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INVESTIGATING FOREIGN LANGUAGE ANXIETY AND LEARNER BELIEFS IN
SPOKEN CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK WITH A FOCUS ON LANGUAGE
PROFICIENCY”

Vasfiye GECKIN?

ABSTRACT

Research on the role of language proficiency on foreign language anxiety and learner corrective feedback beliefs in oral practice
has not reached conclusive results. This study investigates whether level of proficiency affects foreign language anxiety and
learner beliefs about spoken corrective feedback in an EFL context. Participants were recruited through convenience sampling.
A total of 204 participants, who were all tertiary level university learners of English from four different proficiency groups,
responded to two scales: Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986) and Corrective
Feedback Belief Scale (Fukuda, 2004). A series of one-way ANOVA analyses and Bonferroni adjusted post-hoc corrections
were run to test significance between and within groups. The four proficiency groups were statistically different from each
other in terms of foreign language anxiety and spoken corrective feedback preferences. The findings revealed that the learners
with a low proficiency level appreciated immediate feedback, but those with a higher level of language proficiency preferred
delayed feedback. Clarification requests, elicitation and metalinguistic feedback were rated more positively by the beginner
group than the other groups. In terms of the choice of correctors, language proficiency did not play a role; however, all the
groups valued teachers as the main agents of correction. This study is one of the very few comprehensive studies (e.g., Tercan
& Dikilitas, 2016; Uyaniker, 2018) focusing on the role of language proficiency in anxiety and feedback preferences of high
achiever tertiary level learners of English who will pursue their undergraduate studies in an English medium public university
in Turkey.
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YABANCI DiL KAYGISI VE OGRENICIiLERIN SOZLU DUZELTICi
GERIBILDIRIM iINANISLARININ DIL YETERLILIK DUZEYI ODAKLI
INCELENMESI

0z

Dil bagar1 seviyesinin, yabanci dil kaygis1 ve 6grenicilerin sozlii iletisimdeki diizeltici geribildirim inaniglari tizerindeki rolii
hakkindaki galismalar kesin bir sonuca ulasmanustir. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce’nin dgretildigi bir
baglamda, dil seviyesinin, yabanci dil kaygist ve Ogrenicilerin sozlii diizeltici geribildirim inanglar iizerinde etkisi olup
olmadigini arastirmaktir. Katilimcilar tiniversitedeki hazirlik siniflarindan segkisiz 6rneklem iizerinden se¢ilmis dort fakli dil
seviyesindeki gruplardan olusmaktadir. Olcek olarak Yabanci Dil Sinif Kaygi Olgegi (Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986) ve
Diizeltici Geribildirim Inang Olcegi (Fukuda, 2004) uygulanmstir. Her iki 6lcek toplamda 204 Kisi tarafindan cevaplanmugtir.
Grup i¢i ve gruplar aras1 anlamli farkliliklart test etmek igin bir seri tek faktorlii varyans analizi ve Bonferroni diizeltmesi
yapilmigtir. Dort seviye grubu yabanci dil kaygis1 ve sozlii diizeltici geribildirim tercihleri agisindan anlamlh bir gekilde
ayrismaktadirlar. Alt dil seviyesindeki 6greniciler, agiklama talebi istegi, sdyletim ve tstdilsel geribildirimi st dil seviyesine
sahip 6grenicilerden daha olumlu degerlendirmislerdir. Yapilan yanlislar1 diizelten kisiler agisindan, dil seviyesinin herhangi
anlamli bir etkisi goriilmemistir, fakat tiim gruplar hata diizeltici mekanizma olarak 6gretmeni ve kendilerini daha giivenilir
olarak degerlendirmislerdir. Bu caligma egitim dgretim dili Ingilizce olan yiiksek basar1 gruplarindan olusan Tiirkiye’deki bir
devlet tniversitedeki hazirlik okulu 6grenicilerinin dil yeterliliklerinin kayg: ve geribildirim tercihlerine etkisine odaklanan
birkag kapsayici ¢aligmadan (6rn., Tercan & Dikilitag, 2016; Uyamker, 2018) biridir.

Anahtar kelimeler: dil kaygisi, sézlii diizeltici geribildirim, yabanc1 dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenenler
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1.INTRODUCTION

Many foreign languages instructors have witnessed varying levels of anxiety experienced by tertiary level learners
who have to master a second or foreign language to pursue their academic studies at an English-medium university.
Foreign language anxiety is a form of situation specific anxiety associated with feelings of uneasiness and negative
emotional reactions in the course of learning a second or foreign language (Horwitz, 2001). It is quite a complex
phenomenon involving learner perceptions, beliefs and behaviors towards learning languages and manifests itself
in shying away from any form of negative evaluation or degrading feedback in a foreign language classroom most
of the time. This form of anxiety may also be related to the fear of poor performance or failure in tests. Shyness
and negative self-perception contribute to the fear that foreign language learners face about losing track of
communication with other speakers or losing face in class especially when their mistakes are pointed out right in
front of their peers (Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1991).

To decrease the level of anxiety observed in foreign language classes, teachers provide feedback in a variety of
forms (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). The form of the corrective feedback provided could be either direct or indirect.
More specifically, in spoken error treatment, teachers may prefer to give direct corrective feedback in the form of
explicit corrections, recasts or elicitations. Explicit feedback is the explicit provision of the correct form. For
instance, when the learner says, ‘I visit my grandparents yesterday’, the teacher directly corrects the part of the
utterance that includes the error by saying, ‘Not, VISIT, VISITED, | VISITED my grandparents yesterday’. As a
second direct corrective feedback strategy, the teacher may reformulate all or part of the erroneous word or phrase
to give the correct form in a recast without directly pointing out what the error is as in ‘I visited’. In elicitation,
the teacher tries to elicit the correct form from the learner by either pausing before the erroneous part as in ‘I...?,
allowing the student to fill in the blank with the correct form. Asking questions as in ‘How do we say VISIT in
past tense?’ is one direct strategic form of feedback to elicit the correct form. Indirect forms of feedback such as
metalinguistic feedback, clarification requests and repetitions are also practiced widely in foreign language
classrooms. To exemplify, for the same erroneous utterance, the teacher may provide the learner with
metalinguistic feedback, that is, with the technical linguistic information as in, ‘visit is in present tense, you need
past tense here’. Or else, the teacher requests for clarification by asking ‘What? or Sorry?’. For the purposes of
this study, clarification requests are not merely repetition requests, rather they can be defined as teacher-initiated
repair questions and comments (Atar & Seedhouse, 2018) to signal that the learner utterance is not understood, or
a reformulation is needed. In addition, these requests do not provide any linguistic information about the erroneous
part(s) of the utterance (Ogino, 2012). They indicate that there is some misunderstanding of the meaning or the
linguistic form which projects a responsive action from the teacher (Kééntd & Kasper, 2018). Teachers may also
resort to repetition, that is, repeating the utterance by highlighting the mistake mostly through emphatic stress as
in ‘I VISIT my grandparents yesterday?’.

