
technique where the teacher uses different metimodsder to elicit the correct answer
from the student. He / she might ask questiond) ssc*'What is X again in English?”,
ask the student to reformulate the utterance,rategfically pause their own sentence in
such a manner that it encourages the studentl tm fihe rest (Lyster et al. 1997: 48).
Lastly, there isrepetition which refers to situations where the teacher rspéae
erroneous utterance in isolation, while often usingpnation to highlight the error
(Lyster and Ranta. 1997: 48).

The six categories presented in Lyster and Rar@@7(lwere adapted for the present
study with certain necessary adjustments. One talstinto account the fact that the
study does not include any classroom observationteacher interviews, as has its
focus solely on the pupils’ perceptions. This desdhat only error correction strategies
that the students can self recognize and understandd be included in the

guestionnaire. Thus, recasts, though a frequeategly among teachers, could not be
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included, as they are implicit by nature and ofgenunnoticed by the learners (Lyster
and Ranta 1997: 57).

2.3 Previous studies on errors and corrective feedback

Dekeyser (1993) investigated Dutch-speaking hidioststudents studying French as
their second language during oral communicatioiviéiess. His goal was to assess the
efficiency of oral error correction in relationttoe students’ individual characteristics of
aptitude, motivation, anxiety and previous achiegetinThe test procedures consisted
of an aptitude test and an affective variable qoesaire, as well as a written grammar
test and three oral tests. One of Dekeyser's hgseth was that there is a significant
correlation between error correction and anxietythie sense that error correction is
more beneficial for students with low anxiety thaims for students with high anxiety
(Dekeyser 1993: 505). His results showed a sigmiticinteraction between error
correction and anxiety for the low anxiety studentshe written grammar test, but the
hypothesis could not be confirmed for the oral @tkeyser 1993: 509). Another
hypothesis in the study was that error correct®mbpst beneficial for students with
high previous achievement and that students with poevious achievement will be
more successful without error correction (Dekey€93: 505). This time he found only
a slightly significant interaction for the writtetest, and similarly to the previous
hypothesis, the results remained unconfirmed ferdtal test. Dekeyser’'s (1993: 511)
conclusion was that error correction during orahowunicative activities does not have
a significant influence on the students’ generai@aement or proficiency. What he did
note, however, is that error correction is intereotied to the learners’ individual
characteristics of extrinsic motivation, anxietydgorevious achievement in the sense
that systematic error correction improved the gramtast results among students with

high previous achievement and low anxiety (Dekey8&83: 511).

A well-known study on the relationship between eotive feedback and learner uptake
is by Lyster and Ranta (1997) who studied secomguage learners in immersion
classrooms in Canada. They examined six corretdedback types, which have been
presented in section 2.2.1, in terms of their fesgpy and distribution, as well as their
effects on learner uptake. Lyster and Ranta (19@tovered that the teachers had a

strong tendency (55% of all occurrences) to usastscas the strategy for corrective
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feedback (Lyster and Ranta 1997: 53), even thougves the least likely strategy to
elicit student-generated repair (only 31% of altwcences) (Lyster and Ranta 1997:
54). They concluded that of the six feedback tyedisitation, repetition, clarification
requests and metalinguistic feedback were the msaoeessful in evoking student-
generated feedback (Lyster and Ranta 1997: 56).yBter and Ranta’s data, the
teachers provided corrective feedback on 62% ofthdents’ erroneous utterances on
average, and the researchers did conclude that rmegeient corrections would
probably be undesirable, but that teachers showlde nactively apply the different
corrective techniques and not only recasts (Lyester Ranta 1997: 56).

In Finland, similar findings about the frequencyaffectiveness of the different error
correction strategies have been made in EFL classoby Surakka (2007). In her
fairly recent study she discovered that recast thhascorrective feedback strategy that
was used most often by the teachers (Surakka ZQ7:Additionally, she concluded
that recasts and explicit are not successful gfiegan terms of learner uptake (Surakka
2007: 60). In contrast, in her study elicitatiordanetalinguistic feedback led to learner
repair in nearly all cases (98% and 96%, respdgjiyS8urakka 2007: 61).

Another relevant and recent study on oral erroid @rrective feedback in a Finnish
context is by Kiveld (2008). She investigated paipdral errors and the teachers’
reactions to them in Finnish primary schools. Hadg had three focus points: 1) what
error types are most common among the pupils, 23wérrors the teachers correct and
which they don’t — and why, and 3) what kind ofreative feedback the teachers use.
The results indicated that errors in pronunciat{68%), grammar (23%) and lexis
(22%) were most common, covering over 90% of all tlata (Kivela 2008: 21). Of
these errors, lexical and grammatical errors wereected very often (93% and 81%,
respectively), whereas pronunciation errors weltefoe far less attention (Kivela 2008:
22). The reasons the teachers presented for no#ctioig all errors in the classroom
were classified as either pupil-related (e.g. tledieb that repeated corrections may
influence the weaker pupils’ self-esteem negativelgacher-related (e.g. the teacher
not noticing the error or not knowing how to cotré&g or situation-related (e.g. the
correction would have interrupted on-going classravents). In 66% of all the error
correction situations, the teacher was the oneecting the error, whereas self-

correction and peer-correction were used signiflgdass (15% and 4%, respectively)
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(Kivelda 2008: 27). The most typical error correntistrategies were recasts and

negotiations.

However, what has so far been left for too littteemtion, it seems, is the students’
viewpoint. Saito (1994), Schultz (1996) and LeeO&0have aimed at shedding light on
the students’ perceptions and preferences on eoroection, Saito and Lee having their

focus on writing classrooms, whereas Schultz fodusegrammar teaching.

The purpose of Schultz’'s (1996) exploratory studgswo compare students’ and
teachers’ beliefs about explicit grammar teachpasticularly in connection to error
correction. The subjects were second and foreigguage students and teachers in both
commonly taught (CTL) and less-commonly taught (LETBnguages at the University
of Arizona where the data was collected with thip led a questionnaire. In terms of
grammar teaching, Schultz discovered that the stadead more favorable attitudes
towards formal grammar study than their teacheds and that even though a large
majority of both groups believed that studying gnaan helps in FL learning, the
students shared the belief more often than thdezacdSchultz 1996: 345). Overall, the
students’ responses indicated a strong belief ath@utisefulness of grammar teaching
(Schultz 1996: 345). When it comes to error coioectthe students reported notably
positive attitudes towards negative feedback witly d% of them reporting feelings of
displeasure when corrected in class (Schultz 1986). When the students were asked
whether they want the teacher to correct theirrgrrihe vast majority answered “Yes”,
both in terms of written and spoken errors (97% @8% respectively) (Schultz 1996:
346). There was a great disparity between the stadand the teachers’ opinions, as
only 34% of the CTL teachers and 50% of the LCTacteers felt that the student
should be corrected every time they make an onalr gSchultz 1996: 347). To
conclude, Schultz (1996: 348) states that the ststdavorable attitudes towards
explicit grammar study and error correction maydbe to three factors: 1) they may be
based on a generally agreed myths that pass atong deneration to generation, 2)
they may be strongly affected by the grammar-focusriculum and prevalent
instructional practices, and 3) they may be basegersonal experiences convincing

the students about the usefulness of grammar anelctive feedback.

Saito (1994) investigated students’ preferenceddacher feedback in relation to the
actual teacher practices in the classroom. He fawuidhat students preferred teacher
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feedback, such as error correction and identificatio non-teacher feedback, such as
peer and self correction. This was the case evamgthnon-teacher feedback was used
frequently in the class by the teachers. Lee (2Q@f)eted L2 secondary students’
perceptions about error correction in a writingssf@om. His conclusion was that there
was no real gap between the students’ wishes on eorrection and the actual teacher
practices. The students tended to prefer that daehers point out their errors
comprehensively, as well as correct all errorgtiem, which is what actually happened
in the classroom. What one must bear in mind, hewes that both Saito (1994) and
Lee (2005) examined writing classes, and thus frgbaostlywritten errors. Whether
students’ preferences are significantly differeiiew it comes t@ral errors performed

in the classroom is a question the present studg at answering.

A recent study by Rahimi and Dastjerdi (2012) had@fold objective including both

error correction and anxiety. Firstly, they invgated an effective error correction
method for developing learners’ complexity, accyrand fluency in speech in terms of
immediate and delayed correction. Secondly, theediat measuring students’ anxiety
levels while the teacher corrected their errors @diately and with some delay. Rahimi
and Dastjerdi (2012) found out that delayed ermmrection has a positive effect on
fluency and accuracy, but not on complexity. Imtef anxiety experienced in relation
to error correction their conclusion was that stugevho received delayed correction

experience less anxiety and were more comfortabpatticipate in discussions.

To conclude, many of the previous studies on ctimedeedback have focused on
investigating the popularity of different corre@ifeedback strategies in the classroom,
or their effects on learner uptake. Studies thaehsad focused on the language learners
and their personal opinion on errors or correcfeadback are rare, and in the Finnish
context virtually non-existent. Thus, the presdntlg aims at examining Finnish EFL
learners’ attitudes towards their oral errors ahd teachers’ corrective feedback
strategies, as the learners’ own perceptions onmgers unquestionably affect their
language learning process. Furthermore, similarl{pekeyser (1999), the aim of the
present study is to explore errors and correctesdiback in relation to the pupils’

previous achievement and language anxiety.
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3 ANXIETY IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE LEARNING

There is an unquestionable consensus among totagsiage learning professionals
about the significance of individual learner difeces in second and foreign language
learning. Indeed, they have been found to be thetrnonsistent predictors of L2
learning success (Dornyei 2005: 2) and speed (&akish1970: 98). The present study
investigates one of these individual variabkasxiety,in relation the pupils’ oral errors
and the teachers’ corrective feedback. As Arnold Bnown (1999: 8) have stated,
anxiety is quite possibly the one affective factbat most frequently obstructs the
language learning process, and thus it is cruordlaihguage teachers to be aware of the
ways in which their corrective feedback may be gbuating to their students’ anxiety.
The present chapter will first shortly introduce #ey concepts related to the individual
learner differences in general, after which theufowill be on discussing anxiety and
foreign language anxiety in more detail. The fisattion in the chapter will present
some of the relevant previous studies on languagety.

3.1Individual learner differences

According to Doérnyei (2005: 1), individual differees (IDs) are “characteristics or
traits in respect of which individuals may be shawmiffer from each other”. In other
words, they are individuals’ continuous and statit@racteristics that mark them as
unique and distinct human beings. The second —sandarly the foreign — language
learning process is strongly influenced by theskvidual personality traits residing in
the leaner (Arnold and Brown 1999: 8). The indiatdifferences are generally divided
into three categories: personality, cognitive affelcéive variables (Johnson 2001: 117).
Personalityaccounts for consistent features that characteriaeique individual, such
as feeling, thinking and behaving (Pervin and Jb®@7: 4). In addition, concepts such
as mood, temperament and tolerance of ambigidgrnyei 2005: 11 and Johnson
2001: 141) are closely related to personality. Thgnitive variablesin their turn,
relate to the mental characteristics of a persotelligence and language aptitude are
often regarded the most relevant of the cognitaadrs (see for example Johnson 2001
or Dérnyei 2005). Finally, there amdfective variableswhich have been defined as
factors that involve “emotional reactions and matieons of the learner; they signal the
arousal of the limbic system and its direct intati@ in the task of learning” (Scovel
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1978, as quoted in Dornyei 2005: 33). Examplesefdffective factors are motivation,
attitude, learner styleésee for example Skehan 1989 or Oxford 1990) andefn
which is the object of the present study and wills be presented in detail in the

following sections.

3.2 Perspectives on anxiety

Even though anxiety has been regarded a signifiaffettive variable in language
learning for decades, there is still a great déabgueness related to the basic category
of the concept (Dérnyei 2005: 198). Some expertsis@s a motivational element,
some as a personality trait and some as an emofiuus, it is often regarded as a
complex factor made up of units that have diffeidrdracteristics (Dornyei 2005: 198).

One of the earliest definitions of anxiety was pded by Scovel in 1978:

“Anxiety is commonly seen as a state of apprehenara vague fear
linked only indirectly to the object in questiorg i the language itself of
the learning situation.”

(Scovel 1978, as quoted by Pavlenko 2005: 33)

More recently, Arnold and Brown (1999: 8) have exathat anxiety is associated with

negative feelings such as uneasiness, frustra@fdoubt, apprehension and tension.

Two important distinctions are mentioned by a numieresearchers in their work
related to anxiety. The first one is betweesit anxiety,state anxietyand situation-
specific anxiety Trait anxiety is described as being a stable characteristichen t
individual’'s personality (Pavlenko 2005: 33), whesestate anxiety refers to a
momentary experience of anxiety as an emotionaltimato the on-going situation
(Dornyei 2005: 198)Situation-specific anxietig experienced in a specific situation due
to, for example, having to speak in public or tpket in classroom events (Ellis 1994:
480). The second distinction is betwdadailitating anddebilitating anxiety. It has been
stated that anxiety does not necessarily alwaygdaperformance, and that in certain
cases it may even promote it. THicilitating anxiety is related to the affective
component of anxiety, that is emotionality (Dorng€i05: 198), and thus it is said to
motivate the learner to “fight” the learning tagkhand (Pavlenko 2005: 33). Contrary
to that, there islebilitating anxiety which entails the cognitive component oXiaty,
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i.e. “worry” (Dornyei 2005: 198) which wastes engtbat ought to be used for memory
and processing (Eysenck 1979, as quoted by ArnmidBrown 1999: 9). Debilitating

anxiety has been proven to have a negative impapedormance (Dérnyei 2005: 198)
and motivate the learner to “flee” the learningktag hand (Pavlenko 2005: 33).
Futhermore, anxiety can distract the learner frdra task and cause difficulty in

remembering new items (Spolsky 1989: 113).

