CHAPTER|

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

The need for foreign language-proficient citizeappears to become
essential in this free trade era. Being proficien& language to most people may
mean being able to communicate orally in the tal@ejuage. Oral proficiency in a
foreign language, for example, can be an impor@sget in seeking a job.
Therefore, many foreign language students consikestering speaking skill as
their primary goal of study (Harlow and Muysken®994 in Hadley, 2001).
Moreover, according to Hadley (2001) recent regdeaimt second language
acquisition has also regarded oral interactionragrgortant factor in the shaping
of the learner’s developing language.

Mastering a foreign language, however, is notrapg process. Brown
(1991) contends that there is no ‘quick-fix recipe’learning a foreign language.
Instead, it requires hard work from the studentkeé&on the language because one
language item cannot be acquired in one quick <dfen the students have to
stumble on the errors that lead both the studemdst@achers to frustration. They
could not help wondering why the same errors oecliover and over again even
though the errors have been pointed out frequeDthlythe students’ errors indicate

that the learners have failed to master the langfRiag



When contrastive analysis theory dominated therthef second language
acquisition, errors were considered as the resudini;m of L1 interference
(Lightbown and Spada, 2003). Thus if the studeatsnoit errors, it shows that the
students have failed to master the target languBgeent theories, however,
discover that error is a natural phenomenon inidgardanguage classrooms.
Further, it claims that the error is an indicatedra learning process taking place in
the learners’ minds.

According to Ellis (2000) learning a foreign large is unlike building a
wall like most people used to think, where we poé dorick over the other. The
process of learning a foreign language is “a U-sdaprocess where the students
are able to produce correct language utteranceg earlonly start making errors
with it later” (Ellis, 2000: 23). Learning a langym is about restructuring-
constructing the knowledge by adding rules, detetimes and reconstructing the
whole system (Ellis, 2000). Selinker (in Ellis, 2Q0calls this process as
“interlanguage”. Hence, Lightbown and Spada (20€ld8)med that the more the
errors the students committed, the more advan@dldmguage competencies are.

Although the students’ errors are natural phen@nén the language
classroom, it is quite difficult to figure out ihé teachers should ignore or treat
them. If the teachers decided to correct the ertbwesy will be faced with these
qguestions: which errors should be corrected? And/ lsan teachers help the
students to make the errors work for them? The arswo these questions are as
complex as learning the language itself. It is egenerally accepted that for the

last two decades the language practitioners hdtereht opinions on how to deal



with the students’ errors (Tedjick and Gortari, 829The reason for the debate as
Arnold (1999) rightly said is related to the negatimpact of correction on the
students’ ego. Therefore, correcting the studesntsirs may convey, as Magilow
(1999:125) puts it

... in many ways ...: confrontation, potential discaement, a focus
of forms instead of content, and subtexts of “l\krthe L2 better than
you” and “you failed in spite of your good intemi®to succeed”. ...
each correction subtly reminds students of the asgtmical power
relationship in the classroom — an imbalance thet®in spite of the
teachers’ attempts to efface it through encouragéared humor.

This assumption leads some people (such as Krasiruscott) to have
believed that the negative feedback is unnecessarjanguage classrooms.
Moreover, Dekeyser (1993 in Johnson and Redmon@3)28tated that error
treatment did not improve the students’ oral piieficy at all. The opposing view,
on the other hand, believe that error correctiomigortant in language classroom
because some studies have shown that if the cmmestgiven in the right way, it
can improve the students’ language skills. By ping the students with correction
the students can learn which language item theg teeevork on and which feature
they have made progress.

They even argue that the students whose errorc@rected show no
feeling of offense. Therefore, they claim that #esumption that the correction
makes the students discouraged is untenable. P(3@8) notes that the students
may react negatively to the correction if they haweak self-concept, or if the
teacher overreacts verbally or nonverbally to thers.

Nevertheless, the teachers are dealing with thedests whose

characteristics and learning styles varied. Someesits may accept corrective



feedback as one process of learning, while therathedents may see it as an
offense. The teachers want the students to likeresykct them, but they also need
to treat the errors which may receive negative tr@adrom some students. This

teacher’s pedagogical dilemma is what this stuthngbts to investigate. This study
tries to explore the patterns of senior high schieathers’ corrective feedback on
students’ spoken errors. The research would foaut@teachers’ roles in response
to the students’ spoken errors, the type of erney tprefer to respond, and the

strategy they choose to employ in treating thersrro

1.2. Research Questions

There are four questions that this study aimsxjgoge. Those questions

are:

1. What roles do the teachers play in response tsttients’ spoken errors?
2. What spoken errors do the teachers choose to t@rrec

3. Why do the teachers correct those errors?

4, What strategies do the teachers employ to corfeetstudents’ spoken

errors?

