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The Phenomeni ul‘hllmké'i_ﬂ' %

Eg “Are you come here }'“lﬂdﬂ' twl s :

difficult 1o interpret, bup as soon as &
Some mistakes have a much wider ﬂﬂl |
The wrong verb form has caused
people being polite it 18 more |

long stretch ..:.t language is more | ot
mountains 15 the best phlﬂ for the ;
In this sentence, there is doubt as 0w
Categories of Mistakes

Edge (1990) opines that we can divide mimkH

of how a mistake fits in with an mdl'ﬂdﬂl

1 Slips - These are tiny rmstl_l

These could be termed cn:elus m

| He had been their for many

2 She left school two years ago and now
3 My father s a trader, Mmﬂﬂfﬂﬂl
Ihe mistahes in sentences above could be cor
2 Errors

I hese are mistakes which could not be ¢
will be different for different students of

That was the first Nige
An error is svstematic i it is likel
lingwistic competence and has a
Richards et al (1992) also state that 'MIJ
speaker of the language regards it
because the learner does not know wh
An error may vary in magnitude Erdog
of even a p1riunph (Brown 2000
communication and prevent the message f
* 1 like bus but my mother said so
On the other hand, local errors do not
sentence allows the hearer 1o guess the
It'I see you, | would show you.
3. Attempts -
Altempts can occur in the situations

| when the teacher knows that s
wanis 1o say or o
2 When it is not clear what
when students who have not learn -mllﬂﬂ
a sttement like —*1 wish | went my i
That student means to say someth
English,

This categorization of mistakes ot
learners in order 1o decide how 1o

wish 1 went my grandmother’s house
attempt for a third. Or, for the same
next year Edge (1990),

There are two wiys to db..tmgurﬂ}

to check the consistency of Je:

wrong one, it is a mistake. Hox

ask the learner to Ity 1o Correct

where he is success| ul they are

Causes of Mistales

Chie of the causes of miﬂﬂk_ﬁ_ﬁ_' ..
language, Corder {1987), T|'| i




res fro ﬁ.hﬁf;m language to fit in to it, il O
erlingud transfer 4% comes from the grammar and lexis of the m
I.I;;;ﬁn.:uh}' usually lie i the handling of English tenses, countable nou
(1998): For example, in Nupe, tense is not so much connected with tir
potion @ Wm?'“'“' ﬂ“dH“'lFﬂiilpltttd action. Time is usually indica :
ain advfrhmls.- Thus. “wun kpe ye (completed action) can mean “he k

the ::-:rnlc:':t - h : -
pusthermore: the mastery of !En_gllsh prepositions also Wﬁﬁﬂiﬁm'ﬁjﬁﬁﬁmblaﬁsa:
For exanples there is only a limited correspondence between English and Nupe

fave difficulty in sclecting the right one, For example, the use of th

|¢,}]|"I11.'r5 inay 3 g
pe used differently in English. For example.

wupe can
Isupe Direct Translation

be yigidi by sun

By day
I:|1 the morning be ladzin by m orning
At night be yeshi by night
(O foot be bichi by leg
B hand be egwe by hand
With Audu be Audu A
(Tafida 1998)
hich Richards (1976) refers 10 &5 items

intra-lingual interferences W
the structure of the mother longue.
nce can also be

and through the stra

pestrictions. incumplﬂgrﬁpplitaﬁun

are also made due 10
rner which reflect not

artial exposure 1@ the target language, [ntra lingual interfere
errors which are caused by the structure of the targel language

|anguage Is acquired and taught. Tafida (1998).

[ntra-lingual errors arc caused by over gencrulizulinn. ignorance of rule
of rules. and false concepts hypothesized. Richards (1976). Over- generalization 1S associated with
redundancy re Jis may oceur for instance, with items that are contrasted in grammar

duction, Tripp (1979). Tl

of the language but that do not carry significant and obvious contrast for the learner. The ‘ed’ marker in
aarrative or other past fense contexls appear lo carry no meaning since ‘pastiness’ 15 usually indicated
lexically in stories and the essential notion of sentence in narrative can be expressed equally in the prr.-sem.'
For example, “_-.-esterda}'" | go to the university and | see my jecturer”. Here, the learner cuts down the tasks
involved in sentenc

e production.
The second type of intra lingual error 5
ohserve the restrictions of exiting struciures
be accounted for in terms of analogy and the 1ot
encountering a particular type of prcp-.witim\ with one type
with similar verbs, e.g “He showed met

he hook™ may lead 10
He explained me the book

Or
He asked me the book.
The learner might also use

He cated the food

She sleeped on the mat . : =

Thirdly, incomplete rule application May also cause intra lingual errars. This, Richards (

