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This study aims to investigate oral corrective feedback in an Iragi English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) setting by comparing learners’ preferences with those of
their teachers. This is a descriptive study and it is based on mixed methods
research where the researchers use both quantitative and qualitative research. A
parallel questionnaire including 36 items was administrated to 100 EFL learners
and 52 EFL teachers. For further study, interviews were also conducted with 10
teachers and 10 learners. Quantitative and qualitative methods were used to
analyze the collected data. The findings revealed that teachers and learners
preferred teacher feedback, self-correction, immediate feedback, and students’
responsibility for correction. Moreover, the most preferable type of corrective
feedback among learners was elicitation. The results also confirmed that there
exists a difference between teachers’ and learners’ preferences of corrective
feedback in oral communication skills as well as a difference between learners’
preferences based on gender.
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Bu calismanimn amaci, Irak’taki Ingilizce dersleri baglaminda dgrencilerin ve
dgretmenlerin sézel diizeltme geribildirim tercihlerini karsilastirmaktir. Ingilizce
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Teachers’and Learners’ Corrective Feedback Preferences

Introduction

Oral corrective feedback (OCF) has been viewed by several researchers as a vital aspect of language pedagogy
because it encourages learners to acquire additional knowledge of the target language form (Lightbown & Spada,
1999; Schmidt, 1990). Nevertheless, other scholars have negatively regarded this technique, arguing that it
should not take place in language-learning classrooms as it has no benefits for learners (Krashen, 1981; Truscott,
1996). Despite these differing opinions, oral corrective feedback continues to be widely utilized in language-
learning classrooms. However, some teachers have wondered about the use of corrective feedback, inquiring
why learners continue to make the same mistakes after receiving feedback several times. This questioning has
led to further investigation by researchers of the corrective feedback process, including variables potentially
impacting its effectiveness. The current study focuses on preference as an influential variable so as to understand
the influence of corrective feedback from individual perspectives and investigates Iraqi EFL teachers’ and
learners’ preferences of oral corrective feedback.

Literature review

Different factors encourage and enable students to succeed in acquiring a foreign language (FL). One of the
most important factors is the provision of guidance to learners on how to correct their oral mistakes. According
to Horwitz (1988), teachers must be attentive of learners’ beliefs regarding language teaching and learning, and
there should be a match between the beliefs and realities that students encounter in a language-learning
classroom. Similarly, Nunan (1987) emphasized that if teachers are unaware of students’ learning expectations,
the language-learning process is hindered. Such mutual understanding between teachers and learners is crucial
especially during the feedback process, a time in which students pay particular attention to the behavior and
words of their teachers.

According to Chaudron (1988), the concept of corrective feedback has various segments of meaning. Firstly,
the term “treatment of error” refers to “any teacher behavior following an error that minimally attempts to inform
the learner of the fact of error”. Secondly, the treatment of error may not be sufficient or obvious to students, so
that it might mean “to elicit a revised student response”. Finally, there follows “the true correction which

succeeds in modifying the learner’s interlanguage rule so that the error is eliminated from further production”
(p.150).

Furthermore, corrective feedback (CF) is divided into the following six types: explicit correction, recasts,
clarification requests, meta-linguistic cues, elicitation and repetition (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). CF has been
elaborated for teachers in order that they may effectively evaluate learners’ efforts and provide guidance
regarding errors that have been uttered by the learners.

Corrective feedback has been the focus of some studies in the literature of second language learning. For
example, a study conducted by Katayama (2007) pertaining learners’ perceptions of OCF involved 588 Japanese
EFL learners at some Japanese universities. The results demonstrated that the students strongly preferred teacher
correction, and they preferred their pragmatic errors rather than other kinds of errors to be corrected. Moreover,
they preferred to be given hints and prompted by their teachers in order to realize the errors for self-
correction.Another study has been conducted by Park (2010), concerning which CF methods were preferred by
native English instructors and learners. Participants included 24 male and female English teachers, all of whom
were native speakers of English, and 51 male and female Korean university EFL students. Qualitative and
guantitative data was collected via a Questionnaire for Corrective Feedback Approaches and a Test of English
for International Communication.The findings of the quantitative data revealed that recast was the most preferred
among the other five CF techniques suggested by Lyster and Ranta (1997), and this was uniform among all the
participant group—teachers, learners, high-proficiency students, and low-proficiency students. The results of the
qualitative data revealed that instructors and learners differed both individually and as groups concerning their
preferences of CF. Moreover, clarification request, elicitation, and repetition were perceived by some teachers
and students to have the same construct as implicit correction.

In addition, Ok and Ustac1 (2013) conducted a study exploring students’ views of the policies used by
their teachers when correcting oral grammatical errors in an English Language Teaching (ELT) setting at a
Turkish university. Participants included 213 Turkish ELT students, both males and females from four levels
(freshmen, sophomore, junior, and senior). The findings demonstrated that teachers must select the techniques
they use for providing CF in oral grammatical errors. Firstly, ELT learners preferred their frequent verbal
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grammatical errors to be corrected. Particularly, senior learners were more positive and sensitive regarding the
instant correction of recurring errors. Furthermore, most learners favored the correction of common errors
among their peers rather than individual correction in class. Secondly, most students preferred their instructors’
helps in realizing their errors while correcting them by themselves, and they preferred being given choices to
correct their errors. Thirdly, freshmen students preferred being warned about grammar mistakes and being
corrected by repeating the correct form. They needed more feedback in grammar use than the other levels of
learners did.

Furthermore, a study was conducted by Kaivanpanah, Alavi and Sepehrinia (2015) to examine Iranian
language learners’ attitudes towards different types of OCF and to determine its relation to these learners’
proficiency. The study also compared students’ attitudes with those of teachers. Participants included 154
second-language learners at three various levels of proficiency as well as 25 EFL instructors. Both quantitative
and qualitative methods were used to analyze collected data from the questionnaires and interviews. The findings
of the study revealed that more capable students preferred more elicitative types of CF requiring self-correction.
Moreover, learners strongly supported teacher feedback, but they were also generally positive about peer
feedback at all levels of proficiency. The findings also revealed that teachers’ attitudes were negative towards the
outcomes of their CF.

In addition to these studies, a study conducted by Fidan (2015) investigated students’ attitudes towards OCF
among Turkish EFL students. Participants included 165 students from two different levels (141 C1-level students
and 24 B2-level students). The results indicated that almost all participants preferred their errors to be corrected,
and most preferred to be corrected instantly. Over half of the participants preferred their grammatical errors to be
corrected. The first most preferable correction strategy was teachers’ instant provision of the correct form, and
the second one was instructors’ repetition of the inaccurate parts of the speech.

Regarding the error-making process, researchers claim not only that it is impossible to ignore making errors
in foreign language learning and that it is a natural process, but also that error-making is advantageous
(Edge,1986). Richards (1974) has explained that making errors is helpful for learners, teachers, and researchers
alike. Error-making helps teachers understand learners’ achievement in the second language and also aids them
in understanding the extent of learners’ improvement. Additionally, error-making assists researchers in analyzing
the language-learning process as well as exposing the effectiveness of learning strategies and pedagogical
methods. Regarding students, making mistakes during the language-learning process is inevitable. For learning
English as a second language, there are English language departments at almost all universities in Irag. Speaking,
considered to be the most important skill, is emphasized in these departments. Investigating teachers’ and
learners’ preferences of corrective feedback in speaking skills may supplement existing research concerning
learner feedback because to the best of our knowledge, there is no study comparing learners’ and teachers’
preferences of corrective feedback for oral communication in Iragi EFL context. Moreover, this study may fill a
small gap in relevant literature by considering oral communication feedback, in particular. It may, thus, inspire
future research pertaining to how corrective feedback may be made more effective in enhancing students’
speaking skills. Most immediately, this study may have a practical use for English departments at universities in
the Northern Iraq. Specifically, it may be useful for teachers in their provision of feedback regarding students’
speaking skills, thus potentially improving these students’ speaking skills. The following research questions
guide this study:

1. What are Iraqi EFL teachers’ preferences of corrective feedback for their students’ oral errors?
2. What are Iraqi EFL learners’ preferences of corrective feedback for their oral errors?

3. Is there a difference between Iraqi EFL teachers’ and learners’ preferences of corrective feedback in oral
communication?

4. Is there a difference between Iraqi EFL learners’ preferences of corrective feedback in oral
communication based on gender?
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Method
Research Design

This study is a descriptive research study investigating teachers’ and learners’ preferences of CF in oral
communication, and mixed method was used in the study, both quantitative and qualitative. Participants
consisted of Iraqi EFL teachers and students. Data collection tools were a parallel questionnaire and a semi-
structured interview. A parallel questionnaire was administered to subjects, which included 36 items in the form
of a five-point Likert scale. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with both teachers and learners and they
included six open-ended questions to learn more about their preferences of OCF. The questionnaires were
distributed to the learners by paper, while they were administered to teachers via email. The teachers and
learners were interviewed in-person, and the interviews were recorded and then transcribed for analysis.

Participants

Participants included 100 Iraqgi students (43 males and 57 female) whose ages ranged from 20 to 25 years.
The questionnaire was applied to 120 students but some of them were excluded because of being incomplete.
Therefore, data obtained from 100 students were analyzed Though all students were Iraqgi, their mother tongues
differed and included such languages as Kurdish, Arabic, Turkish, Persian, and Assyrian. They had at least one
year of experience in studying English, but none of the learners had ever visited an English-speaking country.
The participants were selected from two sophomore classes at Salahaddin University, College of Languages,
English Department. Since oral communication course was obligatory for sophomore students in Salahaddin
University, the whole sophomore students composed the study group of the research. Therefore, we aimed at
reaching the whole universe instead of selecting a sample (Biiytukoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz & Demirel,
2017)

The number of the teachers who participated in this research was 52, including 31 males and 21 females
whose ages ranged from 28 to 50 years. All possessed at least one year of teaching experience and possessed
experience in teaching speaking skills, particularly. Most held a PhD in TEFL, Applied Linguistics, or English
Literature.

