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Zavérecna zprava projektu specifického v§zkumu na rok 2017
(dvoulety projekt z let 2016-2017)
- zakdzka ¢ 2122

Nazev projektu: Korelace schopnosti ufivaft cizi jazyk a schopnosti identifikace a korekce
chyh v cizim jazyce

Specifikace FeSitelského tymu
Odpovédny tesitel: doc. PhDr, Jana Ondridkova, Ph.D.

Studenti magisterského studia na PdF UHK:
Alena Pavlaskova, P14P0120,M7503, MZS2NJ-MZS2VO
Lubos Tesat, P14P0093, M7503, MZS2IN-MZS2NJ

Celkova castka pridélené dotace: rok 2016+2017 (96 431,- + 79 797,- K&, viz RD
€. RD 32/2016 a £.13/2017- posilenf projekti)

Struény popis postupu pii Fe§eni projektu (max. 2 strany)

- £

Rok 2016 - Reeni prvniho roku bylo zpracovine v priib&#né zpravé pro rok 2016

Rok 2017

1. Ziskavani poznatklt zodborné literatury — referfe odborné literatury — vsichni &lenové
ieSitelského tymu, skenovanf odborné literatury

2. Opakované zadéni prvniho testu kvantitativniho vyzkumu pro studenty morfologie na pogatku
studia predmétu (2. semestr, LS 2017), jeho oprava a vyhodnoceni (Ondrakova, Tesaf)
statistické zpracovani formou sluzby

3. Opakované zadani druhého testu kvantitativniho vyzkumu pro studenty morfologie na konci
studia pfedmétu (4. semestr, LS 2017), jeho oprava a vyhodnoceni (Ondrikova, Tesar),
statistické zpracovani formou sluZby

4. Individuélni pohovory se studenty ugitelstvi némeckého jazyka nad jejich testy a zjidtovani
pfidin vzniku chyb — zkougkové obdobi ZS 2017.

5. Sestaveni, distribuce a vyhodnoceni dotazniku ,,Chyby v cizojazydném dstnim projevu
z pohledu studentd®, statistické zpracovani vysledkd - v3ichni &lenové tymu. Celkem 154
respondenti.

6. Prezentace projektu a jeho vysledkil v odborném tisku s vazbou na RIV a na mezindrodnich
konferencich: ICEEPSY 2017 Porto (2 pifispévky — piedpoklédany zipis na WoS), Celostatni
konference CAPV Hradec Kralové,

SpInéni kontrolovatelnych vysledkii FeSeni

V roce 2017 byly realizovany tyto publikalnf vystupy:

[1]Ondrdkova, J. Error Correction and the Ability to Use a Foreign Language without Mistakes. The
European Proceedings of Social and Behavioural Sciences EpSBS. London : Future Academy, 2017. 8s.
ISSN: 2357-1330. Kdd RIV: AM - Pedagogika a §kolstvf.

granty: 0

Spec. vyzkum: 8.




Forma: D_CLANEK VE SBORNIKU
(ID: 43873141) (RIV ID: 50013532)

[2)0Ondrakova, J., Tesaf, L., Pavlaskova, A. Errors trought the Eyes of Students Majoring in Teaching
of Foreign Languages. The European Proceedings of Social and Behavioural Sciences EpSBS. London :
Future Academy, 2017. 10s. ISSN: 2357-1330. K6d RIV: AM - Pedagogika a Skolstvi.

granty: 0

Spec. vyzkum: S.

Forma: D_CLANEK VE SBORNIKU

(ID: 43873142) (RIV ID: 50013533)

[3]0ndrakova, J. Zur Rolle der Fehler im Beruf eines Fremdsprachenlehrers. Sprachen verbinden.
Beitriige der 24. Linguistik- und Literaturtage. Hamburk : Dr. Kova¢, 2017. 8s. ISBN: 978-3-8300-9698-
6. Kod RIV: Al - Jazykovéda.

granty: 0

Spec. vyzkum: S.

Forma: D_CLANEK VE SBORNIKU

(ID: 43873145) (RIV ID: 50013536)

V soucasné dobé je v oponentnim f{zen{ ¢ldnek ,Chyby a studenti uéitelstvi cizich
jazyk" v redakci Easopisu Cizf jazyky (Casopis je ha Seznamu recenzovanych
neimpaktovanych periodik vyddvanych v CR) .

Piehled realizovanych vydajii pro rok 2017
a} osobnindklady
odména Féesitelce projektu véetné odvod( na zdravotni, socidln{ a Grazové pojisténi

4 000,-
b) stipendia
Alena Pavlaskovi, ID: P14P1020, 2780008183 /0800 5 000,-
Lubo§ Tesat, ID: P14P0093, 182291100/0300 | 5000,-
¢} materialové ndklady
kancelafské potieby, papir, euroobaly apod. 2987,63
d) dal3f provoznf ndklady nebo vydaje a jejich strué¢né zdivodnén{
e) ndklady nebo vydaje na sluzby a jejich stru¢né zd@ivodnéni
tisk postert 640,-
pieklad odb. textu 4000,
pieklad prispévku & 1. 4 000,
pi‘eklad pfispévku & 2 6 000,
statistické zpracovani dat 4 204Q,-

konferenéni poplatky 19 400,36




f}  dopliikové (reZijni) naklady - kurzové ztraty 693.65

kurzové zisky -132,-
g) cestovné a jeho struéné zdvodnén{ (stravné, ubytovanf, jizdné, cestovni pojisténf).
cestovné Praha - Porto a zpét (letenka, diety) 13 841,-
ubytovén{ Porto 9 650,82
zakonné cestovni pojistén{ 264,

Provozni dotace 79 797,- K¢
Hospodaisky vysledek - 5,37 K&

Souhrn viech realizovanych vystupii projektu v letech 2016-2017

Vystupy pro rok 2016:
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s vazbou na R1V
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Abstract

Similarly to other cases in which the human factor is decisive, wrong performances appear also in
the sphere of correctors” work. It means that teachers often make errors when correcting their students’
written texts. The hypothesié supposing that teachers with an excellent active knowledge of the language
wil be the best at correcting tests wasn't confirmed during our research.

The article discusses the correlation of the ability to find and to correct the error, and the ability to
create foreign-language texts without errors. Will the teachers with an excellent active knowledge of the
language be the best at correcting tests? ,

The research examples taken from literature and our own practice prove that foreign language
preficiency does not in itself guarantee the ideal situation in which a person can find, correct and explain
mistakes and errors in the text created by another person. Professional training in this sphere is essential for
foreign language teachers.

© 2017 Published by Future Academy www FutureAcademy.org. UK
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1. Introduction

Correction of errors is one of the most important tasks which has been imposed on teachers of foreign
languages for centuries, Teachers spend a substantial time period of their professional career and also of
their private lifc on correcting activities. The procedure of error corrections is considered by teachers as a
kind of unpopular, time demanding and burdensome work. However, teachers have to cope with this
activity since it is needed and unavoidable, and it cannot be excluded from the teaching process. (Ivo, 1982:
39).

1.1. Detection of errors

An error is most frequently defined as a deviation from a linguistic norm. There is no absolute and
official scale of the classification of errors. All the existing scales are relative and depending on specific
pedagogical, psychological and teaching conditions. Specific decisions on both the choice of mistakes
which are to be corrected and the ways of corrections are made by teachers. A mistake is anything which
the teacher considers as incorrect, and correction of mistakes is a subjective issue influenced by numerous
internal and external factors, as for example the momentary disposition of the teacher, histher experience
and professional knowledge, time pressure and peer pressure, and, in case of written texts, also the form
and readability of the text which is to be corrected.

2. Problem Statement

Error corrections which are made by teachers are usually and generally considered by learners as
correct and even perfect, despite the following varied cases appearing in reality: an error is found and
correctly corrected; an error is found but it is not corrected or it is wrongly corrected; an error is not found
(it is considered as a correct form); a cotrect form is identified as an error and it is replaced with another
correct form; a correct form is identified as an error and it is replaced with an incorrect form.

2.1. Correction of errors

The issue of objectivity and reliability of corrections made by correctors has been researched by
e.g. Kuehn, Eckes (2003), Birkel & Birkel (2002), Korcakova (2002, 2003), Ondrakova (2008, 2015,2016),
Ondrakova and Siruckova (2015) and others. The results of the mentioned authors’ research were
summarised by Ondrakova (2016)!, It is obvious that the skill of error corrections has to be trained and
practically rehearsed during pre-gradual studies already. If the skil of etror corrections is not acquired and
practised during the pre-gradual studies of teaching, then the graduates are not well-prepared for their
teaching career.

2.2, Projects on error corrections

During her study stay at the University in Jena, the author of this paper got an access to a photocopy
of the text whose author she has not managed to reveal. However, she considers the text to be important
and worth presenting. Kuehn (2) described in it the process and results of an interesting experiment which
was carried out at the end of the eighties in Leipzig. 276 international teachers of German (from 25
countries) were involved into the expetiment. Their task was to correct a text consisting of 158 lexical units

1 Errors as a Part of Teaching of Foreign Languages. In: The European Proceedings of Social & Behavioural Sciences
EpSBS. Rhodes-Greek: Future Academy, 2016, 5. 788 - 797)
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and containing 20 cases of deviations from the codified norm (9 lexical errors, 6 grammar errors, 3
punctuation errors and 2 spelling errors). Each correct and complete correction was scored with 2 points;
most varied varieties of the corrections were accepted. 2 points were subtracted for each incorrect
correction, 1 point was subtracted if a correct form was replaced by another correct (but unexpected) form.

It is quite interesting to mention that none of the participants in the experiment reached the full score
of 40 points, which means that nobody managed to identify ali the errors in the text. Only one person found
and corrected 19 errors, however, that person reached the score of only 37 points because s/he did not
identify one mistake and replaced one correct form with another correct form, Only 9 persons (4.1 %)
reached the score of 30 or more points, 77 persons (35,8 %) reached the score lower than 10 points. 14
persons {out of the 77 ones mentioned) reached even a minus score, which means that their incorrect and /
or excessive corrections were so numerous that they outnumbered all the cotrect ones. (Ondrakova, 2016)

3. Research Questions

x s there a correlation of the ability to use a foreign language and the ability to correct mistakes?
» Wil the teachers with an excellent active knowledge of the language be the best at correcting
tests?