“the occurrence of siructures \hose deviancy represers the degree ol duw‘tnpmental.

produce acceptable qiierances’ - For example, 1 many Aflrican languages, there is systematic cifti
IR

gz

regarded as ttgsrclupmermul
tegy by which a second

Alistakes ©F errors
but generalizations hased on

pmdu:gd by the lea

. restrictions’. This has to do with failure 10
do not apply. Some of these errors mas
(1985). For instance. 4 learner
same proposition

ignorance of nile
1o contexts where they
¢ learning of rules. Richards
of verb may attempt 1o Use the

his knowledge of the —ed (past) as in “showed him the room: 1o say
|083). defines as
rules required 10
culty in the



heir best chance of

0 ;-';’111_;_d
F
i misage s ! ‘ kes which are Causeq
IS : . | “‘.l. .AI
heir messag n are found iy every, )
1l SO M | | .‘iu'l
;I'||. 1 L AL 1
nalive Sp Lers anda D f | |
Enalish Edge (1990 B . A !mull
e s e | | Thow effective e 1S in Ij
Errors inform the teacher ' _ 115 ents. Erdogan l_Zﬂniu-.,'.

learn (C ,-,,‘:I.;. 1987) They al | - I tudies dogan
= T lowing il - reconstruct.

dige Wi

r:):'lt*‘w!litl II‘I'III"‘“'“"“ LnoN ' I -signals that Students an
Edge (192cters (Sel  aan s system of [hf’ language that §
e ' fers that errors are significant i hreg
e nays. Firh, 0 hete hat they Al al the learner has Progressed

different ways. First, tc
“and consequently what remains

I '1. yIng H‘Ilifh.(iiti- overy of the

“procedures the leang ¢
e language learner iy
the language he is leanjpy:

...'.I!"'I Bl atitems are important to be included ¢
dDIC .lf\‘

tram and - istakes are often a sign g

? e ouldsremember ‘that learnability varics frog

il POS hypothesizing and com

a1l ;
L\Ir(“_\, Nnon-stanc

1990) opines that it is not!
ut to help them improve
we pay too much attention
S in line with most theories
theory etc. Ur (1996). Th
ocus should be on the mess
learning a language means ™
communicate in a languie

actually to commy
In a famous stug

: (2'000), four, kinds of grami
ired 1o see if they had an influence
b Where errors were pointed out

Xplanation (c) a tally kept in]
Ad correct them (d) the U5




it (1996) adds that

Flfﬂﬂ'ﬂ teachers know there xrrm;mm o
learning. Often a student will mﬂm.;rﬁﬁwkmn'gﬁ'{q.b
after being corrected many times. When this occurs, It 15
teacher to say the student is noi attentive or lazy, fihmm ;':r- :J
IT&E&;:{HMEHE even with successful students ﬂrm-!é.r it
explanation. Rather the teacher SEUCENS ARG
o eclive eacher should conclude that correction is 3in

an]gnus_kir_:nt (2003) also opines that learning a foreign language et
which mistakes are to 1be expected in all stages of learning. Accordin io
Y ursliprpcesepEIsamin g And must e consideres as part of cognition ng
thal {nlmnr c!:H"reﬂmn to second language writing stu ﬁ#ms i nct'ﬁh:ltf ﬁm il |
their Writing nblll_u;; ::.:51‘1” (::Jﬁl ), Sheppard ( 1992), and Truscott (1996). This is because t’imﬁm
receIve gmn:lma c tions ‘aw: a more pnﬁ:[i\rg fﬂﬂiing-aimm wﬁling than lhm ii_d\ ﬂiﬂi-iﬁﬁf
more and with rl:_‘l;l;? ﬂﬂ;'iplcxlty. than those who did Gray (2000). Moreover, the time spent by
achers on correcting rammatical errors : Fover, Ui FT=2t 8] i
:Tke organization and Iogicﬂ:l development n:;:*h::ri:le::.wc heen: g o CE R clementy Rl
Further Pmb{:cm lc-l' ;urrect.mn has to do with the practicalities associated with teachers’ comments and the
students unhersmn }ng of these comments. Research has shown that corrections made by second language
wriling IeachElS :": requently arbitrary, inconsistent and greatly dependent upon the age and amount of the
time the Jleuche,r as with L2 slu_l:ir.r!ls. £qum:l {1995) adds that teachers also commonly misread student texts
and w?ke _abstrai:t roles and principles in their comments. They also use red ink, underlining and crossing.
out which 15 2 powerful visual statement of the fact that their written English is u:rrih".c' Students often find
hese comments vague, confusing and contradictory. Cohen (1987) also utters that students generally only
nake a mental note of the corrections they have undersiood, and if they have to rewrite their papers.
regularly, do not incorporate these mistakes in 1o their work.
[low to treat Learners’ Mistakes/Errors
The proceeding paragraphs have dwelt on the dangers of correcting every mistake/error a learner makes
while learning English as a second language. This portion will therefore take & look at how té‘ﬁqﬁgm should
treat students” mistakes/errors, because if we allow errors 1o go uncomrected. and indicate understanding
where there is none we may reinforce learners’ errors and even their persistence and that would make
correcting far harder, if not impossible and this may spread to the whole class. Therefore, Brown (2000)
ppines that necessary correction is indispensable for teachers to improve students’ pcrfunn_urice. Harmer
(1998) suggests three steps 10 be followed by the teacher if errors oceur. The first is to listen to the students,
second is to identify the problem and third is to put it right in the most efficient way.
Since it is not possible for teachers to deal with all the errors the students make, a hierarchy should therefore
be established for the correction of errors according to pature and significant of such errors. In such a
hierarchy, Erdogan (2005) maintains that priority should be given to errors which may affect communication
and understanding. For, if a teacher does this. he can direct himself accordingly. For instance, Brown (2006)
suggests that Local errors need not be corrected as the message i< clear and correction might interrupt
learner in the flow of productive communication, For instance. the sentences below have local errors;
i ] | gave him a present
| Please. would you show me cards?
| Did you come here yesterday?
d to be treated in some Way since