Data Collection and Analysis

A two-part parallel questionnaire was utilized to collect data. On the first part of the questionnaire, teachers
and students were asked to provide demographic information, and on the second part of the questionnaire, they
were asked to specify their support for various types of OCF including 36 items, utilizing a five-point Likert
scale, and to rate the items from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). The survey instruments (Student
and Teacher Questionnaires) previously had been used in a study comparing learners’ and teachers’ preferences
of interactional feedback (Kaivanpanah, Alavi & Sepehrinia, 2015). Consent was taken from the authors in order
to use the questionnaire for the current study. As the questionare was appropriate for course content, the
researchers did not feel to make any changes. These questionnaires were used to obtain information about
teachers’ and learners’ preferences of CP in oral communication. Therefore, we did not apply advanced
statistical techniques in the analysis of the data.

The parallel questionnaire included the following six sub-dimensions preferences for peer feedback
(1,5,6,12,17,18,19,22,28,31 items), preferences for teacher feedback (2,7,8,10,26,30,34,35,36 items) |,
preferences for different types of feedback (3,4,9,13,14,15,16,20,21,23,25,29 items), immediate or delayed
feedback (11,24,32),, preferences for self-correction (27),, and student responsibility for correction(33). All
items on the student questionnaire were translated into Kurdish and Arabic. Two experts having their PhDs in
TEFL translated the questionnaires into Kurdish and Arabic. After the initial translation was completed, the
equivalence of the each queationnaire’s two versions were ensured by reverse translation. Afterwards, the back-
translated forms were compared and approved. A pilot study was conducted with teachers and students and the
results indicated that the questionnaires were reliable, with a Cronbach’s Alpha value of .80 for teachers and .76
for students. Since the values obtained from Shapiro-Wilk test were not significant (p>0.05, asymp. sig.= 0,270),
the data indicated normality. To determine whether any statistically significant difference existed between
teachers’ and learners’ preferences of OCF and whether there any statistically significant difference existed
between learners’ preferences based on gender, an Independent-Samples T-Test was used to analyze data in
terms of the Mean, Standard Deviation, and P-value.
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After completing the questionnaires, semi-structured interviews were also conducted with a number of
participants. 10 teachers and 10 students were interviewed in order to elicit more information regarding their
views of OCF. They were asked to clarify their reasons for choosing peer feedback and teacher feedback as well
as to discuss the different types of CF along with preferences of immediate and delayed feedback, self-
correction, and students’ responsibility for correction. The interviews included six open-ended questions for both
teachers and learners. All items in student’s interview were translated into Kurdish and Arabic. The interviews
lasted 10 to 20 minutes. They were all recorded and then transcribed for later analysis. The data collected from
the interviews was analyzed by means of content analysis. Content analysis is a systematic approach for coding
and categorizing the textual information to explore the words, the patterns, their frequency and relationship
(Pope, Ziebland & Mays, 2006). The data collected read and reread by the researchers in order to determine
emerging themes. A coding frame was used after reading several times. During the coding, similar codes were
combined into bigger units. To ensure the results of content analysis, the findings were shared with two EFL
experts holding PhDs. Based on their suggestions, the necessary changes were made.

Findings

Independent-Samples T-Test was used to determine whether a difference exists between teachers’ and
learners’ preferences of OCF. Table 1 below indicates teachers’ and learners’ preferences of corrective
feedback.

Table 1. Comparison of Teachers’ and Learners’ Preferences for Corrective Feedback

Sub-dimensions of OCF scale Teacher Learner
sd -
X X sd p
Preference for peer feedback 32.25 5.11 36.58 4.90 .001
Preference for teacher feedback 27.10 5.41 31.95 5.22 .001
Preference for different types of 5.69 .001
feedback 43.38 4.65 46.54
Immediate or delayed feedback 10.21 1.91 11.49 2.15 .001
Preference for self-correction 3.48 0.90 3.90 1.03 .014
Student requn3|blllty for 4.15 0.70 397 1.00 132
correction

As presented in Table 1, teachers and learners’ preferences of corrective feedback above differ in terms of
peer feedback. The results demonstrate that a statistically significant difference exists between the scores of
teachers (X = 32.25, sd = 5.11) and learners (X = 36.58, sd = 4.90), (p< .05).In addition, to compare learners’
preferences for teacher feedback with those of teachers, scores were calculated and it was found that there is a
statistically significant difference between the scores of teachers (X = 27.10, sd = 5.41) and learners (X = 31.95,
sd = 5.22),(p < .05). It can be inferred that teachers and learners have different opinions related to teacher
feedback provided for learners.

Furthermore, as for the preference for different types of feedback, the findings show a statistically significant
difference to exist between the scores of teachers (X = 43.38, sd = 4.65) and learners (X = 46.54, sd = 5.69), (p <
.05). Moreover, regarding whether oral feedback should be immediate or delayed, we found that teachers and
learners have different opinions. The results show that a statistically significant difference exists between the

scores of teachers (X =10.21, sd = 1.91) and learners (x = 11.49, sd=2.15), (p < .05).

To compare learners’ and teachers’ preferences for self-correction, scores were calculated and the results also
indicate a statistically significant difference to exist between the scores of teachers (X = 3.481, sd = 0.90) and
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learners (X = 3.90, SD = 1.03), (p < .05). It can be interpreted that teachers and learners’ beliefs related to self-
correction differ. However, teachers’ and learners’ preferences concerning students’ responsibility for correction
were similar. Unlike the other constructs, the findings show that no statistically significant difference exists

between the scores of teachers (X =4.15, sd = 0.70) and learners (X = 3.92, sd = 1.00), (p > .05).
Difference between learners’ feedback preferences based on gender

An independent-sample t-test was conducted to compare male and female learners’ preferences of OCF, and
responses were calculated for all questionnaire items. Table 4 below indicates the results in terms of mean,
standard deviation, and p-value.

Table 2.Difference between Male and Female Learners’ Preferences for Corrective Feedback

Sub-dimensions of OCF scale Male Female
2 sd 5 sd p
Preference for peer feedback 38.33 4.80 35.26 4.58 .002
Preference for teacher feedback 32.79 5.22 31.32 5.18 163
Preference for different types of 4705 507 16,16 6.13 242
feedback
Immediate or delayed feedback 11.63 2.10 11.39 2.23 .580
Preference for self-correction 4.07 0.89 3.77 1.12 .153
Student  responsibility  for 3.95 0.98 390 101 771

correction

As seen above, learners’ preferences for peer feedback in terms of gender are different. The findings show a
statistically significant difference to exist between the scores of males ( = 38.33, sd = 4.80) and females (X =
35.26, sd = 4.58), (p < .05). However, there is no statistically significant difference between the scores of males

(X=32.79, sd = 5.22) and females (X =31.32, sd =5.18); (p > .05) in terms of preference for teacher feedback.

Furthermore, for different types of feedback, it is seen that there is no statistically significant difference
between males and females (X =47.05,sd =5.07; (X =46.16, sd = 6.13, respectively and p > .05). Moreover,
regarding whether oral feedback should be immediate or delayed, we found that male and female learners have
similar preferences (x = 11.63, sd = 2.10; (X = 11.39, sd = 2.23, respectively and p > .05). Similarly, the results
show that there is no statistically significant difference between the scores of male(x = 4.07, sd = 0.89) and
female students’ (X = 3.77, sd = 1.12) preferences of self-correction (p > .05). Regarding students’ responsibility
for correction in terms of gender, the findings indicate no statistically significant difference between the scores
of males (x =3.95, sd =0.98) and females (X =3.90, sd = 1.01),(p > .05).

Teachers’ Interviews

In order to elicit more information about teachers’ preferences of OCF, 10 teachers were interviewed. The
data collected from the interviews was analyzed by means of content analysis. Table 2 illustrates the themes and
topics mentioned during the interviews. The teachers were asked to clarify their preferences for (a) peer
feedback, (b) teacher feedback, (c) types of corrective feedback, (d) immediate or delayed feedback, (e) self-
correction, and (f) student’s responsibility for correction.

Table 3.Results of Teachers’ Interviews

Constructs Themes F
Teacher feedback Teacher as source of information 5
Negative effect 1

Peer’s lack of knowledge 2

Teachers’ confirmation 2

770



Hassan & Yalcin Arslan

Peer feedback Encouraging learners to be active 3
Different types of Depending on learners’ language level 10
feedback & self-

correction

Immediate or delayed Being helpful 10
feedback Being forgetful 4
Students’ Improving learners’ performance 6
responsibility Encouraging learners to have self-confidence 3

As demonstrated in Table 3, It is seen that 5 teachers felt that teacher feedback was important because
teacher was seen as source of information (N=5). The analysis revealed that three teachers did not support peer
feedback (N=3). They believed that peer feedback might have a negative effect on learners and the learning
environment, and they believed that learners do not trust their friends’ abilities or knowledge for correction, so
they need expert knowledge to correct them as a teacher stated that:

“Learners want to be corrected by their teachers because they do not believe their peers have ability for
correction”(T4).

For this reason, the teachers felt that the learners consider their teacher as the sole source of correction (N=5).
Furthermore, they believed that better learning outcomes result from teacher feedback because usually learners
prefer to be corrected by their teachers (N=5). In addition, one teacher stated that learners may have a negative
feeling when they are corrected by their peers and that they may feel that their peers are showing off their
abilities when they correct each other (N=1). According to the teachers, when learners are corrected by their
peers, they turn to their teachers for confirmation (N=2). Additionally, they believed that teacher feedback is
more effective than peer feedback. None of the instructors believed a particular type of feedback to correct
learners’ errors. They believed the type of feedback used depends on the learning environment and level of
learners (N=10). For example, one teacher stated that:

“Elicitation is primarily supportive of advanced students, who have the capability for self-correction, while
recasts and metalinguistic feedback are helpful for those who do not have the ability for self-correction” (T5).

Another teacher commented that:
“No specific type of corrective feedback is better than others, it depends on learners’ language (T7).