3.2.1 Foreign language anxiety

In generallanguage anxietys a kind of a situatiospecific anxiety that is related to
learning a second language and communicating WwitBllis 1994: 480). However, for
the purposes of the present study it is in placgigouss an anxiety that is specifically
related to foreign language learning situatiores fareign language anxietyacintyre
and Gardner (1994: 284) have defined foreign lagguanxietyas “the feeling of
tension and apprehension specifically associateth wecond language contexts,
including speaking, listening and learning”. In ethwords, it involves worry and
negative emotional reaction when one is learningusimng a second language
(Macintyre 1999, as quoted in Dérnyei 2005: 19%).is a distinct complex of self-
perceptions, beliefs, affections and behaviors Hrat related to classroom language
learning, and that emerge from the uniqueness ef ldmguage learning process
(Horwitz et al. 1986: 128). Foreign language anxieds been found to be relatively
independent of other types of anxiety (Horwitz 20014), perhaps due to the disparity

between the language learners’ “true self” andntioee restricted self they can present
in the foreign language (Horwitz et al. 1986: 1ZB)us, it is a unique variable closely
related to second, and similarly also, foreign leage learning (Dornyei 2005: 199). In
fact, it has been listed among the most significaators that influence language
learning in both formal and informal settings, ireand outside the language classroom

(Oxford 1999: 58).

Even though foreign language anxiety has been cteized as a unique manifestation
of anxiety, it does share certain characteristiits other anxieties. Horwitz et al. (1986:
127) suggest that foreign language anxiety shassmblance with three performance
anxieties: communication apprehension, test anxaeiy fear of negative evaluation.
People who experienceommunication apprehensiatypically have difficulty with
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speaking in groups or in public, or with listenioiglearning a spoken message (Horwitz
et al. 1986: 127). Often these difficulties are revgreater in a foreign language
classroom, where the learners have little contvelr ahe situation, and where they are
constantly monitored. Feelings of self-consciousnd®e fear of making mistakes, and
the desire to speak perfectly have been found tccdramon characteristics with
communication anxiety and foreign language anxiEtss and Reitzel 1988: 438). The
fear of making mistakes may arise from a beliet tharder to be worthy, one must be
utterly competent and adequate in all aspectde{foss and Reitzel 1988: 448 gxt-
anxiety on the other hand, refers to a type of perforraaaxiety that derives from a
fear of failure (Horwitz et al. 1986: 127). Tesixeous students frequently put
unrealistic demands on themselves and regard agythess of a perfect test
performance as a failure. In a foreign languagessclthe situation is particularly
demanding, as tests and quizzes are a frequenirdeaf the learning experience.
Similarly, Macintyre and Gardner (1994: 284) hawparted on high correlation
between language anxiety and two indices of langusfpievement: course grades and
standardized proficiency tests. Lasttipe fear of negative evaluatiois defined as
“apprehension about others’ evaluations, avoidavfcevaluative situations, and the
expectation that others would evaluate oneself thedg’ (Horwitz et al. 1986: 128).
The concept is related to text anxiety, but it @ imited to test-taking situations and
may thus occur in any social, evaluative situatisnch as speaking in a foreign
language class. In addition to being afraid of ékeluation of the only fluent speaker
in the classroom, i.e. the teacher, students wipereance fear of negative evaluation
are often sensitive to the evaluations of theipfelpeers.

3.2.2 Anxiety during classroom interactions

In order for learning to take place in a classrotimere must be constant interaction
between the teacher and the students (Allwright Baidey 1991: 18). It is crucial,

however, that the nature of the interaction sumotre learning goals of the students
and helps in its part to create a supporting atimespin the classroom. As Young
(1991: 427) clearly states, classroom proceduresaapotential source of language
anxiety. Oxford (1999: 65) goes even further bytisgathat “harsh error correction,

ridicule and the uncomfortable handling of mistake$ront of a class are among the

most important instructor-learner interaction issovelated to language anxiety”. Thus,
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if the teacher does not choose the procedures imséte classroom with care and
thought, they can cause anxiety among the studeatsexample, communication that
involves personal aspects of one’s being shouldhydwiake place in an emotionally
safe atmosphere in order to prevent anxiety-prowpkituations from developing in the
classroom (Arnold and Brown 1999: 9). Indeed, ofi¢he challenges in second and
foreign language teaching is to provide students \&ilearner-centered, low-anxiety
classroom environment (Young 1991: 426).

In addition to the relationship between a teachwt the students, there is another
important interaction aspect in the classroominkeraction between a student and his /
her peers. Ddrnyei (2005: 85) lists the effecthod tearner group as one of the main
motivational influences for language learning. Ygu(¥oung 1990, as quoted by
Horwitz 2001: 119) has discovered that Americaroedary language students rather
take part in oral activities in small groups tharfront of the entire class. She has also
described several studies where students have tedpdeelings of anxiety about
responding erroneously, or about sounding or logpKishumb” in front of the fellow
students (Young 1991: 429 similar statement has been presented by Arnottl an

Brown in relation to the possible sources of largguanxiety:

“It is not always clear how foreign language ahxisomes into being.
For some people it may be a case of having beeulad for a wrong
answer in class.”

(Arnold and Brown 1999: 9)

To sum up the present chapter’s discussion on gm&geme anxiety may be beneficial
for learning as an energizing element, whereasssige anxiety, on the other hand,
may cause the learner to act with insufficient psgand thus engage in the same,
unproductive activity over and over again (Skeh889L 115). The problem is then,
how much anxiety is too much? As Skehan (1989: si&ies, different people handle
anxiety in different ways and thus there is noatdk way of knowing whether an
individual will be able to handle the stress caubgdanxiety in a favorable manner.
Nevertheless, most language research demonstrategative relationship between
anxiety and performance (Oxford 1999: 60), andpresent study is premised on the

same hypothesis.
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3.3 Previous studies on anxiety and language learning

One of the earliest studies on anxiety was mentionen often-quoted and pioneering
article by Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope (1986). Thegport on a clinical experience
carried out among foreign language students inessity classes and at the Learning
Skills Centre at the University of Texas. Duringstexperience it was discovered that
anxiety centers on two aspects of foreign langueaening: speaking and listening. The
students reported that they feel more confidentnwtielivering speeches they had
prepared in advance, but that they tend to becaoibiied in role-play situations. In
addition, test anxiety and over-studying were nor@d as common anxiety-related
phenomena. Students’ beliefs about language leammare reported as contributing to
their tension and frustration in the classroomhia $ense that several students believed
that “nothing should be said in the foreign languamtil it can be said correctly and
that it is not okay to guess an unknown foreigrgleage word (Horwitz et al. 1986:
127). According to the researchers, such beliefstqroduce anxiety.

In the same article, Horwitz et al. (1986) predéeir method for indentifying anxiety
among foreign language learners, Tae Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale
The results they received with pilot testing of Hvale clearly demonstrate that there are
several common characteristics that are sharedtunlests experiencing debilitating
anxiety in the language classroom (Horwitz et &86: 129). They found out that
students who test high on anxiety are afraid takpe the foreign language, prone to
experience panic when having to speak without pegjes, and self-conscious about
speaking the foreign language in front of theiloil students. For example, 10% of the
respondents reported being afraid that other stadeould laugh at them. Another
common feature discovered among the anxious stsidemas the fear of making
mistakes in the foreign language (Horwitz et al8@9130). As a conclusion the
researchers state that “significant foreign languagxiety is experienced by many
students in response to at least some aspectseifridanguage learning” (Horwitz et
al. 1986: 130).

In one of their many studies on anxiety, MacIntgrel Gardner (1991) developed 23
scales to assess language anxiety, social evaluatixiety and language anxiety. They
measured their participants’ short-term memory aodabulary production in the

participants’ L1 (English) and L2 (French). Maclm@yand Gardner’s (1991) conclusion
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was that language anxiety correlates significamtith both short term memory and
vocabulary production in the French L2 tests. Iditoh, the L2 tasks proved to cause
more anxiety than the L1 tasks. In the English daske short term memory test was

more anxiety-provoking than the vocabulary produrctest.

In the Finnish context there are relatively fewdsts on language or classroom anxiety
and none of them have had their focus specificatiythe relationship between errors
and corrective feedback and anxiety. In 1997 Kygromvestigated anxiety among a
group of Finnish § grade students with her focus on the teacher-stuidéeractions
and classroom activities. After collecting datanfrthe participants with the help of six
guestionnaires and two group interviews, her caictu was that the students
experienced some anxiety both during teacher-studderactions and classroom
activities. The most anxiety-provoking interactiamong the respondents was teacher
reviewing homework, whereas presenting in fronthaf class and reading aloud were
the most anxiety-arousing activities (Kyyronen 19%94). In addition, she concluded
that avoiding using English and being quiet weré lil@ly signs of anxiety in her

study.
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4 THE PRESENT STUDY

The following sections will first discuss the aimisthe present study in relation to the
relevant previous research (see sections 2.3 &)dadter which the research questions
of the present study will be introduced. Next, tiesign and the administration of the
research questionnaire will be described beforeingoen to discussing the data and the

methods.

4.1 Aims and research questions

As the sections on relevant previous research ptegesarlier have clearly indicated,
there is a vast amount of research concerninggorainguage anxiety as well as errors
and corrective feedback in language learning. Wiaat not yet been studied widely
enough, however, is what kind of a mutual relatnmghese three important aspects
have. As mentioned earlier, foreign language agxdah be debilitating and it can have
a negative effect on, if not prevent, languageniea. In order for the teachers to be
able to create a low-anxiety classroom, they miust e aware of what triggers anxiety
in the learners. It is hoped that the findingshaf present study will give teachers more
valuable information on how learners’ oral errored @eachers’ corrective feedback
affect learners’ anxiety levels, which will in tutrelp teachers in their fight against
anxiety in the language classroom. Furthermoiis,@specially important to concentrate
on the learners’ personal opinions, thoughts ariéctbns on errors and corrective
feedback, as these issues unquestionably affeat ldreguage learning process. If
learners, for example, self feel that correctivedteack is useful, there can hardly be

reason to deny it from them.

The research problems of the present study areedela the three aforementioned main
themes: errors, corrective feedback and foreigngdage anxiety. Firstly, the

respondents’ oral errors are investigated in tehow frequent they regard different
error types to be in their speech and what typerafrs they find most embarrassing. In
addition, the respondents’ general attitudes tosvagdrors and their usefulness in
language learning are examined. Secondly, the cpaatits’ opinions on teacher’s

corrective feedback are inspected in order to find whether or not they prefer
corrective feedback after their errors. Differerdrrective feedback strategies are
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addressed separately in order to find out whichhem are most popular among the
respondents and to investigate whether certairtegiess are more likely to create
anxiety in the learners than others. Lastly, theusois on finding out whether the
respondents experience anxiety in the classroomtalukeir oral errors. Their error-
related anxiety levels during different teacheripapd pupil-pupil interactions will be
examined in order to find out which types of int#ian are the most anxiety-provoking.
Hence, the research questions of the present anedys following:

1) In the respondents’ speech, what is the relatipnshetween
grammatical, pronunciation, lexical and pragmatiors in terms of
their frequency and how embarrassing the resposdiect them?

2) What are the respondents’ attitudes towards ennaifseir own speech
and in language learning?

3) What are the respondents’ opinions on teacheriective feedback?

4) Which corrective feedback strategies do the respatsdorefer and are
certain strategies more anxiety-provoking than isthe

5) Do the respondents experience anxiety about makimgerrors during
their English lessons?

6) Does the nature of the interactive situation,teacher-pupil or pupil-
pupil interaction, have an effect on the resporglestror-related

anxiety?

4.2 Design of the research questionnaire

A questionnaire was chosen as the research insttumehe present study for various

reasons. As Doérnyei (2007: 101) writes, questiamsaare nowadays extremely popular
within social sciences, as they are versatile ardtemt possible to collect a large

amount of data in a relatively small amount of timedeed, as the number of

respondents in the present study is 100 pupilsstopmaire was by far the most

suitable method to gather information from thematidition, as the topic of the study

has to do with personal matters, such as classeooaety, it was concluded that more

honest and personal answers could be elicited théthelp of a nameless questionnaire
which the respondents could fill in without revealitheir identity. Additionally, using

a fully anonymous questionnaire was seen as the aption, since the administrator
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has previously taught in both the schools the deats collected from and thus using an
open interview might have lead to biased answers fthe behalf of the pupils. With a
nameless questionnaire, however, interviewer effettch as the characteristics and the
familiarity of the interviewer (in Bryman 2004: 1B83vere avoided. Finally, the
participants’ answers to the questionnaire couldrmdyzed quantitatively with the help
of a computer software, which would guarantee #ti@bility of the findings (for more
detailed discussion of the data analysis, seeosedtB).