The author of this paper became inspired by the above mentioned research, and in 2016 she started
a long-term project. The purpose of this project is to analyse performances given by students majoring in
teaching German. The analysis covers all the period of their pre-gradual studies at the Department of
German Language and Literature at the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove (Czech
Republic).

4. Purpose of the Study

Our research findings have revealed and have brought evidence that teachers often make errors when
correcting their students” written texts. Is this situation caused also by the fact that teachers (being tolerant
to errors and respectful for students” right to make errors) are not systematically educated and trained in
error corrections during their undergraduate studies?

From the existing syllabi and curricula it is clear that working with errors is very underestimated at
university departments specializing in educating pre-service foreign language teachers. (Ondrakova, 2016)

5. Research Methods

The pilot study was carried out on students of the first year of the follow-up master degree’s studies
of teaching German. The students were tested in the following way: Part A — a written translation from
Czech into German {10 isolated sentences); Part B — correction of a German continuous text of the length
of 9 lines. The aim was to find out how many mistakes and which kinds of mistakes the students made in
the translations (part A) and how many incorrect forms they were able to find in a text written by somebody
else (part B). The correlation was onr main inferest — we wanted to know whether a perfect performance in
the translation part was in correlation with a perfect identification of the mistakes made in a written
performance given by another person,

All the respondents involved in the pilot study had successfully finished their bachelor degree’s
studies. According to the Bologna Declaration, they were thus fully qualified for teaching German at upper-
primary school. However, it is important to mention that no methodological and no teaching practice were
included in the curricula of their previous bachelor degree’s studies.
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The pilot study was carried out during the first week of the winter term 2016. Sixteen students were
tested, that means all the students enrolled in the first year of the follow-up master degree’s studies of
teaching German. Only 10 students completed both the parts of the test. The remaining 6 students completed
only one part because they were not able to participate in both the parts due to time conflicts in their
schedules. (All the students of the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove who are
enrolled in the specialization of teaching at upper-primary schools have to major in two subjects. The choice
of these subjects is not limited, combinations of any two subjects are allowed. This freedom, however,
results in problems with creating timetables. Iftwo courses are given at the same time, the 50% participation
is obligatory for students. The situation is moreover complicated by the fact that the courses in one subject
are sometimes held in the building which is different from that one in which the courses in the other subject
are held. Then the students can appear later for a course or leave a course earlier.)

6. Findings

Table 01 gives a survey of the results of the pilot study. The first column indicates (with letters) the
persons tested, the second column gives their results reached in Part A, The number of mistakes made by
these tested persons in their transtations from Czech to German is given in the second column, The other
three columns illustrate the results in Part B (corrections of mistakes appearing in an unknown text wriiten
in German). Column No. 3 gives the number of the correctly identified and correctly corrected mistakes.
The fourth column gives the number of mistakes which were not identified by that particular person, the
fifth column gives the number of incorrectly performed corrections. This last column summarizes all the
corrections which were not correct: a correct form replaced with an incorrect one, an incorrect form replaced
with another incorrect one and a correct form replaced with another correct one.

Table 01. Results of the pilot study into the field of translation and error correction

S Translation - . Correctly ‘Mistakes left Incorrectly

Tested person . _nufnb_er of coFrected as non'-éorr_ecte d .cOFrected.

mistakes mistakes mistakes
A 2 7 2 3
B 3 8 10 4
c 5 7 12 3
D 6 3 17 l
E 8 4 15 6
F 9 4 16 0
G 10 3 16 4
H 12 5 12 3
I 14 5 12 11
J 14 6 14 6

The performances given by the persons tested in Part A of the pilot study are quite varied. The best
performer made 2 errors, the worst one made 14 errors. The number of errors which could be made in this
part was not limited; it depended on the linguistic knowledge and abilities of each of the tested persons.
The respondents made all together 83 mistakes in total, which means that the average was 8.3 mistakes per
person. The performances of five persons (F—J) were below the average mentioned (see Table 01).
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To give a better illustration of these situations, the last column is presented independently, these
three above mentioned possibilities are presented separately. '

= Tested person A: 2 correct forms incorrectly corrected, 1 incorrect form incorrectly corrected

» Tested person B: 1 correct form incorrectly corrected, 2 incorrect forms incorrectly corrected,
1 correct form replaced with another correct form

= Tested person C: 2 correct forms incorrectly corrected, 1 incorrect form incorrectly corrected,

= Tested person D: 1 correct form replaced with another correct form

= Tested person E: 1 correct form incorrectly corrected, 1 incorrect form incorrectly corrected, 4
correct forms replaced with other correct forms

* Tested person F: no incorrectly corrected mistakes

= Tested person G: 3 correct forms incorrectly corrected, 1 incorrect form incorrectly corrected,

= Tested person H: 2 correct forms incorrectly corrected, 3 incorrect forms incorrectly cotrected,

= Tested person I: 8 correct forms incorrectly corrected, 3 incorrect forms incorrectly corrected,

«  Tested person I: 6 correct forms incorrectty corrected

The continuous text presented in Part B of our study included 20 errors, these errors had been
attificially created. If all these errors had been revealed and correctly corrected by our respondents, then
these 10 persons tested would have correctly identified and correctly corrected 200 errors. However, none
of the respondents identified and correctly corrected all the mistakes in the text. The person [abelled as J,
whose perforinance in the franslation part was one of the weakest, surprisingly identified 6 mistakes, which
was the fourth best result in the tested group. Out of the total number of 200 errors (10 tests, there were 20
errors in each), only 52 of them, ie. 26 % out of the total number, were correctly corrected by our
respondents.

To obtain comparable results, we drew inspiration from the research into the sphere of error
correction carried out at the University in Leipzig (sce above). For the further assessment of our
respondents, Kuehn’s procedure was applied, and the obtained data were transferred into numeric values:
Each correct and complete correction was scored with 2 points; most varied varieties of the corrections
were accepted. 2 points were subtracted for each incorrect correction. 1 point was subtracted if a correct
form was replaced by another correct (but unexpected) form.

Table 02. Assessment of the mistake corrections according to Kuehn's criteria

. : -Correctly Mis takes ]é it ‘Incorrectly Total number
Tes_ted person - cog'_rected as non-_éofrec ted cof'rected . -nf points
mistakes mistakes :
A 14 -24 -6 -16
B 16 20 -7 -1
C 14 24 -6 -16
D 6 -34 -1 -29
E 8 -30 -8 -30
F 8 -32 0 -24
G 6 -32 -8 -34
H 10 24 -10 -24
I 10 -24 22 -36
J 12 28 -12 -28

From the data presented in Table 02 it is obvious that none of the respondents reached a positive
score. All the results were in the negative range. Our hypothesis was confirmed: good language knowledge
and language abilities do not guarantee a good quality of mistake corrections. Simultaneously it was
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confirmed that graduates with a bachelor’s degree are still not sufficiently trained and prepared for their
teaching carcer at schools.

In the end, the respondents were ranked according to their results in the individual parts of the test,
Their performances were scored (the best performance received 10 points, the worst one received 1 point;
in case of equal results, the respondents reached the same placement and the points were equal to the
average resulted from those shared places).

The research examples taken from literature and our own practice prove that the correctors” work is
really demanding. Similarly to other spheres where a human being plays a decisive role, incorrect
petformances are given also in the work of correctors. However, the point is that the quality of their work
can have more or less fatal impact on and consequences for the tested persons. The successful test results
often guarantee e.g. a possibility of studying at university (in the home country or abroad), a possibility to
get an attractive job or to get a promotion or a better paid position at work. Therefore, it is essential for
tested people to be corrected in the as precise and as objective way as possible. The correcting persons
should ideally make no errors in their work at all. They should apply the same criteria and they should be
equally demanding when assessing the performances of the tested persons. Correcting of tests is one of the
most usual and frequent activities realized by foreign language teachers. Therefore, it is highly important
to sufficiently train pre-service teachers in working with errors. Curricula of pre-gradual studies held at
universities have to include systematic practice in identification, interpretation, and correction of errors
because these activities are expected and demanded from teachers, This kind of practice should not appear
merely marginally in the methodological courses. It should be included in all the spheres of courses in
foreign language teaching.

Table 03. Scores reached in both the parts of the test and the total results

Tested Pﬂl;t A Part A PartB Part B AtB . To_t.al result

seores SCOres RS
person Result scores result S 2
in total :

A 1 10 2.3 8.5 18.5 2

2 9 i 10 19 1

C 3 8 2-3 8.5 16.5 3

D 4 7 7 4 11 5

E 5 6 8 3 9 7

T 6 5 4-5 6.5 115 4

G 7 4 9 2 6 9

H 8 3 4-5 6.5 9.5 6

I 9-10 1.5 10 1 2.5 10

i 9-10 1.5 6 5 6.5 8

Table 03 shows that an imperfect identification and correction of mistakes in the part B has a
substantial impact on the assessment of the persons tested, and that the performances given in the part A
are not balanced with the performances given in the part B,

7. Conclusion

The research into the issue of error corrections within the framework of foreign language teaching
is still being carried out at the Department of German Language and Literature of the Faculty of Education
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of the University of Hradec Kralove. New data and new findings are being obtained, they are being further
analysed. At the time being, the results of the entrance tests (the tests completed by applicants for studying
German language in the first year of the bachelor degree’s study program with specialization in philology)
are being processed. Another sphere of interest is monitoring of the study progress of individual students
within the framework of the three-term-long course in German morphology (the students are tested at the
beginning of their first term, then these test results are compared with those reached at the end of the course
in the given subject, i.e. at the end of the third term). Probable accumulations of the most frequent errors
are monitored through factor analysis; the considerations are then made how and when to include the
problematic phenomena into the teaching process. The results of the analysis are used atso for
reconsiderations of the syllabi — the problematic phenomena in which the last year’s students make errors
most frequently, are then repeatedly included in the earlier courses and are repeatedly and thoroughly
practised.