Moreover, the analysis showed that all teachers preferred to provide immediate feedback (N=10). They
believed that immediate feedback is better and more helpful than delayed feedback as they felt that delayed
feedback may be easily forgotten. A teacher believed that:

“When a language learner makes errors or utters an utterance erroneously, he/she needs to be corrected
immediately;, otherwise, the feedback cannot have its effectiveness (T1)”.

The analysis of the interviews also proved that all the teachers strongly supported learners to improve their
performance and pay attention to their own errors as well as to repeat correctly what they think they have uttered
erroneously(N=6). They believed that every single learner of a language is responsible for correcting his/her own
errors, and they stated that learners need to be encouraged to have self-confidence, accept responsibility for
correction, and adjust themselves to the nature of the classroom(N=6). For example, a teacher stated that:

“Learners are responsible for improving their performance, they have to take care of what they have been
told, and they have to concentrate on their correction in order not to repeat the same mistake again and again
(T10)".

Learners’ Interviews

In order to get more detailed information related to learners’ preferences of corrective feedback, 10
students were asked to express their preferences for (a) peer feedback, (b) teacher feedback, (c) types of
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corrective feedback, (d) immediate or delayed feedback, (e) self-correction, and (f) student’s responsibility for
correction. Table 3 illustrates the themes and topics mentioned during the interviews.

Table 4.Results of Students’ Interviews

Constructs Themes F

Teacher feedback Teacher as the sole source of knowledge 5

Learners’ lack of knowledge 3

Peer feedback Encouraging learners to be active 1

Source of exchanging information 1

Friendly classroom atmosphere 1

Different types of Preferring elicitation 6

feedback Preferring repetition 4

Immediate Not feeling ashamed 7

Delayed feedback Negative feeling about classmates’ comments 3
Self-correction Self-dependence 10
Students’ Learning from errors 10

responsibility

As demonstrated in Table 4, the analysis revealed that some students did not support peer feedback as is the
case with teachers (N=3). They stated that their peers do not have the required ability and knowledge for
correcting vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation, so an expert knowledge is required to correct their errors.
According to learners, teachers are the sole source of knowledge of correction (N=5) as a learner stated that:

“Teachers are the sole source of knowledge, they have required ability to correct the learners, but the
learners have not” (S2).

Furthermore, the analysis showed that the students are more interested in teacher feedback than in peer
feedback (N=8; N=3, respectively). The findings indicate that learners are generally favour different types of CF
(N=10). Among the majority of the learners, the most preferable type of feedback was elicitation. For example,
one of the learners commented that:

“l prefer all the types of corrective feedback, but the one which the teacher asks me to reformulate my
utterance and tries fo correct me by myself'is my favorite one” (S3).

Furthermore, the majority of learners preferred to be corrected immediately (N=7). They believed that
immediate feedback is better and they do not feel ashamed when they are corrected by their teacher or peers in
front of classmates. Moreover, all the learners agreed to be corrected by themselves (N=10). They preferred their
teacher to identify the errors and to be prompted for self-correction. As for students’ responsibility for
correction, all learners believed that they have a responsibility for correction (N=10). One of the learners stated
as:

“ If we do not make errors, we cannot learn” (S10).

They felt that they must improve their performances and pay more attention to their own errors so that they
do not make the same errors again. They also believed that every single language learner is responsible for
correcting his/her own errors.
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Discussion and Conclusion

Based on the data from teachers’ responses, it can be stated that the majority of teachers rejected peer feedback
because they felt that peer feedback can cause learners to feel humiliated, and it might create a negative sense for
learners. They generally had positive views of teacher feedback. They preferred no specific type of corrective
feedback, and they tended to believe that the use of different types of corrective feedback depends on learners’
language levels. The teachers supported immediate feedback. Regarding self-correction, teachers believed that
learners make more language gains / acquisitions when they correct themselves. They also think that students
need to be motivated to get feedback from their teachers in order to receive maximum benefit.

These results of the this study are consistent with those of Kaivanpanah, et al.'s (2015) study investigating
Iranian EFL teachers’ and learners’ views on different types of corrective feedback. They found that teachers
were less convinced by peer feedback because they stated that it can cause students to experience humiliation.
They found that better learning outcomes in the language-learning classroom are produced by teacher feedback.
Other studies are also somewhat consistent with the results of this study regarding the types of CF preferred.
However, all the instructors in this study preferred no specific type of CF because they thought that the type of
CF utilized depends on the situation and the environment of the classroom. Moreover, it depends on the type of
error and the students’ capacity. According to Fungula (2013), recasts were the most commonly used type of CF
for grammatical errors in a Chinese EFL context and in that study, meta-linguistics was given priority for
correcting vocabulary errors.

Regarding the data from learners’ responses, the findings revealed that the majority of the learners rejected
peer feedback because they believed that peers do not have the required ability and knowledge for correcting the
errors. They generally had positive views concerning teacher feedback. They preferred all types of corrective
feedback, but the most preferable ones were elicitation and repetition. In a study conducted in Turkish EFL
context by Coskun (2010), repetition was the most frequently used type of feedback for grammatical errors.
Regarding whether feedback should be immediate or delayed, the learners strongly supported immediate
feedback, and they tended to believe that they do not feel ashamed when they are corrected by their peers. The
results contradict with those previous studies investigating influence of immediate and delayed feedback
correction on EFL students’ speaking skills, since they found that delayed error correction positively affects
learners’ oral production (Rahimi & Dastjerdi, 2012). These findings can be supported by Kazemi, Araghi, and
Davatgari (2013)’s study which investigated Iranian EFL student’ attitudes towards classroom OCF. In their
study, the learners strongly preferred their oral errors to be corrected, and they preferred to be corrected
immediately as well. Additionally, most of the learners preferred repetition as the most effective technique of
feedback. They also preferred to be prompted for self-correction. Learners also think that they need to be given
chances to think about their erroneous utterances and attempt to self-correct. Moreover, in a study by Yoshida
(2008) in Japan, teachers believe that self-correction is an effective CF method.

It can be asserted that the findings of this study regarding students’ preferences of OCF are consistent with a
study (Fidan, 2015) conducted in Turkey, which proposes that instructors must pay more attention to the
strategies they use while providing corrective feedback and learners prefer to be corrected immediately by their
teachers. That study also has demonstrated that teacher feedback is most preferable among learners (Fidan,
2015). The results of this study concerning self-correction suggest that learners benefit more when they correct
themselves. The findings of this study are also consistent with a study conducted in Japan by Yoshida (2008). In
that study, learners more specifically preferred self-correction. The findings can be supported by another study in
Japanese context (Katayama, 2007). It was found that the students strongly preferred teacher correction, and they
preferred their pragmatic errors rather than other kinds of errors to be corrected. Moreover, they preferred to be
given hints and prompted by their teachers in order to realize the errors for self-correction. The findings are also
align with a study conducted by Ok and Ustac1 (2013) in Turkey, which found that most students preferred their
instructors’ helps in realizing their errors while correcting them by themselves, and they preferred to be given
choices to correct their errors. According to a study conducted by Kaivanpanah, Alavi and Sepehrinia (2015) in
Iran, learners strongly supported teacher feedback, but they were also generally positive about peer feedback.

Based on the data from teachers’ and learners’ responses on both questionnaires, a statistically significant
difference was determined between Iraqi EFL teachers’ and learners’ preferences of OCF. The findings are
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consistent with the study conducted by Park (2010) on the preferences of CF perceived by native English
instructors and learners. There was a statistically significant difference between teachers’ and learners’
preferences of OCF concerning explicit correction.

The results also indicated that male and female learners’ preferences for corrective feedback were also
different, which is also a significant result of the present study.These results are consistent with a study
conducted by Zarei (2011) in Iran, examining the relationship between gender and CF. The study revealed that
there is a statistically significant difference between the preferences of male and female learners for CF.
However, the findings conflict with the results of a previous research by Khorshidi and Rassaei (2013). They
investigated Iranian learners’ preferences for CF based on gender. In their study, they did not find a significant
difference between male and female learners regarding their preferences for CF.

To sum up, the results generally revealed that teacher feedback was determined to be important to the
learners and preferred to be provided immediately. Moreover, all types of CF were regarded as important, and
instructors should be aware of different types of CF in order to address students’ oral errors. Thus, teachers
should be more conscious in choosing the most effective type of feedback in the appropriate manner. Teachers
also should create a learning atmosphere to help their students to self-correct and to be responsible for correcting
their errors. They need to enhance their learners’ ability and encourage them to be more confident in achieving
their learning goals. Furthermore, learners need to be encouraged to self-correct and accept responsibility for
correcting their errors.

Implications

The findings of the present study hold pedagogical implications for EFL teachers and learners. The present
study demonstrated that, EFL teachers and learners have their own preferences toward OCF. Such findings may
encourage teachers to continue seeking effective ways to provide CF to their students. Although most learners in
this study preferred all types of CF, the most valuable type preferred was elicitation. Regarding types of CF,
teachers should find ways to give feedback that is comprehensible and beneficial to learners. In addition, OCF
should be given without embarrassing students. It should help them to understand that oral feedback is part of the
learning process. A further pedagogical implication is that the teacher is the sole source of knowledge for giving
corrective feedback. Students need to be aware that learning a language is a process that involves interactions not
only with teachers but also peers. In this context, teachers should enable students to understand that each of them
is responsible for their own language learning and that feedback from peers might also be helpful. This study has
some suggestions for the future studies. Further research might include more participants (teacher and learners).
More universities can also be included in order to have more general results.
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) Irakh Ingilizce Ogretmenleri ve Ingilizceyi Yabanci Dil Olarak
Ogrenenlerin Sozlii Iletisimde Diizeltici Geri Bildirim Tercihleri Hakkinda
Karsilastirmah Bir Calisma

Giris

Sozel diizeltici geri bildirim (SDQG), 6grencileri hedef dilin yapis1 hakkinda daha fazla bilgi edinmeye tesvik
ettiginden, bir¢ok arastirmaci tarafindan dil egitiminin hayati bir unsuru olarak goriilmiistiir (Lightbown &
Spada, 1999; Schmidt, 1990). Ancak yine de diger bilim insanlari bu teknigi olumsuz bir cercevede
degerlendirmis olup, Ogrenciler igin hi¢bir yarart olmadigi icin dil &grenim smiflarinda bu teknigin
kullanilmamasi gerektigini iddia etmislerdir (Krashen, 1981; Truscott, 1996). Her ne kadar farkli goriisler olsa
da, sozel diizeltici geri bildirim, dil 6grenim siniflarinda yaygin bigimde kullanilmaya devam etmektedir. Ancak
bazi 6gretmenler, diizeltici geri bildirimin nasil kullanilacagini merak etmekte olup, bazi dgrencilerin birkag kez
geri bildirim aldiktan sonra neden hala ayni hatalari tekrarladigini sorgulamaktadir. Bu sorgulama, geri
bildirimin verimliligini etkileyen degiskenler de dahil olmak iizere, arastirmacilart diizeltici geri bildirim siireci
hakkinda daha fazla arastirma yapmaya itmektedir. Mevcut ¢alismada, bireysel bakis agilarindan yola ¢ikarak
diizeltici geri bildirimin etkisini anlamak amaciyla, duyussal bir degisken olan tercih iizerinde yogunlasilmistir.
Bu calismada, Irakli Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin ve Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak &grenenlerin sozlii iletisimde
diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri incelenmektedir.

