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ÖZET
TÜRK YE’DE YABANCI D L OLARAK NG L ZCE Ö#RET M
BA#LAMINDA Ö#RENC BA#IMSIZLI#INI ETK LEYEN ETKENLER N
NCELENMES
Mehmet BOYNO
Doktora Tezi, ngiliz Dili E&itimi Anabilim Dalı
Danı)man: Yrd. Doç. Dr. Jülide NÖZÜ
Haziran 2011, 314 sayfa
Türkiye’de genellikle bireyler çocukları yerine kararlar veren ebeveynlerin
kontrolünde büyürler. Okul ya!ına geldiklerinde, bu kontrol ö$retmenlere geçer. Dahası,
kendi ö$renmelerine ili!kin karar alma süreçlerine hiçbir zaman dâhil edilmemelerine
ra$men

ö$rencilerin

birçok

okul

dersini

makul

bir

seviyede

ö$renmeleri

beklenmektedir. Bu da uzun soluklu ve anlamlı ö$renmeyi engelleyen problemlerden
birini te!kil etmektedir. Bu probleme çözüm olarak, ö$rencilerin sorumluluk almalarına
yardımcı olmak, onların sahiplik duygularını geli!tirmek ve öz-benlik ve öz-güvenlerini
artırmak gibi etkinlikler tavsiye edilmektedir. Kısacası, ö$rencilerin ba$ımsız ö$renciler
olarak yeti!tirilmesi gerekmektedir. 1970’lerden bu yana, birçok ara!tırmacı yabancı dil
ö$renci ba$ımsızlı$ı konusunda çalı!malar yürüttüler. Bu konuyu etkileyen etkenlerin
arasında ba!arı, ya!, kaygı, tutum, beyin profili, duygusal zekâ, deneyim, cinsiyet, dil
ö$renme stratejileri, ö$renilmi! çaresizlik, ö$renme stilleri, motivasyon, çoklu zekâ
alanları, anne-baba tutumları, performans de$erlendirme, ailenin sosyo-ekonomik
seviyesi

ve

ö$rencilerin

gerçekten

'ngilizceyi

sevip

sevmedikleri

oldu$u

gözlenmektedir. Yabancı dil olarak 'ngilizce ö$renen Türk ö$rencilerin ba$ımsızlı$ını
etkileyen etkenleri belirlemek amacıyla, 116 adet 9. ve 10. sınıf ö$rencisine bazı
envanterler uygulandı. Tezin amacına uygun olarak elde edilen verileri incelemek için,
Sosyal Bilimler için 'statistik paket programında bulunan ba$ımsız örneklem T-test,
Tek Yönlü ANOVA ve korelâsyon kullanıldı.
Çalı!manın sonuçları, yukarıda bahsedilen de$i!kenlerin alt bölümlerinin
ço$unun ö$renci ba$ımsızlı$ı ile korelâsyon içinde oldu$unu göstermektedir. Bu
korelâsyon bazen olumsuz bazen de olumlu yönde. Katılımcıların ba$ımsızlık algıları

iv
ile (i) kız katılımcılar yönünde cinsiyet ve (ii) 'ngilizceyi sevenler yönünde
katılımcıların 'ngilizceyi gerçekten sevip sevmedikleri arasında istatistiksel olarak
anlamlı bir fark bulunmu!tur.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Ö$renci ba$ımsızlı$ı, Bireysel farklılıklar, Türkiye’de yabancı dil
olarak 'ngilizce ba$lamı, Ba$ımsız ö$renme, Sınıf–içi ve –dı!ı ö$renme
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ABSTRACT
AN ANALYSIS OF THE FACTORS INFLUENCING LEARNER AUTONOMY
IN THE TURKISH EFL CONTEXT
Mehmet BOYNO
PhD Dissertation, English Language Teaching Department
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Jülide NÖZÜ
June 2011, 314 pages
In Turkey, individuals generally grow up under the control of their parents who
decide on behalf of their children. When they reach school age, this control is passed
onto their teachers. Furthermore, although they are never included in the decisionmaking process of their own learning, the students are expected to learn various school
subjects at a reasonable level. This forms one of the problems that prevent long-lasting
and meaningful learning from taking place. As a solution to this constraint, practices
such as assisting students to gain responsibility, raising their sense of ownership and
increasing their self-esteem and self-confidence are recommended. In brief, they should
be nurtured as autonomous learners. Since the 1970’s, many researchers have conducted
studies on foreign language learner autonomy. Amongst the factors observed
influencing this subject are achievement, age, anxiety, attitude, brain dominance,
emotional intelligence, experience, gender, language learning strategies, learned
helplessness, learning styles, motivation, multiple intelligence areas, parental attitudes,
performance assessment, the socio-economic level of the family and whether the
participants actually like English. In order to find out what factors influence the
autonomy of Turkish learners of English as a foreign language (EFL), some instruments
were administered to 116 9th and 10th grade high school students. In accordance with the
aim of the dissertation, independent T-test samples, One Way ANOVA and correlation
in the package programme named Statistics Programme for Social Sciences (SPSS)
were employed to analyse the gathered data.
the results of the study show that most of the dimensions of the above-mentioned
variables correlate with learner autonomy. This correlation is sometimes negative and

vi
sometimes positive. A statistically significant difference is observed between the
participants’ perception of autonomy and (i) gender for the female participants, and (ii)
whether the participants like the English language for those who like it.
Keywords: Learner autonomy, Individual differences, Turkish EFL context,
Independent learning, In- and out-of-class learning

vii
ACKOWLEDGEMENT

Finally, I am at the point of finishing a very long road full of constraints, whilst
at the same time launching another. It was not possible to walk through this journey
alone, thus, I would like to acknowledge the contributions of many people who have
helped in various ways.
First of all, Asst. Prof. Jülide 'nözü, my dissertation supervisor, deserves the
highest appreciation. I will always thank her for introducing me to the field of learner
autonomy. Thank you for being an autonomous supervisor and for encouraging me to
be an autonomous PhD candidate. Your support, feedback and understanding will be a
model for me throughout my academic career.
I would like to express my deepest gratitude to Assoc. Prof. Erdo$an Bada, Asst.
Prof. *ehnaz *ahinkaraka!, Asst. Prof. O$uz Kutlu and Assoc. Prof. Ahmet Do$anay,
the other members of my dissertation committee, for their patience, guidance and
support. Likewise, I wish to thank Prof. Hatice Sofu, Assoc. Prof. Zuhal Okan, Assoc.
Prof. Hatice Çubukçu, Assoc. Prof. Erdo$an Bada, Asst. Prof. Rana Yıldırım, and Asst.
Prof. Cem CAN for their fruitful lectures at the beginning of this PhD programme and
for their lasting support ever since. My special thanks also go to Assoc. Prof. Ahmet
Do$anay of Çukurova University, Asst. Prof. Servet Demir of Gaziantep University and
Asst. Prof. Recep Bindak of Mardin Artuklu University for their assistance with the
statistical analysis of my dissertation.
I would like to express my most sincere gratitude and appreciation to Dr. Karen
Tracy Yates-Sabren of Gaziantep Zirve University, who generously spent her valuable
time editing my dissertation. I particularly wish to thank Asst. Prof. Süleyman Ba!aran
of Dicle University and Asst. Prof. Rıza Ülker of Zirve University without whose
encouragement, I would not have finalised my studies. Also, I thank the participants of
this dissertation for their patience with some many instruments and contribution.
I owe a very special thank you to the Çukurova University Research Fund for
their financial support throughout the study (project number: EF 2008 D2). It was due to

viii
them that I could make it to Mexico for a one-week study visit regarding Self-Access
Centres. I am also greatly indebted to the Staff of the Graduate School of Social
Sciences of Çukurova University for their support. they were really so kind to lead me
through official issues. Also, I extend great thanks to TÜB'TAK for supporting my trip
to Hong Kong for the Independent Learning Association Conference (ILAC) 2009.
Finally my deepest appreciation goes to my parents, *ükriye and Cuma, who
supported and are still supporting me in every sense. I am also very grateful for my
wife, Ferdane, for her patience and for shouldering all the constraints by acting as a
guiding star when necessary. I am also grateful to my daughters, Tuba and Tuçe, for
their understanding even though I failed to support them from time to time.
Thanks to everyone whose names I might have forgotten for their support,
cooperation and help to make this study a reality. I confirm that it is me myself who is
responsible for the inconveniences and shortcomings of this dissertation, if any.

ix

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
ÖZET ..........................................................................................................................iii
ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................ v
ACKOWLEDGEMENT ........................................................................................... vii
TABLE OF CONTENTS ............................................................................................ x
LIST OF ABBREVATIONS..................................................................................... xii
LIST OF TABLES ...................................................................................................xiii
LIST OF FIGURES .................................................................................................. xv
LIST OF APPENDICES ........................................................................................ xviii
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1. Background of the Study ........................................................................................ 1
1.2. Statement of the Problem........................................................................................ 4
1.3. Purpose of the Study............................................................................................... 4
1.4. Research Questions ................................................................................................ 5
1.5. Assumptions and Limitations ................................................................................. 6
1.6. Definitions of the Terms ......................................................................................... 7
CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. What is Learner Autonomy? ................................................................................... 8
2.2. Why to Foster Learner Autonomy? ....................................................................... 16
2.3. How to Foster Learner Autonomy? ....................................................................... 17
2.3.1. In Which Environment to Employ Autonomy? ........................................... 19
2.3.2. With What Activities to Employ Autonomy? .............................................. 25
2.3.3. How to Employ Autonomy? ....................................................................... 31
2.3.4. Teacher’s Role in Learner Autonomy ......................................................... 40
2.3.5. Student’s Role in Learner Autonomy .......................................................... 49
2.3.6. Policy Maker’s/Administrator’s Role in Learner Autonomy ....................... 53
2.4. Autonomy and Learning theories .......................................................................... 56

x
2.5. Factors Influencing Learner Autonomy ................................................................ 62
2.5.1. Learner Autonomy and Achievement .......................................................... 63
2.5.2. Learner Autonomy and Age ........................................................................ 64
2.5.3. Learner Autonomy and Anxiety .................................................................. 66
2.5.4. Learner Autonomy and Attitude.................................................................. 72
2.5.5. Learner Autonomy and Brain Dominance ................................................... 74
2.5.6. Learner Autonomy and Emotional Intelligence ........................................... 75
2.5.7. Learner Autonomy and Experience ............................................................. 83
2.5.8. Learner Autonomy and Gender ................................................................... 84
2.5.9. Learner Autonomy and Language Learning Strategies ................................ 85
2.5.10. Learner Autonomy and Learned Helplessness ........................................... 92
2.5.11. Learner Autonomy and Learning Styles .................................................... 94
2.5.12. Learner Autonomy and Motivation ......................................................... 100
2.5.13. Learner Autonomy and Multiple Intelligence Areas ................................ 109
2.5.14. Learner Autonomy and Parental Attitudes............................................... 113
2.5.15. Learner Autonomy and Performance Assessment.................................... 118
2.5.16. Learner Autonomy and Socio-Economic Level of the Family ................. 126
CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
3.1. the Design of the Study ...................................................................................... 127
3.2. Participants......................................................................................................... 128
3.3. Ethical Issues ..................................................................................................... 128
3.4. the Data Collection Tools ................................................................................... 128
3.4.1. Checklist Concerning Personal Factors Such As Gender, Age, Experience,
Parents’ Education Levels and Family Income .......................................... 128
3.4.2. Questionnaire Concerning Students’ Perceptions of Learner Autonomy.... 129
3.4.3. Questionnaire Concerning Multiple Intelligence Areas ............................. 131
3.4.4. Questionnaire Concerning English Language Learning Strategies ............. 132
3.4.5. Questionnaire Concerning Attitudes Towards English Language Learning 133
3.4.6. Questionnaire Concerning Learning Styles ............................................... 134
3.4.7. Questionnaire Concerning Motivation ...................................................... 135
3.4.8. Questionnaire Concerning Brain Dominance ............................................ 136

xi
3.4.9. Questionnaire Concerning Anxiety ........................................................... 136
3.4.10. Questionnaire Concerning Performance Assessment ............................... 136
3.4.11. Questionnaire Concerning Emotional Intelligence................................... 137
3.4.12. Questionnaire Concerning Parental Attitudes .......................................... 138
3.4.13. Questionnaire Concerning Learned Helplessness .................................... 140
3.5. Data Collection Procedure .................................................................................. 142
3.6. Data Analysis Procedure..................................................................................... 143
CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
4.1. Findings Concerning the Descriptive Variables .................................................. 146
4.2. Findings Concerning Correlations between the Dependent and Independent
Variables ............................................................................................................ 200
4.3. Findings Concerning Independent Sample T-Test between the Dependent and
Independent Variables ........................................................................................ 208
4.4. Findings Concerning One-Way ANOVA between the Dependent and Independent
Variables ............................................................................................................ 210
CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
5.1. Conclusion ....................................................................................................... 216
5.2. Implication ....................................................................................................... 226
5.3. Recommendations for Further Studies .............................................................. 230
REFERENCES........................................................................................................ 232
APPENDICES ......................................................................................................... 263
CURRICULUM VITAE ......................................................................................... 313

xii

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

CALL

: computer assisted language learning

CEFR

: common European framework of reference

CMC

: computer-mediated communication

CSR

: comprehensive school reform

DE

: distance education

EFL

: English as a foreign language

ELP

: European language portfolio

ESL

: English as a second language

GALA

: guidance and learner autonomy

ICT

: information and communication technology

IQ

: intelligence quotient

LCD

: learner-centred design

MEG

: Magnetoencephalography

MI

: multiple intelligence

NLP

: neuro-linguistic programming

PET

: preliminary English test

SAC

: self-access centre

SBS

: seviye belirleme sınavı (placement test for high schools)

SDT

: self-determination theory

SLT

: social learning theory

SWS

: schools within schools

TDT

: transactional distance theory

TOEIC

: test of English for international communication

VR

: virtual reality

WTC

: willingness to communicate

ZPD

: zone of proximal development

xiii

LIST OF TABLES
Page
Table 2.1. Main Characteristics of Emotional Intelligence ......................................... 77
Table 2.2. Main Characteristics of the Dimension of Intrapersonal Ability of Emotional
Intelligence ............................................................................................... 79
Table 2.3. Main Characteristics of the Dimension of Interpersonal Ability of Emotional
Intelligence ............................................................................................... 80
Table 2.4. Main Characteristics of the Dimension of Adaptability of Emotional
Intelligence ............................................................................................... 81
Table 2.5. Main Characteristics of the Dimension of Managing Stress of Emotional
Intelligence ............................................................................................... 82
Table 2.6. Main Characteristics of the Dimension of General Mood of Emotional
Intelligence ............................................................................................... 83
Table 2.7. Main Characteristics of Multiple Intelligence Areas ................................. 110
Table 3.1. Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items Under the Learner Autonomy
Questionnaire .......................................................................................... 130
Table 3.2. Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values
Under the Multiple Intelligence Areas Questionnaire .............................. 131
Table 3.3. Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values
Under the English Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire .............. 132
Table 3.4. Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values
Under the Attitudes Towards English Language Learning Questionnaire 133
Table 3.5. Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values
Under the Learning Styles Questionnaire ................................................ 134
Table 3.6. Interpretation of the Mean Scores of the Sub-Headings of the Learning
Styles Instrument .................................................................................... 135
Table 3.7. Sub-Headings, the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values
Under the Motivation Questionnaire ....................................................... 135
Table 3.8. Item Numbers In Accordance With the Dimensions of Emotional
Intelligence ........................................................................................... 138
Table 3.9. Mean Scores of the Dimensions of the Parental Attitudes Instrument ....... 139
Table 3.10. Dimensions of the Parental Attitudes Instrument .................................... 140
Table 3.11. Scores For Each Choice of the Items of the Learned Helplessness