1.3. General Approach to the Study

This study attempts to investigate the teachersvVipion of corrective
feedback in the language classrooms. The phenomeder investigation were
largely approached using qualitative, descriptare] interpretive method of inquiry

(Maxwell, 1996) and some descriptive quantificatafrdata was employed to find



the percentage of the corrected errors and the agmeqhl corrective feedback
strategies. This approach is suitable for the swidge it examines the teachers’
perspective on their actions, and the way in whinghr belief affects their behavior
(Maxwell, 1996).

To elicit data from the field, both preliminary caprimary research were
conducted. The underlying reason for conductingrpneary research was to gain a
brief insight on what was going on in the classroepecifically in terms of
corrective feedback. The information gathered fithia preliminary research may

help the researcher to understand the phenomepargeced in the main study.

1.4. Significance of the Study

Many people believe that English teaching-learnmg¢ndonesia has failed
to equip the learners with English competence. Spewmple claimed that the core
of this problem lies on the teacher’s limited cotepee of the target language.
Being non native speakers of English and being ld#ener language, the
Indonesian English teachers are faced with the ilpbss of their linguistic
competence getting fossilized and stabilized. When teachers’ knowledge is
fossilized, it may cause the learners to commitrsrand it may be difficult for the
teachers to notice the students’ errors. Thus tmeight be many errors left
uncorrected.

Barlett (2002) found in his study that Korean Eslgteachers had difficulty
in identifying students’ errors and explaining wégyme students’ utterances were

considered as errors. These phenomena promptgadadent study to find out if the



same phenomena occurred in the Indonesian Endassrooms. Allwright (1975,
in Pannova and Lyster, 1996) said that “the re$earcteacher feedback had the
potential to provide information about the effeetiess of the instructional process
and ultimately knowledge about how language legrtakes place”.

Hence it is hoped that this study would give pietwf how language
teaching and learning process occurred in Indonesid a glimpse description of

teacher’s abilities in identifying errors.

1.5. Clarification of Key Terms

Because of the possible confusion arising fromue of the terminology, a
brief review of the definitions of terms is presshas follows:

The first term is corrective feedback. Lyster (206fated that there are at
least four feedback terminologies: error correctinaegative feedback, corrective
feedback, and interactional feedback. Schachte91(1®& Lyster and Ranta, 1997)
noted that the different labels of feedback refigitterent research concerns and
approaches to data collection. Corrective feedlimtke term used by the teachers
in second language classrooms. Thus the term twedeedback is chosen in the
present study to refer to “any behavior followingearor that minimally attempts to
inform the learner of the fact of error” (Chaudrd888 in el Tatawy, n.d.:1). While
Lightbown and Spada define corrective feedback as

Any indication to the learners that their use @ thrget language is
incorrect. This includes various responses thatlélaeners receive.
When a language learner says, ‘He go to schoolydagt, corrective

feedback can be explicit, for example, ‘no, youuwticsay goes, not
go’ or implicit ‘yes, he goes to school everydegnd may or may not



include metalinguistic information, for example, 0t forget to make
the verb agree with the subject’. (1999, in El Watan.d.:1)

Hence, the teachers’ corrective feedback is thehtra’ response to the
students’ errors to let them know that their uttess contained a particular form
that is not acceptable according to the targetdagg norms.

The second term is spoken errors. Spoken erroes tef the students’
deviant oral utterances. The deviant utterancesndb necessarily occur in
communicative activities in which the students eegquired to produce their own
utterances, but they may also occur during theestisdreading the text, dialogue or

questions and answers from the LKS (students’ wawkb).

1.6. Thesis Organization

Following the introductory chapter is a review tbeories that frame the
research. The theories reviewed include types wr.eerror correction strategy
from Lyster and Ranta (1997), and teachers’ rolesesponse to spoken errors
which are adapted from Tanner and Green (1998)pteha& provides a detailed
discussion on the research method adopted forttldg.s

The analysis of the data taken from the field a&belated in chapter four.
The sequence of discussions of each part in chémieris based on the research
guestions. The explanation in chapter four may\®lapping, the elaborated data
in one part may be repeated in another parts. Asgdée explanation for this is that

the answers to the research questions are intieldia one another.



The last chapter, chapter 5, discusses the themreand practical
implications of the findings on the teaching leagiactivities. The chapter ends

with suggestions for future research.