Literatiir taramasi

Cesitli faktorler, 6grencileri yabanci dil (YD) dgreniminde basariya tesvik ve sevk etmektedir. Ogrencilere
sOzlii hatalarini nasil diizeltecekleri konusunda yol gostermek, en 6nemli faktorlerden biridir. Horwitz (1988),
ogretmenlerin 6grencilerde dil dgretimi ve 6grenimi hakkinda yer etmis diislincelerine dikkat etmesi gerektigini
ve 6grencilerin bir dil sinifinda karsilastiklar1 gergekler ile diisiinceleri arasinda bir uyum saglanmasi gerektigini
ifade etmektedir. Benzer sekilde Nunan (1987), dgretmenlerin dgrencilerin 6grenim beklentilerini bilmedikleri
takdirde dil dgrenme siirecinin sekteye ugrayacagim vurgulamaktadir. Ogretmenler ile &grenciler arasinda
boylesi bir karsilikli anlayis, 6grencilerin 6zellikle 6gretmenlerinin davraniglarina ve kelimelerine dikkat ettigi
geri bildirim siirecinde hayati bir 6nem tagir.

Chaudron'a gore (1988), diizeltici geri bildirim kavrami farkli anlamlara sahiptir. ik olarak "hata diizeltme"
ifadesi, "yapilan bir hatanin ardindan &grenciyi hata hakkinda minimum diizeyde bilgilendirmeyi amaglayan
ogretmen davranis1" olarak tammlanir. ikinci olarak hata diizeltme, dgrenciler icin yeterli ya da belirgin
olmayabilir; bu nedenle "gbzden gecirilen bir d6grenci yanitini ortaya ¢ikarmak" seklinde tanimlanabilir. Son
olarak, "hatanin gelecekte tekrarlanmasini Onlemek amaciyla dgrencilerinin ana dil kuralini degistirmeyi
saglayan gercek diizeltme" tanimu yapilir (s. 150).

Ayrica diizeltici geri bildirim (DG) alt1 farkli tiire ayrilir: agik diizeltme, yeniden bigimlendirme, agiklik
getirme talepleri, iist dil ipuglari, ¢ikartim ve tekrarlama (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). Ogretmenlerin, grencilerin
cabalarini etkin bi¢imde degerlendirebilmeleri ve 6grencilerin dile getirdigi hatalarla ilgili yol gdsterebilmeleri
i¢in, 0gretmenler acisindan DG iizerinde detayli olarak durulmustur.

Diizeltici geri bildirim, ikinci dil 6grenimi alan yazininda bazi ¢alismalarin odaginda yer almistir. Ornegin,
ogrencilerin SDG algilartyla ilgili olarak Katayama (2007) tarafindan yiiriitiillen bir ¢alismaya, ¢esitli Japon
{iniversitelerinden Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak &grenen 588 Japon &grenci katilmugtir. Sonuglar, dgrencilerin
Ogretmen diizeltmesini yogun bir sekilde tercih ettigini ve diger hata tiirlerinin diizeltilmesi yerine edimsel
hatalarin diizeltilmesini tercih ettiklerini gdstermistir. Ayrica dgrenciler hatalar1 kendi baglarina diizeltebilmek
icin gretmenleri tarafindan yonlendirilmeyi ve ipuglart almayi tercih etmislerdir.

Anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin tercih ettigi DG yontemleriyle ilgili olarak, Park (2010)
tarafindan bir baska ¢alisma daha yiirtitiilmiistir. Katilimcilar, anadili Ingilizce olan 24 erkek ve kadin Ingilizce
ogretmeninden ve bir Kore iniversitesinde Ingilizce Ogretmenligi okuyan 51 erkek ve kadin 6grenciden
olugmaktaydi. Diizeltici Geri Bildirim Yaklagimlar1 Anketi (DGYA) ve Uluslararasi Iletisim i¢in Ingilizce Testi
(TOEIC) ile nitel ve nicel veriler elde edilmistir. Nitel veri bulgulari, yeniden bigimlendirmenin, Lyster ve Ranta
(1997) tarafindan onerilen diger bes DG teknigi arasinda en ¢ok tercih edilen teknik oldugunu ortaya koymus
olup, katilimer grubunun tamaminda (6gretmenler, 6grenciler, yiiksek becerili 6grenciler (YBO) ve diisiik
becerili 6grenciler (DBO)) ayn1 sonug elde edilmistir. Istatistiksel agidan anlaml tek degisken, acik diizeltme
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olmustur. Nitel verilerin sonuglari, 6gretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin hem bireysel olarak hem de grup olarak DG
tercihleriyle ilgili farklilik gosterdiklerini ortaya koymustur. Ayrica aciklik getirme talebi, ¢ikarim ve tekrarlama,
bazi 6gretmenler ve 6grenciler tarafindan ayni ortiilii diizeltme yapisina sahip olarak algilanmigtir.

Ayrica Ok ve Ustact (2013), Tiirkiye'deki bir iiniversitede, Ingilizce dilinin &gretildigi ortamda
ogretmenlerin sozlii dil bilgisi hatalarmi diizeltirken uyguladigi ilkeler hakkinda 6grencilerin gorislerini
aragtiran bir ¢aligma yapmugstir. Katilimeilar dort farkli donemde (birinci, ikinei, liglincli ve dordiincii sinif)
okuyan erkek ve kiz olmak iizere, Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen 213 Tiirk dgrenciden olusmaktadir. Elde
edilen bulgular, 6gretmenlerin sozlii dil bilgisi hatalarinda DG saglamada kullandiklar1 teknikleri dikkatli
segmeleri gerektigini ortaya koymustur. Ilk olarak, Ingilizce 6grencileri sik yaptiklar sozlii dil bilgisi hatalarmin
diizeltilmesini tercih etmistir. Ozellikle dordiincii siniftaki Ogrenciler, tekrar eden hatalarin hemen
diizeltilmesiyle ilgili daha olumlu ve hassas davranmistir. Ayrica gogu 6grenci, sinifta bireysel diizeltme yerine
kendi akranlar arasinda yaygin olarak yapilan hatalarn diizeltilmesini istemistir. ikinci olarak ¢ogu dgrenci,
hatalar1 kendi baglarina diizeltirken 6gretmenlerinin hatalarini anlamalarina yardim etmesini ve hatalarinin
diizeltilmesi icin kendilerine secenekler sunulmasini tercih etmistir. Ugiincii olarak, birinci simf dgrencileri
yaptiklari dil bilgisi hatalar1 konusunda uyarilmay1 ve dogrusunu tekrar ederek bu hatalarin diizeltilmesini tercih
etmistir. Dil bilgisi kullanimiyla ilgili olarak, diger seviyedeki Ogrencilere kiyasla daha fazla geri bildirime
ihtiya¢c duymuslardir.

Ayrica Kaivanpanah, Alavi ve Sepehrinia (2015) tarafindan yapilan bir calismada, iranli dil 6grencilerinin
farkli SDG tiirlerine yonelik tutumlari incelenmis ve bunun 6grencilerin yeterligi ile olan iligkisi belirlenmistir.
Ayn1 zamanda ¢aligmada, dgrencilerin tutumlart ile 6gretmenlerin tutumlari karsilagtirilmistir. Katilimeilar, ti¢
farkli yeterlik diizeyindeki 154 ikinci dil ogrencisinden ve 25 Ingilizce 6gretmeninden olusmaktadir.
Anketlerden ve goriigmelerden toplanan verileri analiz etmek i¢in hem nitel hem de nicel yontemler
kullanilmistir. Calismanin bulgulari, daha yetenekli 6grencilerin kendi kendini diizeltmeyi gerektiren daha
cikartima dayali DG tiirlerini tercih ettigini gostermistir. Ayrica dgrenciler dgretmen geri bildirimini gii¢lii bir
bicimde desteklemis olup, tiim yetkinlik diizeylerinde akran geri bildirimi konusunda da genellikle olumlu bir
yaklagim sergilemistir. Bulgular, dgretmenlerin DG sonuglarina yonelik tutumlarinin da olumsuz oldugunu
ortaya koymustur.

Bu ¢alismalar disinda, yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen Tiirk 6grencilerin SDG tutumlarina iliskin olarak,
Fidan (2015) tarafindan baska bir ¢alisma daha yapilmistir. Calismaya iki farkli seviyeden (141 C1 seviyesi
Ogrenci ve 24 B2 seviyesi 0grenci) 165 6grenci katilmigtir. Sonuglar, neredeyse tiim katilimeilarin hatalarimin
diizeltilmesini tercih ettigini ve c¢ogunun hemen diizeltilmesini tercih ettigini gdstermistir. Katilimcilarin
yarisindan fazlasi, dil bilgisi hatalarmin diizeltilmesini tercih etmistir. En ¢ok tercih edilen ilk diizeltme stratejisi,
Ogretmenlerin dogru yapiyr aninda vermesi, ikincisi ise Ogretmenlerin konusmadaki hatali kisimlar
tekrarlamasidir.