The questionnaire used in the present study (see#gx 1) was designed to gather
information from the respondents in three differeategories introduced by Dérnyel
(2007:102). The first part of the questionnairesists of basidactual questiongbout
the respondents’ age, gender, previous achievert@mgyuage use outside the school
context, and self-assessment of their languagés gkjlestions 1.1 — 1.7). Designing
suitable and well-formed factual questiathat highlight the differences between the
respondents makes it possible to draw interestogclosions when interpreting the
results of the questionnaire. Similarly to somevymas studies (see for example
Dekeyser 1993), the present study was interestegamining whether the respondents’
gender, previous achievement in English studies kmfjuage use affect their
experiences on errors, corrective feedback andgioreanguage anxiety. The second
type of questions ibehavioral questionshat were designed to get information about
the respondents’ actual behavior in the classrdamexample of a behavioral question
in the present study could be, for example, questiomber 2.4: “How often do you
raise your hand in order to answer a teacher’stmuresluring one English lesson?”
Thirdly, there are attitudinal questionswhich entail questions related to the
respondents’ opinions, beliefs and attitudes, f@neple, towards making errors in the
classroom, or towards the corrective feedback vedeirom the teacher. In the present
questionnaire, question 2.22 about the usefulnéssrors is a good example of an
attitudinal question. In the present study attivadliquestion are often paired with

behavioralbnes in order to get more elaborate informatioruabaiven topic.

All the questions were carefully designed in suctmanner that the language in the
questions is clear and understandable fof grader who perhaps does not have much
experience in answering questionnaires. The resgpudadnay also lack knowledge of
specific linguistic terminology, which is why it wasystematically avoided and used
only when necessary. In questions where such jangas needed, for example
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guestions 2.1 — 2.3 with specific terms for diffdresrror types, understandable,
standard language explanations were given for #mnd in order to ensure that
everyone was able to answer to questions regardleizeir previous knowledge on
linguistics. The key issue in the design was to enslire that there was no room for
misunderstanding or misinterpreting the questiass,that could severely affect the
reliability of the data. Both closed and open quest were used in order to make sure
that both quantitative and qualitative methods ddoé used in the process of analyzing
the results. In addition, both question types appethe questionnaire rather evenly, in
order to keep the content logical and to preveatfatigue effecti.e. the respondent
getting bored with monotonous questions (Dornyel@®09), which is a possible
scenario considering the age of the respondents.

The scale chosen for the majority of the closedstiores was a 5-point scale where the
respondents were to choose between the opéivesys, often, occasionally, rareand
never This scale was chosen, as it in addition to ngakipossible to draw conclusions
about the pupils’ attitudes, also gives informataiyout what actually goes on in the
language classroom, as it measures the frequen€iéise investigated phenomena.
According to Doérnyei (2007: 194), using multi-scalems has been found to be a
reliable practice in questionnaires, as it “maxiegizhe stable component that the items

share and reduce the extraneous influences unigine individual items”.

4.3Data collection and analysis

The data collection was carried out in May 2012wo secondary schools in southern
Finland. In addition to getting an official permis for carrying out the study from the
town’s school authorities as well as the headmsstdr the schools, a written
authorization was needed from every participandi®ept or guardian, as the pupils were
under-aged (for the parental consent form, see Agige2). In order to make sure that
the amount of data would be as high as possible, réspondents filled in the
guestionnaire in the presence of the administrasor,that the returning of the
guestionnaire was not left for the responsibilifytiee respondents or their teachers. It
was highlighted at the beginning of the questiormaioth in writing and vocally, that
the participants were to answer the questions @®ulghly and truthfully as possible,
and that all their answers would be handled anomsghyo and confidentially.
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Furthermore, it was emphasized that there wereghd or wrong answers and that they

were only asked to report on their own experier@®bsopinions as honestly as possible.

As the data from the open questions in the quesdioa was numeric, a quantitative
method was used in its analysis. As Ddrnyei (208%) states, the data from
quantitative research is reliable and can be gépedato other contexts. This is
important, as it is hoped that the findings of gresent study would provide a wider
picture of Finnish EFL learners’ attitudes towartsors and corrective feedback, as
well as their experiences on error-related anxiéithen analyzing the data, the
respondents’ answers were first transformed intmenc data and tabulated, after
which the SPSS program was used in order to anéiyzeéata in comparison with the
background variables, and to draw attention tofardings that were significant for the
purposes of the present study. First, a reliabditalysis was carried out in order to
examine the general reliability of the question@aronbach’s Alfa was chosen as the
examination method, as it is one of most commordgdumeasures of reliability
(Metsamuuronen 2000: 33). The reliability was cltad from all the closed questions
with a numeric scale. In order for the questionnadr be reliable, the Cronbach’s Alfa
should be a minimum of 0,60 (Mets&dmuuronen 2000: 86 can be seen ifable ] it

is approximately 0,85 in the present study, whiatvps that the data is reliable and that

the questionnaire truly measures what it was desigo investigate.

Table 1 Demonstrating the reliability of the datighvithe help of Cronbach’s Alfa

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of ltems

,845 18

Furthermore, all open questions were analyzed lopi@ntitatively, by finding and
calculating similarities in them, and qualitatively inspecting the respondents as
individuals who have learning stories of their o\By. converting qualitative data into
numerical codes it is possible to bring into lighertain salient themes in the
respondents’ answers to the open question (DOZG@T: 270). Using only quantitative
methods generally does not do justice to the stibgewarieties of the individuals

(Dornyei 2007: 35), and thus the combination ofhbquantitative and qualitative
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analysis would provide the most comprehensive pacti the studied phenomena also

in the present study.

4.4 Participants

The 100 participants of the present study come fnwmupper elementary schodfsa
relatively large community in southern Finland. Yhepresent 10 different classes
taught by five different teachers, three in oneostland two in the other. The amount
of male (N=43) and female (N=57) participants itatieely similar and makes it
possible to reliably compare the answers betweenséxes. The average age of the
respondents is 15 and most of them have studiedisBngince the third grade. The
participants’ latest English school grades rangenf6 to 10, and the average grade is
7,89. The wide range of the previous grades alllawscomparisons between pupils
with stronger English skills and pupils with wealarglish skills.

9™ graders were chosen as the respondents in thenpresidy for two main reasons.
One, they are old enough to analyze and descréedtvn opinions and affections in a
manner suitable for the present study. Secondby #re at the final stages of their
elementary school career and thus represent tive eiterse body of Finnish language
learners, which would not be the case, if one stlidfor example, upper secondary

school or vocational school students.
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5 FINDINGS

The aim of the following sections is to introdute ffindings of the present study that
were discovered through a careful analysis of tla¢a.dFirstly, the respondents’
opinions about the frequency and embarrassmentifferaht error types and their
general attitude towards errors will be presenkékt, the participants’ perceptions on
teacher’'s corrective feedback and the differenbrecorrection strategies will be
examined. Lastly, findings related to the erromtetl anxiety the respondents
experience in the classroom will be introduced aitussed in terms of different
interactional situations, as well as the sources raanifestations of language anxiety.
As the main themes of the study, errors, corredeelback and anxiety, are strongly
intertwined, it is not possible to discuss themasafely, but the content is kept logical
by presenting the findings one research questioam tane. A number of charts have
been included in the sections in order for thelteda be accessed and interpreted in an
easy manner. As the purpose of the present chiapgtesimply introduce the findings, a
more detailed analysis and discussion of the fgslinalong with comparisons to

previous research, can be found in chapter 6.

Before moving on to presenting and discussing it@irfgs, however, it is in place to
explain some of the principles behind the datayamal Firstly, in order to be able to
discuss errors and corrective feedback in termshef anxious and not anxious
respondents, an “anxiety value” was calculatecetarh respondent with the help of the
SPSS program. The method was to sum the respoadamswers on questions that
directly handled anxiety, i.e. questions 2.9-2.1#d &.15-2.18, where the more
frequently the respondent experiences anxietybityger value he / she would choose.
Based on the average anxiety value (15,071) thatocakculated from all respondents’
anxiety values, it was thus possible to arrangeréspondents into two groups: 1)
anxious respondents (anxiety value over the averge 2) not anxious pupils (anxiety
value less than the average). When the findindeeotlata are presented and interpreted
in the present chapter, these anxiety values wilused to classify the respondents as

anxious or not anxious.
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5.1Different error types

One of the research questions in the present stiadyto investigate different error
types in terms of how frequent they are in the sedgents’ speech, as well as how
embarrassing the respondents find them. This seatitl present and discuss the
respondents’ perceptions on both matters, focusisigon issues of frequency, and then

of embarrassment.

5.1.1 Frequency

One of the research questions in the present suadyto investigate how common
different errors (i.e. grammatical, lexical, progiation and pragmatic) are in th& 9
graders’ speech. As the focus of the entire stadynithe learners’ perceptions of their
own language use, they were asked to personallyateathe frequency of their own
and their peers’ errors in the classroom in quaestib and 2. The respondents were
asked to mark the frequency of each error by uaisgale from one to four (1 = most
common, 4 = least common). The opinions of 95 redpots could be included in the
analysis of questions 1 and 2, as five respondeadsused the same number more than

once, which means that their answers had to bei@edlfrom the analysis.

First, each respondent’s answers were analyzeuegsaere in order to find out exactly
which error he / she considered to be the mosuéety the second most frequent etc.
Then the answers were transformed into “frequenmntg” by reversing them (4 =
most common, 1 = least common) and each error syjogal “frequency points” were
calculated from the respondents’ answers. This e@®e in order to get an overall
picture of the frequencies, as it might be thatneth®ugh a certain error was regarded
most frequent most often, some other error migteive more points when taking into
consideration all rankings. Finally, a comprehelesidgind easy-to-interpret “reference
value” was calculated for each error type by dimdithe error's total “frequency
points” with the maximum “frequency points” for ategory, i.e. 380 (4 x 95). To
clarify, had all respondents regarded grammaticabre as most frequent, the
calculation would have been 4 x 95 / 380 = 1. Byparing the reference values, where
a maximum is one, it is easy to understand ex#&aily frequent a certain error is in the
respondents’ or their peers’ speech.
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In terms of the respondents’ own errors, grammhtereors were regarded most
common most oftennE36). Pragmatic errors were ranked most frequent28y

respondents. Pronunciation errors were consider@st common by nearly as many,
(n=21), whereas only 14 respondents marked lexigar®ras most frequent in their
own speech. However, when considering the totaregice value for each error, one
can notice differences in the overall rankings (fegure 1). In terms of the total
reference value, grammatical errors were still mosguent, but the second most
frequent were pronunciation errors, third most gt lexical errors and fourth most

frequent pragmatic errors.

Results for the respondents’ evaluations aboufréguency of their peers’ errors are
relatively similar in comparison to the evaluaticasout their own errors in terms of
their reference values (see Figure 1). Again, gratiwal errors were ranked as most
common, pronunciation errors as second most commeaical errors as third most

common and pragmatic errors as fourth most comMéren comparing the results in

terms of how often an error was ranked as mosuémefj certain differences do occur.
Grammatical errors were again regarded the mogquém error type most often (39
respondents), whereas pragmatic errors, which examkiated as most frequent in their
own speech by 24 respondents, were ranked as negsteht in their peers’ speech by
only 12 respondents. In this category, pronunaiatesrors were ranked as most
frequent by 24 respondents, which is fairly simiiarthe respondents’ evaluations of
their own speech. Lexical errors were considerdaetthe most common in their peers’

speech by 12 respondents.
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Figure 1 Total reference values of different ertgpes in terms of their frequency and
embarrassment

5.1.2 Embarrassment

In question 2.3 the respondents were again askezhtothe different errors on a scale
from one to four but this time in relation to homlearrassing they find them (1 = most
embarrassing, 4 = least embarrassing). Again, Sgorelents could be included in the
analysis, as five respondents had used some ofuh#er more than once in their
rankings, thus making their answers impossiblenterpret. Similarly to questions 2.1

and 2.2, the answers to question 2.3 were firslyaed as they were, and then
transformed into “embarrassment points” in ordercédculate their total “reference

value” (see Figure 1). In this question, the tataflerence value was highest for
pronunciation errors which were also classified nagst embarrassing most often
(n=55). Thus, it is clear that the respondents fintb ibe the most embarrassing error

type.

The pupils’ concern about pronunciation errors doallso be seen in many of their
answers to the open questions, where pronunciatia® mentioned notably often,

when, for example, explaining what it is about magkerrors that causes anxiety, or
why corrective feedback is useful. As an exampiegguestion 8 where the respondents
were asked to reminisce their school time and d®sany situation that had been

particularly funny, embarrassing or unforgettallesome other way, almost one in ten
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(9%) respondents described a situation that wasskowm related to how words are
pronounced in English. This provides further prtwit pronunciation is a particularly
sensitive aspect in the English language foggaders. Grammatical errors and lexical
errors were considered to be most embarrassingsalegually as often,n€l7 and
n=15, respectively), whereas pragmatic errors weganded most embarrassing by only
8 respondents. The total reference values showdkahentioned, pronunciation errors
received, without a question, most reference ppifdbowed by grammatical and
lexical errors, whereas pragmatic errors were @lleconsidered to cause relatively

little embarrassment.