The level of the knowledge of and skills in German language of the students coming to universities
has decreased in recent years, This situation is caused also by some incompetent decisions made by
educational authorities, including the Ministry of Education (e.g. the decision to teach merely one foreign
language at Czech primary schools; this decision is not applicable any more). German language is now in
the position of the second foreign language. The first foreign language — English —has an impact on the
learners’ relation to other languages studied. A team of experts chaired by V. Tauchmanova was established
at the Faculty of-Education of the Univetsity of Hradec Kralove in 2016. The main interest is aimed at
potential ways of using the already acquired knowledge of English when studying other foreign languages.
This research focuses mainly on pre-service teachers of German and other second foreign languages taught
at Czech schools because, as Tauchmanova (2016) says: “Foreign language teachers should be able to
anticipate difficulties resulting from the negative impacts, they should be also able to use potentials of
positive transfers. Then a more effective teaching - learning process can be expected. *

Another research team focusing on mapping new possibilities in foreign language teaching has been
formed at the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove. This team is chaired by P.
Besedova and focuses on the impact of music on learning of foreign languages. The team consists of experts
from numerous departinents of the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove, and experts
from the University Hospital of Hradec Kralove and the Faculty of Medicine of Charles University in
Hradec Kralove. Clinical studies and preparation procedures are being carried out at the time being.
(Besedova, 2016)
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Abstract

Similarly to other cases in which the human factor is decisive, wrong performances appear also in
the sphere of correctors” work. It means that teachers often make errors when correcting their students’
written texts. The hypothesis supposing that teachers with an excellent active knowledge of the language
will be the best at correcting tests wasn't confirmed during our research.

The article discusses the correlation of the ability to find and to correct the error, and the ability to
create foreign-language texts without errors. Will the feachers with an excellent active knowledge of the
language be the best at correcting tests?

The research examples taken from literature and our own practice prove that foreign language
proficiency does not in itself guarantee the ideal situation in which a person can find, correct and explain
mistakes and errors in the text created by another person. Professional training in this sphere is essential for
foreign language teachers.
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1. Introduction

Correction of errors is one of the most important tasks which has been imposed on teachers of foreign
tanguages for centuries, Teachers spend a substantial time period of their professional career and also of
their private life on correcting activities. The procedure of error corrections is considered by teachers as a
kind of unpopular, time demanding and burdensome work, However, teachers have to cope with this
activity since it is needed and unavoidable, and it cannot be excluded from the teaching process. (Ivo, 1982:
3.

1.1. Detection of exrrors

An error is most frequently defined as a deviation from a linguistic norm, There is no absolute and
official scale of the classification of errors. All the existing scales are relative and depending on specific
pedagogical, psychological and teaching conditions. Specific decisions on both the choice of mistakes
which are to be corrected and the ways of corrections are made by teachers. A mistake is anything which
the teacher considers as incorrect, and correction of mistakes is a subjective issue influenced by numerous
internal and external factors, as for example the momentary disposition of the teacher, histher experience
and professional knowledge, time pressure and peer pressure, and, in case of written texts, also the form
and readability of the text which is to be corrected.

2. Problem Statement

Error corrections which are made by teachers are usually and generally considered by learners as
correct and even perfect, despite the following varied cases appearing in reality: an error is found and
correctly corrected; an error is found but it is not corrected or it is wrongly corrected; an error is not found
(it is considered as a correct form); a correct form is identified as an error and it is replaced with another
correct form; a correct form is identified as an error and it is replaced with an incorrect form,

2.1, Correction of errors

The issue of objectivity and reliability of corrections made by correctors has been researched by
e.g. Kuehn, Eckes (2003), Birkel & Birkel (2002), Korcakova (2002, 2003), Ondrakova (2008, 2015, 2016),
Ondrakova and Siruckova (2015) and others. The results of the mentioned authors” research were
summarised by Ondrakova (2016)". 1t is obvious that the skill of error corrections has to be trained and
practically rehearsed during pre-gradual studies already. If the skill of error corrections is not acquired and
practised during the pre-gradual studies of teaching, then the graduates are not well-prepared for their

teaching career.

2.2. Projects on error corrections

During her study stay at the University in Jena, the author of this paper got an access to a photocopy
of the text whose author she has not managed to reveal. However, she considers the text to be important
and worth presenting. Kuehn (?) described in it the process and results of an interesting experiment which
was cartied out at the end of the eighties in Leipzig. 276 international teachers of German (from 25
countries) were involved into the experiment. Their task was to correct a text consisting of 158 lexical units

1 Errors as a Part of Teaching of Foreign Languages. In: The Enropean Proceedings of Social & Behavioural Stiences
EpSBS. Rhodes-Greek: Future Academy, 2016, s. 788 - 797)
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and containing 20 cases of deviations from the codified norm (9 lexical errors, 6 grammar errors, 3
punctuation errors and 2 spelling errors). Each correct and complete correction was scored with 2 points;
most varied varieties of the corrections were accepted. 2 points were subtracted for each incorrect
correction. 1 point was subtracted if a correct form was replaced by another correct {(but unexpected) form.

It is quite inferesting to mention that none of the participants in the experiment reached the full score
of 40 points, which means that nobody managed to identify all the errors in the text. Only one person found
and corrected 19 errors, however, that person reached the score of only 37 points because s/he did not
identify one mistake and replaced one correct form with another correct form. Only 9 persons (4.1 %)
reached the score of 30 or more points, 77 persons (35.8 %) reached the score lower than 10 points. 14
persons (out of the 77 ones mentioned) reached even a minus score, which means that their incorrect and /
or excessive corrections were so numerous that they outnumbered all the correct ones. (Ondrakova, 2016)

3. Research Questions

= [s there a correlation of the ability to use a foreign language and the ability to correct mistakes?
» Wil the teachers with an excellent active knowledge of the language be the best at correcting
tests?

The author of this paper became inspired by the above mentioned research, and in 2016 she started
a long-term project. The purpose of this project is o analyse performances given by students majoring in
teaching German. The analysis covers all the peried of their pre-gradual studies at the Department of
German Language and Literature at the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove (Czech
Republic).

4. Purpose of the Study

Our research findings have revealed and have brought evidence that teachers often make errors when
correcting their students’ written texts. Is this situation caused also by the fact that teachers (being tolerant
to errors and respectful for students’ right to make errors) are not systematically educated and trained in
error corrections during their undergraduate studies?

From the existing syllabi and curricula it is clear that working with errors is very underestimated at
university departments specializing in educating pre-service foreign language teachers. (Ondrakova, 2016)

5. Research Methods

The pilot study was carried out on students of the first year of the follow-up master degree’s studies
of teaching German. The students were tested in the following way: Part A - a written translation from
Czech into German (10 isolated sentences); Part B — correction of a German continuous text of the length
of 9 lines. The aim was to find out how many mistakes and which kinds of mistakes the students made in
the translations (part A) and how many incorrect forms they were able to find in a text written by somebody
glse (part B), The correlation was our main interest — we wanted to know whether a perfect performance in
the translation part was in correlation with a perfect identification of the mistakes made in a written
performance given by another person.

All the respondents involved in the pilof study had succeésﬁllly finished their bachelor degree’s
studies. According to the Bologna Declaration, they were thus fully qualified for teaching German at upper-
primary school. However, it is important to mention that no methodological and no teaching practice were
included in the curricula of their previous bachelor degree’s studies.
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The pilot study was carried out during the first week of the winter term 2016. Sixteen students were
tested, that means all the students enrolled in the first year of the follow-up master degree’s studies of
teaching German. Only 10 students completed both the parts of the test. The remaining 6 students completed
only one part because they were not able to participate in both the parts due to time conflicts in their
schedules. (All the students of the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove who are
enrolled in the specialization of teaching at upper-primary schools have to major in two subjects. The choice
of these subjects is not limited, combinations of any two subjects are allowed. This freedom, however,
resuits in problems with creating timetables. 1f two courses are given at the same time, the 50% participation
is obligatory for students. The situation is moreover complicated by the fact that the courses in one subject
are sometimes held in the building which is different from that one in which the courses in the other subject

are held. Then the students can appear later for a course or leave a course earlier.)

6. Findings

Table 01 gives a survey of the results of the pilot study. The first column indicates (with letters) the
persons tested, the second column gives their results reached in Part A. The number of mistakes made by
these tested persons in their translations from Czech to German is given in the second column. The other
three columns iliustrate the results in Part B (corrections of mistakes appearing in an unknown text written
in German). Column No. 3 gives the number of the correctly identified and correctly corrected mistakes.
The fourth column gives the number of mistakes which were not identified by that particular person, the
fifth column gives the number of incorrectly performed corrections. This last column summarizes all the
cotrections which were not correct: a correct form replaced with an incorrect one, an incorrect forin replaced
with another incorrect one and a correct form replaced with another correct one.

Table 01. Results of the pilot study fnto the field of translation and error correction

Tested person T:_;i;‘]:‘;:iifo[:; fﬂﬂfl;l‘ei?:é’ ; asn:[liasxtlil:(::rl:ge d Ilcl(f::é:::fly
mistakes mistakes mistakes

A 2 7 12 3

3 8 10 4
C 5 7 12 3
D 6 3 17 1
E 8 4 15 6
F 9 4 16 0
G 10 3 16 4
H 12 5 12 5
I 14 5 12 11
J 14 6 14 6

The performances given by the persons tested in Part A of the pilot study are quite varied, The best
performer made 2 errors, the worst one made 14 errors. The number of errors which could be made in this
part was not limited; it depended on the linguistic knowledge and abilities of each of the tested persons.
The respondents made all together 83 mistakes in total, which means that the average was 8.3 mistakes per
person. The performances of five persons (F-- J) were below the average mentioned (see Table 01).
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Ta give a better illustration of these situations, the last column is presented independently, these
three above mentioned possibilities are presented separately.