The complex interplay between level of proficiency and foreign language anxiety may act as a guide for teachers
in shaping their error treatment methods. In some studies (Abrar, 2017; Dalkili¢, 2001; Liu, 2006; Tercan &
Dikilitas, 2015; Tianjian, 2010), low level proficiency learners are reported to experience higher levels of anxiety
in foreign language classes. In others (Aydemir, 2011; Batumlu & Erden, 2007; Debreli & Demirkan, 2015; Elaldh,
2016; Kitano, 2001; Saito & Samimy, 1996), advanced learners state that they suffer more from feelings of anxiety.
There are also studies (Balemir, 2009; Cagatay, 2015; Luo, 2014) reporting that the level of proficiency has no
significant effect on the level of language anxiety experienced by foreign language learners. The nature of the skill
to be acquired by the learner also brings upon stress. While beginner level learners report higher levels of anxiety
in acquiring receptive skills, advanced learners are more anxious in the process of learning productive skills (Ay,
2010).

Teachers treat speech errors committed by foreign language learners with different proficiency levels differently
(Li, 2017). Learners also prefer finely tuned methods of corrective error treatment depending on their level of
proficiency (Uyaniker, 2018). For instance, it has been documented that all proficiency groups prefer to be given
recasts; however, teachers tend to avoid recasts as the learners become more proficient in the foreign language
(Ahangari & Amirzadeh, 2011). Turkish learners studying English as a foreign language expect to receive frequent
corrections to their serious and frequent errors especially through direct correction, clarification requests and
elicitation from the teacher, who is believed to be the main feedback providing agent (Tasdemir & Arslan, 2018).
Low-level learners trust their teachers as the main feedback providers. Regardless of the proficiency level, self-
correction is favored over peer correction (Geng, 2014). The timing of feedback is also a subject for further
research. While low proficiency foreign language learners opt to receive immediate feedback, high proficiency
groups prefer delayed correction on their conversational errors (Fidan, 2015; Smith, 2010). One common belief
held by the learners with varying levels of language proficiency is that no error correction does not do them any
good. Indirect methods of error correction such as repetition, clarification requests and elicitation are evaluated as
the most favored error correction methods by high proficiency groups whereas low proficiency groups rate direct
methods of error correction such as explicit correction as the most effective error correction method (Geng, 2014;
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Lee, 2013). Beginner and advanced learners differ from intermediate level learners in terms of the benefit they
derive from the use of metalinguistic feedback. Intermediate level learners believe that the benefit they gain from
metalinguistic feedback is quite limited when compared to the other proficiency groups (Ferreira, Moore &
Mellish, 2007). On the other hand, while beginner learners are reported to value metalinguistic feedback more,
advanced groups favor elicitation more (Kaivanpanah, Alavi & Sepehrinia, 2015). One other study (Hashemian &
Mostaghasi, 2015) concludes that advanced level learners manifest a neutral attitude towards any kind of error
correction method. All these findings in the field suggest that there is definitely a need for further research in
different foreign languages contexts.

1.1. The aim of the study

The aim of this study is to explore the effect of proficiency on (i) foreign language anxiety and (ii) beliefs tertiary
level foreign language learners of English hold about corrective feedback in oral communication. The research
questions addressed in this paper are outlined below:

1- Do tertiary level English learners from different levels of foreign language proficiency suffer from
different levels of foreign language anxiety in oral communication?

2- Does the level of foreign language proficiency determine the beliefs tertiary level English learners hold
about corrective feedback in oral communication?

1.2. The importance of the study

The contribution of this study to the already existing literature is first, through offering findings to the ongoing
inconclusive debate on the role of language proficiency on anxiety and oral corrective feedback preferences of
tertiary level English learners. Second, this study presents suggestions to foreign language instructors in shaping
their feedback strategies by taking the language anxiety of their learners into consideration.

2. METHOD

The participants were recruited through convenience sampling. After obtaining ethics clearance from Bogazigi
University Ethics Board, and the written consent of the participants, two structured surveys were given to the
learners from four levels of proficiency. The participants did not require more than 25 minutes to complete the
surveys which were given in English. The study was conducted on the 15" week of the second semester, in class,
with the help of some English instructors who were given a short training on how to conduct the survey. Data were
collected in the last week of the 2019 spring term, that is the last week of school, making sure that each learner
had the chance to make their individual presentations and was exposed to a full repertoire of oral corrective
feedback by their teachers. Descriptive and inferential statistics are reported in the results section.

2.1. Participants

The study adopted a convenience sampling approach. The data were obtained from 204 Turkish learners of English
(95 females, 109 males) who volunteered to take part in the study. The participants completed two semesters of
instruction at the School of Foreign languages of a public university, where they improved their academic listening,
reading, writing and speaking skills in English as a foreign language. The participants were given an institutional
placement test at the beginning of the academic year and they were put into classes of four levels of proficiency:
(i) beginner (ii) pre-intermediate, (iii) intermediate and (iv) advanced (see Table 1.). After demonstrating their
proficiency in English, either by passing Bogazigi University Test of Proficiency (BUEPT) or by receiving an
equivalent score on TOEFL or IELTS, the participants are expected to take up their undergraduate courses in
natural and applied sciences at the Faculty of Education (n=54), Engineering (n= 44), Arts and Sciences (n=65),
Economics and Administrative Sciences (n=27) and the School of Applied Disciplines (n=14).

Table 1.
Demographic Information about the Participants

Age First Exposure to English
Level n X sd X sd
Beginner 51 19.18 7 9.76 1.81
Pre-intermediate 51 19.02 1.14 9.31 1.78
Intermediate 51 18.84 .86 8.20 2.51
Advanced 51 18.78 .76 7.94 2.45

TOTAL 204

As given in Table 1, the advanced group was the youngest and the beginner group was the oldest. This difference
between the groups was not statistically significant (F (3) =2.02, p=.12). However, a statistically significant
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difference across groups existed in terms of their first exposure to English (F (3) =8.33, p<.001). The high
proficiency groups were exposed to English earlier than the low proficiency groups. Bonferroni adjusted post-hoc
test analyses show that the beginner group was exposed to English significantly later than the intermediate (p
=.002) and the advanced group (p <.001). And the pre-intermediate group was nearing a difference with the
intermediate group (p =.06) and they were definitely older than the advanced group when they were first exposed
to English (p =.010). The lower proficiency groups, namely the pre-intermediate and the beginner groups, did not
statistically differ in terms of the age that they were first exposed to English.

2.2. Procedure and Instrument

To test foreign language anxiety, several scales have been used in the literature including English Use Anxiety
(Clement, Gardner, & Smythe, 1977) and English Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (Kondo & Young, 2003).
The Foreign Language Anxiety Scale (FLCAS, Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986) used in this study is more
comprehensive and had higher reliability and validity than the other studies. Kaivanpanah, Alavi and Sepehrinia
(2015) developed a scale of teacher and learner preferences of oral corrective feedback. Yet, this scale is too broad
in scope so for the purposes of the present study, The Corrective Feedback Belief Scale (CFBS, Fukuda, 2004) is
used to investigate learner preferences solely.