5.2Respondents’ attitudes towards errors

Based on the respondents’ answers on questionvih2pe they were asked to either
agree or disagree with the statement “I believar benefit from the errors | make
when speaking English”, it is evident that theydfioral errors useful. In total, 98% of
all respondents agreed with the statement whi¢dhasconsiderable majority. The two
pupils who disagreed with the statement were ghtsj either a 6 or a 7 as their
previous English grade, and one of them was catsggbias anxious and the other one
as not anxious. Furthermore, one of the pupils wiemtioned that she does not find
oral errors useful contradicted her statement iesgjan 2.23 by saying that the
usefulness of errors is situation-dependent. Hetheeconclusion is that thd"@raders
feel that they can learn something from their ern@gardless of which gender they

represent, which grade they have, or whether thewmxious or not anxious.

In order to get a deeper understanding about tbRilness of errors, questions 2.23a)
and 2.23b) were designed to elicit more informagsrno a) how exactly errors can be
beneficial, or b) why errors are not beneficialglrestion 23a) 20 respondents explicitly
stated that one learns from errors and thus doesmasie them again. Another 20
respondents mentioned that they remember the isituathere they made the error
which makes it easier to remember the correct fibiemnext time. In addition, 14 pupils
felt that the teacher’s corrections help them #orie One of the respondents went as far
as to state that one cannot learn for example gemwithout making errors.
Interestingly, another pupil reported that she righfact remember the correct form
better after making an error, but that she stitslaot want to make errors, as she finds
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them embarrassing. When considering the one regpbmeho in question 2.22 did not
believe that errors are useful in language learningeems that her negative attitude
towards errors is in fact related to the actionhef teacher rather than the errors she

makes, as illustrated by extract (1):

"Ei kiinnosta opiskella englantia, parempi opettagisi kannustaa ja osaisi
opettaa edes vahan!”

“I'm not interested in studying English, a bettea¢her might encourage [me]
and would at least know how to teach!”

In general, the respondents seemed to have a wsitive attitude towards errors in

terms of their usefulness and significance forrady, as can be seen in extract (2):

"Virheet auttavat oppimaan sen, ettd ei se hajtasen, etta ei ehka tee samaa
virhettd endan uudestaan.”

“Errors help you learn that they don’'t matter ahdttyou don’t necessarily
make the same error again.”

The respondent quoted in extract (2) was not thg ome to explicitly state that it is

quite okay to make errors. In fact, 38 pupils el stated at some point during the
guestionnaire that making errors is absolutely piad#e and that they are a natural part
of the language learning process. Many of themampt that everyone makes errors

and that no one is perfect, not even the teackelluatrated by extract (3):

"Ollaan kaikki ihmisia, eika kukaan valty virheiJtades opettaja”

“We are all humans and no one can avoid errorsevern the teacher.”

5.3 Corrective feedback and error correction strategies

The pupils’ opinions on corrective feedback andorercorrection strategies were
targeted in questions 24-33. The scale that wag usthe closed questions was from
one to five (1 = always, 2 = often, 3 = occasional = rarely, 5 = never). The
following chapters will first discuss the particiga’ opinions on corrective feedback in
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general in terms of its frequency and usefulneisr avhich the focus will be on the

respondents’ attitudes towards different error@ciion strategies.

5.3.1 Frequency and usefulness of corrective feedback

In question 2.24 the respondents were asked tau&eahow often they wish for the
teacher to intervene in their oral errors. In terofsall pupils’ answers, the options
always(29 respondentspften (27 respondents) armtcasionally(29 respondents) were
clearly the most preferred, sincarely was chosen by as few as 12 respondents and
neverby only 3 respondents. Thus, more than half (56#the participants want the
teacher to provide them with corrective feedbablaysor often When inspecting the
matter in terms of the respondents’ gender, it lmarseen thatlwaysandneverwere
answered by the girls more often than the boyshmttoften, occasionally and rarely

were more popular answers among was the boys ¢dde %).

Table 2 Statistics on how often the respondenth faistheir teacher to intervene in their error

2.24 If you make an error in class, do you want the teacher to intervene in your error?
Always Often Occasionally Rarely Never
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %

1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 23,3% 27.9% 32,6% 14,0% 2.3%
Female 33,3% 26,3% 26,3% 10,5% 3,5%

1.4 Latest grade 6 8,2% 25,0% 37,5% 25,0% 6,2%
7 25,0% 35,0% 25,0% 10,0% 5,0%

8 44,0% 20,0% 24,0% 8,0% 4,0%

9 25,8% 32,3% 35,5% 6,5% 0.0%

10 80,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0.0%

Anxiety classification Anxious 23.7% 23.7% 36,8% 10,5% 5,3%
Not anxious 31,7% 30,0% 25,0% 11,7% 1,7%

When considering whether the pupils’ previous agneent in English has an effect on
their attitudes towards corrective feedback, certaieresting differences occurred. As
can be seen in Table 2, 80% of the pupils whosstidnglish grade was 10 want the
teacher to intervene in their errabvays This opinion is shared by notably fewer of
the pupils whose latest grade is lower (grade $8%, grade 8 = 44,0%, grade 7 =
25,0% and grade 6 = 6,2%jurthermorerarely andneverwere answered by 31,2% of

the pupils with the latest grade of 6, whereasdhmstions were chosen considerably
less by pupils with other higher grades (7 = 15,8%; 12,0%, 9 = 6,5% and 10 =

0,0%). Thus, the respondents whose latest Englistiegis 6 have want the teacher to
give them corrective feedback notably less oftemthupils with higher grades. Thus, it

41



seems that the pupils’ previous achievement inrthsiglish studies affects their
opinion on the frequency of corrective feedbackha sense that pupils with lower
English skills want the teacher to correct thealarrors less than pupils with higher
English skills.

A third aspect in which question 2.24 was furthealgzed is the anxiety value of the
respondents’. As can be seen in Table 2, 61,7%hefrot anxious pupils prefer
corrective feedbachklwaysor often (31,7% and 30,0%, respectively), whereas those
options were chosen less (23,7% and 23,7%, respBotiby the anxious pupils.
Similarly, 15,8% of the anxious pupils stated ttety want the teacher to intervene in
their errorsneveror rarely, whereas the same options were chosen by 13,4% afah
anxious respondents. Thus, the anxiety the pupjerence seems to influence their
attitudes towards corrective feedback in the sémestethe more anxious pupils want less

corrective feedback from the teachers.

The findings about the pupils’ preferences on tieguency of corrective feedback can
be further supported by investigating their answergquestion 2.31, where they were
asked to evaluate on a scale from one to five &ways, 2 = often, 3 = occasionally, 4
= rarely, 5 = never) how often they find the teatheorrective feedback useful. Of all
the respondents, 29% find teacher’s correctivelfaekl usefualways,51% often,18%
occasionallyand only 2%rarely. As can be seen in Table 3, pupils with grade 80or 1
have answered that the teacher’s corrective fe&dbawefits thenmalwaysmore often
than pupils with other grades. In the light of thigling it is natural that they also want
the teacher’s corrective feedback more often thapilg with other grades, as was
demonstrated in question 2.24. In question D8&nwas the most popular answer
among pupils with grade 7, 8, 9 and, Whereas optionsftenand occasionallywere
equally as popular among the pupils with grade @thHérmore,occasionallywas
clearly a more frequent option among the pupilshvgtade 6 than among the pupils
with any other grade. Thus, the finding about tleakest pupils wanting less corrective
feedback than the stronger pupils is further recd#d by the fact that the pupils with
grade 6 find the teacher’s corrective feedbackuldegs often than pupils with other

grades.
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Table 3 Pupils’ evaluations about the usefulnesookctive feedback.

2.31 Imagine that you've spoken English in class and made an error. The teacher
intervenes in the error. Do you feel that the teacher's actions will benefit you?
Always Often Occasionally Rarely Never
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 30,2% 55,8% 9,3% 4,7% 0,0%
Female 28,1% 47,4% 24,6% 0,0% 0,0%
1.4 Latest grade 6 25,0% 37,5% 37,5% 0,0% 0,0%
7 35,0% 45,0% 15,0% 5,0% 0,0%
8 36,0% 40,0% 24,0% 0,0% 0,0%
9 22,6% 67,7% 9,7% 0,0% 0,0%
10 40,0% 60,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
Anxiety classification Anxious 31,6% 42 1% 23,7% 2,6% 0,0%
Not anxious 28,3% 55,0% 15,0% 1,7% 0,0%

The respondents’ answers on the open questionr@v@aled in more detail the reasons
they have for wanting or not wanting the teacheogective feedback. 59 respondents
simply stated that the teacher’s corrective feekllbadps them to learn and avoid the
same error in the future. Furthermore, six pupientioned that it is difficult, if not

impossible, to learn without corrective feedbacke hegative attitudes that some of the
respondents had towards corrective feedback wesn otlated their preference for
self-correction. Altogether six pupils stated thia¢y rather correct, or at least try to

correct, the error themselves, as illustrated lisaek (4):

“Olen itsenainen opiskelija ja haluan ensin yrigé#jata itse.”

“l am an independent student and | want to try emage on my own first.”

Five pupils stated that they do not want correcteeglback from the teacher due to the
negative aspects and anxiety related to the teacherrections. Attributes such as
“humiliation”, “embarrassment” and “shame” were @sated with corrective feedback

by these five pupils.

5.3.2 Different corrective feedback strategies

Different corrective feedback strategies that weesented by Lyster and Ranta (1997)
(see section 2.2.1) were the object of study instjoles 2.25-2.29. The apparent
limitations in the respondents’ capability to arzayand separate the different strategies

from each other had to be taken into consideratiben designing the questions, which
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is why it was not possible to separately addrdghaldifferent strategies. The strategies
that were included in the questionnaire wexelicit feedback, metalinguistic feedback

andelicitation.

Questions 2.25 and 2.27 were designed to determirether the respondents prefer
explicit feedback on their errors. In question 2tR&y were asked whether they want
their teacher to clearly state where they have naaderror. Nearly two thirds of both
boys and girls (62,8% and 57,9%, respectively)ilckned towards the teacher telling
them where their error is eithalwaysor often(see Table 4)The boys’ opinions about
the teacher pointing out their error explicitly se® be slightly more negative than the
girls’ but the differences are not particularly megful. However, noticeable
differences can be found between the answers ofspuith different grades and pupils

with different levels of anxiety.

Table 4 Statistics on whether the respondents’ Wenteacher to explicitly identify their errors

2.25 If you make an error in class when speaking English, do you want the teacher to
clearly say where you made the error?
Always Often Occasionally Rarely Never
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %

1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 25,6% 37,2% 20,9% 9,3% 7,0%
Female 35,1% 22,8% 19,3% 19,3% 3,5%

1.4 Latest grade 6 12,5% 12,5% 43,8% 25,0% 6,2%
7 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 15,0% 5,0%

8 36,0% 32,0% 20,0% 8,0% 4,0%

9 32,3% 35,5% 12,9% 19,4% 0,0%

10 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

AnxVal Anxious 15,9% 36,4% 20,5% 20,5% 6,8%
Not anxious 43,4% 24,5% 17,0% 11,3% 3,8%

It can be seen in the respondents’ answers thaetiwno are have a lower proficiency
in English, i.e. have 6 as their grade, are sigaiftly more negative towards the teacher
explicitly identifying their error than respondent$o have a higher proficiency and
have a grade of 8 or 10. Nearly a third (31,2%}haf pupils with grade 6 answered
guestion 2.25 witlarely or never whereas those options were chosen by only 12% of
the pupils with grade 8 and none by the pupils witlde 10. Interestingly, pupils with
grade 9 seem to be less inclined towards the tegimgointing their errors than pupils
with grade 8. Thus, it cannot be said that theimation towards explicit identification
of errors goes hand in hand with the pupil’'s grdoat the very weakest and very
strongest pupils clearly have different preferendesfar as the anxiety levels of the
respondents are concerned, optiarften, occasionally, rarelyand never are more

popular among the more anxious pupils, whe@asysis the most popular answer
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among the not anxious pupils. The majority of th&iaus pupils does prefer explicit
indication of their errorsoften, and thus one cannot state that they would find it
somehow unpleasing, but clearly there are moreocaisxpupils who are against it. This
could be seen to indicate that explicit identificat of errors causes anxiety in the

respondents.