= Tested person A: 2 correet forms incorrectly corrected, 1 incorrect form incorrectly corrected

»  Tested person B: | correct form incorrectly corrected, 2 incorrect forms incorrectly corrected,
1 correct form replaced with another correct form

*  Tested person C: 2 correct forms incorrectly corrected, 1 incorrect form incorrectly corrected,

*  Tested person D: 1 correct form replaced with another correct form

*  Tested person E: 1 correct form incorrectly corrected, 1 incorrect form incorrectly corrected, 4
correct forms replaced with other correct forms

= Tested person F: no incorrectly corrected mistakes

»  Tested person G: 3 correct forms incorrecily corrected, 1 incorrect form incorrectly corrected,

*  Tested person H: 2 correct forms incorrectly corrected, 3 incorrect forms incotrectly corrected,

» Tested person I: 8 correct forms incorrecity corrected, 3 incorrect forms incorrectly corrected,

= Tested person I: 6 correct forms incorrectly corrected

The continuous text presented in Part B of our study included 20 errors, these errors had been
artificially created. If all these errors had been revealed and correctly corrected by our respondents, then
these 10 persons tested would have correctly identified and correctly corrected 200 errors. However, none
of the respondents identified and correctly corrected all the mistakes in the text. The person labelled as J,
whose performance in the translation part was one of the weakest, surprisingly identified 6 mistakes, which
was the fourth best result in the tested group. Out of the total number of 200 errors (10 tests, there were 20
errors in each), only 52 of them, i.e. 26 % out of the total liumber, were correctly corrected by our
respondents,

To obtain comparable results, we drew inspiration from the research into the sphere of error
correction carried out at the University in Leipzig (see above). For the further assessment of our
respondents, Kuehn's procedure was applied, and the obtained data were transferred into numeric values:
Each correct and complete correction was scored with 2 points; most varied varieties of the corrections
wete accepted. 2 points were subtracted for each incorrect correction. 1 point was subtracted if a correét
form was replaced by another correct (but unexpected) form.

Table 02. Assessment of the mistake corrections according to Kuehn's criteria

: - 'Corl_'ectly Mis takes ie 1t Incorrectly | Total 111_1mher_

Tested person corrected as non-corrected cof're_cted ' of pomtg
mistakes - mistakes :

A 14 24 -6 -16

B 16 20 -7 -11

C 14 24 -6 -16

D 6 -34 -1 -29

E 8 -30 -8 -30

F 8 -32 0 -24

G 6 -32 -8 -34

H 10 -24 -10 -24

I 10 24 22 -36

J 12 28 -12 -28

From the data presented in Table 02 it is obvious that none of the respondents reached a positive
score. All the results were in the negative range. Our hypothesis was confirmed: good language knowledge
and language abilities do not guarantee a good quality of mistake corrections. Simultaneously it was
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confirmed that graduates with a bachelor's degree are still not sufficiently trained and prepared for their
teaching career at schools.

In the end, the respondents were ranked according to their results in the individual parts of the test.
Their performances were scored (the best performance received 10 points, the worst one received 1 point;
in case of equal results, the respondents reached the same placement and the points were equal to the
average resulted from those shared places).

The research examples taken from literature and our own practice prove that the correctors” work is
really demanding. Similarly to other spheres where a human being plays a decisive role, incorrect
performances are given also in the work of correctors. However, the point is that the quality of their work
can have more or less fatal impact on and consequences for the tested persons. The successful test results
often guarantee e.g. a possibility of studying at university (in the home country or abroad), a possibility to
get an attractive job or to get a promotion or a better paid position at work. Therefore, it is essential for
tested people to be corrected in the as precise and as objective way as possible. The correcting persons
should ideally make no errors in their work at all. They should apply the same criteria and they should be
equally demanding when assessing the performances of the tested persons, Correcting of tests is one of the
most usual and frequent activities realized by foreign language teachers. Therefore, it is highly important
to sufficiently train pre-service teachers in working with errors. Curricula of pre-gradual studies held at
universities have to include systematic practice in identification, interpretation, and correction of errors
because these activities are expected and demanded from teachers. This kind of practice should not appear
merely marginally in the methodological courses. It should be included in all the spheres of courses in
foreign langnage teaching,

Table 03. Scores reached in both the parts of the test and the total results

Tested Part A Part A “PartB PartB | A+B Tota_.l_ resq_lt
scores scores -
person Result SCores resuft )
in total
A 1 10 2-3 8.5 18.5 2
2 9 1 10 19 1
C 3 8 2-3 8.5 16.5 3
D 4 7 7 4 11 5
E 5 6 3 3 9 7
F 6 5 4-5 6.5 1L.5 4
G 7 4 9 2 6 9
H 3 3 4-5 6.5 9.5 6
1 5-10 1.5 10 1 2.5 10
I 9-10 1.5 6 5 6.5 8

Table 03 shows that an imperfect identification and correction of mistakes in the part B has a
substantial impact on the assessment of the persons tested, and that the performances given in the part A
are not balanced with the performances given in the part B.

7. Conclusion

The research into the issue of error corrections within the framework of foreign language teaching
is still being carried out at the Department of German Language and Literature of the Faculty of Education
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of the University of Hradec Kralove. New data and new findings are being obtained, they are being further
analysed. At the time being, the results of the entrance tests (the tests completed by applicants for studying
German language in the first year of the bachelor degree’s study program with specialization in philology)
are being processed. Another sphere of interest is monitoring of the study progress of individual students
within the framework of the three-term-long course in German morphology (the students are tested at the
beginning of their first term, then these test results are compared with those reached at the end of the course
in the given subject, i.e. at the end of the third term). Probable accumulations of the most frequent errors
are monitored through factor analysis; the considerations are then made how and when to include the
problematic phenomena into the teaching process. The results of the analysis are used also for
reconsiderations of the syllabi — the problematic phenomena in which the last year’s students make eirors
most frequently, are then repeatedly included in the earlier courses and are repeatedly and thoroughly
practised.

The level of the knowledge of and skills in German language of the students coming to universities
has decreased in recent years. This situation is caused also by some incompetent decisions made by
educational authorities, including the Ministry of Education (e.g. the decision to teach merely one foreign
language at Czech primary schools; this decision is not applicable any more). German language is now in
the position of the second foreign language. The first foreign language -- English — has an impact on the
learners’ relation to other languages studied. A team of experts chaired by V. Tauchmanova was established
at the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove in 2016. The main interest is aimed at
potential ways of using the already acquired knowledge of English when studying other foreign languages.
This research focuses mainly on pre-service teachers of German and other second foreign languages taught
at Czech schools because, as Tauchmanova (2016) says: “Foreign language teachers should be able to
anticipate difficulties resulting from the negative impacts, they should be also able to use potentials of
positive transfers. Then a more effective teaching — learning process can be expected. *

Another research team focusing on mapping new possibilities in foreign language teaching has been
formed at the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove. This team is chaired by P.
Besedova and focuses on the impact of music on learning of foreign languages. The team consists of experts
from numerous departments of the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove, and experts
from the University Hospital of Hradec Kralove and the Faculty of Medicine of Charles University in
Hradec Kralove. Clinical studies and preparation procedures are being carried out at the time being.
{Besedova, 2016)
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Abstract

Errors appear in any learning process. Quite a specific position is taken by students majoring in
foreign language teaching. Since they themselves learn a foreign language, they are justified to make
mistakes. Simultaneously, as future teachers, they should not make errors because their language
performances will become models for their learners. Students majoring in teaching foreign languages know
and understand the fact that frequent corrections of wrong performances make the real communication
difficult. However, they also know that errors will become fixed and they will negatively influence the
further development of the learners” language competences if they are not corrected.

The paper presents students’ opinions on error corrections in the process of foreign language
teaching. Theses opinions reflect the students” theoretical knowledge acquired during their courses in
methodology, and their views on corrections of their own mistakes and mistakes made by their classmates
and also by their teachers. The data were obtained within the framework of the specific research project
realized in 2017, and they were compared with the results of the research carried out by Gnutzmann &
Kiffe in 1993. The main purpose of these comparisons was to evaluate how errors were tolerated in the past
and how they are tolerated at present.

© 2017 Published by Future Academy www.FutureAcademy.org. UK
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1. Introduction

In the academic year 2016/2017, the Department of German Language and Literature of the Faculty
of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove launched a research project whose aim was to learn about
reactions of students to their own errors and also {o errors made by their teachers in the process of foreign
language teaching. The project was inspired by sinilar kinds of research which were carried out in Germany
(Kleppin, 1989; Gnutzmann and Kiffe, 1993) and which were presented in literature. The level of three
kinds of tolerance for errors was researched into — the respondents” tolerance for their own errors, and also
the tolerance for errors made by their classmates and by their teachers. The research carried out at the
University of Hradec Kralove included also questions on the most convenient time of corrections of spoken
performances, on persons who are involved in corrections, on the feelings about mistakes made by teachers,
etc. _

The analysis of errors has been carried out at the Department of German Language and Literature at
the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove since 1990. The errors have been analysed
from various angles, and several kinds of extensive research have been realized. The analysis of learners’
errors is carried out simultaneously with the analysis of the correctors” work. The tests completed by
learners are corrected by competent persons (teachers of German). However, there have been quite
repetitive cases of wrong corrections (an incorrect form was ignored and not corrected, a correct form was
l'epléced with another correct form, sometimes a correct form was even replaced with an incorrect form).
Therefore, the issue of ways of working with errors has become the centre of our further research. The
following examples taken from the real error correction practice can be taken as a kind of evidence that this
issue deserves an increased attention.