First, the participants were given a mini demographic questionnaire, followed by a survey consisting of two scales:
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) and The Corrective Feedback Belief Scale (CFBS). FLCAS
has 33 items and assesses the degree of anxiety experienced by foreign language learners of English on four
dimensions: (i) fear of negative evaluation, (ii) communication apprehension, (iii) test anxiety and (iv) anxiety in
class. The scores learners can obtain from FLCAS range from 33 to 165. A higher score on the FLCAS is
associated with higher levels of foreign language anxiety. CFBS, on the other hand, is a 21-item questionnaire
investigating learner beliefs on (i) necessity, (ii) frequency, (iii) timing, (iv) methods of corrective feedback, (v)
the type of error and (vi) the choice of correctors in oral practice (Fukuda, 2004). The scores learners can obtain
from CFBS range from 21 to 105. The responses to both scales are designed on a five- point Likert Scale, ranging
from 1 to 5, where 1 refers to strongly disagree/never/very ineffective, 2- disagree/occasionally/ineffective, 3-
neither agree nor disagree/sometimes/neutral, 4- agree/usually/effective, and 5- strongly agree/always/very
effective. Both FLCAS and CFBS have been successfully used in the Turkish context with alpha reliabilities of
more than .90 in different learner environments (e.g., Aydin, 2001; Cetinkaya & Hamzadayi, 2015). Alpha
reliabilities for the FLCAS and CBFS in the present study were .80 and .70, respectively, indicating acceptable
internal consistency for the instrument.

2.3. Data Analysis

The scales are collected and numbered for the sake of anonymity. Data are analyzed on the Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS version 25). The results of a series of one-way ANOVA tests with Bonferroni post hoc
corrections are reported in the next section.

2.4. Ethics Committee Permit Information
Ethical evaluation committee name= Bogazigi University, Human Research Ethics Committee in Social Sciences.
Date of ethical assessment decision= 05.04.2019

Ethical assessment document number= 2019/04
3. FINDINGS

3.1. Language proficiency and Foreign Language Anxiety

Groups with higher levels of proficiency, namely the advanced and the intermediate groups, experienced lower
levels of foreign language anxiety as shown in Table 2 (F (3) =5.68, p=.001). Out of a total score of 165 on FLCAS,
the pre-intermediate group scored a mean of 97.73 (sd=13.98) showing the highest levels of anxiety and the
advanced group scored a mean of 86.76 (sd=15.50), reporting the lowest levels of anxiety in communicating in a
foreign language.
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Table 2.

Language Anxiety Experienced across Levels

Level % sd F p
Beginner 95.90 15.38

Pre-intermediate 97.73 13.98

Intermediate 90.65 15.42

Advanced 86.76 15.50 5.68 001

Bonferroni adjusted post-hoc analyses showed that the advanced group had statistically lower levels of language
anxiety than the beginner (p=.014) and the pre-intermediate group (p=.002).

Table 3 outlines a breakdown of factors leading to foreign language anxiety across groups with varying levels of
proficiency in English as a foreign language. A one-way ANOVA analysis between the groups showed that the
level of proficiency is a contributing factor to varying degrees of foreign language anxiety especially in terms of
fear of negative evaluation, (F (3) =3.39, p=.019), test anxiety (F (3) =7.73, p<.001) and anxiety arising from in-
class activities (F (3) =4.70, p=.003).

Table 3.
Distribution of Factors Determining Language Anxiety across Levels
Anxiety Type Level X sd F p Preferences
Beginner 2.74 .85 Pre-intermediate >
Negative Evaluation Pre-intermediate 2.97 .76 advanced
Intermediate 2.59 .87
Advanced 2.47 .88 3.39 019
Beginner 2.96 40
Communication Pre-intermediate 3.00 .39
Apprehension Intermediate 2.88 34
Advanced 2.81 38 257 .06
Beginner 2.98 A7 Beginner>advanced
Test Anxiety Pre-intermediate 2.77 60 &intermediate
Intermediate 2.70 .61
Advanced 2.46 48 773 <001
Beginner 2.96 46 Beginner>advanced
In-Class Anxiety  Pre-intermediate 3.01 44 pre-intermediate >
Intermediate 2.80 51 advanced
Advanced 2.70 A48 4.70 .003

The pre-intermediate group manifested higher levels of anxiety than the advanced group because they feared to be
negatively evaluated by the others (p=.017). The beginner group was statically more anxious about failing in tests,
than the intermediate (p=.056) and the advanced group (p<.001). The pre-intermediate group was also more
anxious about failing in tests than the advanced group (p=.03). No difference in test anxiety existed between the
beginner and the pre-intermediate groups (p=.33). The advanced group was more relaxed in taking part in class
activities when compared to the beginner (p=.033) and the pre-intermediate groups (p=.006).

3.2. Language Proficiency and Corrective Feedback (CF)
3.2.1. Is CF a necessity?

Regardless of the level of proficiency in English, 90.7% of all the learners agreed on the necessity of error
correction to their spoken errors by responding, “strongly agree” or “agree” to the relevant item on the
questionnaire ( x =4.44, sd= .72). Learner preferences for the necessity of corrective feedback does not reveal a
statistically meaningful difference across levels (see Table 4.).

Table 4.

Responses to the Necessity of CF across Levels

Level X sd F p
Beginner 4.47 .70

Pre-intermediate 4.27 .80

Intermediate 4.43 73

Advanced 4.44 72 1.49 22
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As given in Table 4, among all four groups, the beginner and advanced groups preferred to be corrected highly
frequently.

3.2.2. How often to receive CF?

Learners were asked to rate the frequency of the feedback they would like to receive from a scale ranging from 1
to 5, where 1 refers to never (0%), 2 refers to occasionally (20%), 3 refers to sometimes (50%), 4 refers to usually
(80%) and 5 refers to always (100%). As shown in Table 5, all the groups believed that their errors need to be
corrected at times, but the difference between groups was not statistically significant (F (3) =1.47, p=.18).

Table 5.

Responses to the Frequency of CF across Levels

Level X sd F p
Beginner 3.84 .86

Pre-intermediate 3.57 .88

Intermediate 3.45 1.02

Advanced 3.71 1.00 1.47 18

Despite the lack of a meaningful difference between groups, the beginner and advanced groups wanted their errors
to be corrected more often than the students at pre-intermediate and intermediate levels.

3.2.3. When to receive CF?

Table 6 summarizes the timing of feedback favored by groups of learners with different levels of proficiency.
There existed a meaningful difference across groups in terms of when they wanted to be corrected. While the lower
proficiency groups (beginner and pre-intermediate learners) opted to receive feedback immediately, the higher
proficiency groups (intermediate and advanced learners) did not want to be interrupted in the middle of their
utterances. Rather they would like to receive delayed feedback either at the end of the activity or towards the end
of the class.