Similarly to question 2.25, question 2.27 handled explicit aspects of corrective
feedback, but this time in the form ekplicit correction.In explicit correction the
teacher does not simply say where the pupil hasraacerror, but in addition provides
the correct form himself/herself without includitige pupil in the correction. As can be
seen when comparing the respondents’ answers tstigune2.25 (see Table 4) and
question 2.27 (see Table 5), explicit correctionei®n more popular than explicit
identification of the error among all other referergroups but pupils with grade 10.
Whereas all of the pupils with grade 10 wantedtdaesher to explicitly identify their
error, only 20% of them want to teacher to alsolieitly correct it. Furthermore, more
than one in ten of the pupils with grade 9 wanteslteacher to use explicit correction
rarely, which could indicate that the stronger pupils anere inclined towards
correcting their errors themselves. When investigathe matter in terms of the
respondents’ anxiety, over a half (56,6%) of the amxious pupils want the teacher to
alwayscorrect them explicitly, whereas only circa onehree (31,8%) of the anxious
pupils had answered similarly. Thus, it would seé¢hat similarly to explicit

identification of errors, explicit correction is m&o popular among the less anxious

pupils.

Table 5 Respondents’ perceptions on explicit ezoorection

2.27 If you make an error in class when speaking English, do you want the teacher to
directly state what the right form / word would have been?
Always Often Occasionally Rarely Never
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %

1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 41,9% 23,3% 27.9% 7.0% 0,0%
Female 47,4% 29,8% 14,0% 7.0% 1,8%

1.4 Latest grade 6 25,0% 50,0% 18,8% 6,2% 0,0%
7 45,0% 30,0% 20,0% 0,0% 5,0%

8 52,0% 12,0% 28,0% 8,0% 0,0%

9 54,8% 25,8% 6,5% 12,9% 0,0%

10 20,0% 40,0% 40,0% 0,0% 0,0%

AnxVal Anxious 31,8% 40,9% 15,9% 9,1% 2,3%
Not anxious 56,6% 17,0% 20,8% 57% 0,0%
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Another error correction strategy that was invedgd with the help of the respondents’
answers isnetalinguistic feedbaclAccording to the respondents’ answers to question
2.28, more than nine out of ten of both boys amt$ §95,4% and 94,6% respectively)
want the teacher to help them correct their eredwgys, oftenor occasionally(see
Table 6) Thus, a clear positive attitude towards metalinguigedback can be seen in
the respondents’ answers. Among pupils with grad® &r 10often was the most
popular option and among pupils with grade 7 oh@& most popular answer was
always Similarly to explicit correction it would seem that pupils with the weakest
language skills and pupils with the strongest lagguskills want the teacher’s help
with error correction less than pupils with intediage language skills. 7,0% of the
anxious respondents prefer metalinguistic feedlvackly or never,whereas the same
percentage for the not anxious pupils is 3,8%. amyi 41,5% of the not anxious
pupils want metalinguistic feedbaekvays,whereas that options was chosen by 25,6%
of the anxious pupils. Thus, metalinguistic feedbaan be said to be more popular

among not anxious than among anxious pupils.

Table 6 Respondents’ perceptions on metalinguisédback

2.28 If you make an error in class when speaking English, do you want the teacher to
help you correct the error?
Always Often Occasionally Rarely Never
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %

1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 34,9% 32,6% 27,9% 4.7% 0,0%
Female 321% 35,7% 26,8% 5,4% 0,0%

1.4 Latest grade 6 13,3% 40,0% 33,3% 13,3% 0,0%
7 45,0% 25,0% 30,0% 0,0% 0,0%

8 52,0% 16,0% 20,0% 12,0% 0,0%

9 22,6% 51,6% 25,8% 0.0% 0,0%

10 20,0% 60,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0%

AnxVal Anxious 25,6% 32,6% 34,9% 7,0% 0,0%
Not anxious 41,5% 35,8% 18,9% 3,8% 0,0%

The error correction strategy that received thetlsapport from the respondents was
elicitation (see Table 7). Circa a third of both boys and gately want the teacher to
ask them additional questions related to theirrgf34,9% and 33,9% respectively). In
addition, rever and occasionallywere popular answers among both sexes. 43,8% of
pupils whose latest grade is 6 want elicitationb&o usednever, whereas the largest
number of pupils with grade 7, 8 or 9 feel thatiaition should be usedrely. Of the
pupils with grade 10, 40,0% want elicitatioccasionally.Thus, it seems that pupils
with higher English skills tend to be more | fawarelicitation than pupils with lower

English skills. It is not possible, however, to wiralear-cut conclusions about the
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pupils’ attitude towards elicitation in relation their previous achievement, as their
opinions seem to vary a great deal even amongaime grade group. Similarly to the
other error correction strategies, not anxious Isugiiowed a more favorable attitude
towards elicitation, but the differences do notnsde be as noticeable as with the other
corrective feedback types. The respondents’ gdgersgative attitudes towards

elicitation are well illustrated by extract (5):

"Joskus haluaa itse vield miettid vastausta j&yis@mykset vain ahdistavat kun
on valmistautunut vain yhteen kysymykseen.”

“Sometimes one wants to think about the answer ranceadditional questions
only cause anxiety when one is prepared for onstoureonly.”

Table 7 Respondents’ opinions on elicitation

2.26 If you make an error in class when speaking English, do you want the teacher to
ask you questions related to the error?
Always Often Occasionally Rarely Never
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %

1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 4,7% 9,3% 23,3% 34,9% 27.9%
Female 3,6% 5,4% 26,8% 33,9% 30,4%

1.4 Latest grade 6 0,0% 6,2% 18,8% 31,2% 43,8%
7 5,0% 15,0% 20,0% 35,0% 25,0%

8 4,0% 0,0% 24,0% 40,0% 32,0%

9 3,3% 6,7% 33,3% 36,7% 20,0%

10 0,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 20,0%

AnxVal Anxious 2,3% 9,1% 18,2% 34,1% 36,4%
Not anxious 57% 57% 30,2% 35,8% 22.6%

Question 2.29 targeted the pupils’ opinionssetf-correction As can be seen in Table
8, oftenandoccasionallyare most popular answers among both boys and Qinlly. 7%
of the boys and 15,8% of the girls prefer self-eotion rarely or never When
inspecting the answers in relation to how the mupknglish skills affect their
perception on self-correction, pupils with the gratil0 are most inclined towards
correcting their own errors. It seems that thengtes the pupil’'s skills, the more they
prefer self-correction. In terms of the respondeatsiety values, not anxious pupils

are more strongly in favor of self-correction trerxious pupils.
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Table 8 Respondents’ perception on self-correction

2.29 If you make an error in class when speaking English, do you want to try to correct
the error YOURSELF?
Always Often Occasionally Rarely Never
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %

1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 18,6% 41,9% 32,6% 2,3% 4,7%
Female 21,1% 31,6% 31,6% 12,3% 3,5%

1.4 Latest grade 6 0,0% 25,0% 56,2% 12,5% 6,2%
7 15,0% 30,0% 40,0% 10,0% 5,0%

8 16,0% 40,0% 28,0% 8,0% 8,0%

9 25,8% 41,9% 25,8% 6,5% 0,0%

10 60,0% 40,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

AnxVal Anxious 18,2% 27,3% 36,4% 13,6% 4.5%
Not anxious 22,6% 434% 26,4% 3,8% 3,8%

5.4Respondents’ experiences on anxiety in general

One of the aims of the present study is to invastighe relationship between foreign
language anxiety and oral errors. Before presenthmy findings related to that

relationship, some other, more general perceptonte respondents’ foreign language
anxiety are presented, as they provide interestimthimportant insights to the matter of

language anxiety.

When investigating the respondents’ anxiety valogsising the pupils’ gender, grade
and language use in the free time as backgroundbles, it was possible to see if these
variables have an effect on the general anxietyl$eof the respondents. As can be seen
in Table 9, the vast majority (78,6%) of the bogsthe present study are not anxious
respondents, whereas the small majority of the g@inl the other hand are anxious. This
seems to indicate that girls in general experieng@e anxiety in the language
classroom. The respondents’ English skills alscehan effect on how much anxiety
they experience. As seen in Table 9, the pupilb witaker skills in English, i.e. whose
latest English grade is 6, are more likely to bei@ums than pupils with other grades.
Interestingly, pupils whose latest grade is 10 e second most likely group to

experience anxiety during their English classes.
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Table 9 Distribution between anxious and not arsipupils in terms of their gender and grade

Anxiety classification
Anxicus | Not anxious
Row N % Row N %
1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 21,4% 78,6%
Female 51,8% 48,2%
1.4 Latest grade 6 68,8% 31,2%
7 35,0% 65,0%
8 29,2% 70,8%
9 33,3% 66,7%
10 40,0% 60,0%

Lastly, the comparisons between the pupils’ language in their free time seem to
indicate that the more the pupils use written Estgin their free time, the less likely
they are to experience anxiety during their languelgsses (see Table 10). Based on
their anxiety values, the majority of the pupilsamse written English in their free time
1-3 times of month or more often fall into the gatey of not anxious pupils (1-3 times
a month = 55,0%, 1-3 times a week = 57,1%, dail$2s1%). On the contrary, the
majority of the pupils who use written English hreir free time less often than once a
month (52,9%) or never (66,7%) fall into the catggaf anxious pupils. The results are
not as coherent and conclusive in terms of thelgugpoken language use, but it can be
stated that the more the pupils use spoken Engligheir free time, the less anxiety

they are likely to experience in their English skes

Table 10 The effects of written and spoken language in free time on the
respondents’ anxiety levels.

Anxiety classification
Anxious Not anxious
Row N % Row N %
1.5 Written language use Daily 17,9% 82,1%
in freetime 1-3 times a week 42,9% 57,1%
1-3 times a month 45,0% 55,0%
Less often than once a 52,9% 471%
month
Never 66,7% 33,3%
1.6 Spoken language use Daily 28,6% 71,4%
In freetime 1-3 times a week 36,0% 64,0%
1-3 times a month 38,1% 61,9%
Less often than once a 42.3% 57, 7%
month
Never 45,5% 54,5%
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As a conclusion, the findings of the present stsulygest that foreign language anxiety
is experienced less by boys than by girls; lespupils with stronger English skills than
by pupils with weaker English skills; and less lupis who use English more in their
free time than by pupils who use English less girtfree time. These differences will

be further clarified by the other findings presehite the following sections.

5.5 Respondents’ experiences on error-related anxiety

In questions 2.9 — 2.12 the respondents were askedaluate on a scale from one to
five (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4ften, 5 = always), how often they feel
anxious about making errors in the classroom watfard to four different interactional
situations: speaking English to the teacher inpghesence of other pupils; speaking
English to the teacher in private; speaking Engliahing a pair activity; and speaking
English during a group activity. Of the 98 respamdavhose answers could be included
in the analysis of questions 2.9-2.12 (two respotgldnad answered some of the
guestions with two alternatives), 17,3% stated thay never feel anxious about their
errors. In other words, 82,7% respondetddeel anxious about making errors. For the
vast majority (91,4%) of these 81 respondents ¢adirfgs of error-related anxiety are
rare or occasional,whereas only 8,6% of the respondents stated tlegt dh average
feel anxious about their errors eitledtenor always Even though the feelings of error-
related anxiety are rare or occasional for moshefpupils, the overall amount of pupils
who are anxious about their errors is noteworthgxtiNthe respondents’ experiences on
error-related anxiety during classroom interactiiitbe discussed separately with the

focus being first on teacher-pupil interactions #meh on pupil-pupil interactions.

5.5.1 Error-related anxiety during teacher-pupil intei@as

The respondents’ answers on question 2.9 reveglithgeneral, 38,7% of the pupils
rarely feel anxious about making an error when speakingjigh to the teacher in the
presence of other®everand occasionallywere the second and third most preferred
options, both of which were chosen by circa a fiththe pupils (20,4% and 21,4%,
respectively). Nearly one in six respondents (14,88ported experiencing error-related
anxiety often whereas only 5,1% of the pupils experiencalvayswhen speaking
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English to the teacher in the presence of othdras;Twhen inspecting the group of the
respondents as a whole, feelings of error-relategety when speaking English to the
teacher in the presence of others are rare or risteat for almost two thirds (59,2%)
of the pupils. Interesting differences in the resgents’ opinions were found, however,
when considering their answers in terms of theindge, English skills or general

anxiety levels.

Table 11 Respondents’ error-related anxiety wheeakipg English to the teacher in the
presence of other pupils

2.9 | feel anxious about my errors when speaking English to the teacher in the
presence of other pupils
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Always
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %

1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 35,7% 42,9% 19,0% 0,0% 2,4%
Female 8,9% 35,7% 23,2% 25,0% 7,1%
1.4 Latest grade 6 18,8% 12,5% 31,2% 25,0% 12,5%
7 10,0% 55,0% 15,0% 10,0% 10,0%
8 29,2% 37,5% 16,7% 16,7% 0,0%
9 20,0% 40,0% 26,7% 10,0% 3,3%
10 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 20,0% 0,0%

As the respondents’ answers on question 2.9 presgémiTable 11 clearly indicate, girls
are clearly more likely to experience anxiety abauwking errors when speaking
English to the teacher in the presence of othellpthn boys. As many as circa one in
three (32,1%) qirls reported feeling anxious oueirt errors in the aforementioned
situationoftenor always whereas the same options were chosen only 2,4%edjoys.
Similarly, more than a third (35,7%) of the baweverfeel anxious about their errors in
the aforementioned situation, while only 8,9% o¢€ thirls stated the same. When
inspecting the respondents’ opinions on the samteeactive situation in relation to their
previous grades, one can see that pupils with géaaled 7 stated that theywaysfeel
anxious about their errors in the aforemention&shtion clearly more often than pupils
with other grades. In additionarely was answered by the majority of all grade groups

except for pupils with grade 6, who most often agr@sloccasionally.