1.1. Research sample

The resecarch into students” opinions was being carried out at the Faculty of Eduecation of the
University of Hradec Kralove in May 2017; 154 students in total participated in it. Nearly one half of the
respondents (47.4 %) were finishing the first year of their university studies at the time of the research. The
students finishing their third year of university studies were also guite strongly represented (19.5 %),

68.18% of the total number of the respondents were students majoring in teaching, 14.29% of the
respondents majored in philology (foreign languages in tourism), 17.5% majored in other branches than
teaching or philology. 62 respondents majored in one foreign language, 35 respondents majored in two
foreign lanpuages, the others did not major in any foreign langnage. All the respondents had had experience
with learning foreign languages because they had started learning at least one foreign language already at
primary school. The age range of the respondents was from 18 to 26, the average age of the respondents
was 22. 132 female beings (85.71 %) and 22 male beings (14,29 %) participated in the research. Their
mother tongue was Czech (96.10 %), Russian (1,95 %) and German, Slovak, Ukrainian (0.65 % in fotal),

The students involved in the research had learnt English (in 152 cases), German (100 persons),
Russian (72 persons), French {45 persons) and Spanish (23 persons). When evaluating the level of the
knowledge of English, 62 % of the respondents considered themselves as advanced, 27 % of'the respondents
considered themselves as intermediate, 9.7% as beginners and 1.3 % of the respondents had not learnt
English. The level of their knowledge of German was evaluated as advanced by 32% of the respondents,
as intermediate by 16.23 % of the respondents. 16.88% of the respondents considered themselves as
beginners in German, 35 % of the respondents had not learnt German at all. Only 15 % of the total number
of the respondents had learnt more than one foreign language, the remaining 85% of the respondents
claimed that they had not learnt another foreign language. Approximately 10 % of the respondents had been
tanght foreign languages by native speakers, 90 % of them had not had such teaching and learning

experience.
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2. Problem Statement

Since the process of learning languages is not any exceptional one, smaller and bigger mistakes
appear within its framework as well. It can be said that etrors are a legitimate part of the learning process.
The causes of errors are varied and a lot of different factors are involved in them. During the process of
error analyses, it is possible for educators to become aware of probable sources of the errors, and then focus
on them with the intention to prevent them. Errors analyses presented in literature usually focus on wrong
performances given by learners. Only exceptionally do they refer to wrong performances given by their
teachers, who are the persons supposed to correct their learners” mistakes (see e.g. Kuehn, Birkel & Birkel
(2002), Ecke (2003), Ondrakova (2008, 2015, 2016), Ondrakova & Siruckova (2015).

3. Research Questions

Three basic questions were asked in our rescarch:

» At which moment to correct errors in spoken performances?
»  Who is supposed to correct errors in spoken perforinances?
*  What opinions on errors do students have?

4. Purpose of the Study

The main purpose of our project was to reveal the ways in which students majoring in teaching
foreign languages react to corrections of the errors in their oral performances, and which correcting
procedures these students consider as the best ones. We wanted to know how the students apply their
theoretical knowledge gained during their methodological courses to specific situations in which their own
errors are being corrected. Furthermore, the resuits of the research carried out by Gnutzman and Kiffe in
1993 were compared with the results of our research done in 2017. The purpose of these comparisons was
to compare the level of students” tolerance for errors in spoken performances given by their teachers,

5. Research Methods

The quantitative method was applied for processing of the questionnaires. The questionnaire which
was distributed included 11 multiple-choice questions and other 5 open questions. The respondents also
expressed their opinions on five statements made by Gnutzmann and Kiffe, and they were asked to add
their further potential comments on the issue of working with errors.

6. Findings

Our research has resulted in the following findings:

6.1. At which moment to correct errors in spoken performances?

When asked about the issues of spoken performances, the respondents were choosing from the
answers offered to them. The first question was: “At which moment do you want to be corrected when
giving an incorrect spoken performance?” There were actually two prevailing opinions — 51.3 % of the
respondents do not want to be corrected until the very end of their spoken perforimance; 45.45 % of the
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respondents want to be corrected immediately when they make a mistake. 3.25 % of the respondents do not
want to be corrected at all. Most of the respondents who want to be corrected ask for corrections in case of
every medium mistake (55.19 %), nearly one third of the respondents (27.7 %) want to be corrected even
if making any smallest mistake. Only 17.53 % of the respondents want to be corrected only if they make
errors which make understanding impossible. A conclusion can be made that even if the current
methodological tendencies rather supress the importance of errors in oral performances (“because the most
important thing is to speak*), students realize how important the feedback given to their performances
actually is. Corrections of the mistakes are a kind of the feedback which supports the learner’s development.

Another question addressed to the respondents was: “In which cases should the errors be always
corrected?” The format of the multiple-choice was applied again. The below given answers were offered to
the respondents, who could choose more options, which brought the following results:

» ifthat particular mistake made the understanding impossible (87.66 %)

»  ifa grammar mistake was made, e.g. using an incorrect word form / preposition / word order
(85.71 %)

» if an unsuitable expression or phrase was used in the given context (72,73 %)

»  if the pronunciation was incorrect (62.99 %)

6.2, Who is supposed to correct errors in spoken performances?

A major part of the respondents (62 %) wish to be corrected by the teacher in the explicit way, i.e.
the teacher should directly indicate the mistake and correct it. The rest of the respondents prefer being
corrected implicitly — the teacher refers to the mistake indirectly, i.e. sthe presents the originally incorrect
unit in the correct way.

Corrections made by the classmates were considered as rather positive or completely positive by
66.88 % of the respondents. 22 % of the respondents considered such corrections as rather or completely
negative; 11 % of the respondents had a neutral opinion on this issues. 60 % of the respondents think that
they can better remember correct versions if the mistakes have been corrected by their peers. However, 40
% of the respondents claimed that they can get nervous if being corrected by their peers (especially if the
peers laughed at the mistakes). 11 % of the respondents can better cope with being corrected by classmates
than with being corrected by the teacher. We have come to the conclusion that teachers are still considered
to be the persons whose duty and right is to identify, explain and correct errors, and to make such
precautions which will help the learners not to make similar mistakes any more.

Native speakers of the language studied are believed to make the best corrections. (63 % of the
respondents prefer being corrected by a teacher who is a native speaker of the target language.) Native
speakers who are linguistically and pedagogically educated possess the qualities presented below (the
numbers in the brackets give the numbers of persons who share those particular opinions):

« They have better language knowledge and skills; they have a better feeling for the every-day

language. (28)
= They know the language and, simultaneously, they can teach the language and explain the
problematic issues. (18)

= They are better at noticing errors and at evaluating their seriousness. (17)

»  They are more dependable and believable than non-native speakers. Their corrections are correct.
(13)

= Their speech is phonetically correct. (2)

= Native speakers are generally nicer and kinder. The ways of their teaching are more fruitful and
more natural. (3)

= (lassmates can be wrong, corrections made by them can be humiliating or mocking, (2)

= Native speakers use the target language all the time (I).
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Some of the respondents prefer being corrected by teachers whose mother tongue is the same as
theirs. This opinion was expressed by 24 % of the respondents, who also mentioned the welcomed qualities
of these teachers:

» Mistakes can by explained in my native language. 1 am not scared by a potential
misunderstanding. (12}

* They can better understand my mistakes and they can explain to me why I make such mistakes.
They can understand inter-linguistic connections and they can guess what I want to say. (8)

=  Most foreign language teachers are non-native speakers. (1)

s The students and the teacher work under the equal conditions. (1)

9.74 % of the respondents prefer being corrected by native speakers without linguistic and
pedagogical qualifications (e.g. foreign friends or classmates) because:

» Foreigners have better language knowledge than Czechs. They can be better believed. (3)

» [t is more convenient to be corrected by classmates than by teachers because teachers make the
situation rather dramatic and react in an exaggerated way. (2)

» 1 can keep contacts with a native speaker although I have left school and I do not attend official
classes any more. (1)

The rest of the respondents (3.25 %) sort out their mistakes with another person who has the same
mother tongue (most frequently with classmates or friends). The choice of this method was explained by
no respondents, Five respondents claimed that their only requirement imposed on the correcting person is
his / her sufficient awareness of the issue,

6.3, Students” opintons on their own errors
One part of the research realized at the Faculty of Education of the University of Hradec Kralove
focused on the respondents’ approach to and their opinions on their own errors and errors made by their
teachers.
Opinions and feelings expressed by students in connection with their own mistakes made in oral
performances are presented in Table 01.

Table 01. [Students” approaches to their own errors made in their oral performances]

1f I make errers in oral performance, then: N.umhe.:r of Percentage
the given response
I get stressed and try to do something about that (e.g. I watch o
o " 60 39 %
foreign language films, read foreign language texts, efc.)
I do not get stressed but 1 try to do something about that
. e 36 23.1 %
{without any concrete specifications)
I get stressed and I try to do my best not {o make mistakes(e.g. "
- 17 11%
through regular practising of the grammar, vocabulary, etc.)
1 get stressed but 1 do nothing about that 12 8%
I do not get stressed but I try to do my best not to make o
. 12 8%
mistakes
I do not get stressed and [ do nothing about my mistakes o
: 0 11 7%
because they are a natural component of the learning process
1 do not get stressed because I do not make a big number of o
. 4 2.6%
mistakes
| ignore my mistakes 2 1.3%

From Table 01 it is obvious that 89 students out of the total number of 154, i.e. nearly 58 % of the
respondents, are made stressed by their mistakes in oral performances, and they make efforts to limit the
number of mistakes (through extra-cwrricular activitics or through regular practices of grammar and
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vocabulary etc.). 63 respondents more or less do not get stressed and 2 students claimed that they even
ignore their mistakes.

6.4. Students” opinions on errors made by their teachers

Another sphere of our interest was the issue of the respondents” opinions on the mistakes made by
their teachers. The question asked was whether the students register mistakes in the oral performances given
by their teachers. 74.68 % of the respondents stated that their teachers made mistakes very rarely. 16.23 %
of the respondents claimed that they never registered any mistakes. However, 9.09 % of the respondent
noticed the teachers’ mistakes quite often. It is human to make mistakes; and foreign language teachers are
human beings. Learning the foreign language that they teach is their life-long process, errors are justifiable
in this process. It is a question whether those respondents who majored in teaching foreign languages
realized that in future also their performances will be monitored (and taken as granted) by their students,
and whether they realized what Tauchmanova (2016) says: “Language teachers should be constantly
increasing their language awareness because then they can make more competent judgements and decisions
in their teaching process.”

The next part of the questionnaire was inspired by the research carried out by Gnutzmann and Kiffe
(1993). They asked 98 students of English to react to four statements concerning etrors made by teachers
in their oral performances given during the teaching process. The same statements were presented to the
students involved in the research project discussed in this paper. Here are the respondents” reactions to the
four given statements:

a) “If a teacher makes errors which I myself can recognize, I consider this situation as embarrassing
because teachers should miaster the language better than their learners.”

53.9 % of the respondents feel that tcachers are justified to make mistakes, 28.57 % of the
respondents expected teachers” exemplary knowledge, 17.53 % of the respondents were not sure how to
react.

b) “Teachers are usually not native speakers of the taught language; their errors are thus acceptable.”