Table 6.
Responses to the Timing of CF across Levels
Timing of CF Level X sd F p Preferences
Beginner 2.88 1.16 Pre-intermediate >
Immediate Pre-intermediate 3.61 1.09 beginner
correction Intermediate 3.02 1.01
Advanced 3.02 123 421 .006
Beginner 4.33 .84 Beginner>pre-
After Pre-intermediate 3.88 .89 intermediate
students Intermediate 4.00 75
finish talking Advanced 3.96 96 2.71 .046
Beginner 2.78 1.12 Advanced &
After Pre-intermediate 3.12 1.05 intermediate>beginner
the activity Intermediate 3.43 1.00
Advanced 3.43 100 445  .005
Beginner 2.14 1.37 Intermediate>beginner
At the end of class Pre-intermediate 2.33 1.34
Intermediate 2.67 1.23
Advanced 2.65 1210 335 113

The pre-intermediate group, for example, wanted immediate correction, which is a different preference from the
beginner (p=.008), intermediate (p=.05) and the advanced groups (p=.05). The students across levels tended to ask
for correction after they finished talking (F (3) =2.71, p=.046). This difference was meaningful between the
beginner and the pre-intermediate group (p=.05). The finding of preference to be corrected after the activity is over
is also statistically meaningful across groups (F (3) =4.45, p=.005). The advanced and the intermediate groups
preferred to be corrected after the activity came to an end, a preference which was not appreciated by the beginner
group (p=.012). Receiving feedback at the end of the class was not favored much by any of the groups (see Table
6.). Still, when compared with the low proficiency level learners, the high proficiency level learners had a more
positive attitude towards receiving feedback at the conclusion of the class.
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3.2.4. What method of CF to receive?

Desirable feedback types also differed between groups. Statistically meaningful differences between groups
existed in their preferences for clarification requests (F (3) =3.13, p=.027), elicitation (F (3) =2.97, p=.033) and
metalinguistic feedback (F (3) =4.78, p=.003) to their erroneous utterances in speech (see Table 7.). The beginner
group rated elicitation, metalinguistic feedback and clarification requests as the top three mostly favored feedback
types. The pre-intermediate group would like to receive elicitation, repetition and explicit feedback over the other
forms of CF. The intermediate group appreciated explicit feedback, elicitation and metalinguistic feedback more
than the other forms of CF. Finally, the advanced group rated metalinguistic feedback, explicit feedback and
repetition more positively than the other CF methods.

Table 7.
Responses to the Timing of CF across Levels
Type of CF Level X sd F p Preferences

Beginner 390 .83 Beginner>advanced
Clarification Pre-intermediate 345 1.08
Request Intermediate 354 1.29

Advanced 326 111 313 .027

Beginner 380 1.22 Pre-intermediate>intermediate
Repetition Pre-intermediate 3.84 1.03

Intermediate 3.33 1.19

Advanced 3.70 115 209  .103

Beginner 343 137 Advanced>beginner
Explicit Feedback Pre-intermediate 351  1.12

Intermediate 3.53 1.22

Advanced 3.88  1.03 143 233

Beginner 418 .93 Beginner>advanced
Elicitation Pre-intermediate 388 .95

Intermediate 3.66 1.18

Advanced 359 1.27 2.97 033

Beginner 137 .66 Pre-intermediate>advanced
No correction Pre-intermediate 206 121

Intermediate 1.90 .81

Advanced 175 .89 528 .002

Beginner 416 .73 Beginner>pre-intermediate
Metalinguistic Pre-intermediate 351 105
Feedback Intermediate 357 1.06

Advanced 382 .97 478 .003

Beginner 320 1.06 Advanced>beginner=intermediate
Recasts Pre-intermediate 339 1.08

Intermediate 320 .94

Advanced 353 1.06 1.20 310

In terms of methods of CF, as reported in Table 7, beginners differed significantly from the advanced group in
their beliefs about the effectiveness of clarification requests (p=.019) and elicitation (p=.04). The beginner level
learners believed in the effectiveness of clarification requests and elicitation more than the advanced group did.
The pre-intermediate group was of the opinion that no CF can also help them, an opinion which the beginner
(p=.001) and the intermediate group (p=.023) did not agree at all. The beginner group believed in the contribution
of metalinguistic feedback to their learning process more strongly than the pre-intermediate (p=.005) and the
intermediate group (p=.014). All the groups doubted that recasts would help them improve their oral
communication skills (p=.310).

3.2.5. What type of error requires correction?

All the groups wanted their highly serious, highly frequent, individual errors to be treated. Of all the groups, the
advanced learners wanted feedback on all possible kinds of speech errors that they could commit. The only
difference across groups existed as to how they would like their highly frequent (F (3) =5.44, p=.001), infrequent
(F (3) =2.97, p=.033) and individual errors F (3) =4.51, p=.004) to be treated (see Table 8.).
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Table 8.
Responses to the Types of Errors to Be Corrected across Levels

Type of errors Level X sd F p Preferences

Beginner 4.35 .84 Advanced>intermediate
Very Pre-intermediate 4.39 .57
Serious Errors Intermediate 4.29 81

Advanced 4,63 .63 2.09 103

Beginner 3.24 .86 Advanced>pre-
Less Serious ErrorsPre-intermediate 2.94 .99 intermediate

Intermediate 3.08 .98

Advanced 3.33 105 161  .188

Beginner 3.29 1.37 Advanced>beginner
Highly Pre-intermediate 3.80 1.12
Frequent Errors  |ntermediate 3.60 1.22

Advanced 4.07 1.03 244  .001

Beginner 2.90 1.10 Beginner>intermediate
Infrequent Errors Pre-intermediate 2.84 1.03

Intermediate 2.80 .85

Advanced 2.86 .92 2.97 033

Beginner 4.35 .84 Advanced>intermediate
Individual Errors Pre-intermediate 4.39 57

Intermediate 4.29 .81

Advanced 4.63 63 451 .004

The advanced group differed from the beginner group in their belief that error correction was a necessity when
they made an error frequently (p=.001) and when the error was peculiar to the individual (p=.004). Even when the
error was quite an infrequent one, the beginner group appreciated correction (p=.033). Yet, learners regardless of
their level of proficiency treated infrequent errors as the ones that require the least amount of attention.

3.2.6. Who should treat errors?

First, as presented in Table 9, learners of all proficiency levels favored the teacher as the main feedback providing
agent over themselves as self-correctors and the others as peer correctors.

Table 9.
Responses to the Choice of Correctors across Levels
Agent Level X sd F p Preferences

Beginner 2.33 1.01 Intermediate >pre-intermediate
Peers Pre-intermediate ~ 2.18 1.20

Intermediate 241 .94

Advanced 2.39 102 529 663

Beginner 4.37 .86 Advanced>intermediate
Teachers Pre-intermediate  4.31 .99

Intermediate 4.22 .98

Advanced 4.47 105 142 240

Beginner 4.16 1.37 Advanced>pre-intermediate
Students themselves Pre-intermediate ~ 3.96 1.12

Intermediate 4.18 1.22

Advanced 4.37 103 158 195

Second, all the groups especially the groups with higher levels of proficiency believed that given enough time,
they could figure out the errors in speech and correct themselves. Peers were the least favored feedback providing
agents among the lower proficiency groups.

4. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION and IMPLICATIONS

This paper explored the effect of language proficiency on foreign language anxiety and spoken corrective feedback
preferences among tertiary level English learners doing a preparatory year at a Turkish public university where the
medium of instruction is English. The main finding of this study is that the level of foreign language proficiency
affects the level of foreign language anxiety and learner preferences for corrective feedback in oral communication.
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Firstly, the findings presented in this paper reveal that as the level of proficiency goes up, learners are more likely
to experience foreign language anxiety. Learners of lower proficiency groups, namely, the beginner and the pre-
intermediate groups, suffer from higher levels of foreign language anxiety. More specifically, these groups suffer
from a fear of negative evaluation and failure in tests a lot more than the advanced and intermediate level learners.
This finding is in line with the other studies (e.g., Debreli & Demirkan, 2015; Elaldi, 2016). The reason behind
this difference can be linked to the characteristic properties of the learners, especially to those who study at
advanced classes. Advanced level classes in this institution are mostly comprised of learners who will be majoring
in languages including, Teaching English as a Foreign Language, Western Languages and Literature, Linguistics
and Translation and Interpreting Studies. So, it is not surprising that learners who come to the advanced level
classes are those who have had the longest history of learning a foreign language and who have already acquired
experiences and means to handle language anxiety or failure in tests. The beginner and pre-intermediate learners,
on the other hand, fear about not being able to fulfill the requirements to take or to pass the proficiency test until
September, which is the last chance to demonstrate proficiency in English to start their departmental studies in the
beginning of the academic year. These groups also fear about making mistakes and losing face in class, being
evaluated negatively by their peers and teachers and also not being able to express themselves well enough to the
other speakers, unlike the higher level proficiency groups that have experienced such feelings before and are now
probably fully equipped with the mechanisms to cope with such feelings of worry.

Secondly, in this study, learner beliefs on spoken corrective feedback are investigated in terms of (i) its necessity,
(ii) frequency, (iii) timing, (iv) methods, (V) error types to be corrected and (vi) feedback providing agents as the
main correctors. All the groups, regardless of their level of proficiency, believe in the necessity of corrective
feedback to their errors in speech. Advanced and beginner level learners stand out as the top two groups craving
for feedback. It is not surprising that the beginners believe receiving feedback is an important part of their learning
process since they stay in the program the longest and receive three obligatory semesters of instruction in class.
Naturally, feedback becomes one of the most important classroom rituals dictated by the instructor. Advanced
learners also exhibit firm beliefs about the necessity of feedback since they might think that a critical eye on their
performance in oral communication can equip them with an excellent command of the language itself before
starting their majors most of which are related to language studies. Similar to the findings about the necessity of
feedback, learners of all groups, regardless of their level of proficiency or foreign language anxiety report that
frequent error correction helps to improve their oral communication skills. These findings are also in line with the
studies (e.g., Martin & Alvarez Valdivia, 2017; Lee, 2013) conducted in different EFL settings.

As for the timing of CF of all the groups, especially the intermediate and the advanced level learners favor feedback
after they finish talking. They do not prefer to be interrupted in the middle of the conversation. The beginner and
pre-intermediate learners favor immediate feedback whereas the intermediate and advanced learners appreciate
delayed feedback. This difference can be accounted by learners’ awareness of the usefulness of feedback (Ellis,
2009). That is, higher proficiency groups are well-aware of the fact that they would not be making serious errors
that would impede communication. They demand to be listened to until the end of their turn in the conversation
so that they could have the chance to express themselves in detail by using self-repair mechanisms. The lower
proficiency groups, on the other hand, are anxious that they would make errors which would hinder the
conversation or confuse the listener, so they are in constant need for an error checking mechanism. This piece of
finding also coincides with the other studies (e.g., Fidan, 2015; Smith, 2010) in the literature.

One particular piece of finding this paper reports is that learners of all proficiency groups regardless of their level
of anxiety and level of proficiency believe that not receiving any corrective feedback will not help their learning
process even though the type of feedback they opt differs depending on their levels of proficiency. The pre-
intermediate and intermediate learners believe in the effectiveness of explicit feedback and elicitation over the
other forms of feedback. Interestingly, the beginner and the advanced groups share a positive attitude towards
metalinguistic feedback. Elicitation was rated positively by all the groups except the advanced group. Recasts were
the least favored error correction method, a finding of which is also reported in the literature (Lochtman, 2002;
Surakka, 2007). Recasts are not favored by the low proficiency groups since they can be pretty difficult to notice
especially in oral practice (Philp, 2003). The findings of this study also support Renko (2012) suggesting that
explicit correction and metalinguistic comments can reduce anxiety to manageable levels. These two feedback
forms are rated positively by the high anxiety groups, namely, the beginner and pre-intermediate learners, in this
study.

Nearly learners of all proficiency groups believe that their highly serious, frequent and individual errors deserve
attention and corrective treatment. Especially the advanced learners appreciate feedback to all possible error forms
except for the infrequent and less serious spoken errors. A similar pattern is also observed with the beginner level
learners. Learners of all proficiency groups agree that the infrequent errors can be ignored.
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Regardless of their levels of proficiency, all the learners in this study express a strong belief in teacher correction.
One reason why the learners view teachers as the main feedback providing agents is that teachers have the expertise
and experience in coping with the difficulties that learners face and in bringing solutions to the problems they
cannot overcome on their own (Fidan, 2015; Gielen, Tops, Dochy, Onhema & Smeets, 2010). The second reason
could be that they view teacher feedback more reliable and complex than the other forms of feedback (Van den
Boom, Paas & Van Merriénboer, 2007). The second most trusted feedback providing agent is reported to be the
learners themselves and the least favored feedback providers are considered as the peers. Especially, the beginner
and pre-intermediate learners do not trust their peers at all, even though the beliefs scale was given at the end of
the second semester when these reportedly low proficiency groups did not in fact have low proficiency in English
at that time.

As final words, foreign language anxiety may impede comprehension and production in a foreign language. In
addition, it can deteriorate concentration and the retrieval of information. To overcome the negative implications
of foreign language anxiety on learner performance in a foreign language, teachers need to take some suggestions
into consideration as in:

- implementing their programs by taking the proficiency and anxiety level of their learners into
consideration,

- assuming the role of the main feedback providing agent,

- being selective in error correction, addressing mostly frequent and serious errors,

- keeping in mind that lower and higher proficiency groups differ with respect to their preferred timing of
feedback,

- being aware of the type of oral feedback learners of varying proficiency groups demand.