xiv
Questionnaire ......................................................................................... 141
Table 4.2.1. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Some Personal Factors..... 200
Table 4.2.2. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Multiple Intelligence Areas
............................................................................................................. 201
Table 4.2.3. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and English Language Learning
Strategies .............................................................................................. 202
Table 4.2.4. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and the Participants’ Attitudes
Towards English Language Learning .................................................... 203
Table 4.2.5. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Learning Styles................ 204
Table 4.2.6. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Motivation ....................... 205
Table 4.2.7. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Parental Attitudes ............ 205
Table 4.2.8. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Learned Helplessness ...... 206
Table 4.2.9. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Brain Dominance............. 207
Table 4.2.10. Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Emotional Intelligence ... 207
Table 4.3.1. Independent Sample T-Test Between Learner Autonomy and Gender ... 208
Table 4.3.2. Independent Sample T-Test Between Learner Autonomy and Whether the
Participants Like the English Language ................................................ 209
Table 4.3.3. Independent Sample T-Test Between Learner Autonomy and Whether the
Participants Would Like to Attend An English Course Out-of-School... 209
Table 4.4.1. Descriptives Concerning One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy
and the Education Levels of the Participants’ Mothers .......................... 210
Table 4.4.2. One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the Education Levels
of the Participants’ Mothers .................................................................. 211
Table 4.4.3. Descriptives Concerning One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy
and the Education Levels of the Participants’ Fathers............................ 212
Table 4.4.4. One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the Education Levels
of the Participants’ Fathers ................................................................... 212
Table 4.4.5. Descriptives Concerning One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy
and the Economic Levels of the Families .............................................. 213
Table 4.4.6. One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the Economic Levels
of the Families ...................................................................................... 214
Table 4.4.7. Descriptives Concerning One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy
and Parental Attitudes ........................................................................... 214
Table 4.4.8. One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and Parental Attitudes 215

xv
LIST OF FIGURES

Page
Figure 4.1.1 Dimension of learning related to the participants’ perceptions of learner
autonomy ............................................................................................. 146
Figure 4.1.2 Dimension of environment related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy .................................................................................. 147
Figure 4.1.3 Dimension of in-class learning related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy .................................................................................. 148
Figure 4.1.4 Dimension of the teacher’s role related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy .................................................................................. 149
Figure 4.1.5 Dimension of the student’s role related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy .................................................................................. 150
Figure 4.1.6 Dimension of how-to-learn related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy .................................................................................. 151
Figure 4.1.7 Dimension of why-to-learn English related to the participants’ perceptions
of learner autonomy .............................................................................. 152
Figure 4.1.8 Dimension of method related to the participants’ perceptions of learner
autonomy.............................................................................................. 153
Figure 4.1.9 Dimension of strategy related to the participants’ perceptions of learner
autonomy.............................................................................................. 154
Figure 4.1.10 Participants’ perceptions of learner autonomy ..................................... 155
Figure 4.1.11 Participants’ academic achievement .................................................... 156
Figure 4.1.12 How long the participants have been learning English ........................ 156
Figure 4.1.13 Participants’ age ................................................................................. 157
Figure 4.1.14 Participants’ perceptions of their performance .................................... 158
Figure 4.1.15 Participants’ levels of anxiety ............................................................. 159
Figure 4.1.16 Participants’ levels of multiple intelligence areas ................................ 159
Figure 4.1.17 Dimension of memory strategies related to the participants’ level of
English language learning strategies ................................................... 161
Figure 4.1.18 Dimension of cognitive strategies related to the participants’ level of
English language learning strategies ................................................... 162

xvi
Figure 4.1.19 Dimension of compensation strategies related to the participants’ level of
English language learning strategies ................................................... 163
Figure 4.1.20 Dimension of meta-cognitive strategies related to the participants’ level
of English language learning strategies ............................................... 164
Figure 4.1.21 Dimension of affective strategies related to the participants’ level of
English language learning strategies ................................................... 165
Figure 4.1.22 Dimension of social strategies related to the participants’ level of English
language learning strategies ................................................................ 166
Figure 4.1.23 Participants’ levels of English language learning strategies ................. 167
Figure 4.1.24 Participants’ attitudes towards in-school learning ................................ 168
Figure 4.1.25 Participants’ attitudes towards out-of-school learning ......................... 169
Figure 4.1.26 Participants’ attitudes towards the English teacher .............................. 170
Figure 4.1.27 Participants’ attitudes towards the English course ............................... 171
Figure 4.1.28 Participants’ attitudes towards the learning situation ........................... 172
Figure 4.1.29 Participants’ attitudes towards self-confidence and ability................... 173
Figure 4.1.30 Participants’ attitudes towards the teacher’s role ................................. 174
Figure 4.1.31 Participants’ attitudes towards the learner’s role ................................. 175
Figure 4.1.32 Participants’ attitudes towards initiation.............................................. 176
Figure 4.1.33 Participants’ attitudes towards English language learning ................... 177
Figure 4.1.34 Participants’ levels of learning styles .................................................. 178
Figure 4.1.35 Participants’ levels of instrumental motivation .................................... 179
Figure 4.1.36 Participants’ levels of integrative motivation ...................................... 180
Figure 4.1.37 Participants’ levels of motivation ........................................................ 181
Figure 4.1.38 Dimensions related to the participants’ perceived parental attitudes .... 181
Figure 4.1.39 Participants’ perceived parental attitudes ............................................ 182
Figure 4.1.40 Dimension of psychological autonomy related to the participants’
perceived parental attitudes ................................................................ 183
Figure 4.1.41 Dimension of internal/external attribution to good events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness ........................................... 184
Figure 4.1.42 Dimension of steady/changeable attribution to good events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness ........................................... 185
Figure 4.1.43 Dimension of general/specific attribution to good events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness ........................................... 186

xvii
Figure 4.1.44 Attributions to good events related to the participants’ level of learned
helplessness ........................................................................................ 187
Figure 4.1.45 Dimension of internal/external attribution to bad events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness ........................................... 188
Figure 4.1.46 Dimension of steady/changeable attribution to bad events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness ........................................... 189
Figure 4.1.47 Dimension of general/specific attribution to bad events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness ........................................... 190
Figure 4.1.48 Attributions to bad events related to the participants’ level of learned
helplessness ........................................................................................ 191
Figure 4.1.49 Participants’ levels of learned helplessness ......................................... 192
Figure 4.1.50 Dimensions of the participants’ level of brain dominance ................... 193
Figure 4.1.51 Participants’ levels of brain dominance ............................................... 193
Figure 4.1.52 Participants’ levels of dimension of intrapersonal ability of emotional
intelligence ......................................................................................... 194
Figure 4.1.53 Participants’ levels of dimension of interpersonal relationships of
emotional intelligence ........................................................................ 195
Figure 4.1.54 Participants’ levels of dimension of adaptability of emotional intelligence
........................................................................................................... 195
Figure 4.1.55 Participants’ levels of dimension of managing stress of emotional
intelligence ......................................................................................... 196
Figure 4.1.56 Participants’ levels of dimension of general mood of emotional
intelligence ......................................................................................... 196
Figure 4.1.57 Participants’ levels of emotional intelligence ...................................... 197
Figure 4.1.58 Participants’ gender ............................................................................ 197
Figure 4.1.59 Participants’ love for English .............................................................. 198
Figure 4.1.60 Participants’ seeking an English course out-of-school ......................... 198
Figure 4.1.61 Education levels of the participants’ parents ....................................... 199
Figure 4.1.62 Monthly salaries of the participants’ families ...................................... 199

xviii

LIST OF APPENDICES

Page
Appendix A Personal Information Form ................................................................... 263
Appendix B Learner Autonomy Questionnaire ......................................................... 264
Appendix C Multiple Intelligence Areas Questionnaire ............................................ 275
Appendix D English Lanaguage Learning Strategies Questionnaire .......................... 279
Appendix E Attitudes towards English Language Learning Questionnaire................ 285
Appendix F Learning Styles Questionnaire .............................................................. 290
Appendix G Motivation Questionnaire ..................................................................... 294
Appendix H Brain Dominance Questionnaire ........................................................... 297
Appendix I Brain Dominance Questionnaire Scoring Form ...................................... 298
Appendix J Anxiety Questionnaire ........................................................................... 299
Appendix K Performance Assessment Questionnaire ............................................... 300
Appendix L Bar-On’s Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire .................................... 301
Appendix M Parental Attitudes Questionnaire .......................................................... 305
Appendix N Attribution Style Questionnaire ............................................................ 308

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
A fatal mistake in many educational systems is the attempt to treat students as
so-called walking libraries. They are expected to learn many school subjects at the same
high level, no matter how they feel about these subjects. However, this idea is observed
to cause reluctance and helplessness in students.
What is more, students are mostly kept out of the decision-making process even
of their own learning. Instead, taking them to the centre of their learning and allowing
them to gain responsibility would raise their sense of ownership which would make
their learning more meaningful and successful. Also, implementing a shift in the role of
students is likely to increase their self-esteem and self-confidence. According to
Brumfit, Myles, Mitchell, Johnston and Ford (2005) and Eneau (2008), taking
responsibility and control of one’s own learning in the form of facing himself after
gaining self-esteem and self-respect is followed by his taking responsibility for himself
and in other areas in his own life. This is because obeying one’s self truely ends in
autonomy. This is also true for foreign language learning. In addition to this, foreign
language learning should not be boxed within the classroom boundaries because it is a
continuous process and requires more exposure outside of school. Moreover, the time
allocated and the resources provided for language learning at schools are limited. Yet,
this is not to deny the crucial role of in-class learning.
All the above-mentioned arguments lead to learner autonomy where both inclass and out-of-class learning continues under the control of students themselves, at
their own pace. In this way, it can be actualised that learning can turn out to be an ongoing process. The current dissertation, thus, aims to set reference for those interested in
learner autonomy within the context of foreign language classrooms with the specific
objective of investigating the factors impacting it.
1.1. Background of the Study
Having been utilised as a political term meaning a self-governing state in ancient
Greece (Kupetz & Ziegenmeyer, 2006), the concept of autonomy was first included in
learning in the 1960s (He, 2008), in language teaching in the late 1980s and in language
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learning in the 1990s (Mishan, 2004). Autonomous language learning is a gradual
(Little, 2002; Solé & Mardomingo, 2004; Manathunga & Goozée, 2007), continuing
(Hartley, 2005) and social (Lim & Chai, 2004) process as in the case of L1 acquisition
allowing the individual to monitor and evaluate his learning progress (Benson, 2001).
As a derivation of the Latin words ‘autos’ (by oneself) and ‘nomos’ (manage,
direct) (Beckert, 2005, as cited in Yılmazer, 2007), autonomy is substituted by
researchers with responsibility, control (Mishan, 2004), democracy in education (Little,
2002), self-determination (Konrad, Helf & Itoi, 2007), self-initiation and self-regulation
(Kanda & Beglar, 2004), lifelong learning (Mensch & Rahschulte, 2008),
interdependence (Little, 2007; Eneau, 2008) and self-directed learning (Darbyshire &
Fleming, 2008).
This is not to say that autonomy can only be employed through out-of-school
activities by means of doing everything alone without any guidance from others.
Autonomy is not idle learning and the activities administered in institutions such as
schools and self-access centres should be designed to facilitate student-initiation
(Murray, 2004; Loewen, 2004). Furthermore, counselling, collaboration, scaffolding
and feedback are of necessary components for autonomy to take place.
Autonomy may be experienced in different ways through learning individually
or collaboratively, proactively or reactively, personally or professionally and
behaviourally or psychologically (Ma, 2007; Hart, 2002; Darbyshire & Fleming, 2008;
Ushioda, 2007).

It is reported to be based mainly on humanistic approaches,

constructivism, Self-Determination Theory (SDT) and experiential learning (Gao, 2009;
Zhang, 2007; van Eman, Thorman, Montgomery & Otto, 2009; Kohonen, n.d.).
Accordingly, it functions to release teachers from their over-responsibilities and also as
an opportunity for students to extend their learning throughout their life span.
As for the applications in Turkey, autonomy finds grounds at higher education
institutions through self-access centres where the quantity and quality of teachers,
materials and tools are not at a sufficient level. Ten or so universities out of 145 provide
their students with such facilities. At high school and primary education levels (an
integrated programme of primary and secondary schools), there are no self-access
centres. Even teachers are not aware of how to implement autonomous activities within
their lessons. Alexander (2005) is pessimistic about the Australian teachers’ not being
eager to share responsibility and to let students control their own learning. The Turkish
teachers’ readiness level for autonomy is similar to their Australian counterparts. This is
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the observed fact concerning autonomy at high and primary education schools in spite
of the related programmes and curriculums issued by the Turkish Ministry of National
Education. In the related programme for the 4th Grades through to 8th (2006), definition
of learner autonomy and the approaches to be adopted to develop autonomy are given
as:
Learner autonomy can be defined as learner independence or self-directed
learning. Autonomy in learning is about people taking more control over
their learning in classrooms and outside them and autonomy in language
learning about people taking more control over the purposes for which they
learn languages and the ways in which they learn them. There is broad
agreement in the theoretical literature that learner autonomy grows out of
the individual learner's acceptance of responsibility for his or her own
learning. In order to encourage our learners to be autonomous, we should
train them to have insights into their learning styles and strategies and be
aware of different learning styles and strategies. (p. 32)
The authors illustrate the altering tendency in language learning from product
towards process, from teacher-centredness towards learner- and learning-centredness.
They underline the importance of the learning environment where students become
aware of their skills and strengths. The authors believe that if adolescent/teenager
students are to learn language skills and to participate in classroom learning voluntarily,
they should be given activities that help promote learner autonomy through skill
training and critical thinking in accordance with their own individual styles and
preferences. The following suggestions are offered to teachers in this sense:
1.

Encourage students to be interdependent and to work collectively.

2.

Ask students to keep a diary of their learning experiences.

3.

Explain teacher/student roles from the outset.

4.

Progress gradually from interdependence to independence.

5.

Give the students projects to do outside the classroom.

6.

Have the students design lessons or materials to be used in class.

7.

Instruct students on how to use the available resource centres.

8.

Encourage the students to use only English in class.
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9.

Stress fluency rather than accuracy.

10. Conduct sessions to help learners to gain insights into their learning styles
and strategies. (pp. 121-122)
Also, the Turkish Ministry of Education (2007, pp. 19-20; 2008, pp. 24 – 5)
issued an English lesson curriculums for 9th and 10th Graders where individual and
group control are highlighted and teachers are assigned with the responsibility to
nurture autonomous students. In order that all these can occur, teachers should provide
students with the necessary support, materials and problem solving strategies along with
opportunities to implement flexibility in the learning process. They should guide their
students to become aware of their tendencies and skills and to take control of their
learning. Practices that teachers are expected to perform are also mentioned in details.
1.2. Statement of the Problem
As mentioned earlier, the ultimate aim of education is to train students to be lifelong learners who can take control and responsibility for their own learning. They are
the most important components of the learning/teaching process. Of course, along with
students themselves, teachers and even parents should be trained to be autonomous and
materials and tasks should be designed accordingly. Students’ personal traits need
investigating. The literature incorporates studies dealing with the relationships between
autonomy and one or two independent variables. What is more, there are very few
studies on autonomy (a culturally bound concept) conducted in Turkey and existing
ones do not list the factors influencing learner autonomy. Hence, in order to be able to
nurture autonomous students, first, the factors influencing learner autonomy should be
determined.
1.3. Purpose of the Study
In this sense, this study, based on Holden and Usuki’s (1999) instrument
measuring learners’ perceptions of autonomy, seeks the prospective factors such as
attitude towards learning English, anxiety, academic achievement, motivation, selfevaluation, socio-economic level of the parents, parental attitudes, gender, age, learning
styles, learned helplessness, emotional intelligence, brain dominance, multiple
intelligence areas and English language learning strategies which might have effects on
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learner autonomy in language learning. The ultimate purpose of this dissertation is to
identify the factors influencing autonomy in the EFL context at a Turkish high school.
In the long run, having determined the influencing factors, it will be much easier for
both the researchers, administratives, teachers and even parents to help students to
become independent.
1.4. Research Questions
With the purpose of this study in mind, the following questions were addressed:
1.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between some personal factors
– incorporating academic achievement, experience, age, performance
assessment and anxiety – and the students’ perceptions of learner
autonomy?

2.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
multiple intelligence areas and the students’ perceptions of learner
autonomy?

3.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
English language learning strategies and the students’ perceptions of learner
autonomy?

4.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
attitudes towards English language learning and the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy?

5.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
learning styles and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?

6.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
motivation and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?

7.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
parental attitudes and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?

8.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
learned helplessness and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?

9.

Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of brain
dominance and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
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10. Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
emotional intelligence and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
11. Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their genders?
12. Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with whether they like the English
language?
13. Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with whether they would like to attend an
English course out-of-school?
14. Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their mothers’ education levels?
15. Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their fathers’ education levels?
16. Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their families’ economic levels?
17. Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their parental attitudes?
1.5. Assumptions and Limitations
It is assumed that the students filled in the questionnaires honestly and that the
findings gathered in this study illustrate the reality of the related participants only.
This study is limited to the quantitative investigations carried out through several
questionnaires with 116 students attending Abdulkadir Konuko!lu Anatolian Teacher
Training High School in Gaziantep. Most of the questionnaires were administered
within a week at the beginning of in the academic year 2006 – 2007. Those participants
who could not finish filling in the questionnaires were allowed to take them home. Only
the questionnaires about learned helplessness, parental attitudes and emotional
intelligence were conducted in the academic year 2007 – 2008. The number of the
questionnaires might be considered as a negative factor to influence the reliability of the
data. Additionally, the findings obtained cannot be generalised to the whole TurkishEnglish language teaching context.
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1.6. Definitions of the Terms
Autonomy: “ultimate goal of education” Halloran (1993, p. 214, as cited in
Konrad et al., 2007), students’ taking control and responsibility of their own learning
(Dyson, 2005; Murphy, 2008)
Anxiety: an affective filter, the subjective expression of negative feelings
(Spielberger, 1983, as cited in Horwitz, 2001)
Attitude: a psychological interest (Ecclestone, 2000)
Emotional intelligence: the ability to think critically and solve problems related
to emotional concepts (Côté and Miners, 2006)
Learned helplessness: the feeling of lack of motivation owing to the previous
uncontrollable negative experiences (Kılıç and Oral, 2006)
Learning styles: one’s preferred way of learning (Marriott, 2002)
Motivation: the driving force by which we achieve our goals (Ushioda, 2007)
Self-access centre (SAC): an educational facility equipped with a lot of
resources to assist learners to self-regulate their learning process (Cotterall and
Reinders, 2000)

CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
“Give a man a fish and
you have fed him for a day.
Teach a man to fish and
you have fed him for a lifetime.”
Anonymous
In this chapter, the questions what, why and how concerning learner autonomy
will be answered. In addition, the theoretical background underlining autonomy will be
discussed. Also, the literature analysing the factors influencing autonomy will be
summarised.
2.1. What is Learner Autonomy?
Beckert (2005) acknowledges that the term ‘autonomy’ is derived from the Latin
words ‘autos’ (by oneself) and ‘nomos’ (manage, direct). Accordingly, autonomy
requires one to take responsibility to direct himself (Yılmazer, 2007). Researchers in
this field come up with many synonymous terms or expressions to explain autonomous
learning. Some of these can be listed as independent study, self-directed learning,
student initiated learning, project orientation, discovery and inquiry, teaching for
thinking, learning to learn, language awareness, self-instruction, life long learning,
freedom, liberty, self-determination, self-rule and even sovereignty, risk-taking,
persistence, resistance, subversion, experimentation, inquiry,

focus, persistence,

resourcefulness, problem-solving, willingness and curiosity, the desire to learn and
readiness to take responsibility (Thanasoulas, 2000; Broad, 2006; Athanasiou, 2007;
Vieira, 2007; Darbyshire & Fleming, 2008; Wilson, Edmunds & Meyer, 2008).
Many researchers wrote about the origins of learner autonomy. Its emergence
might be seen as an ‘eventualisation’, meaning not as an urgent, vital, or useful concept
but as a historical event that inevitably occurred at this specific time in the history
(Foucault, 2002b, p. 226, as cited in Darbyshire & Fleming, 2008). Furthermore, Kupetz
and Ziegenmeyer (2006) indicate that autonomy traces back to the political context
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based on a self-governing state in ancient Greece. As for autonomy in learning, He
(2008) refers to the 1960s as the starting point of learner autonomy, appearing as the
result of the debate on the development of life-long learning skills and that of
independent thinkers.
The literature incorporates a great number of definitions of learner autonomy
about which, as Gremmo (1998) expresses, debates keep on. For example, Kang and
Gyorke (2008) define learner autonomy as control over learning activities and
processes. In connection with this idea, Dron (2007) accepts that learner autonomy
makes it possible to dispose of the messiness caused by distance theory which detaches
learners from their multi-society contexts. for very brief descriptions of autonomy,
Nisbet, Tindall and Arroyo (2005) refer to Little (1995) as learner’s accepting
“responsibility for his or her learning” (p. 175) and to Benson and Lor (1998) who
describe it technically as “management, strategies and techniques of learning”,
psychologically as “the inner capacity for self-direction or self-regulation of learning”
and politically as “control over situational and social contexts of learning” (p. 3). Little
(1991, as cited in Mynard, 2007) highlights the term ‘capacity’ while defining learner
autonomy. He also coins the term ‘autonomisation’ which he defines as
…a capacity - for detachment, critical reflection, decision-making and
independent action. It presupposes, but also entails, that the learner will
develop a particular kind of psychological relation to the process and content
of his learning. The capacity for autonomy will be displayed both in the way
the learner learns and in the way he or she transfers what has been learned to
wider contexts. (p. 4)
Gurr (2001, as cited in Manathunga and Goozée, 2007) acknowledges that
researchers consider the development from dependency to autonomy as a gradual (even
for the successful student), continuing and social process. All this information acts in
line with Little (2002) stating that learner autonomy, which shows democracy in
education and is the most powerful proof of lifelong learning, is a gradual process
through such reflective skills as planning, monitoring and evaluation. To this, Harlow
(2007) adds problem-solving, information collecting for oneself and self-evaluation.
Additionally, Thanasoulas (2000) explains learner autonomy not as a static product but
as a perennial dynamic process, still expecting some educational interventions and
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requiring awareness of useful strategies. It is a gradual process of interaction with social
context and requires radical separation from traditions and restrictions, which is
congruent with self-concept for the sake of students’ involvement in higher order
thinking processes. The more learners become aware of the social context in which their
learning is embedded, the more they are probable to become gradually independent.
Yet, Thanasoulas also suggests that autonomy should not be considered as a matter of
faith in the form of a ready-made product or an individual trait to utilise. On the other
hand, Sanders and Hirschbuhl’s (2007) article categorises learner autonomy with such
independent constructs as the desire to learn, learner resourcefulness, learner initiative,
learner persistence, self-efficacy and course structure and dialogue on student
satisfaction and performance in the on-line education. While Huang (2007) considers
learner autonomy as the predictor of knowledge construction, Confessore and
Confessore (1994, as cited in Mensch and Rahschulte, 2008) produce the term learner
autonomy construct, which is a combination of learners’ willingness and
resourcefulness, making choices and solving problems to obtain future benefits,
initiation and persistence, which are conative. They are behavioural intentions, which
are internally motivated (Derrick, 2001, as cited in Mensch and Rahschulte, 2008).
Thus, Solé and Mardomingo (2004) suggest an adequately flexible model, which allows
less independent learners to actively participate in the construction of their own
learning.
Thanasoulas (2000) puts forward the idea that the controversy between linguists
and educationalists about the meaning of autonomy focuses on it not as a teaching
method since it is not taught, but as the learner’s psychological link to the process and
content of learning. Benson (1997, as cited in Mishan, 2004) deepens the discussion by
expressing that learner autonomy cannot be learned or taught but promoted by means of
specific pedagogical implementations in the appropriate conditions since it is not an
approach to learning.
The forefather of the concept of learner autonomy in l2 learning and teaching is
Henri Holec (1981, as cited in Little, 2008). His definition of autonomous learning
includes the learner setting his own learning objectives, defining the ‘contents and
progressions’ of learning, ‘selecting methods and techniques to be used’, monitoring the
learning process and evaluating learning outcomes. On the contrary to He (2008), who
states that learner autonomy is not acquired automatically, Holec expresses that taking
control is “not inborn but must be acquired either by ‘natural’ means or (as most often
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happens) by formal learning, i.e. in a systematic, deliberate way” (ibid, p. 3). Moreover,
Mishan (2004) and Benson (2001) refer to L1 acquisition, which is actually a very
individual autonomous process as it precedes formal education and is controlled and
directed by the child-learner through monitoring and evaluating the progress. Mishan
(2004) also discusses the fact that autonomous learning does not necessarily mean that
the learner knows what is best especially at the beginning of the learning process in
spite of his capacity to find out. In addition, Benson (2001, p. 59) contributes to the
debate by saying that “[w]e are born self-directed learners” and adds that autonomous
learning is a sort of renewal of our first learning. This can be interpreted to mean that
autonomy supports learners cognitively and emotionally (Yaman, Nerdel & Bayrhuber,
2008; Freitas & Neumann, 2009). Aitken and Deaker (2007) acknowledge that
autonomy is categorised by Bloom (1964) as cognitive (knowledge), conative
(behavioural changes) and affective learning (feeling and altering the appreciation of
self in relation to self and others). Finally, Brockbank and McGill (1998, as cited in
Aitken & Deaker, 2007) state that all of these domains are vital for effective learning.
In a broader sense, Cotterall (2000) indicates that learner autonomy is a crucial
goal in language course design, which is not currently supplied at a sufficient level. In
1995, she even wrote that autonomy in language learning (a sort of multiplying
learners’ life choices which fosters security in their learning) is a desirable goal, which
has philosophical (the right to make choices), pedagogical (increased learning efficiency
through dialogue about learning) and practical reasons (learning on one’s own). In this
way, she proved that autonomy has a wide range of implications for the whole
curriculum. Furthermore, Konrad et al. (2007) suggest that students’ self-determination
includes goal-directed, self-regulated, autonomous behaviour and self-awareness,
problem solving, decision making, goal setting, self-management and self-advocacy for
student success whether in school or beyond. The authors cite Halloran (1993, p. 214)
for the definition of self-determination as the “ultimate goal of education” and Wehman
(1993, as cited in Konrad et al., 2007) as a “prerequisite for freedom” (p. 65). In line
with this, Eneau (2008), commenting on the relativist vision of autonomy, puts
emphasis on the fact that it is the never completely achieved final objective of any form
of education that gets form in a situation. The context dependent intermediary state (a
process of balance, to use the constructivist terminology) is innate and acquired as a
consequence of one’s psychological, i.e. individual liberty (the self-identity which is
built in the relationship to the other) and social development, i.e. external constraints
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(others through communication), along with environmental factors (things, resources).
The author also states that autonomy is open to every individual through experience.
An awareness of one’s own learning process and his ability to control it make
the individual gain ownership. Aitken and Deaker (2007) add to the discussion that this
sense of ownership fosters the development of autonomy and life-long learning. Parallel
to this, Holec (1981, p. 3, as cited in Spratt, Humphreys & Chan, 2002) defines
autonomy as “the ability to take charge of one’s own learning” in terms of taking
responsibility for all the decisions related to goal setting, description of contents and
progressions, selection of appropriate methods and techniques, monitoring the process
and evaluation of the process. In line with this, Mishan (2004) believes that autonomy is
more than being self-sufficient in the classroom for the sake of his readiness to shift his
role in the learning process and underpins its concerns as one’s responsibility for not
only his own but his partners’ learning too. Also, Little (2001, as cited in Solé &
Mardomingo, 2004) considers understanding, or maybe determining, the learning
objectives and taking responsibility for an individual learner as the most important
components of learner autonomy along with awareness of his abilities (strengths and
weaknesses). All of these require increasingly more control of his own learning in terms
of identifying what, why and how to learn. For this reason, Murphy (2008) argues that
responsibility and choice are the main elements of autonomy.
Additionally, Mishan (2004) terms learner autonomy as “the latest broad
movement in language pedagogy” (p. 7), emphasising the shift of control, which
requires the responsible shift from teacher to student by the changes in terminology
used to define the teaching-learning process. On the other hand, Guthrie’s (2001)
definition of autonomy supports the belief that “the teacher’s guidance in helping
students to make choices among meaningful alternatives in texts and tasks to attain the
knowledge and learning goals” (para. 22).
Mensch and Rahschulte (2008), who signify lifelong learning as the desired
characteristic of learner autonomy, refer to Hiemstra (2004) taking into consideration
self-directedness and self-educatedness as universal human characteristics.

Yet,

Schwienhorst (2002b) claims that seeing learner autonomy as self-directed learning is
misunderstanding. Bordonaro (2006) supports this view by expressing that self-directed
language learning and language learner autonomy are different concepts since the
former requires learning under the learner’s own direction independently of a language
classroom while the latter corresponds with how learning is accomplished. Thus, this
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viewpoint looks a little risky since it may cause people to misunderstand that
autonomous learning is a kind of idle learning process without outside interference. In
fact, this is not the case. In such a situation, the participation of peers and teachers, the
role of others in the decision making process and their counselling will be ignored
completely. That is to say, while emphasising concepts such as self-initiation and
independence, it should be considered that learner autonomy does not require idleness
but independence of the learner (an urgent starting point for becoming critical) (Brumfit
et al., 2005), the rate of which may differ from one individual to another. This is
because everybody is different with, amongst many other aspects, their own learning
habits, interests, needs, attitudes and motivation. Similarly, Yıldırım (2008), who
separates autonomy from isolated learning without guidance from a teacher or peers,
lists the key terms illustrating the concept of autonomy as independence, self-control,
responsibility, detachment, reflection, decision-making and interdependence.
To avoid the misunderstanding that learner autonomy is for students who forge
their own way unaided, Fu (2007) draws attention to the idea that learner autonomy has
nothing to do with self-instruction but with self-regulation, self-efficacy and selfawareness. Moreover, Field (2007) asserts that learner autonomy is an instructioncentred way to the learner participation in the learning centred classroom activities.
According to the author, as suggested by Murray (1999), a true learner should be able to
pursue his learning out-of-school to some extent at his own pace after receiving
instruction. These two issues (learning inside and outside the school) employ the teacher
as a provider of the overall goals of the concept of learner autonomy. This is why
learner autonomy does not require to learn individually only by means of studying
grammar, watching movies or TV programmes with or without subheadings, even
repeatedly as in the case of Murray’s (2004) participants in a self-directed and a selfinstruction program, from time to time one requires scaffolding and peer or other
feedback because they inevitably need exposure to the language. This is not to deny the
role of other figures in the learning process. Kanda and Beglar (2004) depict learner
autonomy as being eager for self-initiation and self-regulation. Agreeing that learners
are supposed to take at least some of the initiatives needed for the appropriate learning
process along with keeping a personal agenda and evaluating one’s own learning,
Grenfell and Harris (1999) state that learner autonomy does not necessarily mean “doit-yourself” and “get-rid-of-the-teacher response” (a kind of idle learning) (p.35). To
Thanasoulas (2000), autonomy is also not a teacherless learning process. While Eneau
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(2008) views autonomy as more a form of interdependence than an illusion of
independence, which is shaped by the social relationships, Little (2007) defines being
autonomous as being conditionally independent, always balanced by dependence due to
the social attributions of human beings. His idea is that the main condition for autonomy
is interdependence, which eliminates the sense of freedom altogether for the sake of
isolation. He connects the development of learner autonomy, which he considers as a
basic human need even when individuals are away from education without conscious
effort or awareness, to social interaction (Vygotsky, 1978, 1986) as it is in the
acquisition of language. To him, an autonomous learner does not necessarily have to
perform things on his own. Although he may fail from time to time, he is the individual
who does things for himself. According to Claiborne, Cornforth, Davies, Milligan and
White (2009), autonomy incorporates both obedient and disobedient acts within itself.
In this sense, Jones (1995) quotes Holec (1984) saying that one’s responsibility for his
learning is dependent on other learners or outside help. Additionally, guidance,
collaboration, supports and interventions (Hartley, 2005) are some other factors that are
important for the improvement of autonomy, which van Lier (1996) summarises in two
words as responsibility and choice. Likewise, Murray (2004) draws attention to the fact
that studies of learner autonomy have a tendency to focus on institutionalised learning,
either focussing on classroom settings or self-access centres even though many people
are seeking opportunities to learn languages independently of any direct institutional
contacts that is out-of-class. Loewen (2004) sheds light on the fact that the concept of
autonomy in language learning should not be limited to learner actions outside the
classroom. Instead, in-class student-initiated learner actions should also be taken into
consideration. Cotterall (2000) sets the goal of in-class autonomous learning as
transferring responsibility for setting goals, using learning strategies and evaluating
progress, organising their learning, selecting materials (methodology) and other
components of the curriculum.
Autonomy may have various forms and occur in different ways (Little, 1991, as
cited in Chang, 2007). To Ma (2007), although not synonymous to learner autonomy
which has undergone some historical changes from individual learning autonomy to
collaborative group learning autonomy, explicit and systematic learner training (a
necessary means for learner development) and learner control incorporating decisionmaking as to what and how to learn are intertwined with and necessary for each other.
They are even prerequisites for learner autonomy. Ma illustrates the relationships
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between learner autonomy and learner control and learner training as that learner
autonomy entails the former. However, the other way around is not guaranteed and the
latter is the path leading to learner autonomy. This training can be achieved in the form
of providing opportunities to practice along with teaching and raising learners’
awareness of their meta-cognitive skills and learning strategies through reflection of
their learning styles, management and beliefs concerning effective learning. In
accordance with this, Oxford (2003) defines mediated learning as a more capable or
knowledgeable person’s, possibly an expert’s, helping students to learn in a specific
environment, which leads learners to greater self-regulation or autonomy. In addition,
Mozzon-McPherson (n.d.) believes that advising is not only a matter of technicalities,
but also gaining full control over one’s learning. Accordingly, for knowledge to be
constructed negotiation and interaction with others are superior to being taught by
experts.
Some other scholars prefer handling the concept of learner autonomy from
different perspectives. Hart (2002) quotes Littlewood (1999), who handles autonomy
under two headings: proactive autonomy (one’s taking charge of his own learning) and
reactive autonomy (one’s organising his resources autonomously). In Wade’s (1999, as
cited in Darbyshire & Fleming, 2008) terms, autonomy can be investigated in two ways
as personal autonomy and professional autonomy. It is the former concept that my
dissertation refers to in the case of high school learners of English as a foreign
language. The researchers list the talents necessary for students who are keen on gaining
autonomy as the ability for problem-solving and self-management (of time and
resources) and the capacity for critical thinking, self-motivation and social
responsibility. In addition, to Ushioda (2007), psychological autonomy [an indicator of
how democratically parents treat their children (Yılmazer, 2007)] is the first concept of
autonomy and behavioural autonomy is the second. The former concept suggests that
students direct their own motivation and learning behaviour. Being well-motivated is
not adequate on its own. The meta-cognitive capacity in students through thinking and
acting to form and manage their learning (the principle of behavioural autonomy) is also
required. Grenfell and Harris (1999) bring to light the fact that there have been plenty of
implementations of autonomy on social, political and cultural grounds in all educational
settings. They also believe that even for first-language learning, autonomy is central
since every individual is an “independent personality” (p. 34). Yet, to them, one’s
dependence on others is inevitable in order to understand the environment around him
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before gaining independence, which is necessary to be competent for real language to
occur, especially outside the pedagogic context. Additionally, Benson and Voller (1997,
p. 2, as cited in Thanasoulas, 2000) utilise the concept of autonomy in the following
ways:

•

for situations in which learners study entirely on their own;

•

for a set of skills which can be learned and applied in self-directed learning;

•

for an inborn capacity which is suppressed by institutional education;

•

for the exercise of learners’ responsibility for their own learning;

•

for the right of learners to determine the direction of their own learning.

As for autonomy in the language teaching/learning process, both Blin (2004) and
Smith (2008) state that learner autonomy, which first emerged out of practice from the
teacher-researchers and was once used only in the fields of politics and moral
philosophy and is now increasingly academically fashionable, has been frequently
handled in the field of English language teaching only over the last one and a half
decades. Similarly, Mishan (2004) informs that although at the beginning learner
autonomy used to be employed in language teaching, in the late 1980s it began to be
discussed as ‘language teaching and learning’ and finally in the 1990s as ‘language
learning’. Nevertheless, Benson (2001) acknowledges that the idea of autonomy in
language learning traces back to Dewey (1916), Freire (1970), Illich (1971) and Rogers
(1969) who encouraged student-centred education and to Brookfield (1986), Candy
(1991), Knowles (1975) and Tough (1971) for their adult self-directed learning. On the
other hand, Reinders (2000, p. 25, as cited in Loewen, 2004) views autonomous
language learning as “an act of learning whereby motivated learners consciously make
informed decisions”.
2.2. Why to Foster Learner Autonomy?
Different scholars have different reasons to stimulate learner autonomy. For
instance, it

•

is the starting point for self-directed learning (Gremmo, 1998);
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•

is a prerequisite to nurturing self-sufficient learners and for citizens finding
their own way under any circumstance (Thanasoulas, 2000);

•

is an important goal for language teaching programmes (Grenfell & Harris,
1999; Cotterall, 2000; Murphy, 2008);

•

is of crucial importance, not only in language learning but also in teacher
development (Mann, 2005);

•

helps learners to become more responsible for their own learning, to become
more intrinsically orientated and more challengeable and to gain more
confidence in the course (Chang, 2005);

•

plays a key role in experiencing healthy adolescent improvement (Bynum &
Kotchick, 2006);

•

encourages language awareness, self-awareness, awareness of learning goals
and awareness of learning options (Simard, 2004, as cited in Porto, 2007);

•

leads the way to lifelong learning (Mensch & Rahschulte, 2008);

•

makes it possible, through the checklists, to identify individual’s learning
goals, select his learning focus, monitor his learning progress and evaluate
his learning outcomes (Little, 2005); and

•

activates the use of out-of-class activities (Lindstromberg & Boers, 2008)
and learner-centred activities (Miller, Shuk-Ching & Hopkins, 2007).

2.3. How to Foster Learner Autonomy?
Issues relating to improving autonomy will be dealt with in this section. To this
aim,

I

will

address

some

questions

(classroom/culture/course/environment),

such
with

as

in
what

which

context
activities

(tasks/instructions/materials/textbooks), how to employ autonomy (on-line/CALL
(computer assisted language learning)/e-learning/SAC), what the teacher’s role is, and
what the student’s role is and what the roles of the policy makers and administrators are.
Thanasoulas (2000) warns that becoming autonomous is out of question and that
only working towards autonomy is possible. The reason for this is that, in the broadest
terms, fostering learner autonomy cannot be achieved by means of acquiring a set of
skills. In addition, the authors sees learner’s willingness, responsibility, confidence in
his ability, friendly atmosphere with honest and open feedback, respect for the opinions
of others, collaboration and approval of self-improvement as prerequisite issues that
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lead to learner autonomy and necessitate the acquisition of a set of related skills. He
suggests that learner autonomy takes a long time to develop and cannot necessarily be
achieved entirely. In other words, it possesses degrees within itself. The level of
autonomy obtained may change from one person to another. Additionally, he views
autonomy as a prerequisite to nurturing self-sufficient learners and citizens who find
their own way in any circumstance. In line with this, Spratt et al. (2002) put forward the
idea that assisting learners to become eager to be autonomous in their learning
experiences in the classroom should be achieved before instructing them to learn
independently. This idea illustrates Hurd’s (2000, as cited in Porte, 2003) insistance on
that autonomy of distance learners lies in the extent to which individuals are willing for
self-direction in other aspects of his life. What is more, Mynard (2007) refers to Little
(1991, p. 4) to highlight the capacity for autonomy “both in the way the learner learns
and in the way he or she transfers what has been learned to wider contexts”. In addition,
Little (1997, p. 230, as cited in Mishan, 2004) states that learner autonomy develops in a
way where learning and learning how to learn take place together. That is to say,
autonomy requires learners to control their own learning process in accordance with
their personal diversities.
To Hyland (2008), motivation, success, social participation and self-esteem,
which underpin autonomy, can be increased by means of emotional management, life
coaching, mentoring and counselling.

Moreover, Benson (2001) postulates that to

enhance autonomous L2 learning one must reactivate the first experience under suitable
conditions in connection with L1 acquisition. Accordingly, learners should be able to
plan, monitor, assess, reflect on, control and be aware of their own learning. Another
implication of L1 acquisition on autonomy in L2 learning is that pace and content
should be determined by the learner himself. This is because learning only takes place
when learners are ready to control what they learn. Moreover, as in the L1 acquisition,
autonomy requires the processes of language learning and language use together since
they support each other as essentially inseparable components. That is to say, those who
feel confident and independent can utilise the language efficiently and communicate in
it, which indicates the capacity to function autonomously. The final implication of
language acquisition on autonomy is the use of authentic text. In a sense, as Mishan
(2004) puts it, the environment which helps promote learner autonomy is the
communicative one, which is provided with information and communication technology
(ICT) in education. Another perspective that enhances autonomy is the sociological
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perspective which links autonomy to communication between the learner and the
information provider – the teacher or the peers.
Ciekanski (2007) views that autonomous learning, if it is to be successful, needs
support from educational institutions whose mere responsibility is not just to lead
learners to direct their own language learning. According to Kinoshita Thomson,
Masumi-So and Osho (2001), autonomous learning skills which do not happen
automatically, especially those who are accustomed to teacher-centred instruction,
educate learners not only during but also after the formal learning course through the
formulation of input and feedback for the language courses. Also, Wilson et al. (2008)
view confidence and commitment as key terms to reaching higher levels of
responsibility and autonomy through relevant activities and assignments. According to
them, students, teachers, administrators and parents are inclusive agents who should
engage in the construction of learner autonomy in the thinking, planning, research,
learning and effort processes.
2.3.1. In Which Environment to Employ Autonomy?
Merry (2005) seems to have difficulty in defining culture since it is a dynamic
process ready to renew itself over time, according to place and circumstance. The author
claims that it is, among other features, the sum of not animals’ but people’s shared
history, language, habits, customs, religion and values. Accordingly, being born to a
community or culture with structured boundaries helping gain the particular values
shaping his relations and connecting him with specific customs, history or language
should not necessarily be interpreted to mean that one is determined by this culture and
has identical characteristics imposed by parents and communities. The author believes
that the owners of the thoughts, experiences, meanings and opportunities that are
formed by culture should be considered as active actors who might reform the culture
into the future rather than being passive recipients of it. Moreover, culture is transmitted
among generations either partially or as a whole. It is for this reason that Schmenk
(2005) invites us to think again over that autonomy is only situational and draws
attention to its being culturally embedded to make the concept of autonomy more
meaningful and crucial. In this sense, Mishan (2004) considers learning as culturallybound behaviour saying that the degree of learner autonomy, among many other
aspects, varies from one culture to another. Likewise, Shyh, Chia and Ellis (2004) point
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to the relationship between culture and autonomy expressing that the Chinese culture of
learning, in which students view their teachers as the source of knowledge, seems
contrary to autonomous learning. In accordance with a cross-cultural viewpoint,
Triandis (1996, as cited in Vansteenkiste, Lens, Soenens & Luyckx, 2006) adds that
communities or cultures with collectivistic values, rather than individualistic ones such
as Eastern cultures, might find it difficult to adopt autonomy as individuals in such
cultures tend to exhibit not independent but interdependent self-concepts.
In line with this opinion, Chang (2007) recollects that Asian students tend to
perform in association with their traditional beliefs of relational hierarchy requiring that
learners respect the teacher as an authority. On the contrary to the concerns about the
compatibility of learn autonomy with such an Asian context, it is quite possible for
these students to also become autonomous on the condition that the convenient support
and environment for autonomy are provided. Additionally, in Griggs and Dunn’s (1996)
study of the cultural value of Hispanic-Americans, which is determined by strict
customs, language, religion and values, they highlight the fundamental characteristics of
Hispanic cultures, which greatly resemble the Turkish culture as family style with
loyalty, a strong support system, child behaviour representative of the family, a
hierarchical order among siblings and care for family members. Even the gender
concept in the two cultures look alike: the male is dominant and strong and the female
caring and self-sacrificing. Though the male genre in Hispanic community symbolises
more and earlier independence than their counterparts in the general U.S. population, a
study carried out by Black et al. (1991, as cited in Griggs & Dunn, 1996) viewed lower
levels of self-esteem in some secondary school students. They also proved to be more
field dependent. All these aspects signal other-directedness.
Merry (2005) mentions that religious schools cannot cultivate autonomy since
they do not provide a diverse environment, which is a prerequisite for the cultivation of
autonomy. Supporting this view, Raya (2007, as cited in Vieira, 2007), in order to avoid
the barriers in front of autonomy, urge to eliminate the centralised, competitive and
bureaucratic educational system. Furthermore, Halstead (2004) claims that independent
thinking and personal autonomy are not available in the Islamic educational system as
pupils are expected to progress in the received truths of the faith in God. He also
reminds us of the traditions (hadith) of the Prophet Muhammad which provide other
pieces of information concerning the Islamic educational system as that “seeking for
knowledge is obligatory for every Muslim man and woman” (in al-Bukhari’s collection)
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and as that “he who goes forth in search of knowledge is in the way of Allah till he
returns” (in the collections of Tirmidhi and Darimi) (p. 521). Having interpreted these
traditions to mean that Islamic educational system acknowledges that learning, a
lifelong matter, can go on outside the Islamic world for both men and women, Halstead
concludes that Muslim education could be analysed by (i) individual development, (ii)
society and its social and moral requirements and (iii) knowledge. He also admits that
individual development can be seen as that of personal and moral autonomy. He then
suggests that the free will in Islam is, in his words without giving any specific reference,
“an unsophisticated one, involving simply the choice to accept or reject the complete
package of beliefs and contrasts sharply with the liberal notion of personal autonomy”
(p. 525). One may object this notion with the argument that in Islam the door can be
kept ajar and that Muslims are not to accept or reject the beliefs altogether as a package.
What is more, in medreses, people were learning at their own paces individually and
receiving scaffolding from their peers or teachers when necessary. They also forged
their own way through different syllabuses and curricula of their personal needs and
interests. On the contrary to Halstead, MacMullen (2004) states that children tend to
best acquire the capacities to develop autonomy while gaining understanding and
identity within their in-born culture. They can get these concepts more, not in secular
elementary schools but in religious elementary schools meeting the principle of rational
authority. It is this cultural linkedness and firm structure of a belief system that lead to
autonomy in the children of religious parents by satisfying the principle of rational
authority in ethics and providing them with an opportunity to assess their parents’ way
of bringing up children and to choose to modify or reject it.
Even though Logan and Moore (2004) emphasise that out-of-class learning is
superior to in-class learning, Loewen (2004) sheds light on the fact that the concept of
autonomy in language learning should not be limited to the learners’ actions outside the
classroom. Instead, in-class student-initiated learner actions should also be taken into
consideration. Yu (2006) refers to Nunan (1997) underpinning the significance of the
language classroom for encouraging learners to move towards autonomy through
awareness of pedagogical goals, contents and strategies; active involvement in the
learning; self-intervention to set their goals, learning style and strategies; planning for
self-directed learning; and pursuing learning independently beyond classroom setting.
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Harlow (2007) implies that a structured course, which is a barrier against
flexibility and negotiation, prevents learner self-autonomy, which requires one’s
problem-solving, information collecting for himself and self-evaluation. The author
refers to Moore and Kearsley (2005) highlighting the negative relationship between the
low structured course (allowing for flexibility) and the low degree of dialogue between
teacher and learner and the high level of self-direction, i.e. learner autonomy. In short,
students look for support from a teacher, from peers, etc. This does not tend to control
but to guide and assist them within a context where they feel more responsible for their
learning and they agree on when and where to learn and at what pace along with the
assessment. Many researchers come up with solutions to this problem. Accordingly, Yu
(2006) counts the learning environment as one of the leading factors influencing learner
autonomy. Barret (1998, p. 30, as cited in Alexander, 2005) recommends incorporating
learner-centredness in the educational policy of middle schooling, which he defines as
focusing on needs and interests of students and underpinning self-directed and coconstructed learning. It is owing to this that Guthrie (2001) and Zaphiris (2005)
underline the significance of a comfortable student-centred learning environment which
is related to the SDT of motivation and which enhances intrinsic motivation. It may
increase student involvement and achievement and self-esteem (Dam, 2001) along with
promoting learner autonomy. McClure (2001) suggests that what is needed for language
skills and learner autonomy to develop is a course facilitating the pedagogical
environment providing a reflective model. Jung (2001) advises to provide a more
flexible individualised learning environment for life-long learners to practice
autonomous and collaborative learning so as to maximise their learning and
construction of new knowledge. Also, announcing the grading system for each
assignment would serve a student-centred environment where students can control their
own learning and get the responsible for their grades (Nunley, 2002). In line with this,
Cotterall (2000) finalises her article saying that a language course should be designed in
a way that helps learners to control their own language learning process and develop
their language proficiency. After Cotterall sets the goal in language course design as
fostering learner autonomy, which increases in accordance with an individual’s learning
awareness growth through monitoring and reflection, she, as a result of her study with
20 Learners enrolled on a 12-week intensive English language course, comes up with a
five-principle course design for autonomous language learning as the ones related to (1)
learner goals (The learners should consider them significant and actively participate in
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this process.), (2) the language learning process (It should raise learner awareness of
different learning choices), (3) tasks (Course tasks should be explicitly connected with a
language learning model by means of reflecting or providing rehearsal for real-world
communication.), (4) learner strategies (They should facilitate task performance.) and
(5) reflection on learning (This can be considered as a criterion for the effectiveness of
the learning environment.) (p. 110).
To this aim, Lamb (2004, p. 5) cites Esch’s (1996) five criteria for supportive
environments to enable the development of autonomy as choice, flexibility, adaptability
and modifiability, reflectivity and negotiability and shareability and Sturtridge’s (1997)
six factors as good management, suitable location and facilities, staff training and
development, learner training and development, using the cultural strengths of the
learners, appropriate materials. In addition, Yu (2006) acknowledges that the national
curriculum in China was redesigned by Peng Jinding and Liu Chun in 2001 so that it
would provide an in-class learning environment leading to learning EFL autonomously.
They recommended that students be assisted to develop in terms of (1) personal
responsibility; (2) learning goals; (3) independent actions; (4) evaluation by reflection;
and (5) learning plan, which may be supported a relaxed learning environment (Chan,
2001, as cited in Yu, 2006). On the other hand, Kim, Grabowski and Sharma (n.d.) talk
about four learning environment elements: feasibility of other’s supportiveness,
flexibility, cognitive scaffolding and learner’s independence the most fruitful one of
which is the feasibility of other’s supportiveness with the most helpful clusters of
elements as having other’s help and teacher’s individual caring and encouragement.
In this sense, Ciekanski (2007) emphasises the significance of educational
institutions by saying that they should function more as an opportunity to lead learners
to direct their own language learning. Taking the control of his learning is the strength
of any student. This finally ends in the motivation necessary for meaningful learning
and also for the growth of democratic schools throughout the earth where “each student
is given as much control as is feasible over his or her learning” (Grille, 2003, p. 5, as
cited in Alexander, 2005).
Little (2007) insists on school environments where learning can occur only in
accordance with explicit plans and intentions to nurture autonomous language learners.
Similarly, Bozack, Vega, McCaslin and Good (2008) performed a study in schools
participating in comprehensive school reform (CSR). First, in 2006, the researchers
carried out a pilot study to see whether autonomy takes place in written narratives of
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classroom practices in CSR contexts. The 2008 study investigated autonomy-supportive
teaching practices in the related context. For this purpose, they worked on 696 intervals
of field notes from 106 classroom observations in five CSR schools at Grades 3, 4 and
5. They concluded that they came across required activities but not at a desired
frequency or level. For instance, the students had no opportunities concerning the
chosen tasks and objects. Although students could find enough space to talk, it was
mostly teachers who led the learning process. In other words, students were not
provided with opportunities to participate in the decision making process by means of
expressing their ideas and concepts. What is more, seeing the difficulty in managing
large schools, Ready and Lee (2008) suggest narrowing down large public high schools
by means of shaping smaller ones typically called schools within schools (SWS). This
model provides students with opportunities relating to the selection of their subunits in
accordance with their interests, motivations, social backgrounds and academic abilities.
The following are the suggestions of Lee (2006, p. 104) for schools seeking change:
school-based adaptation of strategies; catering for individual learning differences;
creativity and collaboration; flexibility in timetabling; trimming down the curriculum;
planning time and skills; full technical support; principal and teacher training to change
the mindset.
As for the definition of the autonomous classroom, Little (2007, p. 2) cites Dam
(1995) who acknowledges that in an autonomous classroom:

•

the target language is the preferred medium of communication $ the teacher
must scaffold negotiation with and between learners;

•

the teacher involves her learners in a non-stop quest for ‘good learning
activities’ $ she must help them to develop criteria for critical evaluation;

•

within whatever larger agenda is imposed by the curriculum, learners set
their own goals and choose their own learning activities $ the teacher must
help them to be focussed in their aims and realistic in their choices;

•

individual learning goals are pursued partly via collaborative group work $
the teacher must show her learners how to support one another in
collaborative discourse;
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•

all learners keep an individual written record of their learning $ this
facilitates a focus on form, encourages memorisation and stimulates a twoway interaction between speaking and writing;

•

all aspects of learning are regularly evaluated in the target language $ to
begin with, in very simple terms.

2.3.2. With What Activities to Employ Autonomy?
As is usually the case, there is an ever-growing debate on the relationship
between classroom practice and the theoretical dimension of autonomy. Thanasoulas
(2000) is one of the researchers acknowledging an urgent need for investigating the role
of the curriculum in promoting learner autonomy. However, as Guthrie (2001)
confirms, elementary school teachers are aware of the need for independence in students
in controlling their own learning and in choosing the partners to work with and the
strategies and materials employing collaborative classroom activities that they think
appropriate for themselves.
Mishan (2004) believes that the use of authentic texts stimulating socio-cultural
attitudes can cause more confidence in learners, which is necessary for autonomous
language learning and helps interactively motivational learners (to the researcher, the
main characteristic of today’s language learner) to learn more and understand the target
language society. However, Alptekin (2002) warns against native speaker-based
authenticity which might prevent both learner and teacher autonomy. At this point, one
may question if an individual student can select appropriate materials for himself.
Friedman (2008) releases the tension by saying that learners are prone to select
authentic material once they are given the opportunities to decide on the texts to study
in accordance with their personal or professional interest, the reason for which may be
their intrinsic motivation. Henessey (2000, as cited in Newbold, 2008) emphasises that
one who reflects motivational orientation (especially intrinsic motivation) towards a
task tends to display productive performance on that task. Newbold summarises the
literature as productivity that leads to becoming “more motivated, action-oriented,
energetic, attracted to complexity, intuitive, self-confident and many others” (p. 17).
Nonetheless, Mishan (2004) expresses that the successful use of authentic texts has
nothing to do with the type of motivation directly and that they are also likely to be
admired by the instrumentally motivated learner when he urges the target language as a
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lingual franca or for study purposes. That is why they are (along with nurtured language
awareness) advantaged by the consciousness-raising approach, which leads learners to
study independently. While Benson (2001) believes that one of the implications of
language acquisition on autonomy is the authentic text, McGarry (1995) states that
authentic texts are of crucial importance in autonomous foreign language learning.
What is more, Tüzün, Yılmaz-Soylu, Karaku%, (nal and Kızılkaya (2008) draw attention
to the significance of authenticity in materials in that it provides learners with
opportunities to take responsibility for their own learning by means of handling local
and global real-world matters of their personal interests independently and at their own
pace. Similarly, Wennerstrom (2003) insists that adding written texts from daily life to
the ones from academic discourse domains help students to be autonomous in dealing
with texts of their need and interest. Additionally, to Jacobs and Farrell (2003),
extensive reading serves as a means of learner autonomy in that it allows students to
choose the reading material of their interests and level and to change it in case of any
inconvenience.
Key ideas for autonomous engagement with a particular task incorporate (i)
independence, without assistance from others, (ii) seeking more materials beyond the
immediate context and (iii) flexibility (Little, 2008). Perry, Phillips and Dowler (2004)
evaluate tasks, which Mishan (2004) considers as indicators of teacher control, both
detailed and specific, to assist learners to manage and use the medium in accordance
with goals, meaning, time, processes and products all of which are supposed to
encourage students in terms of choices, control, self-evaluation and collaboration. They
state that learners who receive the instrumental support from their teachers are believed
to be able to determine their choice of tasks, to be aware of their learning strengths and
weaknesses and required methods to manage the tasks available. Individuals with this
support both enjoy working with others and enhance their understanding, confidence
and regulation of learning due to their collaborations. Porto (2007) suggests letting
students choose their preferred topics and tasks and decide on the time to participate
seeing that self-determination is essential for any behaviour and leads to intrinsic
motivation. Wenden (2001, as cited in Crabbe, 2007) suggests unveiling the metacognitive knowledge as a neglected or hidden variable for learners to self-regulate
their learning by means of using specific language tasks which are of crucial
importance for learning to occur owing to their framework for communicative
performance. At the same time, having questioned whether pupils should be asked to
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complete a list of tasks at their own pace (the only opportunity to lead to autonomy),
Grenfell and Harris (1999) conclude that instead of loading pupils with too many new
things to cope with at one go, one thing at a time would be preferable. This is because
autonomous learning takes place gradually, bit by bit at every point on the path of
learning.
Brookfield (1987, as cited in Curits, 2004) emphasises learner involvement in
the materials for student’s gaining control and ownership of their own learning as a
result of meta-cognition as reflection-in-action (Schön, 1987). The aspects that learning
materials are thought to have are to provide students (with reference to John Dewey’s
experiential learning) with the freedom to experiment and construct their own answers
to support. They also make reference to Jean Piaget’s cognitive developmental theory.
Accordingly, students move their bodies, touch, taste, play with objects in the
sensorimotor stage of infants (conceptualisation in the preoperational stage of preschool
children). They locate, classify and order various types of concrete objects as well as
experimenting in the concrete operational stage of elementary school children, with
active student participation, through authentic, whole, relevant, meaningful and
engaging hands-on activities for predicting, producing and analysing and interactive
problem-solving (Dara-Abrams, 2002). According to Murphy (2008), course materials,
which are supposed to improve communication skills, critical reflection, meta-cognitive
strategies, making choices, pedagogic dialogue and collaboration and understanding, are
crucial components of the autonomous learning process.

This process is called

‘autonomization’ by Little (2003, as cited in Murphy, 2008). Murphy sees course
materials as the main element for this process in distance education. To the author,
distance learning views course materials as the major device to lead learners to become
more autonomous. Concerning distance learning, as Murphy (2008) suggests, most of
the burden is upon course writers since materials are the essential part of this process.
Richardson, Long and Foster (2004) suggest that distance education course materials
are superior to tutors or other students for highly motivated students in learning. Parallel
to this is Legenhausen’s (2001) study which was a part of a four-year project looking
into the impact of learning/teaching approaches on communicative attitudes in the
language acquisition of young learners in terms of their conversational interactions in
various autonomous textbook-based classes where form-focused exercises in connection
with a grammatical syllabus were utilised. Data obtained from the control group reveals
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that what learners learn does not meet the level that textbook writers expect them to
learn.
Cumbreño Espada, Rico García, Curado Fuentes and Domínguez Gómez (2006)
warn against improperly selected tools and indicate that the lack of interaction during
application may prevent learning and even may lower self-esteem, motivation and
accessibility to the lessons. The researchers suggest that adaptive technology is also
needed for learners’ participation in the learning process at their own pace and for
autonomous access to the learning material. Likewise, Little (2007) informs that the
badly organised textbook may perform as a barrier against language learner autonomy
applications.
Gao (2009) comes up with an ‘English corner’ as a social out-of-class learning
activity (a humanistic way of learning) where the participants are provided with
opportunities of supportive peers and self-assertion. All these features employed in this
community are observed to change the students’ self-identities and to nurture
autonomous learners. He discusses the thoughts of his participant students on their
inclusion in an English corner as an out-of-class learning activity. In the related activity,
he compares this corner to a social gathering where the participants are provided with
opportunities of supportive peers and self-assertion. Gao views language teachers as
responsible for its integration into pedagogic practices. All these features employed in
this community are observed to change the students’ self-identities and to nurture
autonomous learners. The rationale for this observation is that the community called
English corner encourages a humanistic way of learning.
In a more detailed study, Mason and Sinha (1993, as cited in Kaufman, 2004)
bring together home and classroom language activities and teachers’ mediation with the
following four steps under the self-directed and independent learning principles: a)
natural involvement – teacher guidance for student engagement in meaningful activities,
b) mediated learning – teacher guidance by modelling and coaching for students’
preparation of and participation in activities, c) external activity –student engagement in
activities, alone or with peers (some coaching), d) internal or independent activity –
students’ reflection, inquiry, problem solving and task performance without any
assistance.
As a solution, Kitson, Kearney and Fletcher (2005) summarise from the
literature that educational technology has a great influence on student motivation,
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attitude, self-esteem, self-efficacy, risk-taking, collaboration and enhanced selfregulated learning along with the planned educational outcomes of student learning.
Jenkins (2004) says that the materials on technological devices such as CD-ROM
foster autonomous learning since they provide the learners with opportunities for selfaccess to the activities for the four main skills (listening, reading, writing and
speaking) along with the sub-skills such as grammar and vocabulary. As a result of
their five year case study, Fang and Warschauer (2004) claim that using new
technologies for international communication and project based instruction improve the
learning processes and outcomes by authentic interaction and foster greater autonomy.
Moreover, Gabel (2001) stresses that concordancers overwhelm such traditional
materials as grammar books, dictionaries and course books in that they provide the
learners with opportunities to use real language, promote analytical capacities and
explicit second language knowledge, raise critical language awareness and develop
autonomy. Tolias and Exadaktylos (2007) believe that autonomy can be enhanced by
means of multimedia content and both synchronous and asynchronous learning tools.
According to Schmid (2008, p. 1554), multimedia corresponds with “the use of
computers to present text, graphics, video, animation and sound in an integrated way” in
various forms such as “on-line instructional presentations, interactive lessons, e-courses,
simulation games, virtual reality and computer-supported in-class presentations”. As a
result, to Zaphiris (2005), the virtual materials of distance learning extend student
learning owing to the skills related to time management, critical thinking, problem
solving and computers, which are expected to enhance self-directed learning. All of
these skills are the students’ responsibility and develop autonomy, self-trust,
responsibility and collaboration.
On the other hand, Dara-Abrams (2002) tells about two versions of social
learning; cooperative learning and peer collaboration. The former requires that students
work together on projects in accordance with work-share between them. The latter type
underlines working in groups or in pairs of students on the same task, which is seen as
better in learning new and complex concepts. In this sense, as Delors (1998, as cited in
Zaphiris, 2005) highlights, the activities are of crucial importance as they help students
to reflect (individual work) and collaboratively learn (group work), learn to do, learn to
know, learn to live together and learn to be. Keri (2002, as cited in Sheridan & SteeleDadzie, 2005) puts forward that heterogeneously determined collaborative team work
where students set their learning goals, choose among options, monitor their own
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progress and share and learn and which promotes their attitudes and lead to selfregulated learning, performs as an enhancing environment for both genders. Also, Noel,
Shoemake and Hale (2006) acknowledge that peer mediation and cooperative group
work have their roots in student self-control, which means less teacher authority. To
Leki (2001), group work, which may act as a means of fostering independent learning,
is one domain where such social/academic interactions occur in university-level
courses. On the other hand, Mishan (2004) suggests that it is challenging for learners
from the collectivist teacher-centred cultures such as in Japan, Korea and China to get
accustomed to the task-based and problem-solving activities under pair and group work
in accordance with the student-oriented communicative approach instead of the
information flowing from teacher or textbook to student. He (2008) states that the level
of learner autonomy can be measured with students’ less dependence on teachers and
textbooks but utilising more channels and media to learn, in other words, a great deal of
resources. Hence, there are a number of researchers who are against materials-based
teacher-centred instruction. For instance, Guthrie (2001), criticising materials-based
instruction and urging for learner control, expresses that learning and knowledge goals
help foster student autonomy since they get teachers to let students determine subtopics,
choose materials to go through and utilise their favourite strategies. On the contrary,
materials-based instruction, which requires accomplishment of a specific textbook or
some particular tasks, tends to lower the probability of student autonomy. Kormos,
Csizér, Menyhárt and Török (2008) view teacher-centred instruction as the main reason
for a low level of learner autonomy. According to Kinoshita Thomson et al. (2001),
autonomous learning skills which do not happen automatically especially to those who
are accustomed to teacher-centred instruction, nurture learners not only during but also
after the formal learning course through the formulation of input and feedback of the
language courses.
By referring to the socio-constructivist theories of learning, Bullock and
Muschamp (2006) see independent activity as an essential factor in the learning process,
which is supported by Miller et al. (2007), who imply that the more learner-centred
activities are available, the more responsibility students gain for their learning.
In order to analyse the impact of such group processes as group cohesiveness
(the closeness of and connection between group members through talking, sharing
thoughts and participation in group-related activities) and group norms (group rules that
every member accepts and respects to obey) on autonomous language learning in terms