n

“] gave he a present
“Please will you to show me cards?
“Are vou come here vesterday?”

On the other hand, global errors Nee
clearly. Examples:

l. Daddy my car happy today buy |

2. | “-m; 1 went my gmndmmhur's house last night. | :
Erdogan (2003) also adds that Errors in pluralization, use nf_' articles, tenses elc are less important than errors
regarding word order, the choice of placement a:ud_ ap!:imprlﬂti' connectors in terms nf the Ci.'}l1lp-r!:llﬂ'-l1ﬁ-1hl1l!}"
of the sentence, He therefore concludes that priority in error correction should be given 1o global errors In
order to develop the students’ communicative EELHS'

the message is not comprehended
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F-r---’ni miﬂ'j“."l':“m teachey

. on of the tea
i NV TR b o rg,;]C"_ . BITE | '
¥ . 11.1[ Ir“‘ Cror
tm ot

Carsi o
i | ﬂ:;l b?rmc Pm;qml.;e.'i should not be
king M"

a difere

{ Mistake and Er
deter™'

Uhe Phenomena o

4 5 q ) -:51
aaire i . .dh,h_L arm
:  pequl 3 s i e fee
ifferent kinds of tasks M3 en 15 usually { studen®s of ¢ ke students practic , 8
However. different K edback 10 be g1Y en L s The ©F o ma e e ' g
erroes and the (pe 01 1S8R E 1 ooy pecomi B TESEGie gOdl 1 i o pronunciation i
of the task. For oral Vit akes and 1alk J]h':lI.Ithllﬁmdj’r Il:ﬂr:l'l gF € 9%, » the speaker
but be reminded of the r"““ﬂ”m o the goal of for f#ﬂfj imﬂﬂ'mmbt correct the studep nig
should be decided on Becoraie ceary 10 i kﬁs 5}‘|l:ll.l|":l L h that senténce
grammar point, it may be ur:.:-.*s-":_ﬂl.hc related miste gtfﬁchur1 Wrong wil s
practised, the teacher should mrrcﬂwﬁ] advises 1 : ething '’ rake, T MeEAnINg 1o re Wrig

¥ o 15 o s { e are fhle

For correeting writien Works, L'”di-uius that ’hw.: 'fﬂrsF‘“'“g Thus, students are able 1o o

directly but should put i 5::'I1hﬂ|':'- such & sﬂpﬂ I font
. ik S 5Y r s il

punctuation, This is done by L | writing

ner 1han

nd hﬂ“ [ correct., W ||.:|-_--I er
a

: wha s message in Bertram and §
hemselve der carefully WHEM ) pwis messas

themselves. herefare consider cares e Michae o

Each language teacher must 1h hould keep I a parson -
= , shou , prect

hey ictake yoU ghways €0

ich learners of Engl

for punctuanion, T-lense ¢ rail

error correction teachers conduet, 1 :