This study can also provide insights to language teachers about functional and dysfunctional learner beliefs on
corrective feedback preferences. Still, further research in different EFL contexts is needed. For future work, the
participant pool can be enlarged. The role of proficiency on foreign language anxiety and spoken corrective
feedback preferences of tertiary level learners who attend either a public or a private university can be compared.
Plus, interviews with teachers and learners of different levels of proficiency can be added to the survey data.
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GENISLETILMIS OZET

1. Giris

Yabanc dil gretmenlerinin pek ¢ogu, egitim 6gretim dili ingilizce olan bir {iniversitede 6grenim gorebilmek igin
hazirhk simifini basarih bir sekilde tamamlayip, ingilizce’de akademik yeterliligini kanitlamak zorunda olan
universite hazirlik okulu 6grenicilerinin yasadigi yabanci dil kaygisina, mutlaka taniklik etmislerdir. Yabanc dil
ogrenme kaygisi ¢ogu zaman 6grenicinin negatif degerlendirilebilecegi durumlardan kaginmasi ve utanmasi olarak
gozlemlenebilir. Bu kaygi, sinifigi aktivitelerde 6grenicinin sinif arkadaglarinin 6niinde kiigiik diisme endisesinden
ve smavlarda basarisiz olma korkusundan kaynaklanabilir (Horwitz, Horwitz ve Cope, 1991).

Bu stresli siiregte 6gretmenler dgrenicilere geribildirim verme yoluyla destek olurlar ki, s6zlii iletisimde, yabanci
dilde yapilan 6grenici hatalarma degisik sekillerde geribildirim verilebilir (Lyster ve Ranta, 1997). Diizeltici
geribildirim dolayli ya da dolaysiz yollarla verilebilir. Dolaysiz, direkt verilen geribildirim, dogrudan diizeltme,
sOyletim ve yeniden bi¢imlendirme olarak smiflandirilirken, dolayli olarak verilen geribildirim ise, agikliga
kavusturma talebi, tekrarlama ve iistdilsel yorumlar olarak gruplandirilabilir. Ornegin, ‘I visit my grandparents
yesterday’, ciimlesindeki yanlisa 6gretmen dogru zaman formunu direkt vererek dogrudan diizeltme yontemi ile
yaklasabilir: ‘Not “VISIT” —VISITED’. Soyletim yoluyla 6gretmen tiim ciimleyi sufle vererek 6grenicinin bir
yanlis yaptiginin farkina varmasim saglayabilir: ‘I ...?°. Bir baska teknikle, d6gretmen Ggrenicinin sdyledigi
ciimlenin bir kismini ya da tamamini, yanls kisim harig, yeniden bigimlendirme ile verebilir: ‘I visited’. Dolaylh
verilen diizeltici sozlii geribildirimleri 6rneklendirirsek, 6gretmen &greniciye acgikliga kavusturma talebi ile
kurdugu ciimleyi gézden gegirtebilir: ‘Anlayamadim?’. Ogretmen, ciimlenin sadece yanlis kismmi ya da tiim
climleyi tekrar ederek Ggrenicinin dikkatini yanlisin oldugu yere ¢ekerek, tekrarlama metodunu kullanabilir: ‘I
VISIT?’. Ya da 6gretmen konusma yanlisi igeren ciimle ile ilgili istdilsel bir yorum yapabilir: ‘Burada ge¢mis
zaman kullanman gerekir.” Tiim bu geribildirim mekanizmalar1, farkl dil ve kaygi diizeyindeki 6grenicilere farklh
baglamlarda, farkli bigimlerde kullanilabilir.

Yabanci dil yeterlilik diizeyinin, kaygt ve 6grenici geribildirim tercihleri iizerindeki etkisi hakkinda yapilan
aragtirmalar geliskili sonug¢lar dogurmustur. Bazi ¢aligsmalar (Abrar, 2017; Dalkili¢, 2001; Liu, 2006; Tercan &
Dikilitas, 2015; Tianjian, 2010), disiik dil seviye grubundaki 6grenicilerin daha fazla yabanct dil kaygisi
deneyimlediklerini rapor ederken, digerleri (Aydemir, 2011; Batumlu & Erden, 2007; Debreli & Demirkan, 2015;
Elaldi, 2016; Kitano, 2001; Saito & Samimy, 1996) ileri dil seviyesindeki dgrenicilerin yabanci dil kaygisindan
daha mustarip olduklarini bulmuslardir. Alanyazinda, yabanci dil yeterlilik diizeyinin, yabanci dil kaygi diizeyine
anlamli bir etkisi olmadigini gosteren ¢aligmalara (Balemir, 2009; Cagatay, 2015; Luo, 2014) da rastlanmak
miimkiindiir. Bunlara ek olarak, baslangi¢ diizeyindeki 6grenicilerin alimlayici becerileri, ileri diizey 6grenicilerin
ise tiretken becerileri 6grenirken daha fazla kaygi deneyimledikleri gozlenmistir (Ay, 2010).

Kaygi diizeyini hafifletmek i¢in 6gretmenler bir ya da birden g¢ok geribildirim metoduna bagvurabilirler.
Ogretmenler, &grenicilerinin  konusurken yaptiklar1 hatalar1 diizeltirken, dil seviyelerini géz &niinde
bulundurduklarin1 bildirmislerdir (Li, 2017). Farkli seviye gruplarindaki Ogreniciler de Ogretmenlerinden
geribildirim verirken dil seviyelerindeki farkliliklar1 goz 6niinde bulundurmalarini beklemektedirler (Uyaniker,
2018). Ornegin, dgreniciler, diizeyleri ne olursa olsun, yeniden bigimlendirme metoduyla geribildirim almay1
tercih ederlerken, 6gretmenler, 6grenicinin yabanci dil seviyesi yiikseldik¢e, bu metottan uzaklasmaktadirlar
(Ahangari & Amirzadeh, 2011). Yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen Tiirk dgreniciler, sik¢a yaptiklari ciddi
hatalara, 6gretmenin verecegi, dogrudan diizeltme, agikliga kavusturma talebi ve sdyletim gibi metotlarla
geribildirim almay1 tercih etmektedirler (Tasdemir & Arslan, 2018). Daha diisiikk dil seviyesindeki 6grenici
gruplari, geribildirim konusunda 6zellikle 6gretmenlerine glivenmektedirler. Dil seviyesi ne olursa olsun, yabanci
dil 6grenen Ggreniciler, akran geribildiriminden ¢ok kendi hatalarini kendileri diizeltmeyi yeglemektedirler (Geng,
2014). Geribildirimin verilecegi zaman da degisiklik gostermektedir. Diisiik yabanci dil seviyesindeki 6greniciler,
aninda geribildirim almayi tercih ederlerken, daha yiiksek diizeydeki dgreniciler konusurken yaptiklar hatalara
geciktirilmig geribildirim almak istemektedirler (Fidan, 2015). Farkli dil seviyelerindeki 6greniciler, diizeltici geri
bildirimin olmamasimin dil gelisimlerine katkis1 olmayacagi konusunda hemfikirdirler. Tekrarlama, sdyletim,
acikliga kavusturma talebi gibi dolayli hata diizeltme metotlar: yiiksek dil diizeyindeki 6grenicilerin geribildirim
tercihleri olurken, dogrudan diizeltme gibi direkt hata diizeltme metotlar1 alt diizey gruplan tarafindan daha ¢ok
yeglenmektedir (Geng, 2014; Lee, 2013). Baglangic ve ileri diizey gruplarindaki o6greniciler {istdilsel
geribildirimden diger gruplara gore daha fazla faydalandiklarini belirtmislerdir (Ferreira, Moore & Mellish, 2007).
Ote yandan, ileri diizey 6grenicilerin sdyletim metoduna, baslangi¢ diizeyindekilerin ise iistdilsel geribildirime
daha fazla deger verdikleri de alanda rastlanan bulgular arasindadir (Kaivanpanah, Alavi & Sepehrinia, 2015).
flging olan bulgulardan bir digeri ise hata diizeltme metodu ne olursa olsun ileri diizey yabanci dil égrenicilerinin
bu metoda kars1 n6tr bir tutum i¢inde olduklaridir (Hashemian & Mostaghasi, 2015).
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Bu calismanin amaci, 6grenici kaygi diizeyi ve sozlii diizeltici geribildirim inaniglarinin dil yeterlilik dizeyiyle
etkilesimi iizerine alanda siiregelen tartigmaya katkida bulunmaktir. Ele alinan aragtirma sorular1 (i) baslangig, 6n
orta, orta ve ileri diizeyde yabanci dil olarak ingilizce grenen iiniversite hazirlik okulu dgrenicilerinin yabanc dil
seviyelerine gore deneyimledikleri dil kaygisinda farklilik olup olmadigi ve (ii) bu dort farkl dil diizeyindeki
Ogrenicilerin yabanci dil konusurken aldiklar1 sozlii diizeltici geri bildirim hakkindaki inaniglarinin birbirinden
farkli olup olmadigidir.