Hata yapma siireciyle ilgili olarak arastirmacilar, yabanci dil 6greniminde yapilan hatalarin gérmezden
gelinemeyecegini ve bunun dogal bir siire¢ oldugunu (Edge, 1989), ayrica hata yapmanin avantaj sagladigim da
One siirmektedir. Richards (1974), hata yapmanin 6grenciler, 6gretmenler ve aragtirmacilar igin de yararli
oldugunu agiklamigtir. Hata yapmak, Ogretmenlerin Ogrencilerin ikinci dil 6greniminde ne denli basarili
olduklarin1 anlamalarina yardimci olur ve ayrica ogrencﬂerm gelisim seviyelerini anlamalarina da katki saglar.
Hata yapmak, ayn1 zamanda arastirmacilarin dil 6grenme siirecini analiz etmesine ve ogrenme stratejileri ile
pedagojik yontemlerin verimliligini ortaya ¢ikarmasma da yard1mc1 olur. Ogrencilerin dil 6grenme siirecinde
hata yapmasi kagmnilmazdir. Ingilizcenin ikinci dil olarak 6grenimi igin Irak'ta neredeyse tiim iiniversitelerde
Ingilizce boliimleri bulunmaktadir. En 6nemli beceri olarak goriilen konusmanm onemi bu boliimlerde
vurgulanmaktadir. Konusma becerilerinde 6gretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin diizeltici geri bildirim tercihlerini
sorusturmak, dgrenci geri bildirimiyle ilgili mevcut arastirmaya katki saglayabilir, ¢linkii bilindigi kadariyla
Irak'ta Ingilizce 6gretimi baglaminda 6grencilerin ve Ogretmenlerin sézlii iletisimde diizeltici geri bildirim
tercihlerinin karsilastirildigi herhangi bir ¢alisma yapilmamistir. Ayrica bu c¢alisma, 6zellikle sozlii iletisim geri
bildirimini degerlendirerek ilgili alanyazininda kiigiik bir boslugu da doldurabilir. Dolayisiyla, dgrencilerin
konusma becerilerinin artirilmasi agisindan diizeltici geri bildirimin nasil daha verimli hale getirilebilecegi
konusunda gelecekteki aragtirmalar igin de ilham verebilir. En kisa vadede bu ¢alisma, Kuzey Irak'taki
iiniversitelerde bulunan Ingilizce boliimlerinde kullamim pratikligi saglayabilir. Ozellikle 06gretmenler,
ogrencilerin konusma becerileriyle ilgili geri bildirimde bulunurken fayda saglayabilir ve bu sayede bu
ogrencilerin konusma becerileri gelistirilebilir. Bu caligmaya asagidaki aragtirma sorular1 yon vermektedir:

5. Irakli Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin 6grencilerin sozlii hatalariyla ilgili diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri
nelerdir?
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6. Ingilizce 6grenen Irakli 6grencilerin sozlii hatalariyla ilgili diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri nelerdir?

7. Irakli Ingilizce 6gretmenleri ile Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen dgrencilerin sozlii iletisimde
diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri arasinda bir fark var midir?

8. Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen Irakli dgrencilerin sozlii iletisimde diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri
arasinda cinsiyete bagh bir fark var midir?

Yontem
Arastirma Tasarimi

Bu caligma, 6gretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin sozlii iletisimde diizeltici geri bildirim tercihlerini inceleyen
betimleyici bir arastirma olup, arastirmada nicel ve nitel olmak iizere karma yontem kullanilmistir. Katilimeilar,
Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen Irakli ogrencﬂer ve Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinden olugmaktadir. Veri toplama
araglar1 olarak paralel anket ve yar1 yapilandirilmig goriisme kullanilmistir. 36 maddeden olusan ve besli Likert
6lgeginin kullanildig paralel anket uygulanmlstlr SDG tercihleri hakkinda daha fazla bilgi edinmek igin alt1 adet
agik uclu soru da déhil olmak izere, 6gretmenlerle ve ogrencilerle yari yapilandinlms goérismeler
gergeklestirilmistir. Anketler 6grencilere kagit tizerinde, 6gretmenlere ise e-posta ile dagitilmistir. Ogretmenler
ve 0grencilerle bizzat goriigiilmiis ve goriismeler kaydedlhp daha sonra analiz i¢in kagida dokiilmiistiir.

Katilimeilar

Calismaya yaglar1 20 ile 25 arasinda degisen 100 Irakli 6grenci (43 erkek ve 57 kadin) katilmigtir. Anket
120 6grenciye uyguland:i fakat anketlerin 20 tanesi eksik dolduruldugu i¢in ¢alismadan ¢ikarildi.Bu nedenle
anket toplam 100 kisiye uygulandi. Tiim 6grenciler Irakli olmasina ragmen, 6grencilerin anadilleri farklidir; bu
diller arasinda Kiirtce, Arapca, Farsca ve Siiryanice gibi diller yer almaktadir. Ogrencilerin en az bir y1l Ingilizce
ogrenme deneyimi olmustur, ancak hicbiri Ingilizce konusulan bir iilkeyi ziyaret etmemistir. Katilimeilar,
Salahaddin Universitesi, Diller Fakiiltesi, ingilizce Béliimiindeki iki farkli ikinci siniftan secilmistir.Sozlii
iletisim becerileri dersi Salahaddin Universitesi’nin ikinci simf miifredatinda zorunlu bir ders oldugu icin, ikinci
smif 6grencileri katilimer olarak alinmistir.Bu nedenle bu ¢aligmada drneklem almak yerine tiim evrene ulagmay1
hedefledik (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz & Demirel, (2017) .

Bu arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin sayisi, 28-50 yas araliginda 31 erkek ve 21 kadin olmak iizere
toplamda 52'dir. Ogretmenlerin tamamu, konusma becerilerinin dgretimi konusu basta olmak {izere en az bir
yillik 6gretmenlik deneyimine sahiptir. Cogu Ingilizcenin Yabanci Dil Olarak Ogretimi, Uygulamali Dilbilim ve
Ingiliz Edebiyati alanlarinda doktora derecesine sahiptir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Veri toplarken iki kisimli paralel anket kullanilmistir. Anketin ilk bdlimiinde o6gretmenlerden ve
ogrencilerden demografik bilgilerini vermeleri istenmistir; ikinci bolimde ise 36 maddelik besli Likert 6lgegi
kullanilarak farkli SDG tiirlerine iliskin desteklerini belirtmeleri ve maddeleri "kesinlikle katilmiyorum" (1) ile
"kesinlikle katiliyorum" (5) arasinda puanlamalari istenmistir. Arastirma araglari (Ogrenci ve Ogretmen
Anketleri), 6grencilerin ve dgretmenlerin etkilesimsel geri bildirim tercihlerinin karsilastirildig: bir ¢alismada
kullamlmigtir (Kaivanpanah &Alavi&Sepehrinia, 2015). Anketleri bu ¢alismada kullanmak i¢in aragtirmacilar
tarafindan, anketin yazarlariyla iletisime gecilip izin alindi..Anketin igerigi, ders icerigiyle uyumlu oldugu igin
ankette herhangi bir degisiklik yapilmadi.Bu anketler, 6gretmen ve Ogrencilerin SDG tiirleri konusundaki
tercihlerini 6grenmek igin kullanildi. Bu nedenle, veri analizinde st diizey istatistiksel hesaplamalar
kullanilmadi.

Paralel anket, asagidaki altt farkli alt yapidan olusmaktadir: akran geri bildirimi
tercihleri(1,5,6,12,17,18,19,22,28,31maddeleri), , 6gretmen geri bildirimi tercihleri (2,7,8,10,26,30,34,35,36
maddeleri), farkli geri bildirim tiirlerine iliskin tercihler(3,4,9,13,14,15,16,20,21,23,25,29 maddeleri), , aninda
ya da gec geri bildirim (11,24,32 maddeleri),, kendi kendini diizeltme tercihleri (madde 27) ve 6grencinin
diizeltme sorumlulugu (madde 33) Ogrenm anketindeki tiim maddeler Kiirtce ve Arapgaya terciime edilmistir.
Anketler Ingilizceyi Yabanci Dil Olarak Ogretme alaninda doktorasi olan iki uzman tarafindan Kiirtce ve
Arapga’ya gevrildi. Ilk ¢eviri tamamlandiktan sonra, ¢evrilen anketlerin esitligi tekrar orijinal diline de gevrilerek
kiyalamasi yapildi ve onaylandi. Ogretmenlerle ve ogrencilerle pilot calisma yapilmis olup, elde edilen sonuglar,
anketlerin giivenilir oldugunu ve o6gretmenler i¢in Cronbach Alpha degerinin .80, dgrenciler icin ise .76
oldugunu gostermistir. Shapiro-Wilk testinden elde edilen degerler anlamli olmadig: ig:in (p>0.05, asymp. sig.=
0,270), dagilimin normal oldugu kabul edildi. Ogretmen ve 6grencilerin SDG arasinda anlamli bir fark olup
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olmadigini bulmak i¢in ve cinsiyete bagl olarak 6grencilerin SDG arasinda anlamli bir fark olup olmadigini
bulmak i¢in, ortalama, standart sapma ve anlamlilik degeri agisindan Bagimsiz Orneklemler T-testi yapildi.