31
of learners’ autonomous beliefs and actual autonomous behaviours, Chang (2007)
worked with 152 Taiwanese university students from the English department. The
author found that group factors do not correlate with students’ autonomous beliefs but
with their autonomous behaviours. Also, Kohonen (n.d.) summarises a 6-year project as
collaborative, negotiated and interactive work being useful since it promotes socially
responsible learning and motivation; pupils feeling proud and having curiosity of their
progress ends in confidence leading to autonomy; learning on one’s own (films, etc.) is
encouraged; though it is a long and difficult way to go in a school system, it is not
necessary to correct their self-assessments in the Passport; new culture is realised in
textbooks; and potentially important new tools emerged, which promotes life-long,
autonomous language learning. It should also be remembered that students might find it
difficult to accomplish the above mentioned tasks in accordance with the new
educational culture/environment of the European language portfolio (ELP). In line with
this, Lee (2006) highlights the significance of scaffolding activities for independent
learning along with collaboration and successful learning. The author also recommends
keeping an activity log for students not only to record student progress learning in detail
but also to recognise the self-perception and learning attitudes of students.
The prescription for the above-mentioned problems in front of learner autonomy
is presented by Fischer (2007) and Johnson (2004). While the former insists that
autonomy may be developed better by means of flexible instructional design of the
learning materials, it is the latter who mentions that best practices of learning are
achieved when various methods of instruction and regular and prompt feedback are
provided, when the program of instruction promoting students’ self-directed learning is
implemented and when there are multiple methods of assessing student learning,
especially formative assessment since it realises self-reflection, to facilitate feedback.
2.3.3. How to Employ Autonomy?
Having mentioned the importance of cognitive theories for L2 acquisition which
view language learning as a complicated cognitive skill dealing with the processing of
information, Peterson (1998) acknowledges that a content-based approach to site design
provides learners with opportunities for construction and interaction within a web site of
virtual environments for language learning. He explains the network-based
(hypermedia-based)
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proceduralisation of knowledge by means of interactive opportunities incorporating
meaningful tasks and the chance for active participation in authentic communication. In
accordance with the cognitive learning theory, Peterson advises the instructional
designer to reflect on the following perspectives:

•

As no two learners are identical, designers may utilise the flexibility
inherent in multimedia technology to create learning environments that
accommodate a variety of learning styles.

•

In terms of content, learning environments must encompass useful materials
(Wilson et al., 1993, pp 21) that engage learners in meaningful tasks. The
literature indicates that, in this context, problem-solving activities appear to
stimulate learner input and performance (Wilson and Cole, 1991, p. 59).

•

The non-linear nature of hypertext should be harnessed to provide
opportunities for exploratory learning.

•

Sites should be designed to reduce the cognitive load on learners (Preece et
al., 1994).

•

Designers are advised to bear in mind the importance of designing
sequenced instruction, as this allows learners to apply newly acquired
knowledge to real world tasks directly.

•

Multimedia sites must also provide access to feedback as an important
means of reinforcing positive learning outcomes and learner confidence.

•

Sites should encourage learners to reflect on their learning. This process of
cognitive monitoring and self-regulation is known as meta-cognition (Paris
and Winograd, 1990).

•

Hypermedia learning activities should stretch learners and enable them to
operate in Vygotsky’s zone of proximative (proximal) development (ZPD)
(Vygotsky, 1978). (pp. 117-118)

Kaufman (2004) thinks that

constructivism,

based on the cognitive

developmental theory (a holistic approach) of Piaget and in the sociocultural theory
(social constructivism) of Vygotsky, enhances the use of technological devices such as
computer, video and wireless technologies and non-linear, multidimensional and
interactive virtual environments. As an addition to Kaufman, Dara-Abrams (2002)
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reminds us that the foundation for multi-intelligent, on-line learning is theoretically
based on the cognition and learning theory, multiple intelligences and cognitive
constructivism. Parallel to this, in order to suggest a framework for designing on-line
tasks in terms of promoting the use of the internet and the web for language learning,
Solé and Mardomingo (2004) indicate the need for the implementation of
constructivism, learner autonomy and distance education. There is an emphasis on the
need for the independent language learner’s control and autonomy and also on-line taskbased learning in their model, which they tested for the design of reading tasks for 23
students in the Open University and Leeds University in the UK through trayectorias
based on an open, problem-solving, web-quest (information-gap resolution model) and
scaffolding. Many participants reported that, thanks to the task, they gained reading
strategies and autonomy, followed a route and, in this way, reflected on problemsolving strategies. Additionally, Rössler (2004) succeeds to use project work and online resources to combine music with autonomous learning.
Also, Murray (1999), Schmenk (2005) and Hémard (2006) present the
importance of interactive networked technology for learner autonomy. Likewise,
McFall, Beacham and Shambaugh (2006) suggest an urgent need for a systems model
and come up with personal resource systems management, which they see as a guide for
learner-centred technology development. Accordingly, this system is considered as a
supplement and a complement to one classroom period per day and is supposed to help
organise, find and filter data and experience. They also add that fostering lifelong
learning through technology is of crucial importance for the optimal success for
education.
To Schmid (2008, p. 1554), multimedia corresponds with “the use of computers
to present text, graphics, video, animation and sound in an integrated way”. Computer
simulations of multimedia-based learning environments and synchronous and
asynchronous learning tools prove to supply interactive learning and, accordingly,
provide learners with opportunities to actively control both the course and the process.
This promotes learner motivation and autonomy supporting the learners cognitively and
emotionally (Cumbreño Espada et al., 2006; Tolias & Exadaktylos, 2007; Yaman et al.,
2008; Freitas & Neumann, 2009). Furthermore, Lim and Chai (2004) suggest that the
ICT-based learning environment assists students to somehow control their learning and
its sequences. Little (1996, as cited in Lamb, 2004) handles the subject in a detailed
perspective as that ICT may be beneficial for the development of learner autonomy in
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the following three ways: interaction with ICT (independence), interaction around ICT
(interdependence and reflection) and interaction via ICT (interdependence and
reflection). All these interaction related issues can be linked to the concept of
constructivism. Yet, Yaman et al. (2008) warn against the danger of high interest in
computers as it might be negative and may prevent autonomous learning.
From a different perspective, Dlaska (2000) believes that the integration of
culture learning into the language teaching process for the sake of linguistic competence
and learner autonomy can be achieved through a learner-centred approach enhanced
with information technology and the internet. Although not changing the traditional way
of teacher-centred teaching based on books, according to Grünewald (2004),
technology, especially computers and the internet, function well as a part of modern
education. This can be used as an additional source of information in terms of fostering
autonomous learning and its effect on the teacher’s role and responsibilities. Without
ignoring the challenges, Yumuk (2002) sheds light upon the internet as it fosters
students’ intrinsic motivation to learn more and implement it in a wider context, which
shows learners’ readiness for taking more responsibility. Wilson et al. (2008) show that
technology helps individuals to access knowledge more readily, which ultimately
promotes learner autonomy.
Many scholars carried out studies on e-learning and computer-based learning.
For instance, in his keynote address in the independent learning conference (2004),
Lamb acknowledges that the key role of e-learning is that it stimulates the individuals’
empowerment. DeRouin, Fritzsche and Salas (2004) see e-learning methods as tools for
intentional learning and learners’ self-monitored control over their learning. This is not
necessarily obtained through training and not always beneficial. In other words, those
with ability, prior experience and motivation are likely to control their learning the
most. As Huang (2007) suggests, learners should be encouraged to adopt knowledge
construction. One way to do this might be to provide them with the web-based learning
environment. Learner autonomy is seen as a predictor of this construction. Additionally,
Fischer (2007), Darbyshire and Fleming (2008) are of those scholars believing that
nurturing autonomous learners is at the core of education and requires problem-based
learning, work-based learning and web-based learning.
Murray (2004) suggests an on-line discussion group for the self-directed learners
who like to learn the language but do not want to be exposed to classroom instruction.
Solé and Mardomingo (2004) add that raising self-awareness of learning strategies and
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personalised feedback facilitates the design of an on-line task. On the other hand, they
think that less independent learners should be taken into consideration by means of an
adequately flexible model which allows them to participate in their own learning.
In addition, Kern, Ware and Warschauer (2004) and Schwienhorst (2002a)
suggest tandem learning to promote peer interaction, underlining autonomy and
reciprocity. In this respect, virtual reality (VR) functions as a stimulating agent for the
autonomous language user in terms of interaction in the target language and taking
control and responsibility in the learning process reflectively. Little and Brammerts
(1996, as cited in Appel & Gilabert, 2002) demonstrate that e-mail tandem language
learning (a motivating interactive activity for students) might be utilised through peerwork to help develop language awareness and learner autonomy. To this aim, they
employ the concepts of solidarity, familiarity, reduced anxiety, increased confidence,
improved task performance and, ultimately, initiative and control over one’s own
language learning. On a suggestion by Ushioda (2000) that e-mail tandem language
learning lacks a pedagogical framework, Appel and Gilabert (2002) aimed to address
this point and integrated tandem language learning into their classroom practice. They
asked their students to use e-mail tandem as a tool to fulfil a series of tasks where they
would communicate with their fellow interlocutors and help each other between
Barcelona and Dublin. The difficulties of the tasks should be organised so that they are
not out of reach of the students for such affective reasons as motivation, anxiety and
confidence and for ability reasons such as aptitude, proficiency and intelligence. In this
study, the authors highlighted the construct of authenticity which can be explained by
willingness to participate and interest in Chapelle’s (2001, as cited in Appel & Gilabert,
2002) words.
Harlow (2007) states that on-line students are different from their in-class
counterparts in that they are more responsible for their learning as in the fields of adult
education, learner autonomy and distance education which, accordingly, assign their
instructors with the role of a learning coach. Lou, Bernard and Abrami (2006) stress that
the design of distance education, which uses only web-based resources and
individualised self-directed learning, enhance each other. Porte (2003) refers to Hurd
(2000) revealing that willingness or being accustomed to self-direction in other aspects
of one’s life plays an efficient role in nurturing autonomous distance learners. Similar to
Nugent, Soh and Samal (2006), Felix (2004) supports this idea by declaring that the
literature on web-based studies (e.g. Edmonds, 1998; Greenfield, 2003) result in the fact
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that students who are motivated and have fun with the experience strongly support the
program.
In addition to this, Johnson (2004) states that the use of such technology as
podcasting and web-conferencing has both advantages and disadvantages in that they
make multi-tasking much easier, but also make it difficult to re-examine the classroom
experience, to receive interactive pedagogy for students, for collaboration and
discussion for the teacher and students or among students and to exchange immediate
feedback between the teacher (in terms of scaffolding and counselling) and students
(about how they learn). Johnson acknowledges that when enough interaction and
contact hours between students and the teacher are provided, the quality or nature of the
classroom experience on-line and in a traditional classroom does not differ significantly
except that the latter look more confident in terms of being able to achieve their goals.
He lists the probable factors which might prevent students from taking part in activities
in on-line courses as their perceptions, expectations and fears about technology. To him,
these courses are in fact crucial complements to the traditional classroom instruction.
Hence, they need convincing on the contrary so that they can successfully cope with
many skill sets. The researcher reminds us of the necessity of better organisation and
structure around the pedagogical goals than may occur in the traditional classroom for
developing efficient on-line courses. This does not necessarily mean that traditional
classroom instruction should be eliminated and replaced by technology.
Nonetheless, Harker and Koutsantoni (2005) reveal how hard it is to manage
distance learning efficiently. It might even be more difficult than classroom-based
learning related to increasing learners’ motivation, improving learner autonomy and an
inappropriate or non-existent support system not only from peers or teachers but also
from administrators and parents. Additionally, Harlow (2007) talks about the danger of
distance learning not necessarily being suitable for every learner. In line with this, the
limitations concerning distance learning are mentioned by Murphy (2008) as learners
taking responsibility for meaningful choice, setting goals, planning or evaluating
learning along with financial problems related to the cost of material. It should be
remembered that distance learning is beneficial to learners in controlling their learning
in terms of time, pace, what to study and when to study. She also sees course materials
as the main element for the distance education process, which causes a great burden for
the course designers and writers who are supposed to include the development of
reflection, meta-cognitive strategies and decision-making leading to learner autonomy.
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Another point is presented by Hurd, Beaven and Ortega (2001), who shed light on the
complexity of the relationship between autonomy and the distance language
teaching/learning, which requires learners to improve some strategies and skills to be
able to work individually. The indicate that it is autonomy being related to the learner’s
making decisions about how and when to learn that causes it to be considered
incompatible with distance learning.
In the second decade of research on networked language learning, Kern et al.
(2004) unveiled that studies, which once highlighted the linguistic and affective aspects
of computer-assisted discussion in classrooms, now tend to focus on long-distance
collaboration. This new trend is quite hard to organise owing to the diversity of learners.
Kern et al. are for computer-mediated communication (CMC) as an ideal medium as it
helps students to use strategies, self-correct, collaborate, interact and negotiate for
meaning in a written way. In order to develop learning French as a foreign language and
promote learner autonomy and intercultural understanding, Fisher, Evans and Esch
(2004) suggest the use of CMC (a means of access to native speakers for language
learners) incorporating the regular and structured use of email. Similarly, Schwienhorst
(2002b) emphasises, in connection with computer assisted language learning (CALL), a
shift in consideration of what the computer is (from a tool or partner to as a virtual
medium promoting learners’ collaboration and interaction with more native speakers).
Additionally, Hubbard and Bradin Siskin (2004) are for CALL which should not be
used as a tutor but as a tool utilising internet and word-processing implementations.
Schwienhorst (2002b) and Dlaska (2002) shed light on the link between CALL and
learner autonomy which leads to changes in the roles of the teacher and the student
through the new language learning technology. Zaphiris (2005) posits that learnercentred design (LCD) CALL is affected by the learning context. It highlights selfmanaged individual learner strategies. To the author, learners’ gaining experience and
expertise in their use of CALL is possible by means of awareness of the activity-related
goals and meta-cognitive strategies. Finkbeiner (2001), in discussing her research
project on CALL and cooperative learning in CALL, mentions that this model views
individuals as learners, moderators and researchers. This viewpoint fosters life-long
learning. Similarly, Blin (2004) draws attention to the connection between learner
autonomy and CALL. The author suggests that early independent learning environments
provided with physical and virtual self-access facilities available in the language centre.
What is more, Lüning (2004) performed an international e-mail project whose activities
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involved intercultural dialogue and reflections such as e-mail communication,
interviews saved as mp3 files, development of websites and presentations at three high
schools in France, Spain and Germany where pupils were aged between 16 and 18. The
author thinks that the potential of e-mail communication may be beneficial for learners
of Spanish, maybe of any foreign language, since it provides authentic contacts with
native speakers, the intercultural and autonomous learning and the improvement of
writing as well as speaking skills.
Murray (2004) draws attention to the fact that studies on learner autonomy have
a tendency to highlight institutionalised learning. They focus either on classroom
settings or on SACs, even though many people are seeking opportunities to learning
languages on their own independent of any direct institutional contacts. Smith (2008)
states that the notion of learner autonomy first emerged as a result of implementation of
the teacher-researchers at the self-access centres where, according to Reinders and
Lazaro (2008), the assessment of learning is both crucial and problematic. Morrison
(2008, p. 123) expands on the benefits of these centres saying that the SAC is of crucial
importance for its following major roles: bringing together language learning and
independent learning, enabling the learner to improve both linguistic proficiency and
independent learning skills and providing the necessary resources and providing learner
support. Cotterall and Reinders (2000) define a self-access centre as:
A SAC consists of a number of resources (in the forms of materials,
activities and support) usually located in one place, designed to
accommodate learners of different levels, styles, goals and interests. It aims
to develop learner autonomy amongst its users. Self-access learning takes
place in an SAC and promotes learner autonomy as follows:

•

Provides facilities which allow learners to pursue their own goals and
interests

•

Highlights goal setting and monitoring of progress

•

Can act as a bridge between classroom and the real world (p. 25)

All the above-mentioned facilities can be employed in every convenient
circumstance. However, they can best facilitate autonomous learning in self-access
centres where many tools, including on-line devices, written and visual materials, are at
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the students’ reach along with instructors ready for scaffolding. Mishan (2004)
speculates that self-access is the best-known approach to foster autonomy. In a selfaccess centre, the cooperation between learners and teachers fosters learning and
autonomy. Through access to materials and technology, it is this autonomous learning
environment that provides learners with opportunities to explore a wide range of
authentic sources, which help learners to develop positive attitudes to learning along
with motivation and confidence and other significant components of autonomous
language learning. Additionally, the author sees learner autonomy as equivalent to the
use of the technological resources. This is not to say that they necessarily lead to
success. Benson (2001) mentions that the relationship between self-instruction and the
development of autonomy is not guaranteed. This might result in self-access centres
potentially setting barriers against the development of learner autonomy. This idea finds
support in Jones (1995) who warns that a self-access centre is not necessarily
convenient for every learner, which self-access designers should take into consideration.
Malcolm (2004) acknowledges that Arab students contribute to the SAC as a
worksheet or activity to promote English language learning, which receives evaluations
from peers. It raises students’ assistance for the development of the SAC. This
contribution, actively accompanied by administrators, staff and instructors, is viewed as
a corner stone for the SAC.
After conducting a study in a secondary school environment in 2001, Felix
(2004) carried out a new project in five settings to investigate the usefulness and
advantages and disadvantages of web-based learning. The participants of both studies
reported more advantages than disadvantages. Yet, the secondary students tended to feel
significantly more comfortable on the web. In order to avoid pupils’ use of the internet
merely for searching purposes in unstructured exercises mostly ending disorientation
and, Steveker (2004) implemented an internet based model, web-quest, a teacher-made
web document with tasks peculiar to one topic. Use of the model sheds light on how the
internet could be associated with the teaching/learning Spanish as a foreign language
efficiently. Steveker states that it is possible to turn the use of internet facilities in
foreign language teaching/learning from getting lost

in virtual space into

teaching/learning autonomously. In addition, Orsini-Jones (2004) examined the
integration of the academic curriculum of activities closely in connection with language
skills such as email correspondence, talking on the telephone, video conferencing and
working with meta-linguistic tools. To meet this aim, she carried out a web based
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learning project with 41 undergraduates of foreign language courses for two years. The
project incorporated both face to face instruction and on-line sessions and tutorials and
printed material. She noticed that increased academic achievement and more learner
confidence can be obtained by a web based environment which may also cause student
resistance to independent learning. Having carried out a study with 102 university
students from the United Kingdom and 130 from Taiwan, Liaw (2007) realised that
learners’ positive attitudes towards e-learning multimedia and the usefulness and quality
of e-learning interaction promote autonomy. Liaw, Huang and Chen (2007) value elearning via a computer by means of standard internet technology providing an
appropriate environment for instruction, guidance, scaffolding, examination and
monitoring everything taking place on-line. Jarrell and Freiermuth (2005) conclude that
students appreciate internet chat as a motivating device to communicate in English.
Additionally, Murphy and Rodriguez-Manzanares (2008) interviewed 22 eteachers and managers in Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada, in order to test
transactional distance theory (TDT) in a current technology context of web-based
learning in distance education (DE) high-school classrooms. Using web-based
asynchronous and synchronous technologies, they present their findings in the following
three categories: rapport and community-building; curriculum and teacher-centred tools
as barriers; and the role of real-time interaction and engagement, which they relate to
TDT concepts of dialogue, structure and learner autonomy. On the other hand, Sanders
and Hirschbuhl’s (2007) article categorises learner autonomy in independent constructs
such as desire to learn, learner resourcefulness, learner initiative, learner persistence,
on-line technology self-efficacy, course structure, dialogue on student satisfaction and
performance in on-line education. They also evaluated the learners’ attitudes towards
the on-line courses of the program by administering the learner characteristics and
distance learning experience questionnaire (LCDLE) and realised that they were
satisfied with it.
2.3.4. Teacher’s Role in Learner Autonomy
After categorising students as “those who need help and who say I'm stuck and
those who can work independently”, MacLean and White (2005, p. 309) describe
teaching as an offer for support to assist students to move through a continuum from
dependence to independence. Although Heimlich and Norland (2002, as cited in Brown,
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2003) take the view that, just like students, each teacher is unique with his own teaching
methods, teachers should revise their beliefs related to educational issues and develop
themselves by means of raising self-/student-awareness through observation,
questioning, obtaining evaluative feedback and critical reflection.
Tubbs (2005) reflects upon Martin Buber (1878–1965) (a Jewish thinker of
spiritual philosophy of the teacher) stating that the teacher, who is for his students’
freedom in terms of their regulating their own learning instead of being master of or
servant to them, should see himself in an environment with the inclusion of student
participation with his integrity and his hidden influence without omitting mastership
(his selection of the elements of the world to be taught) and servantship (his authority in
the selection of the world). Similarly, Gibson, Bennett and Manitzky (2005) classify
successful teachers as being able to negotiate with the students, to participate in out-ofschool activities with students, to take into consideration cultural-sensitivity and to cope
with challenging situations calmly and humorously. On the other hand, Pratt (2002, as
cited in Brown, 2003) lists the types of teachers in connection with their approaches as
follows:

•

Transmission: Teachers focus on content and determine what students
should learn and how they should learn it. Feedback is directed to students’
errors.

•

Developmental: Teachers value students’ prior knowledge and direct
student learning to the development of increasingly complex ways of
reasoning and problem solving.

•

Apprenticeship: Teachers provide students with authentic tasks in real
work settings.

•

Nurturing: Teachers focus on the interpersonal elements of student
learning-listening, getting to know students and responding to students’
emotional and intellectual needs.

•

Social reform: Teachers tend to relate ideas explicitly to the lives of the
students. (para. 9)

According to Dyson (2005), self-efficacy, capability, willingness, responsibility,
thoughtful, self-management, other-recognition, morality concerning the rights of
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others, collaboration and sharing are the typical characteristics of a quality teacher.
Thanasoulas (2000) views teacher autonomy a prerequisite for learner autonomy since it
does not stimulate unbridled learning. He discusses the teacher’s role as one
encouraging the learners to experiment, to make hypotheses and to learn to learn on
their own. The teacher is, in a sense, between a transmission (subject disciplines,
content and standards of performance) and an interpretation teacher (learners’ needs, a
permissive model and knowledge as thought organiser, interpretation of facts), taking
place in the world around them. Learners are generally apt to find the former aspects
challenging, while they prove to be intrinsically interested in the latter. The second type
of teacher provides learners with an opportunity to have a persuasive communication inbetween, which suggests that it is possible to lead learners to re-examine their existing
evaluations and revise or change them completely by means of providing them with
convincing information related to a specific situation. It is this communication between
the teacher and learners which helps learners to feel relaxed and to change their beliefs
and attitudes towards language learning either explicitly or implicitly in a positive way.
Thanasoulas claims that this atmosphere leads learners to attain autonomy.
To Vieira (2006, p. 24, as cited in Vieira, 2007), professional autonomy does not
mean “doing as one wants” or “being free from external control” but implies “striving
for what you believe in and empowering yourself as a teacher” including within itself
the eagerness to cope with uncertainty (the unknown and, especially, the complexity)
and dilemmas of pedagogical practice experienced in schools. The researcher has two
crucial reasons to deal with professional autonomy: a) the constraints on teacher
freedom and b) the teacher’s responsibility for learner growth. They are in fact
intertwined as teachers’ willingness to foster learner growth requires them to handle the
constraints that they encounter. Having analyzed the ideas of the contributors to the
discussion in Independence, issues 38-40, Vieira (2007) comes up with four main
implications on teacher autonomy as follows:

•

ideological choice and a re(ide)alistic activity;

•

interconnection between teacher and learner autonomy;

•

teachers as agents of change;

•

self-directed, inquiry-oriented, experience-based, collaborative and locally
relevant teacher development.
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For this reason, Kormos et al. (2008) consider the low level of learner autonomy
as a product of teacher-centred instruction. Likewise, Yu (2006) thinks that learner
autonomy is dependent on teacher autonomy and that the recognition of the shift in the
role is the core for teacher autonomy. While Yu recommends that students be assisted
related to (1) personal responsibility; (2) learning goals; (3) independent actions; (4)
reflection; and (5) learning plan, Al-Balhan (2006) emphasise that the shift in their roles
may result in a feeling of being cared about and respected as individuals. Along with Yu
(2006), various scholars report that autonomy both in- and out-of-class assigns teachers
with skipping their control over learners. This might help teachers to act as counsellors,
assessors, guides, evaluators, encouragers, awareness raisers, material developers,
managers, administrators, organisers, coursework designers, mentors, advisers, helpers,
learner support officers (knowledge/feedback/opportunities), providers, co-learners,
tutors, mediators, negotiators, dialogue constructers, models, resources and lecturers,
not transmitters of knowledge but its representers, facilitators, motivators and decisionmakers in terms of choices in the classroom concerning syllabus, instruction, learning
and assessment (Benson & Voller, 1997, as cited in Thanasoulas, 2000; Grenfell &
Harris, 1999; Noels, Clément & Pelletier, 1999, as cited in Gan, Humphreys & Hamp–
Lyons, 2004; Spratt et al., 2002; Jacobs & Farrell, 2003; Curits, 2004; Graham, 2004;
Kleppin, 2004; Logan & Moore, 2004; Mishan, 2004; Murray, 2004; Nunes, 2004;
Perry et al., 2004; Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005; Shyh & Chia, 2005; Zaphiris, 2005; Lane,
Dale & Horrell, 2006; Kupetz & Ziegenmeyer, 2006; Robinson & Kakela, 2006; Aitken
& Deaker, 2007; Ciekanski, 2007; Field, 2007; Konrad et al., 2007; Miller et al., 2007;
Vonderwell, Liang & Alderman, 2007; Zhang, 2007; Fang, Zhu & Huang, 2008; He,
2008; Lindstromberg & Boers, 2008; Maxfield, 2008; Murphy, 2008; Wilson et al.,
2008; Gremmo, 1998). Gao (2009) views language teachers responsible for the
integration into pedagogic practices. While mentioning learning strategies and learner
training as an important supporting role, Little (1995) draws attention to how decisive
the pedagogical dialogue and the role of the teacher will always be. His evidence for
this is that learning emerges from interaction, which is formed by interdependence.
Ushioda (2007) invites those who want to motivate their students to be eager to get
motivated themselves as it is essential to “practise what you preach” (p. 2). Porto (2007)
furthers the issue as that they should model and encourage their students for
individualisation, reflection, persistence, decision making, problem solving and
awareness in a learner centred environment for autonomy. Kilpatrick (2006) sums up all
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of these by stating that it is not a teacher’s duty or in his reach to give students selfesteem, learning skills, or enthusiasm. He can only supply knowledge and also try to
motivate them to acquire these features. That is because they are not something to teach
but to learn through students’ experience and modelling of the teacher at most.
Oxford (1989, as cited in Varano!luları, Lopez, Gansrigler, Pessanha &
Williams, 2008), Mejía and Molina (2007) and Murphy (2008) suggest that teachers
revise their pedagogical strategies and encourage their students to participate in their
learning environment. This will improve students to realise and critically question the
knowledge presented by others so they can understand whether they are on the right
path to nurture critical autonomous thinking students in association with why they
should learn, foster self-esteem and raise their language awareness. Parallel to this,
Roberts (1984, as cited in Sheridan and Steele-Dadzie, 2005) suggests that teachers
should first explain and model for their students how to think critically and how to work
collaboratively and then provide them with both group learning environments and an
isolated environment. They should “take a back seat” when the control of students’
learning is in question (Mishan, 2004, p. 243). Harlow (2007) is another researcher who
deals with the shift in the role of the instructor to a “guide on the side”, not “sage on the
stage”, (p. 17). He should also be a designer of well-organised learning environments
with interactive and authentic materials, a coach or resource whose characteristics are
listed as follows by Tough (1979, as cited in Harlow, 2007) along with Harlow’s
demand that he should be alert and respond quickly, clearly and instructively to students
so that they can remain confident and motivated and should have minor control over
them:

•

They are warm, loving, caring and accepting of their learners.

•

They have a high regard for the self-planning competencies of the learner.

•

They view themselves as participating in a dialogue of equals when
communicating with their learners.

•

They are open to change and seek to learn from their helping experience. (p.
183)

Yu (2006) cites Holec (1985) and Nunan (1997) suggesting a to-do list for the
teachers to encourage learners to become autonomous inside the language classroom:
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•

awareness of pedagogical goals, contents and strategies;

•

active involvement in the learning;

•

intervention while modifying and adapting personal goals, learning style
and strategies;

•

setting up personal goals and plans;

•

transcendence move beyond classroom;

•

awareness of responsibility and motivation;

•

independent learning task;

•

monitor and evaluate learning;

•

acquire needed skills and knowledge.

This list is enriched by Little’s (2007) suggestion of the teacher’s role in
promoting language learner autonomy being related to three general
pedagogical principles as:

•

learner involvement (planning, monitoring and evaluating of learning);

•

learner reflection (process and content of learning and self-assessment);

•

target language use $ (the medium as well as the goal of learning).

Nurse education which was formerly outlined by hierarchical and asymmetrical
power relationships between lecturers and students has been influenced by progressive
educational theories. While it was once managed in association with rote learning and
ignored student autonomy, it has now turned into partnership and empowerment
between lecturers and students, which fosters the development of student autonomy
(Darbyshire & Fleming, 2008). The authors recommend that students and lecturers
should reflect critically at the structural dimensions of power and also on themselves by
asking: How are you interested in autonomy? To Brown (2003), the answer to this
question alters in accordance with the quality of the role of warm personal relationships
between teachers and their students and how much teachers succeed in implementing an
integrated approach in order that it will be flexible enough to serve well to most
students, if not all, in terms of materials provided and strategies and styles
recommended. She calls them ‘proficient student-centred teachers’ (ibid, para. 10).
Moliner Garcia and Garcia Lopez (2005) think that teachers’ success in implementing
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all the above-mentioned duties depends on to what extent they learn about other
cultures. Only when this is actualised at a high level, then, it is possible that they gain
awareness of their own values and culture to help their students to become autonomous.
From a different perspective, Halstead (2004) indicates the role of teacher in the
Islamic educational system as a role-model along with an instructor, a transmitter of
knowledge and an authority figure worthy of respect. Therefore they are not generally
open to challenge by students as he has the right to work over and shape an individual
as a whole person, i.e. his spiritual and moral awareness, personal live, belief, character
and moral integrity along with his academic competence. Yet, it should be recalled that
there are many Islamic scholars whose students have thought, spoken and acted in a
different way from their teachers.
One should note that teachers should quit some habits of theirs to promote
learner autonomy. Accordingly, to Kanda and Beglar (2004), their initial duty is to
leave traditional form-focused instruction so as to provide their students with tasks
relevant to their daily lives with interesting activities. Additionally, they should raise
their eagerness to involve in learning activities and a general interest to learn the foreign
language. It is significant to leave space here for Bullock and Muschamp’s (2006) belief
that students’ gaining control of their learning does not necessarily mean to deny the
teacher being responsible for the learning process, which is only decreased for the
increased learner responsibility. This is not such an easy task. To prove this, Bryer and
Grimbeek (2005) quote Villa, Udis and Thousand (2003, p. 141) saying that “[t]he
teaching of responsibility is no less demanding a task than the teaching of any other
curriculum area; it requires careful thought and reflection, complex instruction starting
at the earliest ages and continuing through the school years and patience.” Moreover,
Zhang (2007) and Maxfield (2008) believe that the power of teacher authority helps the
teacher to change learner behaviour by using language learning strategies. To this aim,
Dunn, Honigsfeld and Martel (2001) advise the instructors, whose students manage
various levels of responsibility, to assign tasks of gradually increasing length, scope and
complexity. In addition, assignments well-designed in accordance with the sense of one
thing at a time are required for students with less or non-responsibility. In doing so, the
researchers suggest that the instructors should observe their students and gradually add
many self-selected options for them when they prove to succeed with these options
instead of trying to control them. They should also improve their teaching range to meet
their students’ needs to become autonomous. All these applications would help gain
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awareness of one’s own and their fellow students’ learning-style preferences, which
leads to self-directed and independence-generating approaches.
The ultimate question seeking an answer at this point is whether or not teachers
will be willing to replace these responsibilities and to do the required arrangements
leading learners to learn how to learn and to be autonomous (Little, 2003, as cited in
Murphy, 2008). Thanasoulas (2000) states that most of teachers are not eager or ready
for a shift in control which will set students free from teacher dependence even to some
extent. They also show resistance against learner-centred strategies aiming at autonomy.
Alexander (2005) is pessimistic that most of the teachers in Australia would hesitate to
adopt the idea of including students in the negotiation and decision-making process into
their teaching experience because of their lack of trust in their students’ capacity to take
the control. Another point, which the author is concerned about, is that the majority of
Australian students would not be volunteers to participate in the negotiation,
investigation, planning and monitoring for their own individualised learning in real
opportunities in terms of what, how and where they learn. The same might be true for
Turkish teachers of EFL. Yumuk (2002) describes the Turkish educational system with
the teacher as the main authority in the classroom. It is because of this that the teachers
who are educated in this system might find it difficult to teach their content subjects to
nurture autonomous learners.
As the key role of the autonomous teacher as a language advisor, Cotterall
(2004) advises to assist the learners to rewrite their problem statement which maybe
occurred as a result of frustration or failure in a test, to identify suitable strategies to
cope with it, which is followed by again encouraging learner confidence by raising
learner awareness. On the other hand, Mozzon-McPherson (n.d.) lists the following as
the role of a counsellor:

•

analysis of individual advising skills (e.g. use of echoing and mirroring
strategies, prevalence of micro or macro skills) and their impact on changes
in learning behaviours;

•

analysis of adviser-learner discourse (e.g. use of pauses, open and close
questions);

•

management of change, particularly in relation to the integration of advising
into classroom teaching, group advising and the construction of
communities of practice;
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•

investigation of advising as a culturally bounded performance

•

issues of gender in relation to the professional profile of advisers.