2. Yontem

Bogazigi Universitesi Etik Komisyonundan gerekli izinler alindiktan sonra, Veri yapilandirilmig anket yaklagimi
ile elde edilmistir. Bu ¢alismada kolaylikla bulunabilen 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilmigtir. Calismaya katilimda
goniilliiliik esastir. Anketten dnce, her bir katilimcinin yazili onami alinmustir. Once dgrenici demografik verisi
alinmis daha sonra da Yabanci Dil Smmifi Kayg1 6lcegi (FLCAS) ve Diizeltici Geribildirim Inang 6lcegi (CFBS)
tek bir dokiiman olarak, daha once anketi nasil uygulamalar1 konusunda egitilmis, Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
yardimiyla 2019 bahar déneminin, yani ikinci dénemin 15. haftasindaki bir ders saati icerisinde uygulanmustir. Bir
devlet tiniversitesindeki hazirlik siifi 6grenicileri olan katilimeilar dlgeklerdeki maddeleri dikkatli bir sekilde
okuyup, kendilerine en dogru gelen sikk: isaretlemeleri yoniinde yonerge almislardir. Dogru sikki/rakami segmek
her bir maddedeki ciimle ile hemfikir olma derecesini gostermektedir. Baglangig, 6n orta, orta ve ileri dil
diizeyindeki 204 dgreniciden alman veri analiz edilmistir. Katilimeilar,18-25 yas araligindadirlar. ileri diizey
grubundaki ogreniciler, en erken yasta ingilizce ile tanisan grup olduklarmi belirtmislerdir. Olgekleri
tamamlamalar1 igin, her bir katilimciya yaklasik 25 dakika verilmistir. Tamamlanmig olan tim olc¢ekler
numaralandirilmis ve veri isimsiz bir sekilde girilmistir. FLCAS’den alinan yiiksek bir skor daha yiiksek yabanci
dil kaygisina denk gelmektedir. Benzer bir prosediir CFBS’nin analizi igin de takip edilmistir. Dort farkli dil
diizeyindeki 6greniciler arasindaki yabanci dil kaygist ve 6grenici sozlii diizeltici geri bildirim tercihleri istatistik
programi SPSS versiyon 25 iizerinden analiz edilmistir. Tek faktorlii varyans analizleri ve Bonferroni diizeltmeleri
yapilmustir.

3. Bulgular, Tartisma ve Sonug

Dort farkli dil diizeyindeki dgreniciler arasindaki yabanci dil kaygisi gostergeleri dort baglik altinda analiz edilmistir; (i)
olumsuz degerlendirilme korkusu, (ii) iletisim kaygisi, (iii) smav kaygisi ve (iv) sinif igi kaygi. Ogrenici diizeltici geri
bildirim tercihleri ise (i) gerekliligi, (ii) sikligy, (iii) yanlis tirt, (iv) diizeltici geri bildirim teknigi ve (v) diizeltenin kim
oldugu agisindan irdelenmistir. Bu ¢alismanin ana bulgusu, yabanci dil seviyesinin 6grenicinin deneyimledigi yabanci
dil kaygisini ve sozlii diizeltici geribildirim tercihlerini etkiledigi yoniindedir.

Oncelikle, ileri seviye grubunda olan katilimeilar, baslangig diizeyindekilerden yas olarak daha kiiciiktiirler, fakat bu
farklilik istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildir (F (3) =2.02, p=.12). Ote yandan, ingilizce’ye ilk defa maruz kalma yas1 goz
oniinde bulunduruldugunda, ileri diizeydeki dgreniciler alt seviye gruplarindan anlamli bir sekilde ayrigmaktadirlar (F
(3) =8.33, p<.001).

Alandaki diger ¢aligmalara (6rn., Debreli & Demirkan, 2015; Elaldi, 2015) paralel olarak, bu ¢alisma da, dil seviyesi
arttikca yabanci dil kaygisimin azaldigi yoniindeki bulgulari desteklemektedir. Baglangic ve 6n orta diizeydeki
Ogreniciler orta ve ileri dil seviyesindeki 6grenicilere nazaran olumsuz degerlendirilme ve sinavlarda bagarisiz olma
korkusu yasadiklarini belirtmislerdir. Bu farkliligin sebebi olarak, 6zellikle ileri diizey 6grenicilerin dile daha erken
yaslarda maruz kalmis olmalari ve dil dgrenimi ile ilgili pek ¢cok deneyimleri oldugu igin kaygi ile bas edebilme
mekanizmalarim oldukga gelistirmis olduklar belirtilebilir.

Sozlii geribildirim dgrenici tercihlerine gelince, dil basar seviyesine bakmaksizin tiim gruplar, 6zellikle ileri ve baglangig
seviye gruplari konugmadaki hatalarm diizeltilmesinin gerekliligine inanmaktadirlar. Baslangig seviyesindeki
ogreniciler, zorunlu olarak {i¢ donem egitim 6gretim gordiikleri igin, verilen geribildirimi 6gretmenin Ggrenicilere
benimsettigi giinliik bir ritiiel olarak algiliyor olabilirler. leri seviye gruplarmm gogunun baslayacaklari béliimler
Ingilizce 6gretmenligi, dilbilim, Bati dilleri ve edebiyati, Miitercim terciimanlik gibi meslek olarak dil ile ilgili
calisacaklari boliimler oldugu igin, bu 6greniciler geribildirimin éneminin farkindadirlar. Bu bulgu da alandaki diger
bulgularla (6rn., Martin & Alvarez Valdivia, 2017; Lee, 2013) ortiismektedir.