65.58 % of the respondents agreed because even teachers are continuously learning the language;
8.44 % were not willing to accept teachers” errors; 25.97 % of the respondeiits were not sure.

¢) “Sometimes I am made amused by especially stupid mistakes made by teachers.”

42.86 % of the respondents agreed, 25.97 % did not agree, 31.17 % of the respondents were not sure.

d) “Mistakes made by teachers should be corrected by their students.”

66.23 % of the respondents agreed with this statement under the condition that the students were not
punished or persecuted due to these corrections. 10.39 % did not agree, 23.38 % of the respondents were
not sure.

Being asked the question: “What do you consider as useful in the process of error corrections?”,
most frequently the respondents gave the following answers:

» adetailed analysis of the mistakes, proper explanations of the causes of the mistakes referring to

the mother tongue, proper feedback given by the teacher

»  apositive and individual approach of the teacher, his / her helpfulness and good advice

» immediate and fast corrections {mistakes should not be ignored)

» 3 kind of guidance given by the teacher thanks to which the students themselves reveal the

mistakes and then they can better remember the correct versions

» really practical practising of the problematic issues, repeating of the rules

»  comments on correct forms as well

» apositive and fair approach to students

» an error analysis, additional explanation, practising in more complex phrases

» making databases of mistakes and their corrections
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» practising through other ways than presented in textbooks (e.g. using of films, plays, songs, etc.)
6.5, Comparations of the results of two projects
The original and quite inspiring research was done by Gnutzmann and Kiffe already 24 years ago.

it was quite challenging for us to compare its results with the results of our new project carried out in 2017.
The results of these comparisons are presented in Table 02:

Table 02. [The research results made by Gnutzmann & Kiffe versus Ondrakova, Tesar, Paviikova]

. . . . 1 Gunutzmann& | - Ondrakova, Tesar,

Statement (in bold) and reactions to it - Kiffe (1993) “Pavlikova (2017)
“If a teacher makes errors which I myself
can recognize, 1 consider this situation as
embarrassing because . teachers should
master the language better than their
learners.”
a)} I do not agree —teachers are justified to make
errors because they are human beings who just 16.5%. 53.90 %
cannot know completely everything,
b} 1 agree — teachers should have an exemplary 154 9% 28.57 %
knowledge of the language.
¢) I am not sure about that, 48.1% 17.53 %
“Teachers are usually not native speakers of
the taught Ianguage; their errors are thus
acceptable.”
a) I agree — also teachers are continuously 293 % 65.58 %
learning the language.
b) I am not sure about that. : 48.9 % 2597 %
o)1 do- ilot'z_iglree — T am not willing to accept 21,8 % 8.44 %
teachers’ errors.
“Sometimes I am made amused by especially
stupid mistakes made by teachers.”
a) [ agree. 34.6 % 42.86 %
b) [ am not sure about that. ? 31.17%
¢) [ do not agree. ? 25.97%
“Mistakes made by teachers should be
corrected by their students.”
a) I agree — under the condition that students 69.9 % 66.23 %
are not persecufed due to that.
b) Tam not sure about that. 22.6% 23.38 %
¢) I do not agree. 7.5% [10.39%

From the above given comparisons of the two projects it is clear that the present generation of
students is more tolerant to their teachers than the generation of the students involved in the research in
1993. Current students respect the right of teachers to make errors because even teachers continuously learn
foreign languages. Concerning the statement connected with especially stupid mistakes made by teachers,
the research realized in 1993 presented the resuiting percentage only in case of the “I agree.” response. The
percentage of the other two responses was not presented by Gnutzmann and Kiffe. It is interesting that in
case of the last statement (“Mistakes made by teachers should be corrected by their students.”), the
responses are more or less equivalent. Nearly the same percentage appeared both in 1993 and 2017 in case
of the “I agree.* and ,,“] am not sure.” answers. In 2017 fewer students agreed with the statement “Students

should cotrect their teachers’ mistakes.” than in 1993,
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In 2017, one additional statement was added to those used in 1993: “Is a friendly and refaxed
atmosphere important in the teaching-learning process?” 94.81 % of the respondents gave the positive
answer, 5.19 % of the respondents were not sure about that. The response “I do not agree.” did not appear

at ail.

7. Conclusion

Working with errors should be included in the syllabi of pre-gradual teacher training courses because
correcting of errors is one of the most frequent activities in the professional career of teachers. The research
results show that it is not possible to give a clear answer to the question whether to apply implicit or explicit
cotrections of mistakes made in oral performances given in foreign languages. Differences appeared also
in the respondents’ opinions concerning the phases of the teaching process in which errors are to be
corrected. Corrections made by teachers (i.e. persons with linguistic and pedagogical qualifications) are
preferred, especially corrections made by native speakers of the target language. The respondents are also
aware of the advantages brought by teachers of foreign languages whose mother tongue is the same as the
learners” one, From the research results it is clear that present students are more tolerant to their teachers
than the students involved in the research done by Gnutzmann and Kiffe in 1993. They respect the fact that
also teachers are justified to make etrors, that they cannot know completely everything and that they
continuously learn the particular foreign language during all their professional career. The respondents are
also aware of their equal position in the teaching process. They support the idea that students should be
justified to correct errors made by their teachers without being punished or persecuted because of that. Error
corrections is a very individual and sensitive issue. Decisions about the ways of correcting depend on all
the persons involved in the process. Not only the teacher’s linguistic knowledge is important; his / her
pedagogical-psychological knowledge and professional experience is essential as well. The ways of
educating and training future teachers are fully decided by teacher training colleges and institutions. Their
work and efforts should be sufficiently appreciated by professionals and the general public.
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Chyby a studenti ufitelstvi cizich jazyki
Jana Ondrakovi, Alena Pavlaskova, Lubo$ Tesat
Pedagogicka fakulta Univerzity Hradec Kralové

Errors and Students Majoring in Teaching of Foreign Languages
Abstract

The paper presents students” opinions on error corrections in the process of foreign language
teaching. Theses opinions reflect the students” theoretical knowledge acquired during their
courses in methodology, and their views on corrections of their own mistakes and mistakes
made by their classmates and also by their teachers. The data were obtained within the
framework of the specific research project realized in 2017, and they were compared with the
results of the research carried out by Gnutzmann & Kiffe in 1993, The main purpose of these
comparisons was to evaluate how etrors were tolerated in the past and how they are tolerated
at present.

Keywords: Foreign language teaching, error, mistake, correction, pre-service teacher,

Chyby jsou legitimni soudésti uéebniho procesu a vznikaji vZdy bhem uleni se néCemu
novému. Vyjimkou neni ani studium jazykid. Pficiny vzniku chyb jsou rlizné a piisobi na n€
mnoZstvi riiznych faktorl, Analyzy chyb popsané v odborné literatufe se obvykle tykaji
chybnych vykonti Zaki, jen vyjimedn& jsou sledovany a popsdny chybné vykony osob, které
testy opravuji, tedy uditeld.

Studentky a studenti ugitelstvi ciziho jazyka zaujimaji v procesu udeni zcela zvlastni
postaveni. ProtoZe se sami uéi cizimu jazyku, maji pravo chybovat, avSak soucasné by jako
budouci uditelé chybovat neméli, nebot’ svym jazykovym projevem se v budouchu stanou
vzorem pro své Zaky. Na jedné stran& chapou, Ze neustélé opravy chybnych tvarl znesnadiiuji
redlnou komunikaci, ale soutasné si uvédomuji, Z¢ pokud se chyby neopravi, zafixuji se a
znesnadiiuji dal3f vyvoj jazykové kompetence.

V letech 2016 a 2017 probihal na Katedfe n&meckého jazyka a literatury Pedagogické
fakulty Univerzity Hradec Kralové vyzkumny projekt, jehoZ cilem bylo zjistit reakce studentl
na vlastni chyby i na chyby jejich vyudujicich v tstnim projevu ve vyuce cizich jazykd. Projekt
byl inspirovan obdobnymi vyzkumy, jeZ se uskutednily v N&mecku (Kleppin, 1989;
Gnutzmann a Kiffe, 1993) a byly popsany v odborné literatufe. Tyto vyzkumy zjiStovaly miru
tolerance respondentli k vlastnim chybam, k chybam spoluZakd i uditeld. Projekt Pedagogicke
fakulty Univerzity Hradec Kralové se kromé toho zabyval také otdzkami, kdy ma dojit k oprave
chyb v tistnim projevu, kdo miZe vystupovat v roli korektora chyb, jak studenti vhimaji své
vlastni chyby, zda si uvédomuji i chybovani svych vyudujicich atd.

Vyzkum se uskutednil v kv&tnu 2017 a zodastnilo se ho celkem 154 student( Pedagogické
fakulty UHK. Tém& polovina ze viech dotdzanych (47,4 %) v ¢ dob& pravé konéila 1. roénik
studia, siln& zastoupeny byl i 3. ro&nik (19,5 %) a 2. ronik (17,5 %). Studenti uéitelstvi tvofili
68,18 % z celkového poéty, studentii neugitelskych obort se zi¢astnilo 17,5 %, zbyvajici osoby
(14,29 %) studovaly obor Filologie - Ciz{ jazyky pro cestovnf ruch. VSichni respondenti méli
zkuenosti s udenim cizich jazykd, nebot’ alespoii jeden cizi jazyk se zadali uéit jiZ na zékladni
skole. Na univerzité jeden cizi jazyk jako obor studovalo 62 studenti, dva cizf jazyky studovalo

ve dvouoborové kombinaci 35 studentd, ostatni studenti (57) cizi jazyk jako obor nestudovali.




Vekové rozpéti sledovaného souboru bylo od 18 do 26 let, primérny vék naSeho respondenta
tedy byl 22 let. Vyzkumu se za&astnilo 132 Zen (85,71 %) a 22 muzh (14,29 %), jejichZ
matefskym jazykem byla v 96,10 % &estina (dale byla jako matei'sky jazyk uvedena rustina —
1,95 %, némdéina, sloven$tina a ukrajinitina (0,65 %).