(1981}, which says, *vou never cormect 4 it

Forms of Correction AR wh
= in ways

This paper would also take a look at three ma

be corrected

ish as a second langy

. al i written rather than in veely

I i G tion is more Pm':“ul ne. In written waork, thel
Kavaliauskiene' (2003) opines that self-correctic s, en work, i
I n be done by underlining

eple | presentall
although some learners are capable of self-correCiion ?h:%d?:atiun £
role r:::“ indicate the mistakes but not o correct them. line ! . P
them e.g *T" for wrong tense ete or ticking the erroneous il for self-correction if the mistake is 4
Edge (1990) also adds that it is important 10 give a ,:lu‘in':ﬂ v that a mistake has been ”"Hdﬂfl
mistake should not be corrected but the teacher should just shov face), or by making a sign witly
expressions: like Er - or Mmmin--- (questioning “!?ress‘rm‘r e Shont wﬂfzhcr*ﬁ aid is a qual
help. Research has shown that learmers’ ability 1o notice errors Wit '
conscious cognition, Kavaliauskiene (2003).
{2) Peer correction !
Peer Correction is a situation where by other members of the class correct a‘perszil.il:ll_!'r -
according to Edge (1990) is particularly useful in the case of eror grerecialial s cag
works where the teacher asks some students question one by one and if any of them fai
correctly, calls on another to offer the correct answer and thereafier asks the person whao
W say Il once again. Peer correction has some advantages such as firstly, both lean
listening to and thinking about the language, Secondly. the teacher gets a lot of information.
o his students. Thirdly, the student hecomes aware of the fact that, they can leam
FHSUIES cooperation and Jess dependence on the teacher, In addition, if students are

the same set o
who have no right itici s who are corrected may feel they are beir
' have no right to criticize the his job, Teach

aut how they exploit pardize the Ja

Teacher correctinn
If self correction and Peer correction fail, gt fipst
Pce where the mistakes oeey
though he might think tha

teacher should o teach th
ural Chi |I.'i"i.'

¥
|

gyl the teacher can sometimes help'.
r =acher must realize that the int has il
he/she has Laught it. This nl}\rinusly nt'-::is:#l:ta:;:rr:li :

e mistake of form but ¢ '
‘ ’ P e
, helshe st L'Er:p o natural sgy. % ”hem. . fie msmnm

thay srs o . 'ESS End vl :
-.I.uj. are supposed 10 produce instead of aver g *pmnumiai_“m -mftha_tff !
1EIng the comected pary

CONCLUSION
Uhis paper has taken 5 look a

“nglage learning process: It
fanguage leamin

the Phenomenan gf g:

_ 5 also an eye.
& Siuation whether 7 ;

a P rem ﬂmal a i

I|1-;_r|_l-..r-<_l be_ Prepared to entenain leamers? | T Informga|, [,
boost effective ieaming of English as 5 sm:}ndnmawmm.w

Nr
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B e or errors in language is 2 natura) process

1?¢n¢u|11|: stages., .-'h.'*s i resdlt, anyone that is alw
Tk or write would find it difficult 10 do <o, 1y order lnt

ﬁﬁwﬁ:ﬂd most of the time be ignored botly b

in Education, Volume 3, Number 6, 2011

that cuts across di

ijr.mnt sectors, different age
ays conscious of mistakes anytime he
nsure fluency in speaking a language,

) v “l{‘. S 5 s
Iﬂﬁﬂkﬁ.wj—:h:ﬁ should therefore note the followings '“‘:“mlﬂt‘l:l:ll:::i[ﬂ?:d the hearer. English as & second

'Iﬁ'-‘mm m.nkcs Tlh;:.kﬁ I:III-.lw.I- I.nm the chance 1o find out the mistake az wolla S
I It ish w[mgn wor :n o 1.IILH1 I|1.-.'_|:11.'.1m;~: 1o write and "i-‘-‘r'-'r.im ﬂ“:j i ) skcnlr:-..1 it himself.
elp thent indicate areas and nature of the mistakes, il mistakes are not comrected,
ictakes are n::'rt signs of failure it could be because g .
erly 1o avoid over generalization of rules, A part or some parts still need 1o be taught

Nk Id inculeate in
: uld inculente instudemts the npal;
Teacher® e t than becomi students l_h'" ability to communicate even with errors because this i
f ore IMPOFANE connng tongue-tied and obsessed with gr | i
B edterisive s fiziied . ammatical correctness

_ To avoid nuslﬂ_ i € use R‘ﬁll'_dhila and practice to teach the language forms she ced
. ice i mn':u- the language familiar 1o the leamere nguage forms should be wse

anise and follow controlled activities with
Role plays, discussions, presentations or task.
puring the final stage of the lesson, misy

L

the chance acti -
: v L'|1+t:'u:1_ o practice the langunge in a free manner.
ased activities should be used in the class

akes shoy : S Enn
: B s e Tangunge uninicrruptedt ld be presented for review. This will ensure that
stu pledly and naturally. If the mistakes are many, they should

1=ed Ej g b:\.li'l'l 5 I.‘IT Wy hl n "Il;s“:"i" 3 | | [ . = 5 TIOTS ' ar
t l E !I.', h[u“l. W] wa [ “,.l Eoine morc. B 4
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