Geribildirimin zamanlamasi goz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda, 6zellikle ileri seviye gruplar1 konusmalar1 bittikten sonra
geri bildirim almak istediklerini belirtmislerdir. Baglangi¢ ve 6n orta diizey gruplari aninda geribildirim tercih ederlerken,
orta ve ileri dil seviyesindeki gruplar geciktirilmis geribildirimden yanadirlar. Bu farklilik 6grenicilerin geribildirimin
farklilig1 konusundaki farkindaliklarindan kaynaklanabilir (Ellis, 2009). Ust dil seviye gruplari dile hakimiyetlerine
giivendikleri i¢in, konugmalarinm sonuna kadar dinlenmesini istemektedirler ki boylece yaptiklari hatalar1 kendi
kendilerine diizeltebilirler, alt dil seviye gruplar1 ise anlagilmalarini engelleyecek, dinleyicinin kafasinin karigabilecegi
hatalardan armmak igin siirekli islevde olan bir hata diizeltme mekanizmasini tercih edebilirler. Bu bulgu da alandaki
diger ¢alismalar (6rn., Fidan, 2015; Smith, 2010) destekler niteliktedir.
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Dil seviyeleri dikkate alinmaksizin, tiim gruplar geribildirim alinmamasinin dil gelisimlerine katkis1 olmayacagini
belirtmislerdir. On orta ve orta diizeydeki dgreniciler, dogrudan geribildirimin ve sdyletimin diger geribildirim tiirlerine
gore daha etkili olduguna inanmaktadirlar. Baglangi¢ ve ileri diizeydeki Ggreniciler, iistdilsel geribildirime yonelik
pozitif bir bakis agisma sahiptirler. Soyletim, ileri diizey Ogreniciler haricinde, tiim gruplar tarafindan faydali
goriilmiistiir. Alandaki diger ¢aligmalara (Lochtman, 2002; Surakka, 2007) paralel olarak, yeniden sekillendirme, en az
tercih edilen diizeltme metodu olarak rapor edilmistir. Yeniden sekillendirmenin diger metotlara gore daha az tercih
edilmis olmasinin sebeplerinden biri, konusurken, geri bildirim olarak kolay anlagilamayan bir metot olmasidir (Philp,
2003). Bu ¢alismanin bulgular1 Renko (2012) nin bulgulari ile de 6rtiismektedir. Kaygi diizeyini azaltan iki metot olan
iistdilsel geribildirim ve dogrudan geribildirim 6zellikle bu ¢calismadaki kaygi diizeyi yiiksek olan baglangi¢ ve 6n orta
diizey 6greniciler tarafindan tercih edilmistir.

Neredeyse tim dil seviyesindeki Ogreniciler, ciddi gordiikleri, sik yaptiklari bireysel hatalarinin diizeltilmesini
istediklerini belirtmislerdir. Verilen 6lgekte, 6grenicilerden, hatanin sikligini, bireyselligini ve ciddiyetini 1’den 5’e
kadar bir skala tizerinde derecelendirmeleri istenmistir. Bu derecelendirmede, 6grenicilerin diizeltilme istegi araliklar:
1- asla (0%), 2- nadiren (20%), 3- bazen (50%), 4- siklikla (80%) ve 5- her zaman (100%) olarak verilmistir. Bu
derecelendirmeyi 6greniciler tamamen kisisel tercihlerine gore yapmuslardir. Ozellikle ileri diizey 6greniciler sikhigmnin
ve ciddiyetinin, diger hatalarina gore daha az oldugunu diisiindiigii hatalarinin daha az diizeltilmesini tercih etmislerdir.
Benzer bir egilim baglangi¢ diizeyindeki dgrenicilerde de gozlenmistir. Tiim dil seviye gruplar1 nadiren tekrarladiklart
hatalarinin gz ard1 edilebilecegini belirtmislerdir. Tiim gruplar, diger arkadaglarindan farkli olan bireysel hatalarmin
Ogretmenler tarafindan takip edilip diizeltilmesini beklemektedirler.

Dil diizeyine bakilmaksizin tiim greniciler hatalarinin 6gretmenleri tarafindan etkili bir sekilde diizeltilebilecegine
inanmaktadirlar. Bunun bir nedeni, Gielen, Tops, Dochy, Onhema ve Smeets (2010)’in de rapor ettigi lizere,
ogrenicilerin, kendi yasadiklari zorluklari anlamak ve problemleri ¢ozmek agisindan 6gretmenlerinin deneyimlerine
giivenmeleridir. Bir bagka gerekge ise, Van den Boom, Paas ve Van Merriénboer (2007)’in de belirttigi gibi, 6gretmenin
verdigi geribildirimin daha detayli ve giivenilir olmasidir. Geribildirim kaynagi olarak Ggreniciler ikinci sirada
kendilerini ve en son sirada da akranlarim1 gérmektedirler. Baslangi¢ ve 6n orta diizeydeki 6greniciler akranlarma bu
konuda kesinlikle giivenmemektedirler.

Son olarak, yabanci dil kaygst ikinci bir dildeki anlama ve tiretme becerilerini engelleyebilir. Kaygi, konsantrasyonu ve
bilginin hatirlanmasim da zorlagtirabilir. Kaygimin negatif etkilerinin tistesinden gelebilmek ve 6grenici performansina
sekte vurmamasi agisindan, dgretmenler 6grenicilerinin dil seviyelerini de goz 6niinde bulundurarak, ders akiglarim
sekillendirebilirler ki bunun i¢in asagidaki 6neriler goz 6niinde bulundurulabilir:

- Ogrenicilerin kaygi diizeyleri ve dil seviyeleri goz oniinde bulundurularak miifredatlar/programlar
hazirlanabilir.

- Ogrenici goziinde 6gretmenin temel geribildirim veren kaynak oldugu unutulmamalidir.

- Sozli diizeltici geribildirim verilirken segici olunabilir ve en ¢ok sikca tekrarlanan ciddi hatalar {izerinde
durmak gerekebilir.

- Geri bildirimin zamanlamasina karar verirken sinif dil diizeyi g6z 6niinde bulundurulmalidir.

- Degisik dil seviyelerindeki gruplara farkli s6zlii diizeltici geribildirim verilmesi konusunda 6gretmenlerin
farkindaligi olmalidir.

Bu ¢alisma 6grenicilerin inaniglart hakkinda 6gretmenlere i¢ gorii saglamaktadir. Gelecekte farkli yabanci dil 6gretilen
baglamlarda, bu tip alismalara ihtiyac vardir. Gelecekteki calismalarda, katilime1 havuzu genisletilebilir. Ozel ve devlet
tiniversitelerindeki 6grenicilerin yabanc dil kaygis ve sozlii diizeltici geribildirim yegleyisleri karsilastirilabilir. Farkl
diizey gruplarindaki dgrenicilerle ve bu gruplara giren 6gretmenlerle yapilan goriismeler de anket verisine eklenilebilir.
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