Dotazovani studenti se udili angliétinu (152 piipadd), ndméinu (100), rustinu (72),
francouzstinu (45) a §pandl$tinu (23). Svou znalost jazyka chodnotili v pifpadé anglictiny v 62
% jako pokrotilou, ve 27 % jako mirn& pokrogilou; zagatednikd ve studiu anglidtiny bylo
v nadem vyzkumu 9,7 % a 1,3 % dotazanych uvedlo, Ze se angli¢tinu neuéi. V némcing se za
pokro&ilé uvedlo jen necelych 32%, za mirné pokro€ilé 16,23 %, zadatednikil bylo 16,88 % a
celych 35 % se néméinu neudi. Celkove se vice cizich jazykil uéilo pouze 15 % respondenti,
85 % uvedlo, Ze dal3i cizi jazyk nestuduje. Rodilé mluv&i ve své vyuce zaZilo necelych 10 %
respondentil, zatimco 90 % dotdzanych odpovédglo, e jejich vyucujicimi rodili mluvei nebyli.

Respondentiim byly poloZeny otdzky tykajici s ustniho projevu, na které vybitali odpoved’
z navr¥enych moZnosti. Jako prvni byla respondentiim poloZena otdzka, kdy cht&ji byt bthem
chybovani v samostatném ustnim projevu opravovéani. Jednoznadnou odpovéd viak nebylo
moZné najit, nebot” 51,3 % respondenti chee byt opravovéna aZ na konci projevu, 45,45 % vak
trva na bezprostfedni opravé ihned, jakmile se objevi chyba. 3,25 % respondentii uvedlo, Ze si
nepfeji byt opravovéni vitbec, V&tsina studentd, ktera si pfeje byt opravovana, vyZaduje opravu
pii kaZdé stiednd zdva’né chybd (55,19 %), neceld tfetina (27,7 %) studentit chce byt
opravovana pti ka?dé sebemendi chybg, kterou ud&la. Pouze 17,53 % chee byt opravovano jen
v piipadé chyb, které by brénily porozam&ni. Znamend to, 7e i kdyZ soudasné didaktické trendy
potlauji vyznam chyb v Gstnim projevu (,,nebot’ je pfedeviim dileZité mluvit®), uvedomuji si
studenti nutnost zp&tné vazby na sviij vykon. Oprava jejich chyb je pro né prostiedkem, ktery
je v jejich studiu posune dal.

Jedna z dalgich otazek se studentd ptala, ve kterém piipadé si pfeji, aby jejich chyby byly
opravovény pokazdé. Z nabidnutych odpovédi dotazniku vybirali studenti ndsledujici moZnosti
(bylo mozné zagkrtnout vice odpovedi):

- kdyZ udé&laji chybu, ktera by znemoznila porozuméni (87,66 %)

- kdy2 pouiji $patny tvar slova, ptedlozku, slovosled apod., tj. ud&laji gramatickou chybu
(85,71 %)

- kdy? pouZiji nevhodny vyraz nebo slovni obrat v daném kontextu (72,73 %)

- kdy# jejich vyslovnost béhem mluveného projevu neni spravné (62,99 %)

V& ast respondentti (62 %) si pieje, aby oprava jejich chyb byla provedena uditelem
explicitng, tj. aby jim vyudujici piimo sdglil chybnou &ast a opravil ji. Zbytek studentli uved],
e jim vyhovuje, kdy?Z ugitel na chybu poukdZe nepiimo, napi'. kdy? zopakuje chybnou &ast ve
spravném znéni, a vice jim vyhovuje oprava implicitni,

Pokud jde o opravu chyb ze strany spoluzaki, povaZuje ji za spide pozitivni i zcela pozitivni
66,88 % respondentd, jako spiSe negativni & negativni takovou opravu povazuje 22 %
respondenttl, zhruba 11 % dotazanych je to jedno. Pokud chyby opravuji spoluZaci, pomah to
studentiim dle jejich nazoru Iépe si zapamatovat spravnou variantu (60 %), 40 % respondenti
viak uvedlo, Ye je oprava ze strany spoluzdkd znervéziiuje, zejména v pifpad€, kdy se jim
ostatni spoluZéci sm&ji. Z celkového poétu viech dotdzanych pak 11 % uvedlo, Ze opravu od




spoluZakii snd3f lépe neZ od vyudujiciho. Utitel je tedy stile povaZovdn za osobu, jejiZ pravem
i povinnosti je chybu identifikovat, vysvétlit a opravit a udinit opatieni, aby k obdobnym
chybam jiZ nedochézelo.

Nejvétsi divéru ve spravnost provedené opravy ziskali rodili mluvEi studovaného jazyka.
Opravu provedenou vyudujicim — rodilym mluveim preferuje 63 % respondentfi. Podle nich
vykazuje rodily mluvéi s filologickym a pedagogickym vzdélanim tyto kvality (v zévorce
uveden pocet osob, které tento ndzor uvedlo):

-~ M4 lep3i jazykové znalosti, dovednosti a cit pro b&Zné pouZivany jazyk. (28)

- Zné jazyk a ziroveil (jakoZto vzd&land osobnost) umi jazyk ugit a vysvétlovat, (18)

- Spide zaregistruje chybu a dokaZe posoudit jeji zdvaZnost. (17)

- Je spolehliv&j¥i a divéryhodn&jsi nez Cech. Je jist&ji, Ze jeho oprava je spravna, (13)

- Hovoit foneticky spravné (2).

- Rodily miuvéi je mi obecnd milej$i a piijde mi to pFinosngjsi a pfirozen&jsi zpiisob vyuky. (3)
- SpoluZici se mohou mylit, navic jejich opravu povazuji za pOHlle_]ICI nebo druh vysméchu. (2)
- Rodily mluvéi hovofi v cizim jazyce (1).

Nektefi respondenti viak davali pfednost opravim ugitele, ktery md stejny matet'sky jazyk jako
student. Tento nazor pfiznalo 24 % dotdzanych a pojmenovali kvality tohoto uditele:

- MilZe chybu vysvétlit v rodném jazyce. Nemam u n&j strach, Ze bych mu nerozumél. (12)
Lépe rozumi chybam a dovede zdtivodnit, proé je délam. Chépe mezijazykové souvislosti a
dokéZe se veitit do toho, co chei sd&lit, (8)

Vyudujicich se stejnym matefskym jazykem je v&tSina, (1)

V tomto piipadg jsou stejné (rovnocenné) podminky pro studenta i vyudujiciho. (1)

V piipadg rodilého mluvéiho, ktery nema filologické a pedagogické vzdglani (napf, zahranini

spoluzdk, kamarad, osoba v sousedstvi atd.), upfednostiiuje opravu chyb 9,74 % dotdzanych,

protoZe:

- Cizinec mé lepsi jazykové dovednosti nez Cech. Mém v néj v&tsi divéru, (3)

- Je mi pifjemn&jsi oprava od spoluZdka nez od vyudujiciho. Vyudujici asto chybu dramatizuje,
reaguje na ni pichnanym zpésobem. (2)

- S rodilym mluv&fm mohu ziistat v kontaktu, i kdyZ uZ nechodim na vyuku. (1)

Zbytek dotdzanych (3,25 %) fedf své chyby s jinou osobou se stejnou matei$tinou, nejéastéji
se spoluZdkem ¢i kamarddem. Volbu této odpovédi Zadny respondent bliZe nezdivodiioval.
P&t respondentii uvedlo, Ze je jim jedno, kdo bude opravovat jejich chyby. DileZité je, aby dana
osoba védéla, co déla.

Soucasti vyzkumu na Pedagogické fakulté Univerzity Hradec Kralové bylo sledovat, jak

studenti piistupuji ke svym chybdm a k chybam svych vyugujicich.

Vypovédi studentd, kterymi popisuji své pocity pii chybovéni v dstnim projevu, jsou
Zzaznamenany v tabulce ¢. 1.

Tabulka | Postoje studeniit k viastnim clvbdm v fistnim profevi

M¢ chybovéini v dstnim projevu: Polet odpovEdi P:;;zgg::fim
ME€ stresuje, a snazim se proti tomu néco
délat (napf. sleduji cizojazyéné filmy, ¢tu 60 39%
¢lanky apod.)
ME& nestresuje, ale snazim se proti tomu 36 231 %
néco délat (bez konkrétniho upiesnéni) ’




MG stresuje, a snaZim se, jak mZu (napf.

pravidelng procvi¢uji gramatiku, sloviCka 17 11 %
apod.)

Mg stresuje, ale nic proti tomu nedélam 12 8%

M¢ nestresuje, a snazim se, jak milZu 12 8%

ME nestresuje, a nic proti tomu ned8lam,

protoZe to povaZuji za piirozenou soucast 11 7%

procesu uceni

nMeZ ;Zitfesuje, protoZe tolik chyb 4 26%
Nevnimam 2 1,3%

Z Gdajii v tabulce & 1 lze vy&ist, e chybovani v ustnfm projevu stresuje 89 studentii
7 celkového podtu 154, tj. témat 58 % dotazanych, kteii se snaZi chyby rlznym zpisobem
omezit (bud’ konkrétnd pomoci aktivit nad rdmec vyuky, nebo pravidelnym procvi€ovanim
gramatiky a slovni zésoby apod.). 63 respondentil se chybami vice méné nestresuji a dva
studenti pFiznali, Ze své chyby ani nevnimaji.

Dali oblast, ktera byla pfedmstem vyzkumu, se zajimala, zda studenti zaznamendvaji chyby
také v mluveném projevu svych uditelti. 74,68 % uvedlo, Ze jejich ucitelé chybuji zfidka kdy,
16,23 % chyby v mluveném projevu uditeld nezaznamenévaji nikdy, naopak 9,09 % dotézanych
se vyjédtilo, #e chyby u svych ugiteld zaznamenévajf &asto. Znovu se tedy dostdvame k zaveru,
7e chybovat je lidské a i ugitel (celoZivotnd se uéicf vyucovanému cizimu jazyku) ma pravu
uddlat chybu. Otdzkou zlistavé, zda si vtéto chvili respondenti uvédomili, Ze i oni budou
v budoucnu ugitelé ciziho jazyka a jejich vykony budou sledovéany (a nasledovany) jejich Zaky.