Anketler tamamlandiktan sonra bazi katilimcilarla yar1 yapilandirilmig goriismeler de yapilmistir. SDG
hakkindaki goriislere yonelik daha fazla bilgi edinebilmek amaciyla, 10 6gretmen ve 10 6grenci ile goriigme
gerceklestirilmigtir. Akran geri bildirimini ve dgretmen geri bildirimini neden sectiklerini agiklamalari, ayni
zamanda aninda ve gec geri bildirim, kendi kendini diizeltme ve dgrencilerin diizeltme sorumlulugu tercihleriyle
birlikte farkli DG tiirlerini tartismalar istenmistir. Gorlismeler, 6gretmenler ve 68renciler i¢in alt1 adet agik uglu
sorudan olusmaktadir. Ogrenci goriismesindeki tiim maddeler Kiirtce ve Arapcaya terciime edilmistir.
Gortigmeler 10 ila 20 dakika siirmiistiir. Tiim goriismeler kaydedilmis ve sonradan analiz edilmek iizere yaziya
aktarilmistir. Goriismelerden toplanan veriler, icerik analizi yoluyla analiz edilmistir. Icerik analizi, metin
bilgisini, kelimeleri, kaliplarm sikligim1 ve iliskisini kodlamak ve smiflamak igin kullanilan sistematik bir
yontemdir (Pope, Ziebland & Mays, 2006). Toplanan veriler, simiflama yapabilmek i¢in arastirmaci tarafindan
tekrar tekrar okundu. Birgok kez okunduktan sonra, bir smiflama gergevesi olusturuldu. Simflama esnasinda,
benzer temalar daha biiyiik kategoriler altinda toplandi..Igerik analizinin sonuglarini dogrulamak amacryla
bulgular, Ingilizcenin yabanci dil olarak &gretimi alaninda doktora derecesi olan iki farkli uzmanla
paylasildi.Uzmanlarin tavsiyeleri dogrultusunda gerekli degisiklikler yapilmustir.

Bulgular

) Ogretmenlerin ve ogrencilerin SDG tercihleri arasinda bir fark olup olmadigini anlamak igin Iliskisiz
Orneklemler T-Testi kullanilmistir. Tablo 1°de 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri
gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 1. Ogretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin Diizeltici Geribildirim Tercihleri

SDG alt boyutlar Ogretmen sd Ogrenci sd p
X X

AkranGeribildirimi 32.25 5.11 36.58 4.90 .001
OgretmenGeribildirimi 27.10 5.41 31.95 5.22 .001
FarkliGeribildirimTiirleri 43.38 4.65 46.54 5.69 .001
AnlikveyaGecikmeliGeribildirim 10.21 1.91 11.49 2.15 .001
KendiKendiniDiizeltme 3.48 0.90 3.90 1.03 .014
Diizeltmei¢inOgrenciSorumlulugu 4.15 0.70 3.92 1.00 132

Tablo 1’de gosterildigi gibi, 6gretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri, akran geri
bildirimi yoniinden farklilik gostermektedir.Sonuglar, 6gretmenlerin puanlariyla (x= 32.25, sd = 5.11)
ogrencilerin puanlar1 (X = 36.58, sd = 4.90) arasinda anlaml1 bir fark oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. (p <.05)

Ayrica, Ogrencilerin O0gretmen geri bildirimi tercihleri ile 6gretmenlerin dgretmen geri bildirim
tercihlerini karsilastirmak amaciyla puanlar hesaplanmis ve bunun sonucunda, dgretmenler (X = 27.10, sd =
5.41) ile dgrenciler (X = 31.95, sd = 5.22) arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugu goriilmiistiir (p< .05). Buradan,
Ogretmenlerin ve O0grencilerin, dgrencilere yonelik dgretmen geri bildirimiyle ilgili farkli tercihlerinin oldugu
sonucu ¢ikarilabilir.

Ayrica farkli geri bildirim tiirlerine yonelik tercihlerle ilgili olarak, elde edilen bulgular, dgretmenlerin
puanlari ile (X = 43.38, sd = 4.65) ile 6grencilerin puanlar (X = 46.54, sd = 5.69) arasinda istatistiksel agidan
anlamli bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir(p < .05). Bunun yani sira, sozlii geri bildirimin hemen mi yoksa daha
sonra mu1 verilmesi gerektigiyle ilgili olarak &gretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin farkli goriislere sahip oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Sonuglar dgretmenlerin puanlart (X = 10.21, sd = 1.91) ile 6grencilerin puanlar1 (X = 11.49, sd =
2.15) arasinda istatistiksel agidan anlaml bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir (p < .05).

Ogrencilerin ve Ogretmenlerin kendi kendini diizeltme tercihlerini karsilastirmak amaciyla puanlar
hesaplanmis olup, ortaya ¢ikan sonuglar, gretmenlerin puanlariyla (X = 3.481, sd = 0.90) dgrencilerin puanlari
(= 3.90, sd = 1.03) arasinda istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir fark olduguna isaret etmektedir. p< .05. Bu,
Ogretmenlerin ve ogrencilerin kendi kendini diizeltmeyle ilgili farkli goriislere sahip oldugu seklinde
yorumlanabilir. Ancak, dgretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin, 6grencilerin diizeltme sorumluluguna iliskin tercihleri
benzerlik gdstermistir. Diger yapilarin aksine, elde edilen bulgular 6gretmenlerin puanlar1 (X = 4.15, sd = 0.70)
ile 6grencilerin puanlart (X = 3.92, SD = 1.00) arasinda istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir fark olmadigmi
gostermektedir (p< .05).
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Cinsiyete gore 6grencilerin geri bildirim tercihleri arasindaki fark

Erkek ve kadin Ogrencilerin SDG tercihlerini karsilagtirmak icin bir iligskisiz 6rneklemler t-testi
gerceklestirilmig ve alinan yanitlar tiim anket maddeleri i¢in hesaplanmigtir. Tablo 4’te, sonucglar ortalama,
standart sapma ve p-degeri olarak gosterilmistir.

Tablo 2.Erkek ve Kiz Ogrencilerin Diizeltici Geribildirim Tercihleri arasindaki Fark

OgretmenveOgrenciTercihleri Erkek d Kiz sd p
X ) X

AkranDoniitii 38.33 4.80 35.26 4.58 .002
OgretmenDéniitii 32.79 5.22 31.32 5.18 163
FarkliDontit Tiirleri 47.05 5.07 46.16 6.13 442
AnlikveyaGecikmeliDoniit 11.63 2.10 11.39 2.23 .580
Oz-Diizeltme 4.07 0.89 3.77 1.12 153
Diizeltmei¢inOgrenciSorumlulugu 3.95 0.98 3.90 1.01 771

Yukarida goriildiigii lizere, 6grencilerin cinsiyet anlaminda akran geri bildirim tercihleri farklidir. Bulgular,
erkeklerin puanlar1 (X = 38.33, sd = 4.80) ile kizlarin puanlar1 (X = 35.26, sd = 4.58) arasinda istatistiksel agidan
anlaml bir fark oldugunu gostermektedir (p< .05). Ancak, 6gretmen geri bildirim tercihi yoniinden erkeklerin
puanlan (X = 32.79, SD = 5.22) ile kizlarin puanlan (X = 31.32, sd = 5.18) arasinda istatistiksel agidan anlamh
bir fark yoktur (p > .05).

Ayrica farkli geri bildirim tiirlerinde, erkeklerin ve kizlarin tercihlerinin farkli oldugu goriilmektedir
(strastyla (X = 47.05, sd = 5.07; (X = 46.16, sd = 6.13 ve p > .05). Bunun yani sira, sozlii geri bildirimin hemen
mi yoksa daha sonra mi verilmesi konusunda erkek ve kiz 6grencilerin benzer tercihlere sahip oldugu
goriilmiigtiir (sirasiyla (X = 11.63, sd = 2.10; (X = 11.39, sd = 2.23 ve p > .05). Benzer sekilde, elde edilen
sonuglar, kendi kendini diizeltme tercihleri yoniinden erkeklerin puanlar1 (X = 4.07, sd = 0.89) ile kizlarin
puanlar1 (X = 3.77, sd = 1.12) arasinda istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir fark olmadigim gostermektedir (p > .05).
Ogrencilerin cinsiyet yoniinden diizeltme sorumluluguyla ilgili olarak, elde edilen bulgular, erkeklerin puanlari
(X =3.95, sd = 0.98) ile kizlarin puanlar1 (X = 3.90, sd = 1.01) arasinda istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir fark
olmadig gostermektedir.( p> .05).

Ogretmenlerle Yapilan Goriismeler

Ogretmenlerin SDG tercihleri hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak igin 10 ayr1 dgretmenle goriisiilmiistiir.
Goriigmelerden toplanan veriler, igerik analizi yoluyla analiz edilmistir. Tablo 2’de, gorismelerde kullanilan
temalar ve konular gosterilmektedir. Ogretmenlerden (a) akran geri bildirimi, (b) 68retmen geri bildirimi, ()
diizeltici geri bildirim tiirleri, (d) hemen ya da gec geri bildirim, (e) kendi kendini diizeltme ve (f) 6grencinin
diizeltme sorumluluguna iligkin tercihlerini acikliga kavusturmalari istenmistir.

Tablo 3.0gretmen Gériismelerinin Sonuglari

Konu Temalar
Ogretmen Geribildirimi Bilgi kaynag olarak 6gretmen
Olumsuz etki

Ogrencilerin bilgi eksikligi
Ogretmenin dogrulamasi

w NN R o

Akran Geribildirimi Ogrencileri aktif olmaya yoneltmek
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FarkliGeribildirimTiirleri&OzDiizeltme ~ Ogrencilerin dil seviyesine baglh 10

Anlik ve GecikmeliGeribildirim Yardim sever olmak 10
Unutmak 4

Ogrenci Sorumlulugu Qgrencilerin performanlarini iyilestirme 6
Ogrencilere 6zgiiven sahibi olmaya 3
yonlendirme

Tablo 3’te gosterildigi gibi, analizde 6gretmenlerin ¢ogunlugunun akran geri bildirimini desteklemedigi
goriilmiistiir (N=3). Ogretmenler, akran geri bildiriminin 6grenciler ve 6grenme ortami iizerinde olumsuz etki
birakabilecegini ve ayrica Ogrencilerin kendi arkadaslarimin diizeltme yeteneklerine veya bilgilerini
giivenmediklerini, bu nedenle bir 6gretmenin de ifade ettigi gibi onlar1 diizeltmek i¢in uzman bilgisine sahip
olmalar1 gerektigini diisiinmektedirler:

"Ogrenciler, akranlarimin diizeltme kabiliyetleri olduguna inanmadig1 icin kendi égretmenlerinin onlart
diizeltmelerini istemektedir” (T4).