In question 2.10 the respondents were asked ta@eahow often they feel anxious

about making an error when speaking English tag¢heher in private. In general, their

answers were similar to those in question 2.938%% of them reported feelings of

error-related anxiety in such situatiorarely, 28,6% neverand 26,5%occasionally

Only 6,1% of the pupils experience error-relatesiety oftenand 4,1%alwayswhen

speaking English to the teacher in private. Agaertain differences in the pupils’
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answers were found when examining them in relaiogender, previous achievement
and general anxiety levels (see Table 12). It sabatsthe boys experience less error-
related anxiety when speaking to the teacher vapgithan the girls do. However, when
comparing questions 2.9 and 2.10, it can be stai@dthe respondents experience less
error-related anxiety when talking to the teacineprivate than they do when talking to
the teacher in the presence of others. Interegtighen considering the answers to
question 2.10 in terms of the pupils’ grades, titeaton seems to be somewhat
opposite to question 2.9. When speaking Englistth&o teacher in the presence of
others, 31,2%
making it the most popular option among that grgo®ip, whereas the most popular

of the respondents with grade 6 arexivthe questionccasionally

answer among other grade groups wasgly. When speaking English to the teacher in
private, howeverpccasionallywas the most popular answer among grades 9 and 10
(36,7% and 40,0% respectively), whereas respondeitisgrades 6, 7 and 8 mostly
answered witlrarely (31,2%, 40,0% and 40,0% respectively).

Table 12 Respondents’ error-related anxiety whemalipg English to the teacher in private

2.10 | feel anxious about my errors when | speak English to the teacher in private
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Always
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 44 2% 30,2% 20,9% 2.3% 2,3%
Female 16,1% 39,3% 30,4% 8,9% 5,4%
1.4 Latest grade 6 25,0% 31,2% 25,0% 12,5% 6,2%
7 25,0% 40,0% 25,0% 5,0% 5,0%
8 36,0% 40,0% 16,0% 8,0% 0,0%
9 26,7% 30,0% 36,7% 3,3% 3,3%
10 20,0% 40,0% 40,0% 0,0% 0,0%

5.5.2 Error-related anxiety during pupil-pupil interact®

Of the four interactive situations the respondevese asked to evaluate, errors proved
to be least anxiety-provoking during a pair acyivih question 2.11, as many as 58,9%
of the girls and 81,4% of the boys stated that theyerfeel anxious about their errors
in such a situation (see Table 13). In terms gbaadents with different gradesever
was the most popular answer among all groups (8,8%, 7 = 60,0%, 8 = 80%, 9 =
76,7%, 10 = 60,0%). Howeverarely was clearly more popular among grades 6
(31,2%), 7 (25,0%) and 10 (40,0%) than grades 8oj1&nd 9 (16,7%). Additionally,
one must note that as many as one in four pupils grade 6 answered question 2.11

with occasionally which is a significantly large percentage comgarethe pupils with
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other grades (7 = 5%, 8 = 6,7%, 9 = 4%, 10 = 0,0Phls, errors seem to create more
anxiety during a pair activity among pupils withwier grades and pupils with the

highest grade.

Table 13 Respondents’ error-related anxiety duaipgir activity

2.11 | feel anxious about my errors when | speak English during a pair activity
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Always
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 81.4% 11,6% 4 7% 2,3% 0,0%
Female 58,9% 28,6% 10,7% 0,0% 1,8%
1.4 Latest grade 6 43,8% 31,2% 25,0% 0,0% 0,0%
7 60,0% 25,0% 5,0% 5,0% 5,0%
8 80,0% 16,0% 4,0% 0,0% 0,0%
9 76,7% 16,7% 6,7% 0,0% 0,0%
10 60,0% 40,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
Anxiety classification Anxious 28,9% 44, 7% 21,1% 2,6% 2,6%
Not anxious 93,3% 6,7% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

Question 2.12 revealed that speaking English duaiggoup activity stirred feelings of
error-related anxiety in the respondents slightyrenoften than speaking during a pair
activity. Whereas in 58,9% of the girls and 81,4Pthe boys stated that thegverfeel
anxious about making errors during a pair activitle same percentages were slightly
lower (girls = 30,4%, boys = 53,5%) in regard tougr activities (see Table 1Never
was clearly the most popular answer among the gé&ropupils (8 = 56%, 9 = 46,7%
and 10 = 60,0%), where as pupils with the gradeogtiy replied withrarely (45,0%)
and the pupils with the grade 6 wititcasionally(43,8%). Furthermore, optiooften
was chosen by 3,3% of the pupils with the graden@, by no one with the grade 8 or
10, and the optioalwayswas chosen by no one with the grade 8, 9 or 16omtrast, of
the pupils with the grade 7, 5,0% chadeenand 10,0% chosalways Of the pupils
with the grade 6, the percentages were 6,2% fdn bfien and always This clearly
indicates that group activities stir more errolatetl anxiety in the weaker pupils than

they do in the stronger pupils.
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Table 14 Respondents’ error-related anxiety dugiggoup activity

2.12 | feel anxious about my errors when | speak English during a group activity
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Always
Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N %
1.2 Sex of respondent  Male 53,5% 32,6% 11,6% 0,0% 2,3%
Female 30,4% 32,1% 28,6% 5,4% 3,6%
1.4 Latest grade 6 18,8% 25,0% 43,8% 6,2% 6,2%
7 20,0% 45,0% 20,0% 5,0% 10,0%
8 56,0% 32,0% 12,0% 0,0% 0,0%
9 46,7% 33,3% 16,7% 3,3% 0,0%
10 60,0% 20,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0%
Anxiety classification Anxious 5,3% 34.2% 44 7% 7,9% 7.9%
Not anxious 63,3% 30,0% 6,7% 0,0% 0,0%

5.5.3 Sources of error-related anxiety

In question 2.13 the respondents were asked taibdesen more detail why exactly
making errors triggers feelings of anxiety in thavore than one fifth (21%) of the
respondents explicitly stated that they are nenealusut their peers laughing at them

when they make an error in class. An example caseba in extract (6):

“No se etta joku / kaikki nauraa ja sitten tuleauia ja paa muuttuu punaseks.
Nolottaa! Ja ku tunnil on jotain hyvin englantiipwii niin ne saattaa ajatella et
oon surkee.

“Well that someone / everyone will laugh and théirgket hot and my head will
go red. Embarassing! And when in class there areessho speak English well,
they might think that I am rubbish.”

In addition to mentioning the fear of being laughatl this particular respondent
brought up the peers’ negative thoughts and thetfed the stronger pupils will look

down on him. All in all, 11 respondents stated ttily are nervous about what their
peers think about them, for example that they idlge them, or think that they are
stupid or poor learners. Furthermore, 20 respomsder@ntioned their peers’ actions in
class, such as comments, bored looks, or mockergnagety-provoking. All the

different reasons that were mentioned by the redp@ais as adding to their anxiety

when making an error in the classroom are listéfainle 15.
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Table 15 Reasons for error-related anxiety listgthle respondents

Reasons for error-related anxiety listed by | Number of

the respondents respondents
Peers will laugh at the respondent 21
Peers will think that the respondent is stupig 7
Peers’ comments 7
Peers’ thoughts 4
The respondent will be misunderstood 4
The respondent makes the error in front of 3
others

The error will affect the respondent’s grade 2
The teacher’s reaction 1

The teacher will think that the respondent does
not know something

Peers will mock the respondent 1
Peers will judge the respondent 1
The respondent will blunder 1
It is embarrassing 1

The respondent will make himself / herself
seem ridiculous

The respondent will get mixed up with the
words

The respondent’s pronunciation is bad 1

The feeling that the respondent does not krjow
anything

As mentioned, one fifth (21%) of the respondentedadhat the anxiety they experience
in relation to making errors is due to being nesrabout their peers laughing at them.
Interestingly, however, almost half (48%) of aketfespondents stated in question 2.19
that they had been laughed at by their peers whentiad made an error at some point
during their school career. This would indicatet thaing laughed at in the classroom
transforms into feelings of anxiety about the maiteless than 50% of the pupils.
Furthermore, almost a fourth (23%) of the pupilsveered “Yes” to question 2.20
where they were asked whether they had ever begyhda at by their teacher when
they had made an error. Again, as only four respotsd mentioned the teacher’s
reaction or thoughts when asked to describe redsomgny errors can cause anxiety, it
would seem that the teacher laughing at a pupélyatransforms into feelings of
anxiety. Lastly, 9 respondents reported that they been mocked or made fun of by

their teacher after making an error. Five of thepomdents who had been laughed at by
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their peers or their teacher commented on the mhbftesaying that it was nothing

serious, or that they had laughed at the error slebras, as illustrated by extract (7):

“Ilhan humoristisessa mielessa nauroi, ei niinkienkéa vakavasti”

“[They] laughed in a humorous manner, not like @esly at all.”

In contrast, four of them felt that they had beddrassed in a negative manner due to

the error, as illustrated by extract (8):

“No joskus ala-asteella [opettaja] alkanut melkdinutaa ihan tayttd ja
suuttunut ja sanonut etten osaa mitaan”

“Well once in the lower elementary school [the teat almost started yelling
on full blast and got mad and said | don’t knowtamg.”

One can see certain disparities between the resptsicanswers to the closed questions
2.9-1.12 and to the open question 2.13. As discusséhe previous sections, pair and
group activities were the least likely forms ofardction to cause error-related anxiety
in the pupils. In contrast, the pupils reportedt ttheey are more likely to experience
anxiety about their errors during teacher-pupikiiattions. Nevertheless, only four
pupils mentioned the teachers’ reaction or thougtgsadding the reason for their
anxiety in question 2.13. Two of them specificatgted that that they were afraid that
the errors they make will affect their grade, wiasréhe other two were either worried
about the teacher’s reaction or the teacher’s thisugn contrast, reasons related to
other pupils were mentioned in question 13 by nibam half of the respondents, even
though pair and group activities received low atyxgeores in the previous questions.
Thus, one could conclude that the pupils are mkstyl to experience anxiety about
their errors in situations where they speak totdaher in the presence of more than

two or three of the fellow pupils.

The respondents’ answers to question 2.13 did fiet oonclusive information about
why the respondents with higher grades seem todre mnxious about their errors in
the presence of the teacher than in the presentieeafther pupils. It is possible that
pupils with higher grades are aware about theorenwhen they talk with the teacher in
private, as they might feel that the teacher hasertain opinion about their skills and
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that they must then live up to the teacher’s exgiemis. In contrast, when they speak
English with their peers, they might feel that trerors go unnoticed easier. The pupils
with lower English skills, on the other hand, maelfthat their peers will spot their

errors easily, as they are better at English, &g experience more anxiety during
pupil-pupil interactions. In addition, they mighdrapare themselves more to their peers
and as a result feel more conscious about theiligbngkills being weaker than their

peers’ skills. In general it is possible that thgpifs feel more anxious about errors when
speaking to the teacher than when speaking tothiex pupils, because they make more
errors during interaction with the teacher. As naered earlier, errors are not always
errors in language, but forms that are for someaeanwanted by the teacher. Hence,
it could be that pupils are most anxious aboutrserio situations where they make

quantitatively most errors.

5.5.4 Manifestations of language anxiety

In her study, Kyyrénen (1997) reported that beingetjor avoiding using English are
not likely manifestations of anxiety in Finnish d&nts. The results of the present study,
however, seem to support a somewhat different osmao. In question 14 the
respondents were asked to evaluate on a scaledinento five (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3
= occasionally, 4 = often, 5 = never) how oftenythemain fully quiet when the teacher
asks them a question because they are afraid ahdting an error. In general, 40% of
the respondents stated that that is somethinghlgineverdo. 31% reported doing so
rarely, 20% occasionally 5% oftenand only 3%always When comparing the answers
of the anxious and not anxious students, howevementhan half (56,8%) of the
anxious respondents in the present study repodacting to the teacher’'s questions
with silence due to anxietyccasionally oftenor always (see Table 16). This indicates
that, in the light of the results of the presentdgt saying nothing to the teacher’s
question is a strategy most often used by an asxpopil, i.e. it is likely to be a sign of
anxiety. Furthermore, for long SLA researchers hlagen trying to identify possible
reasons for avoidance, but so far the sourcestdlr@irsclear (VanPatten and Benati
2010: 67). The findings of the present study, haveindicate that the fear of errors is
one of the possible sources of avoidance, espgdallpupils who experience anxiety

in the language classroom.
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Table 16 Being quiet as a manifestation of languageety

AnxValAve

Anxious Not anxious
Column N % | Column N %
2.14 Do you ignore Never 9,1% 66,0%
teachers' questions Rarely 34 1% 30 2%

entirely (=don't say . ' ’
anything) because you Occasionally 38,6% 3,8%
are anxious about making Often 11,4% 0,0%
errors Always 6,8% 0,0%

As far as being active and participating in the iéseof the language lessons is
concerned, certain noteworthy differences can hendobetween anxious and not
anxious respondents. When inspecting the resposiceamwers to question 2.4 and 2.5,
it is clear that the anxiety the pupils experieaffects their behavior in the language
classroom. As can be seen in the pupils’ answstsdiin Table 17, anxious pupils
participate in the classroom events by raisingrthand less often than not anxious
pupils. In both groups, the majority of the pupdtated that they raise their hand
approximatelyl-3 timesduring a lesson, buteverwas answered twice as often by an
anxious pupil than by a not anxious pupil. Simytad-6 timeswas more than two times
more popular among the not anxious pupils, @niimes or moreapproximately six

times more popular.