Dalsi &ast dotazniku byla inspirovéna vyzkumem Gnutzmanna a Kiffe (1993), ktefi dali 98
studenttim angli¢tiny k posouzeni vyroky o vhodnosti &i nevhodnosti chybovani ugiteld ciziho
jazyka b&hem ustnfho projevu ve vyuce. Stejné vyroky byly prezentovany i ve vyzkumu
Pedagogické fakulty Univerzity Hradec Kralové, ktery popisuje tento ¢lének. Respondenti na
tyto vyroky reagovali nasledovng:

a) ,,Kdyz utitelé d&laji chyby, které sam/sama rozeznam, povazuji to za (rapné, protoze by meli
cizi jazyk ovladat Iépe neZ jejich studenti.” (53,9 % dotdzanych uznévalo prévo ugitel udélat
chybu, 28,57 % otekdvalo piikladnou znalost jazyka, nerozhodnych bylo 17,53 %)

b) ,,Také ugitelé vétiinou nejsou rodili mluvd jazyka, ktery vyucuji, jejich chyby jsou tedy v
pofadku. (65,58 % respondentt souhlasilo, nebot’ i uditel se do jisté miry neustdle udi cizi
jazyk, 8,44 % nebylo pripraveno chyby uditelil akceptovat, 25,97 % si nebyli jisti)

¢) ,,N&kdy mne zvl4$t hloupé chyby ugiteldl pobavi.* (Souhlasilo 42,86 %, nesouhlasilo 25,97
%, jisto si nebylo 31,17 % dotdzanych)

d) ,, Také chyby ugiteld by mély byt opravovény studenty. S timto vyrokem souhlasilo 66,23
% respondenti v pfipadg, pokud by za to student nenesl nasledky. Nesouhlasilo 10,39 %, jisto
si nebylo 23,38 %.

Na dotaz, co pii opravé chyb povazujf studenti za uZitedné, byly zaznamenany nésledujici
nejéastdjsi odpovedi:




- podrobny rozbor chyb s ohledem na matefsky jazyk, jejich vysvétleni, pro tomu tak je, zpétna
vazba od uditele :

- pozitivai pFistup ugitele, ochota pomoci, individuélni pfistup, dobré rady

- bezprost¥edni, rychl4 oprava — nepfechazet chyby

- skutednost, kdy si na chybu piijde student sam, ugitel ho jen navede na spravnou cestu (student
si to pak lépe zapamatuje)

- procvidovani danych chyb, opakovani pravidel, procviéeni na piikladech, praktickych situaci
a frazi

- zam&fend se pii rozboru chyb i na spravié moZnosti, pozitivni (spravedlivy) piistup

- rozbor chyby, vysvétleni a zaroveil i procvieni, vytvafenf komplexngjsich celkl

- zapisovani si chyb se spravnym felenim

- procvidovéni jinymi metodami neZ cvidenimi v uéebnici — pomoci filmi, her, pisni atd.

Vzhledem k tomu, Ze od piivodniho vyzkumu Gnutzmanna a Kiffe uplynulo jiz 24 let, pfimo
se nabizela moZnost porovnat vysledky jejich vyzkumu s vysledky nového projektu z roku
2017. Jak toto srovnéni dopadlo, uvadi tabulka &, 2:

Tabulka 2 1Ystodby wizkinn Grutzmann & Kiffe versus Ondrakovd, Tesar, Pavidskovd

il . oo ] Gnu 1 & Kif! rakava, Tesar
B R il I e

Kdyz uéitelé délaji chyby, které

sam/sama rozeznim, povaZuji to za

trapné, protoze by méli cizi jazyk

ovladat lépe neZ jejich studenti.

a) Nesouhlasim — uditel ma pravo na

chybu, nebof neni ,,vieved™

b) Souhlasim — u uditeli oéekdvam

ptikladnou znalost jazyka

¢) Nejsem si jisty/a 48,1 % 17,53 %

Také ulitelé vEtSinou nejsou rodili

mluvdi jazyka, ktery vyuéuji, jejich

chyby jsou tedy v poirddku.

a) Souhlasim — i uéitel se do jisté miry

neustale ,,udi cizi jazyk"

b) Nejsem si jisty/a 48,9 % 25,97 %

¢) Nesouhlasim — nehodlam akceptovat

16,5 % 53,90 %

354 % 28,57 %

293 % 65,58 %

v, 1a 21,8% 8,44 %
chyby ugiteli
Nékdy mé zvlast’ hloupé chyby uditelii
pobavi.
a) Souhlasim 34,6 % 42,86 %
b) Nejsem si jisty/a ? 3,17 %
¢) Nesouhlasim ? 25,97 %
Také chyby ufitela by mély byt
opravovany studenty.
a) Souhlasim — pokud by za to student 69,9 % 66,23 %

nenesl ndsledky




b) Nejsem si jisty/a 22,6 % 23,38 %
¢) Nesouhlasim 7,5% 10,39 %

Porovnanim odpovédi respondentli z obou projektd dochdzime k zavéru, Ze soucasnd
generace studentil je ke svym vyudujicim vice tolerantni, neZ tomu bylo u zkoumanych studenti
v roce 1993. Dnednf studenti uznavaji pravo uditele udélat chybu, nebot i u¢itelé se neustale
u¢i cizi jazyk. U vyroku o zvlast’ hloupych chybéach je u projektu zroku 1993 k dispozici
procentudlni vyjadieni pouze u odpovédi ,,Souhlasim®, u dalich dvou odpovédi Gnutzmann a
Kiffe vysledky nezaznamenali. Zajimavé je, Ze u posledniho vyroku ,,Také chyby uditelit by
mély byt opravovany studenty” panuje shoda — ve vyzkumu z roku 1993 i 2017 bylo dosaZeno
témeF shodného procentuélniho vyjadfeni respondentl u odpovéds ,souhlasim® a ,,nejsem si
jisty/a“, S tim, Ze by studenti méli opravovat chyby uditell, se v roce 2017 neshoduje vice
studentil neZ v roce 1993,

K otazkam plvodniho testu z roku 1993 byl v r. 2017 pfiddn jeste jeden vyrok: ,,Je diileZité,
aby p¥i vyuce panovala piatelskd a uvoln&nd atmosféra®. S timto vyrokem souhlasilo 94,81 %
dotazanych, 5,19 % si nebylo jisto, odpovéd’ ,,Nesouhlasim® nezagkrtl nikdo z dotdzanych.

Zavér

Prace s chybou mé své misto jiZ v pipravé studentll uditelského zamdieni a v profesni
ginnosti ugitele &inf neodmyslitelnou &ast kaZdodenni prace, Vysledky vyzkumu ukézaly, Ze
nelze ddt jednoznadnou odpoved’ na to, zda chyby v ustnim projevu v cizim jazyce opravovat
vyutovaciho procesu maji byt opravovany. Upfednostiiovaly viak opravy uliteld (osob
s filologickym a pedagogickym vzd&lanim), zejména rodilych mluvéi studovaného jazyka.
Respondenti viak dokdzali ocenit i vyhody uditele ciziho jazyka, se kterym maji shodnou
matet$tinu.

Z vysledk zde popisovaného vyzkumu vyplyva, Ze soudasni studenti vykazuji ve&
toleranci ke svym vyudujicim, neZ tomu bylo v pf{pad¢ vyzkumu Gnutzmanna a Kiffe.
Uznavaji, Ze uditel ma pravo ud&lat chybu, neni vievédouci a i on se neustale uéi cizfmu jazyku.
Studenti si z4roveli uvédomuji své rovnopravné postaveni ve vyudovacim procesu a stavi se za
myslenku, Ze stejnd jako ugitelé opravuji chyby studentil, m&li by mit i studenti pravo opravovat
chyby svych vyutujicich (bez eventualniho postihu).

Oprava chyb je velmi individudlni a citliva zaleZitost a zaleZi na viech z0astnénych, jakym
zpisobem bude provedena. Ztohoto divodu nezaleZ{ jen na filologickych znalostech
vyudujiciho, velky vyznam maji i pedagogicko-psychologicka pfiprava a profesni zkuSenosti.
Pifprava budoucich utiteldi je v plné zodpové&dnosti pedagogickych fakult a ostatnich fakult
vzd&lavajicich budouci ugitele a mé&la by byt dostatedn& docefiovana odbornou i laickou
veiejnosti.

V soudasné dob& vznik4 na Pedagogické fakulté UHK vyzkumny tym pod vedenim dr.
Besedové, ktery zkoumd moZnost vyuZiti hudby ve vyuce cizich jazyki a vzdjemnou
provazanost hudby a cizich jazykd. Vé&ime, 7e nové poznatky najdou své uplatnéni i
v problematice chyb a jejich oprav ve vyuce cizich jazykd.

Resumé

Working with errors should be included in the syllabi of pre-gradual teacher training courses
because correcting of errors is one of the most fiequent activities in the professional career of
teachers. The research results show that it is not possible to give a clear answer to the question
whether to apply implicit or explicit corrections of mistakes made in oral performances given
in foreign languages. Differences appeared also in the respondents” opinions concerning the




phases of the teaching process in which errors are to be corrected, Corrections made by teachers
(i.e. persons with linguistic and pedagogical qualifications) are preferred, especially corrections
made by native speakers of the target language. The respondents are also aware of the
advantages brought by teachers of foreign languages whose mother tongue is the same as the
learners’ one. From the research results it is clear that present students are more tolerant to their
teachers than the students involved in the research done by Gnutzmann and Kiffe in 1993, They
respect the fact that also teachers are justified to make errors, that they cannot know completely

~everything and that they continuously learn the particular foreign language during all their
professional career. The respondents are also aware of their equal position in the teaching
process. They support the idea that students should be justified to correct errors made by their
teachers without being punished or persecuted because of that.

Error corrections is a very individual and sensitive issue. Decisions about the ways of
correcting depend on all the persons involved in the process. Not only the teacher’s linguistic
knowledge is important; his / her pedagogical-psychological knowledge and professional
experience is essential as well. The ways of educating and training future teachers are fully
decided by teacher training colleges and institutions. Their work and efforts should be
sufficiently appreciated by professionals and the general public.
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