Bu nedenle 6gretmenler, 6grencilerin kendi Ogretmenlerini tek diizeltme kaynagi olarak gordiiklerini
distinmiistiir (N=5). Ayrica genellikle &grenciler, kendilerini gretmenlerinin diizeltmesini istedikleri igin
Ogretmen geri bildiriminden daha iyi bir 6grenim sonucu alinacagini diisiinmiiglerdir (N=5). Buna ek olarak bir
Ogretmen, akranlari kendilerini diizelttiginde 6grencilerin olumsuz diistinceye kapilabileceklerini ve akranlarinin
birbirlerini diizeltirken kendi kabiliyetlerini dne ¢ikarmaya calisabilecegini belirtmistir (N=1). Ogretmenlere
gore, Ogrencilerin hatalar1 akranlar1 tarafindan diizeltildigi takdirde Ogrenciler onay igin Ogretmenlerine
donmektedir (N=2). Bunun yani sira 6gretmen geri bildiriminin akran geri bildiriminden daha etkili oldugunu
diisiinmektedirler. Ogretmenlerin higbiri, dgrencilerin hatalarim diizeltmek icin belirli bir geri bildirim tiiriiniin
O6nemine inanmamaktadir. Kullanilan geri bildirim tiiriiniin 6grenim ortamina ve dgrencilerin seviyesine baglt
oldugunu diisiinmektedirler (N=10). Ornegin, bir gretmen sunu ifade etmistir:

"Cikartim, ozellikle kendi kendini diizeltme kabiliyetine sahip olan ileri diizeydeki ogrenciler igin
destekleyicidir; yeniden bi¢imlendirme ve dil iistii geri bildirimler ise, kendi kendini diizeltemeyen ogrenciler
icin faydaldr" (T5).

Bir bagka 6gretmen de sunu ifade etmistir:

"Hi¢bir diizeltici geri bildirim tiirii digerlerinden daha iyi degildir; bu, ogrencilerin kullandigi dile baghdir
(T7).

Ayrica analizde, tiim Ogretmenlerin aninda geri bildirim sunmay1 tercih ettikleri goriilmektedir (N=10).
Aninda geri bildirimin ge¢ geri bildirimden daha iyi ve daha kullanish oldugunu, ge¢ geri bildirimin ise
kolaylikla unutulabilecegini diisiinmektedirler. Bir bagka 6gretmen ise sunu ifade etmistir:

"Bir dil ogrencisi hata yaptiginda ya da hatali bir ifade soylediginde, oOgrencinin hatasimin aninda
diizeltilmesi gerekir, aksi takdirde geri bildirim verimli olmayacaktir (T1)".

Goriigmelere iligkin yapilan analizin sonucunda tim &gretmenlerin, performanslarini gelistirmeleri, kendi
hatalarina dikkat etmeleri ve yanlis sOylediklerini diisiindiikleri seyleri dogru sekilde tekrarlamalar1 igin
ogrencileri gliclii bir sekilde destekledigi goriilmiistiir (N=6). Her dil 6grencisinin kendi hatalarindan sorumlu
oldugunu disiinmiisler ve Ogrencilerin 6z gliven kazanmasi konusunda cesaretlendirilmesi, diizeltme
sorumlulugunu kabul etmeleri ve kendilerini smifin yapisina gore diizenlemeleri gerektigini ifade
etmislerdir(N=6). Ornegin, bir dgretmen su sekilde ifade etmistir:

"Ogrenciler kendi performanslarim gelistirmekten sorumludurlar; kendilerine sdylenene dikkat etmek ve
aynt hatay tekrar tekrar yapmamak igin kendilerini diizeltmeye odaklanmak zorundadirlar (T10)".

Ogrencilerle Yapilan Goriismeler
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Ogrencilerin diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri konusunda daha detayl bilgi almak icin, 10 dgrenciden (a)
akran geri bildirimi, (b) dgretmen geri bildirimi, (c) diizeltici geri bildirim tiirleri, (d) hemen ya da geg¢ geri
bildirim, (e) kendi kendini diizeltme ve (f) 6grencinin diizeltme sorumluluguna iligkin tercihlerini agikliga
kavusturmast istenmistir. Tablo 3’te, goriismelerde kullanilan temalar ve konular gésterilmektedir.

Tablo 4. Ogrenci Gériismelerinin Sonuglar

Konular Temalar F
Ogretmen Tek bilgi kaynag olarak 6gretmen 5
Geribildirimi Ogrencilerin bilgi eksikligi 3
Akran Geribildirimi Ogrencileri aktif olmak icin tesvik etmek 1
Bilgi degisim kaynagi 1
Sicak smif ortami 1

Farkli Soylettirme doniitii 6
GeribildirimTiirleri

Tekrar geribildirimi 4

Anlik Geribildirim Utanmus hissetmemek 7

Sinifarkadaslarininyorumlarthakkindaolumsuzhisler 3

Gecikmeli

Geribildirim

Kendikendini- Bagimsiz olma 10
diizeltme

Ogrenci sorumlulugu ~ Hatalardan grenme 10

Tablo 4’te gosterildigi gibi, analizde baz1 6grencilerin 6gretmenlerle paralel olarak akran geri bildirimini
desteklemedigi goriilmiistiir (N=3). Akranlarinin kelime, dil bilgisi ve telaffuzu diizeltecek kabiliyete ve bilgiye
sahip olmadiklarin1 belirtmislerdir, bu nedenle hatalarini diizeltmek i¢in bir uzman bilgisi gereklidir. Bir
ogrencinin de belirttigi gibi, 6grencilere gore dgretmenler diizeltmeye yonelik tek bilgi kaynagidir (N=5:

"Ogretmenler tek bilgi kaynagidir, ogrencileri diizeltmek icin gereken yetenege sahiptirler, ancak
ogrencilerde bu yoktur" (S2).

Ayrica yapilan analiz, 6grencilerin 6gretmen geri bildirimine akran geri bildiriminden daha fazla 6nem
verdiklerini gostermistir (sirastyla N=8; N=3). Bulgular, 6grencilerin genellikle farkli DG tiirlerine uygun
oldugunu gostermektedir (N=10). Ogrencilerin biiyiik bir cogunlugunda en ¢ok tercih edilen geri bildirim tiirii
cikartimdir. Ornegin, 6grencilerden biri su yorumda bulunmustur:

"Tiim diizeltici geri bildirim tiirlerini tercih ediyorum, ancak ogretmenin soylediklerimi yeniden ifade etmemi
istemesi ve kendi kendimi diizeltmeme yardim etmesi en sevdigim tiir" (S3).

Ayrica 6grencilerin biiylik ¢cogunlugu, hatalarinin hemen diizeltilmesini tercih etmistir (N=7). Aninda geri
bildirimin daha iyi oldugunu ve &gretmenleri ya da akranlari onlarin hatalarini simif arkadaslarinin karsisinda
diizelttiginde utang duymadiklarimi belirtmislerdir. Ayrica tiim 6grenciler, kendi kendilerini diizeltmeyi kabul
etmiglerdir (N=10). Ogretmenlerinin hatalari saptamasini ve kendi kendilerini diizeltmeleri i¢in uyarilmayi
tercih etmiglerdir. Ogrencilerin diizeltme sorumluluguyla ilgili olarak, tiim dgrenciler diizeltme sorumluluguna
sahip olduklarim diisiinmiislerdir (N=10). Ogrencilerden biri sunu belirtmistir:

"Hata yapmazsak 6grenemeyiz" (S10).
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Performanslarini artirmalar1 ve ayni hatalar1 tekrarlamamalart i¢in kendi hatalarina odaklanmalari gerektigini
diisinmislerdir. Ayrica her bir dil &grencisinin kendi hatalarin1 diizeltmekle yiikiimlii oldugunu da ifade
etmislerdir.

Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Ogretmenlerin yanitlarindan alian verilerden yola cikarak, akran geri bildirimi &grencilerin kendilerini
asagilanmis hissetmelerine neden olabilecegi ve 6grencilerde olumsuz bir alg: yaratabilecegi i¢in, 6gretmenlerin
biiyiik cogunlugunun akran geri bildirimini reddettigi ifade edilebilir. Ogretmen geri bildirimiyle ilgili genellikle
olumlu goriislere sahiptirler. Belirli bir diizeltici geri bildirim tiiriinii tercih etmemis olup, farkli diizeltici geri
bildirim tiirlerini kullanmanin 6grencilerin dil seviyelerine bagl olduguna inanma egilimi tasimaktadirlar.
Ogretmenler, aninda geri bildirimi desteklemistir. Kendi kendini diizeltmeyle ilgili olarak &gretmenler,
ogrencilerin kendi kendilerini diizelttiklerinde daha fazla dil kazanimi elde ettiklerine inanmaktadir. Ayni
zamanda, maksimum fayda saglamak i¢in 6grencilerin motive edilerek 6gretmenlerinden geri bildirim almalar1
gerektigini diisinmektedirler.

Bu ¢alismanin sonuglar1, farkh diizeltici geri bildirim tiirleri hakkinda Iranli Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin ve
ogrencilerinin goriislerini irdeleyen Kaivanpanah, ve digerlerimin (2015) calismast ile de ortiismektedir.
Ogretmenlerin akran geri bildiriminin cok ise yaramadigmi, ¢iinkii 6grencilerin asagilanmasina neden
olabilecegini diigiindiikleri tespit edilmistir. Dil 6grenim smifinda 6gretmenin geri bildirimiyle daha iyi bir
ogrenim elde edilebilecegi anlagilmistir. Ayrica diger calismalar da, tercih edilen DG tiirleriyle ilgili mevcut
calismanin sonuglariyla ortiismektedir. Ancak bu g¢alismadaki higbir dgretmen belirli bir DG tiiriini tercih
etmemistir, ¢iinkii kullanilan DG tiiriiniin duruma ve sinifin atmosferine bagli oldugunu diisiinmektedirler.
Ayrica bu, hatanin tiiriine ve 6grencilerin kapasitesine de baglidir. Fungula (2013), yeniden bi¢cimlendirmelerin
Cin'deki bir Ingilizce dgrenim ortaminda dil bilgisi hatalar1 agisindan en yaygim kullamlan DG tiirii oldugunu ve
bu caligmada dil bilgisi hatalarinin diizeltilmesi i¢in dil iistii konulara dncelik verildigini ifade etmistir.