Table 17 Respondents’ tendencies to raise thent lmaarder to answer a teacher’s question

AnxVal

Anxious Not anxious

Column N % Column N %

2.4 Raising one's hand Never 29,5% 15,4%

per lesson 1-3 times 59,1% 48,1%

4-6 times 9,1% 23,1%

7 times or more 2,3% 13,5%

Subtotal 100,0% 100,0%

2.5 Raising one's hand, Always 0,0% 3,8%

though not certain about Often 2.3% 32.1%
the answer

Occasionally 29.5% 35,8%

Rarely 47.7% 18,9%

Never 20,5% 9,4%

Subtotal 100,0% 100,0%

The differences between the two groups are evere rsalient in terms of how often
they raise their hand if they are not certain altbeir answer being correct. Nearly half

(47,7%) of the anxious respondents reported raisimggy hand in such a situation
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rarely, whereas that option was chosen by less than orive (18,9%) of the not
anxious respondents. Furthermore, a fifth of theicars pupils stated that thenever
raise their hand if uncertain about their answérengas only about one in ten (9,4%) of
the anxious pupils answered similarly. The diffeesn between the two groups are
probably most considerable in relation to the apioften and always. They were
chosen by as many as 35,9% of the not anxious megpts, but only by 2,3% of the

anxious respondents.

In question 2.6 a), the pupils explained in moridlevhy they do not want to answer
the teacher’s question if they are not certain altbeir answer. Among the anxious
pupils, the following reasons were the most commanswering incorrectly is

embarrassing (n=7); other pupils will laugh (n=the fear of failure (n=2); the fear of
answering incorrectly (n=2); and problems in prariation (n=2). In addition,

individual pupils mentioned feelings of shame aodmngling stupid as the motivation for
why they do not want to answer the teacher’'s goestthen they are not sure about

their answer.

In the present study there was one particular redgat who reported that she never
raises her hand in any school lessons due to atemicthat had taken place during an
English lesson in elementary school. She had madgrar when reading a question out
loud in English and everyone had started laughtrigea Her feelings are illustrated in

extract (9):

"Pelkdan vaarin vastaamista. Se johtuu varmaanmiaata, jonka sain ala-
asteella, kun vaaralle vastaukselleni naurettimvittaa muillakaan tunneilla.

“I am afraid about answering incorrectly. It is pably due to a trauma that |
suffered in elementary school when my incorrectanswas laughed at. | do
not raise my hand in other classes either.”

She explained that she had felt extremely embasdass the situation, and that the
incident had traumatized her and caused her torstigpg her hand altogether in all
classes. She was very specific about her feelihgsdety and emphasized that she is
not nervous about making errors, sheaisaid of it. Her attitude towards corrective
feedback was not positive either, even though siied that it may occasionally be
useful. For her, the problem was that the feeliobanxiety and shame outweigh the

possible advantages of the teacher’'s correctiohgs i obviously the story of one
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particular pupil, but at the same time an alarmex@mple about the connection

between classroom interactions and anxiety.
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6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In the present study the respondents consideredngasical and pronunciation errors to
be the most common in their speech, which seemsspport the observations made by
Kiveld (2008). She investigated the frequency opilsu errors in Finnish primary
schools through classroom observation and conclutlat errors in pronunciation
(52%), grammar (23%) and lexis (22%) were most comramong the pupils. The
most common error categories are similar in thesgmestudy, with the exception that
the respondents ranked grammar errors as the negsteint in both their own (reference
value 0,71) and their peers’ speech (referenceev@lid4). Pronunciation errors were
classified as the second most frequent (own efi@3; peers’ errors 0,70) and lexical
errors as the third most frequent (own errors Of&ers’ errors 0,56). The fourth
category of error in Kiveld's (2008) study were semic errors which, according to
James (1998: 151) are in fact errors in lexis aedevthus not included in the present

study as their own category.

To some extent, the results of the present studytathe frequency of the different
errors could be explained with Kivela's (2008) fimgs about how often certain errors
are corrected in the classroom. In her study, 93%lldexical errors and 81% of all
grammatical errors were corrected by the teacheingch could increase the pupils’
consciousness about them (Kivelda 2008: 23). Thiddgan turn, affect the pupils’
perceptions about their frequency. However, in $tedy only 58% of phonological
errors were corrected, which does not explain &icé that in the present study, errors in
pronunciation were regarded second most frequenthkyrespondents. Without a
question, classroom practices, such as error d¢ammgchave an effect on pupils’
opinions about how common certain errors are, astéfacher reacting to an error
certainly brings the pupils’ attention to it. Thus,can be stated that pupils are
especially sensitive to noticing pronunciation esrén their own and their peers’
speech, since they are not corrected often by éhehers, but are still regarded as
second most common error type. One must also lmeanind that the respondents’
views on the frequency of different errors may vimdlinterconnected with their views
on how embarrassing different errors are. As dsedi®arlier, the pupils’ perception on
how embarrassing certain errors are can very veetelated to their perception on how
frequent they are. If certain errors, for examplenpinciation errors, are regarded very
embarrassing, the pupils are more likely to rementiteem both in their own and their
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peers’ speech. Thus, it is possible that the redgus of the present study regarded
pronunciation and grammatical errors as most fregbecause, for them, they are the
most embarrassing errors. On the other hand, thatiein could also be reversed. It
could be that the frequency of the errors can atieev embarrassing the respondents
regard them, as, for example, pragmatic errors wamked as least common and least
embarrassing. If the pupils are not that familiathva certain error type, it may not in

turn be considered to be that embarrassing either.

The fact that the respondents of the present stutked grammatical and pronunciation
errors as the most frequent and most embarrassiogs eseems to indicate thaf' 9
graders, who are at the final stages of their ehltang school career, feel most uncertain
about their knowledge in English grammar and preration. This is something that
should be taken into consideration when plannirgg BRL teaching in Finland in the
future years. Asking the pupils what they wouldeliko learn and including those
aspects in the teaching is undoubtedly a great tavagicrease the pupils’ motivation.
Furthermore, as grammatical and pronunciation graoe the two error types that are
most likely to cause embarrassment in the pupiispuld be important to provide them
with the kind of help they need in those two argaerder to reduce their feelings of

embarrassment when speaking English.

In his article on oral grammar correction, Trus¢@899) argued that error correction is
often not useful, as learners may feel resistamatds being corrected. In the light of
the findings of the present study, however, thamisst likely not the case among
Finnish EFL learners. As demonstrated in sectidhl15.the respondents’ attitudes
towards the teacher’'s corrective feedback are géimemore positive than negative.
This finding is similar to that of Schultz’ (1996}udy, where 90% of the students
wanted the teacher to correct their errors. Triscdi999) arguments about the
difficulty of the teacher’s corrections standingthre way of the effectiveness of the
correction may, however, be true, as in the prestmy the respondents with weaker
English skills were less inclined towards correetieedback than respondents’ with

higher English skills.

The findings of the present study support previduslings about written error
corrections made by Saito (1994) and Lee (2005théir studies, the students preferred
teachers’ corrective feedback, particularly explidentification and correction, to self-
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correction, which was also the case in the presteiaty. The fact that the respondents of
the present study prefer teacher’'s corrections elb-cerrection may be related to
Kiveld's (2008) findings about the corrective feadk patterns in Finnish EFL
classrooms presented earlier in section 2.3. Irstugly, the teacher was responsible for
correcting 66% of the errors, whereas self-coroectvas used significantly less (Kivela
2008: 27). Thus, it is not surprising that the oegtents of the present study mostly
want the teacher to correct their errors and a® ileclined towards self-correction, as

people have a tendency to prefer what they are tased

As far as the relationship between anxiety andeobire feedback is concerned, certain
interesting findings were made. Indeed, there setambe a connection between
language anxiety and corrective feedback in theeséimat the anxious respondents were
less in favor of corrective feedback than the noti@us respondents. This conclusion
supports the views presented by both Truscott (1991) and Young (1991: 427) who
have stated that teachers’ corrective feedback caage anxiety in learners. Of all the
corrective feedback strategies investigated inpitesent study, explicit correction and
metalinguistic feedback create the least amouminafety in the learners, as they were
the most popular strategies among the anxious popilhe study. As argued by Lyster
and Ranta (1997) and Surakka (2007) (see sect®neXplicit correction may not lead
to learner uptake as often as some of the otheasegtes, which may encourage
teachers to avoid using it. What should be bormaiimd, however, is that a pupil is not
likely to benefit from the teacher’s correctivedback, if it causes anxiety in him / her.
Thus, when choosing the suitable error correctimategies, teachers should always
take into account the individual pupil's affectiomsd perceptions on corrective
feedback.

To conclude, the findings of the present study destrate that learners have strong
positive opinions about the usefulness of teacteeective feedback in the classroom.
This information does provide motivation for langeaeachers to continue the practice
of corrective feedback, as the learners clearly ise®s a benefiting factor in their
language learning. However, teachers should beotsutvhen applying the different
error correction strategies, as some of them areertikely to cause anxiety in the
learners. Thus, it would seem that rather thandipgrtime on wondering whether they

should correct errors, language teachers shoulgsfon determining how to provide
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corrective feedback that is tailored for each puwgibd takes into account his / her

language skills and affections.

In the present study 17 respondents reported kiegt mever feel anxious about their
errors in the language classroom, which meanabat than four in five do experience
error-related anxiety. This should send an alarnmm@&gsage to the language teaching
professionals in Finland and necessary actionsldhmel taken in order to reduce the
pupils’ anxiety, as it can have a negative effactlweir learning. However, one should
note that, luckily, the feelings of error-relateadxeety are rare or occasional for most
pupils and the interactive situation in which thgils communicate can greatly reduce
their anxiety. One possibility is to use more @aid group activities, as the respondents
of the present study reported less error-relateteanwhen speaking English with their
peers than they do when speaking English with tteacher. Additionally, specific
focus should be on girls, since they are more Yikelexperience anxiety about making
errors than boys, and pupils with lower grades;esiey are more likely to experience
anxiety than pupils with higher grades. Interedting the present study pupils whose
previous English grade was 10 were the second hke$f grade group to experience
anxiety during English classes. This could be tduine high expectations that teachers
and/or parents may have about the strong pupilfopeance, which is why it is
important to encourage them in a positive manndrraot put pressure on them, as that
may add to their anxiety. Lastly, the findings bé tpresent study clearly indicate that
many pupils in today’s school are being laughecegtlarly. Being laughed does not
seem to add to the learners’ anxiety in most calses,for some individuals such
situations may cause unnecessary feelings of anaimei shame which may, in turn,

affect their entire language learning experience.

After inspecting the matter of raising one’s hamdl answering teacher’s questions in
class, it is evident that there are noticeableediffices in the practices of the anxious
and not anxious pupils. It is important that teashare aware of these individual

affective differences and their manifestations,ttesy often regard being active and
raising one’s hand as necessary actions for shawgcase’s interest in the on-going

lesson and even in the language in general. Infisany teachers feel that pupils cannot
be given a very good grade, unless they raise themd and answer the teachers’
guestions. However, one must bear in mind thatpingil’'s quietness and apparent
inactiveness may in fact be a manifestation of lagg anxiety, which, as shown in the
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present study, may even be increased due to tbbetea presence and actions, not to
mention the other pupils. Thus, it is crucial thedchers are conscious of their pupils’
affections, as well as of their own actions and #teosphere they create in the
language classroom. After all, learning a langusigeuld be a positive experience for

everyone.

There are certain limitations that should be tak#n account when considering the
findings of the present study. Firstly, one musarb@e mind that the number of the
respondents was relatively small and thus the riigglishould not be over-generalized.
When the sample is small, analyzing the participanth the help of the background
variables may produce biased findings, as therentmogly be one or two people
representing certain group’s opinions. In suchasedhe results can obviously not be
said to represent that group of people in genétalvever, one must note that this was
not the case in the present study, as a maximwnebackground variable was used at
a time, thus ensuring that there was always maae tne respondent in each group.
Secondly, choosing a scale that measures frequendlje closed questions may have
affected the way in which the respondents answéhnedquestionnaire. Never and
always are extremely strong expressions and sospomeents may have found them
too definitive and thus a more neutral scale mayeharoduced different answers. On
the other hand, many of the respondents were maidafo answer never or always,
which proved that they had strong opinions aboaittiatters. Thirdly, some of the open
guestions in the questionnaire could have beemei@fand divided into more narrow
guestions, as now some of the pupils’ answers werg short and not necessarily
informative in the sense that was hoped for. Howet®o structured and leading
questions were avoided on purpose to make surdhtbakespondents’ own voice truly

came through in their answers.

One should bear in mind that many of the aspecthefpresent study have not been
studied to this extent before. Thus, the aim hanlte provide a general picture of the
respondents’ opinions on errors, corrective feekllza the connection between these
two aspects and anxiety. It is hoped that the figsliof the present study will encourage
further research on these important matters thquestionably affect many language

learners every single day.
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APPENDIX 1: THE PUPIL QUESTIONNAIRE

Hyva oppilas,

olen Jyvaskylan vyliopiston opiskelija ja kerdaan haditaan materiaalia Kielten
laitokselle tekem&éni Pro Gradu -tutkielmaa varfBoivoisin sinun vastaavan tahan
kyselyyn mahdollisimman huolellisesti ja laajastnien kokemustesi ja ajatustesi
pohjalta. Vastauksesi ovat erittain tarkeitd tutkksen onnistumisen kannalta, joten
kaytathan vastaamiseen varatun ajan mahdollisimmgvin hyodyksesi. Kaikki
vastaukset kasitellaamimettomind ja luottamuksellisesti joten voit kertoa
mielipiteesi taysin rehellisesti. Lopullisesta tutkiksestaei tule kayma&an ilmi koulun
nimi tai yksittdisten oppilaiden henkildllisyys. iKikset ajastasi ja vaivannagstasi jo

etukateen!

Terveisin,
Katariina Renko

1. PERUSTIEDOT

1. Ik&: vuotta
2. Sukupuoli: nainen mies
3. Olen opiskellut englantia luokaltaikiht

4. Englannin kielen arvosana edellisesséa todistuksess® 6 7 8 9 10

5. Kirjoitan englantiavapaa-aikanani(esim. netissa, chatissa):

paivittain 1-3 kertaa viikossa 1-3 kertaa kuussa

harvemmin kuin kerran kuukaudessa en koskaan

6. Puhun englantiavapaa-aikanani(esim. kavereiden kanssa, Skypessa):

paivittain 1-3 kertaa viikossa 1-3 kertaa kuussa

harvemmin kuin kerran kuukaudessa en koskaan

7. Arvioi omaa kielitaitoasi eri osa-alueilla asteileol-4

71



(1 = heikko, 2 = tyydyttava, 3 = hyva, 4 = erittéigva)
a.Kuinka hyvin_ omasta mielestgsuhut englantia?

1 2 3 4
b.Kuinka hyvin_omasta mielestagmmarrat puhuttua englantia?
1 2 3 4
c.Kuinka hyvin_ omasta mielestdsrjoitat englantia?
1 2 3 4
d.Kuinka hyvin_ omasta mielestagnmarrat kirjoitettua englantia?
1 2 3 4

2. TUTKIMUSKYSYMYKSET

Vastatessasi seuraaviin kysymyksiin muistele emgtatkielen oppitunteja aina ala-
asteelta tdhéan paivaan. Mieti erityisesti niitartteita, joissa sinéa tai joku muu oppilas
on tehnyt virheen puhuessaan englantia d@aneen tunnillé&= ns. suullinen virhe)
Pyri vastaamaan kysymyksiin mahdollisimman laajasfionivalintakysymyksissa

valitse vaihtoehdoista mielestési sopivin.

Kielessa esiintyy yleensa neljanlaisia virheita:
o kielioppivirheet (esim. vaara sanajarjestys Tdd kun pitaisi olladoeg
e aantamisvirheet(sana lausutaan vaarin)
e sanastovirheet(ei muisteta tai tiedeta oikeaa sanaa, ja sikstetaiin vaaraa
sanaa)

o kielenkayttovirheet (esim. ei muisteta sandplease”, vaikka se on kohteliasta
TAIl unohdetaan teititella vanhempaa henkil6&)

1. Mieti ensin omia virheitasi ja numeroi 1-4, kuinkgleisid eri virheetomassa
puheessasiovat (1 = yleisin, 2 = toiseksi yleisin, 3 = kolnmeeksi yleisin, 4 =
neljanneksi yleisin).

Kielioppivirhe Aantamisvirhe

Sanastovirhe Kielenkayttovir

2. Mieti nyt luokkatovereidesi virheitd ja numeroi 1-4, kuinkgleisia eri virheet
mielestasi heiddn puheessaanovat (1 = yleisin, 2 = toiseksi yleisin, 3 =
kolmanneksi yleisin, 4 = neljanneksi yleisin).
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Kielioppivirhe Aantamisvirhe

Sanastovirhe Kielenkayttovir

3. Numeroi 1-4, kuinkanoloja eri virheet mielestasi ovat (1 = noloin, 2 = toisiek
noloin, 3 = kolmanneksi noloin, 4 = neljanneksiain)

Kielioppivirhe Aantamisvirhe

Sanastovirhe Kielenkayttovir

4. Viittaan englannin kielen tunnin (45 min) aikanaemsa
0 kertag 1-3 kertd 4-6 ker

7 kertaa tai useamn

5. Viittaan, vaikka en ole varma, onko vastauksenemik
(1 = aina, 2 = usein, 3 = joskus, 4 = harvoin, & koskaan)

1 2 3 4 5

6. a)Jos vastasit edelliseen kysymykseen (kysymys numesp vaihtoehdon 4 tai
5, vastaa tdhan kysymykseen: Miksi et viittaa koskaa viittaat harvoin, jos et ole
varma vastauksestasi?
b) Jos vastasit edelliseen kysymykseen (kysymys numeby vaihtoehdon 1, 2
tai 3, vastaa tdhan kysymykseen: Miksi viittaat, vaikkale varma vastauksestasi?

7. Mita englannin kielen tunneilla yleensa tapahtuun koku tekee virheen. Mita
opettaja silloin yleensd tekee? Mitdanuut oppilaat tekevat? Anna omia
esimerkkeja.
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8. Muistatko koko kouluajaltasi jotakin erityisen hikaa, noloa, erikoista tai muuten
mieleenpainuvaa tilannetta, jossiaé tai joku muu oppilas teki virheen? Miksi
juuri tdma tilanne on jaanyt mieleesi? Mita tiladsa tapahtui? Kuvaile tilannetta
omin sanoin

9. Kun puhun opettajalle englantiamuiden kuullen, minua jannittdd, etta teen

10.

11.

12.

13.

virheen. (1 = ei koskaan, 2 = harvoin, 3 = joskus,usein, 5 = aina)
1 2 3 4 5

Kun puhunopettajalle englantiskahden kesken minua jannittaa, etta teen
virheen. (1 = ei koskaan, 2 = harvoin, 3 = joskus,usein, 5 = aina)

1 2 3 4 5

Kun puhunparitehtavien aikana englantia, minua jannittaa, etta teen emhe
(1 = ei koskaan, 2 = harvoin, 3 = joskus, 4 = usgin aina)

1 2 3 4 5

Kun puhunryhmaétehtévien aikana englantia, minua jannittaa, etta teen
virheen. (1 = ei koskaan, 2 = harvoin, 3 = joskus,usein, 5 = aina)

1 2 3 4 5

Kerro omin sanoinlisaa siitd, mika virheen tekemisessa jannittaa?
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14. Jatan tunnilla kokonaan vastaamatta (= en san@n)itipettajan kysymykseen,
koska minua jannittaa, etta teen virheen. (1 oskkan, 2 = harvoin,
3 =joskus, 4 = usein, 5 = aina)

1 2 3 4 5

15. Minua jannittaa, jos joudun puhumaan tunnilla entggailman, ettéa olen etukateen
ehtinyt miettid, mita sanon. (1 = ei koskaan, Zarvbin, 3 = joskus,
4 = usein, 5 = aina)

1 2 3 4 5

16. Pelk&an, etténuut oppilaat nauravat minulle, jos teen virheen puhuessani
englantia. (1 = ei koskaan, 2 = harvoin, 3 = joskus usein, 5 = aina)

1 2 3 4 5

17. Pelkdan, ettéapettaja nauraa minulle, jos teen virheen puhuessani etiglan
(1 = ei koskaan, 2 = harvoin, 3 = joskus, 4 = usgin aina)

1 2 3 4 5
18. Pelkaan, ettéapettaja pilkkaa minua / ilkkuu, jos teen virheen. (1 keskaan,
2 = harvoin, 3 = joskus, 4 = usein, 5 = aina)

1 2 3 4 5

19. Muut oppilaat ovat joskushauraneetminulle, kun olen tehnyt virheen puhuessani

englantia.
Kylla Ei
20. Opettaja on joskusnauranut minulle, kun olen tehnyt virheen puhuessani
englantia.
Kylla Ei

21. Opettaja on joskuspilkannut minut /ilkkkunut , kun olen tehnyt virheen
puhuessani englantia.
Kylla Ei
Jos vastasKylla, niin miten:
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HUOM! LUE VASTAUSVAIHTOEHDOT TARKKAAN, SILLA
TASTA ETEENPAIN NIIDEN JARJESTYS ON MUUTTUNUT!

22.Uskon, etta voin oppia virheista, joita teen pulsaesenglantia.

Kylla Ei

23.a) Jos vastasit edelliseen kysymykseen (kysymys numez) Kylla, vastaa
tahan kysymykseen:Miten virheet voivat mielestasi auttaa sinua op@nta
b) Jos vastasit edelliseen kysymykseen (kysymys nume2@) Ei, vastaa tahan

kysymykseen:

Miksi virheet eivat mielestasi voi auttaa sinua iopgan?

24.Jos teen tunnilla virheen puhuessani englantiaamagtta opettaja puuttuu
virheeseeni. (1 = aina, 2 = usein, 3 = joskus h&rvoin, 5 = ei koskaan)

1 2 3 4 5

25.Jos teen tunnilla virheen puhuessani englantiaigna¢tta opettaja sanoo selvasti
aaneen, missa tein virheen. (1 = aina, 2 = useinjo3kus, 4 = harvoin, 5 = ei
koskaan)

1 2 3 4 5

26.Jos teen tunnilla virheen puhuessani englantiagma¢tta opettaja esittaa minulle
lisdkysymyksia liittyen virheeseeni. (1 = aina, Bsein, 3 = joskus, 4 =
harvoin, 5 = ei koskaan)

1 2 3 4 5

27.Jos teen tunnilla virheen puhuessani englantiaamagtta opettaja kertoo suoraan,
mik& oikea sana / muoto olisi ollut. (1 = aina, Bsein, 3 = joskus, 4 =
harvoin, 5 = ei koskaan)

1 2 3 4 5
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28.Jos teen tunnilla virheen puhuessani englantiagna¢ttéopettaja auttaa minua
korjaamaan virheen. (1 = aina, 2 = usein, 3 = jesku= harvoin, 5 = ei
koskaan)

1 2 3 4 5

29.Jos teen tunnilla virheen puhuessani englantiagmdtise yrittdd korjata
virheeni. (1 = aina, 2 = usein, 3 = joskus, 4 =vbar, 5 = ei koskaan)

1 2 3 4 5

30. Miksi tahdot / Miksi et tahdo, ettd opettaja puuttdrheisiisi tunnilla?

31.Kuvittele, ettd olet puhunut tunnilla englantigganyt virheen. Opettaja huomaa
virheen ja puuttuu siihen. Uskotko, ettéd opettggaattumisesta virheeseen on
sinulle hyotyd? (1 = aina, 2 = usein, 3 = joskus,lfarvoin, 5 = ei koskaan)

1 2 3 4 5

32.a) Jos vastasit edelliseen kysymykseen (kysymys numesa) vaihtoehdon 4 tai
5, vastaa seuraavaan kysymykseen: Miksi et usko tajget puuttumisesta
suulliseen virheeseesi olevan hyo6tya sinulle?

b) Mikali vastasit edelliseen kysymykseen (kysymys nuemno 31) vaihtoehdon 1,

2 tai 3, vastaa seuraavaan kysymykseen: Millaista hytsk@tusinulle olevan siita,

ettd opettaja korjaa tunnilla tekemasi suulliseheen?
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33.Miksi luulet, ettéa opettaja korjaa oppilaiden tunnilla tekemr&eita? Mitasyita

voisi olla siihen, ettd kun oppilas vastaa va&pettaja haluaa puuttua siihen?

34.Mita uskot, ettd opettaja ajattelee, kun oppil&e¢evirheen?

Kiitos osallistumisestasi!
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APPENDIX 2: PARENTAL CONSENT FORM

Hyvéat 9.-luokkalaisten huoltajat

Kartoitan Jyvaskylan vyliopistolle tekemaani Pro ¢ra —tutkielmaa varten
yhdeksasluokkalaisten  kokemuksia virheiden tekestdse englannin  kielen
oppitunneilla. Oppilaat vastaavat kirjalliseen HKyga taysin nimettdmasti ja

vastaukset kasitelladnluottamuksellisesti  Suostumuslomakkeita ei yhdisteta

kyselylomakkeisiin, vaan ne jaavat koulun arkistoon

T. Katariina Renko

Saako lapsenne osallistua tutkimukseen? Kylla Ei

Oppilaan nimi:

Huoltajan allekirjoitus:
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