Ogrenci yanitlarindan elde edilen verilerle ilgili olarak, elde edilen bulgular, dgrencilerin ¢ogunlugunun akran
geri bildirimini reddettigini, ¢linkil akranlarinin hatalar1 diizeltecek yetenege ve bilgiye sahip olmadiklarim
diisiindiiklerini ortaya koymustur. Ogretmen geri bildirimiyle ilgili genellikle olumlu goriislere sahiptirler. Tiim
diizeltici geri bildirim tiirlerini tercih etmisler, ancak en tercih edilebilir olanlarin ¢ikartim ve tekrarlama
oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Coskun (2010) tarafindan yapilan bir Tirk¢e calismasinda, tekrarlama, dil bilgisi
hatalar1 agisindan en sik kullanilan geri bildirim tiirii olarak 6n plana ¢ikmistir. Geri bildirimin hemen mi yoksa
daha sonra mi1 verilmesi gerektigi konusunda, 6grenciler hemen geri bildirim almay1 desteklemis olup, akranlart
kendilerini diizelttiginde utang duymayacaklarini belirtmiglerdir. Elde edilen sonuglar, ge¢ hata diizeltmesinin
Ogrencilerin sozli {liretim kabiliyetini olumlu etkiledigi saptanmis oldugu i¢in, aninda ve ge¢ geri bildirim
diizeltmesinin yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen 6grencilerin konusma becerileri {izerindeki etkisini irdeleyen
onceki c¢aligmalarla geligmektedir (Rahimi &Dastjerdi, 2012). Bu bulgular Kazemi, Araghi ve Davatgari’nin
(2013) calismasi ile desteklenebilir; s6z konusu calismada, yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen Iranh
ogrencilerin smif SDG'sine karsi tutumlart irdelenmistir. Calismada, Ogrenciler sozlii hatalarinin hemen
diizeltilmesini tercih etmislerdir. Ayrica 6grencilerin cogunlugu, en etkili geri bildirim teknigi olarak tekrarlama
yontemini tercih etmistir. Ayn1 zamanda kendi kendileri diizeltmek icin yonlendirme yapilmasini da tercih
etmislerdir. Ogrenciler, hatal1 ifadelerinin iizerinde diisiinme ve kendi kendilerini diizeltme firsatinin taninmasi
gerektigini diislinmektedir. Aynm1 zamanda Yoshida (2008) tarafindan Japonya'da yapilan bir g¢alismada
ogretmenler, kendi kendini diizeltmenin dnemli bir DG ydntemi oldugunu ifade etmistir.

Ogrencilerin SDG tercihleriyle ilgili bu calismanin bulgulariin, Tiirkiye'de yiiriitiilen bir ¢alismayla
ortiistiigii ileri siiriilebilir; s6z konusu ¢alismada, 6gretmenlerin diizeltici geri bildirim sunarken kullandiklari
stratejilere dikkat etmeleri gerektigi ve bu Ogrencilerin 6gretmenleri tarafindan diizeltilmeyi tercih ettikleri
ortaya konulmaktadir. S6z konusu ¢alisma, 6gretmen geri bildiriminin 6grenciler arasinda en ¢ok tercih edilen
yaklagim oldugunu gostermistir (Fidan, 2015). Kendi kendini diizeltmeyle ilgili bu g¢aligmanin sonuglari,
Ogrencilerin birbirlerini diizelttiklerinde daha fazla avantaj elde ettiklerini 6ne siirmektedir. Bu g¢alismanin
bulgulari, Japonya'da Yoshida (2008) tarafindan gergeklestirilen g¢alismayla da tutarlidir. Bu c¢aligmada,
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ogrenciler 6zellikle kendi kendini diizeltme yontemini tercih etmislerdir. Bulgular, Japonca baglamindaki bagka
bir caligmayla desteklenebilir (Katayama, 2007). Ogrencilerin dgretmen diizeltmesini yogun bir sekilde tercih
ettigi ve diger hata tiirlerinin diizeltilmesi yerine edimsel hatalarin diizeltilmesini tercih ettikleri gorilmiistiir.
Ayrica hatalar1 kendi baslarina diizeltebilmek igin 6gretmenleri tarafindan yonlendirilmeyi ve ipuglart almay1
tercih etmiglerdir. Bulgular ayn1 zamanda Tirkiye'de Ok ve Ustac1 (2013) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismayla da
uyumludur; bu ¢alismada ¢ogu dgrenci, hatalart kendi baslarina diizeltirken 6gretmenlerinin hatalarinit anlamaya
yardim etmesini ve hatalarimin diizeltilmesi i¢in kendilerine segenekler sunulmasi tercih etmislerdir. Iran'da
Kaivanpanah, Alavi ve Sepehrinia (2015) tarafindan yapilan bir ¢aligmaya gore, 6grenciler 6gretmen geri
bildirimini giiglii bir bicimde desteklemis olup, akran geri bildirimi konusunda da genellikle olumlu bir yaklasim
sergilemislerdir.

Ogretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin her iki anketteki yamtlarindan alman veriler dogrultusunda, Irakli ingilizce
ogretmenleri ve 6grencilerin SDG tercihleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Bulgular, anadili Ingilizce olan 6gretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin algiladigi DG tercihlerine iliskin Park (2010)Park
(2010) tarafindan yapilan ¢alisma ile de tutarlidir. Ogretmenlerin ve dgrencilerin agik diizeltmeyle ilgili SDG
tercihleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark mevcuttur.

Ayrica sonuglar, mevcut ¢aligmanin anlamli bir bulgusu olarak, erkek ve kiz 6grencilerin diizeltici geri bildirim
tercihlerinin de farkli oldugunu géstermistir. Bu sonuglar, Iran'da Zarei (2011) tarafindan yapilan ve cinsiyet ile
DG arasindaki iliskiyi irdeleyen ¢alismayla da tutarlidir. Caligmada, erkek ve kiz 6grenciler arasinda DG ile ilgili
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark oldugu gosterilmistir. Ayn1 zamanda, cinsiyet ve diizeltici geri bildirim
arasinda olumsuz bir iligki oldugu da goriilmiistiir. Ancak bulgular, Khorshidi ve Rassaei (2013) tarafindan daha
énce yapilan calismanin sonuglariyla gelismektedir. Bu calismada, Iranli dgrencilerin cinsiyete gére DG
tercihleri arastirilmistir. Calismada, erkek ve kiz Ogrencilerin DG tercihleriyle ilgili anlamli bir fark
bulunamamistir.

Ozet olarak, sonuglar genel anlamda dgretmen geri bildiriminin 6grenciler i¢in énemli oldugunu ve bu geri
bildirimin hemen verilmesinin tercih edildigini gostermistir. Bunun yani sira, tiim DG tiirleri 6nemli olarak kabul
edilmis olup, 6gretmenlerin Ggrencilerin sozIlii hatalarini diizeltebilmeleri i¢in farkli DG tiirlerini bilmeleri
gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla 6gretmenler, en etkili geri bildirim tiiriinii uygun bi¢imde segerken daha bilingli
davranmalidir. Ogretmenler, dgrencilerin kendilerini diizeltmelerini saglamaya ve hatalarmin diizeltilmesinden
sorumlu olmalarma yardime1 olmaya yonelik bir 6grenme atmosferi yaratmalidir. Ogrencilerinin yeteneklerini
gelistirmeli ve onlar1 6grenme hedeflerini gergeklestirmede daha 6z giivenli hareket etmeye tesvik etmelidirler.
Ayrica, dgrencilerin kendilerini diizeltmeleri tesvik edilmeli ve hatalarini diizeltme sorumlulugunu kabul
etmeleri saglanmalidir.

Oneriler

Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari, Irakli Ingilizce 6gretmenleri ve dgrencileri agisindan pedagojik sonuclar ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu calisma, genel anlamda Irakli ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin ve 6grencilerinin SDG'yi tercih etme
egiliminde oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu bulgular, 6gretmenleri kendi 6grencilerine DG sunmanin etkili yollarim
aramaya devam etmeye tesvik edebilir. Bu ¢alismadaki ¢ogu 6grenci tiim DG tiirlerini tercih etmis olmasina
ragmen, tercih edilen en degerli tiir ¢ikarimdir. DG tiirleriyle ilgili olarak, 6gretmenlerin 6grenciler igin yararl
ve kapsamli geri bildirim sunmanin yollarin1 bulmalari1 gerekmektedir. Ayrica SDG, 6grencileri mahcup etmeden
verilmelidir. Bu, sozlii geri bildirimin 6grenme siirecinin bir pargast oldugunu anlamalarina yardimci olmalidir.
Ogretmenin diizeltici geri bildirim konusunda tek bilgi kaynagi oldugunu ifade eden baska bir pedagojik ¢ikarim
da mevcuttur. Ogrencilerin, bir dili 5grenmenin hem 6gretmenlerle hem de akranlariyla etkilesim iceren bir siireg
oldugunu anlamalar1 gerekmektedir. Bu kosullarda 6gretmenler, 6grencilerin kendi dil 6greniminden sorumlu
oldugunu ve akranlarin geri bildirimlerinin de yararli olabilecegini anlamalarim1 saglamalidir. Bu ¢aligma,
gelecekteki ¢aligmalara yonelik bazi tavsiyeler ortaya koymaktadir. Diger arastirmalara daha fazla kisi katilabilir
(6gretmen ve 6grenciler). Daha genel sonuglar elde etmek i¢in daha fazla {iniversite eklenebilir.
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