•

advising in on-line learning environments. (p. 2)

On the discussion of the findings of a 2006 educational research project in Great
Britain conducted by the Economic and Social Research Council, Marshall (2006)
underlines the fact that teachers mostly tend to believe in autonomous learning but do
not attempt to teach the required methods sufficiently to obtain it. In her keynote talk in
the 33rd Annual Australian Teacher Education Association Conference, Tsui (2005)
highlights the importance of raising the pedagogical awareness of the teachers through
self-evaluation of their own teaching and giving them the autonomy to make their own
decisions as to the materials selection and the lesson plans. This is mostly the
responsibility of the course designers, administrators and/or the educational policy
makers. Such a shared responsibility and provided freedom would help teachers to gain
more confidence and give deeper insights into their teaching experiences.
In order that the teacher can be autonomous, Grenfell and Harris (1999) express
that he is supposed to be conscious of individual learning styles and learning strategies
including letting learners make choices related to what and how to learn. Mostly,
training teachers in strategy instruction requires akin principles to those for learners’
strategy instruction for language learning. Yumuk (2002) suggests teacher education
and in-service training programmes to develop teacher characteristics of being openminded, flexible, genuine and democratic in classrooms so as to make it possible for
teachers to seek opportunities to pass more control to the learners. What is more,
Wildner-Bassett (2003) thinks the success of a teacher training programme embeds in
the presence of a reflective approach. Having mentioned the research on teacher
education highlighting the teacher’s reflection, research-orientedness and selfdirectedness as a professional, Burns (2005) suggests that the student teacher’s
performing the role of autonomous learner and thinking professional and researcher
could make him turn into an efficient instructional decision-makers. Additionally, Mann
(2005) implies that self-direction is of crucial importance not only in language learning
but also in teacher development. Thanasoulas (2000) warns that teacher’s working
towards autonomy does not necessarily mean that it is possible to acquire it completely.
To achieve this, Hayes (1995, as cited in Crandall, 2000) explains how an in-service
teacher training program should be designed and implemented with shared
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responsibility with the teachers by means of microteaching, peer teaching and poster
sessions as that along with being task-based, classroom-centred, with the application of
theory to practice, sessions should also be awareness-raising. Crandall (2000) states that
language teacher education is just a microcosm of teacher education in general which
employs a number of new trends such as “a shift from transmission, product-oriented
theories to constructivist, process-oriented theories of learning, teaching and teacher
learning”; a shift from “teachers as passive recipients of transmitted knowledge” or as
open-minded critical thinkers or decision-makers to “active participants in the
construction of meaning” (p. 36).
Carter and McNeill (1998) reflect on their case-study of a project called the
DFEE-funded guidance and learner autonomy (GALA) project (1993-96), with which
they acted as external evaluators. Within this project, three higher education institutions
in Britain and three in Wales employed peer tutoring/guiding during the first few weeks
at university. The generic term guidance mentioned here included tutoring, advising,
counselling, mentoring and careers education. The researchers recognise the role of the
nature of guidance to learners of higher education at their courses along with that of
students in a renegotiated tutor-student relationship.
On the other hand, in Zhang’s (2007) study, the teacher who was a facilitator,
participant and interactant in the lesson carried out classroom activities where he
administered instructions to enhance student willingness to participate in reading
practices by strategy training. This training program is advised to be employed in two
stages: 1) conducting awareness-oriented interactional and participatory discussion and
direct instruction in small groups to increase meta-cognitive knowledge; and 2)
encouraging students to question themselves and reflect on their own studies and
progress; that is, for self-regulation.
2.3.5. Student’s Role in Learner Autonomy
To start with, White (2003, as cited in Merry, 2005) defines an autonomous
person as one who can lead his own life. Phillips (1989, as cited in Merry, 2005)
furthers this claim by stating that that an autonomous child is expected to determine
what actions to take after deciding on and taking into consideration the probability of
the impact that other people have on them. Ciekanski (2007) expresses the reason for
this being that learning takes place in connection with the learner’s interactions with
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such resources as materials, learning resources and human resources in their learning
process.
There is a growing body of definitions for learner that is, in Wilson et al.’s
(2008) words, the main inclusive agent to be engaged in the construction of learner
autonomy. Dewaele’s (2005) definition of learner deserves room to be mentioned here.
He states that “the learner is not only an object of scientific curiosity, but also a crucial
witness of his or her own learning process” (p. 371). In addition, Field (2007) defines a
true learner as one who keeps on learning out-of-school without any instruction.
Moreover, Dickinson (1995) refers to Knowles (1975) saying that proactive learners
proved to take the initiative in their learning, which helps learn more. Knowles also
compares the proactive learners with those “who sit at the feet of teachers, passively
waiting to be taught (reactive learners)” (p. 14). Meanwhile, Grenfell and Harris (1999)
acknowledge that an autonomous learner is the one who is both strategically and
communicatively competent. Additionally, an individual seeking opportunities to be
linguistically competent enough to communicate with others in the target language,
which is an essential feature of an autonomous language user, should be able to
determine and use the amount and type of language input. He also has to own
independent language skills not in accordance with the sense of being taught but with
that of learning to learn (Cotterall, 1995; Schwienhorst, 2002a).
Spratt et al. (2002) postulate that leading learners to learn independently should
be the second step following their being volunteer to learn autonomously in classrooms.
While starting to improve autonomy, Murphy (2008) gives the good news that it is
possible for language learners to improve their capacity for autonomy. She adds that the
success of fostering autonomy depends on the extent to which learners practice
language learning strategies and gain confidence in using them so as to make
meaningful preferences. Parallel to this, Grenfell and Harris (1999) illustrate the aspects
of an autonomous individual as being methodical in approach, willing to be flexible,
eager to deepen his linguistic understanding, self-aware, active in language learning, a
decision maker, an information and scaffolding seeker, self-determined and selfassessor. Learning-goal oriented students tend to understand content, use strategies
effectively and link their new knowledge to previous experiences. On the contrary,
performance orientated students are apt to seek ways to compete with their peers and
overrun them. They consider learning less than their counterparts (Guthrie, 2001).
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Thanasoulas (2000) refers to Dam (1990) in order to define an autonomous
learner not as being a passive expecter of things that happen to him but as being willing,
independent of a teacher and gaining active control of his own learning in terms of
determining aims and purposes concerning materials, tasks, learning styles and
strategies followed by evaluation criteria. Thanasoulas indicates that all these factors
should be enriched by learner needs, motivation, learning strategies, learners’ selfimage and capacity and language awareness. Little (2008) recollects that gaining control
is not something that happens from birth, but is acquired later either formally or
informally. In the informal learning, Yamamori, Isoda, Hiromori and Oxford (2003)
inform that because it is less organised and not originally planned for language learning,
it is the learners’ job to manage their study on their own. According to Little (2007),
autonomous language learners in school environments, where learning can happen only
in accordance with explicit plans and intentions, are expected to take control of their
own learning (Holec, 1981); to be able to critically reflect, make decisions and act
independently (Little, 1991); to motivate themselves for their learning experience
(Ushioda, 1996, as cited in Little, 2007); to become more autonomous in language
learning and use, both of which stimulate each other (Little, 1991). In line with this,
Darbyshire and Fleming (2008) suggest that nurturing autonomous learners may have
practical outcomes when students can critically reflect on their practice. Once learners
believe that they are in control of the system, in other words, a shared vision is
developed by the participation of the teacher and the learners in the system, then it is
possible to talk about effective learning outcomes at learners’ own pace (Peterson,
1998). Johnson (2004) justifies that many students are more likely to keep their own
notions regarding studying, rather than following the teacher’s instructions.
Like Little (1997, p. 230, as cited in Mishan, 2004), underpinning the
importance of learners’ monitoring, realising and analysing their learning for autonomy,
Luke (2006) stresses that students should be able to assess themselves so as to reflect on
their own learning and become aware of their personal diversities such as their learning
strategies and learning styles, etc, which leads to the sense of ownership in students.
Aitken and Deaker (2007) highlight that this sense of ownership to develop autonomy
and life-long learning can be supplied by the students’ increased awareness of their
learning process. This is the case since it is students who can identify their own
inductional needs best (Carter & McNeill, 1998). Mishan (2004) describes autonomous
learners as those who are responsible for their own and their peers’ learning. Also,
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Jones (1995) defines the autonomous learner who can take responsibility for his own
learning as a good language learner. This sense of responsibility stimulates more
confidence in the individual’s own abilities (Clark, 2005).
Benson (2001) informs that learners should be able to critically analyse and be
aware of their motivations and expectations, the learning procedures peculiar to them
and how dependent they are on the pedagogical system in order to gain an informed
awareness and to occupy the centre of their learning. What is more, the pace and content
of the learning process should be determined by the learner himself. In Benson’s terms,
“learner control over the cognitive processes involved in language learning is a crucial
factor in what is learned” (p. 67). Additionally, as in the L1 acquisition, autonomy
requires the processes of language learning and language use hand in hand since they
support each other as essentially inseparable components. That is to say, those who are
independent, self-reliant and adaptable in different social contexts can utilise the
language efficiently and communicate with it, which enhances autonomy. Definitions
allocating insights into these explanations are suggested by Hedge (1993) as that
autonomous learners can identify what they have been taught. Namely, they are aware
of the teacher’s objectives, determine their own learning objectives hopefully in
collaboration with the teacher. They can also choose, apply and even monitor (selfassess) appropriate learning strategies from a rich repertoire on purpose and have the
confidence to revise and change what is wrong. Grenfell and Harris (1999) mention that
learners are supposed to take at least some of the initiatives needed for the appropriate
learning process along with keeping a personal agenda and evaluating their own
learning. The authors suggest that increased self-consciousness in learners leads to
independence from their teachers. He (2008) acknowledges that dependence on teachers
and textbooks can be eliminated by a pipeline of help on learning purposes. Yet,
Maxfield (2008) warns that learner independence should never prevent the teacher from
acting in accordance with his role and his power as an authority when necessary.
From another perspective, Robinson and Kakela (2006) put the responsibility of
building a fun, interactive and trustful learning environment that fosters participation,
active and efficient learning and meaningful information to fasten learning not only on
the teachers’ shoulders but on the students’ shoulders. A more detailed set of duties
come from Hartley (2005), Shyh and Chia (2005) and Darbyshire and Fleming (2008),
who assign students who are keen on gaining autonomy, in other words, independence,
with playing active roles in class dialogues apart from those of a conventional
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classroom such as taking charge, making decisions, engaging in the problem solving
process and taking responsibility concerning their own learning in terms of the
objectives; the content and progression; the materials, resources, methods and
techniques; the place, time and pace of learning; and critical reflection on their personal
experience; skills; planning and acting accordingly through choices and actualising
themselves. Little (2005) rememorises them all as the central components of learnercentred approaches to language teaching aiming at learner autonomy.
All the above-mentioned explainations may make one feel relaxed in terms of
nurturing autonomous students. Nonetheless, Schwienhorst’s (2002a) point should
always be kept in mind that most of the learners lack the ability to plan, monitor and
evaluate their own learning process, which are essential for fostering learner autonomy.
2.3.6. Policy Maker’s/Administrator’s Role in Learner Autonomy
This section deals with what policy makers and administrators are expected to
do in order to enhance learner autonomy. To this aim, Cotterall (2000) indicates that
learner autonomy is a crucial goal in language course design in which students can
control their own language learning process and develop their language proficiency. All
these requirements are possible by support from the administrators. Ciekanski (2007)
and Wilson et al. (2008) state that educational institutions should support teachers and
learners for autonomous learning to be successful. Many researchers have carried out
studies highlighting different aspects of this support. Accordingly, administrators and
policy makers, along with teachers, are supposed to be responsible for the suitability of

•

a language program (Wong, Duff & Early, 2001; Wilson et al., 2008;
Murray, 1999),

•

the curriculum (Cotterall, 1995; Thanalousas, 2000; Kupetz & Ziegenmeyer,
2006; Morrison, 2008),

•

the costs of course materials (Murphy, 2008; Eneau, 2008),

•

the pedagogical awareness of teachers through self-evaluation and critical
reflection of their own teaching in terms of decision making, lesson
planning and materials selection (Liou, 2001; Tsui, 2005; van Eman et al.,
2009),

•

the establishment of the SAC (Malcolm, 2004),
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•

the educational curriculum for learners’ cultures and learning styles
(Kuykendall, 1991),

•

distance learning (Harker & Koutsantoni, 2005),

•

evaluation, either formative or summative, for an educational program
(Brown, 1989, as cited in Kohonen, n.d.), for autonomy through the
inclusion of dialogue about learning in the programme (Cotterall, 1995).

Mann’s (2005) statement that self-direction is of crucial importance, not only in
language learning but also in teacher development, is supported by Pietsch and
Williamson (2005). They demonstrate that it is casual teachers who are unlucky for not
being provided with enough opportunity for professional development to take
responsibility and to participate in the decision-making processes in the school
programmes. Moreover, Logan and Moore (2004) believe that the teacher’s professional
development in terms of ideas, strategies and resources is central in the integration of
self-access learning into language teaching in a syllabus and in helping learners to learn
autonomously. In addition, Weinberg (2001) underlines the importance of inclusion of
the use of media in the centre of teacher education and of successful implementation of
the curriculum for enriching an autonomous learning culture. In addition to this staff
training and development, Sturtridge (1997, as cited in Lamb, 2004) believes that good
management, suitable location and facilities, learner training and development, using
the cultural strengths of learners and appropriate materials are urgent for the
development of autonomy. What is more, Helbig-Reuter (2004b) is for setting a
regional establishment of a board to coordinate training and workshops and for the
inclusion of the ELP into pre-service teacher education. On the other hand, after
emphasising the importance of the learning product, Bredo (2005) acknowledges that
the learning process cannot be seen as students’ business only since administrators are
active contributors as well. For this reason, performance-based accountability has a
negative political effect such as reduction in the power and the autonomy of teachers
and other educational professionals. At this point, administrators and policy makers
come into mind to supply the necessary training for teachers.
As for the Turkish educational system, Yumuk (2002) describes it as one with
classrooms under the authority of teachers who were educated in a similar environment.
The author suggests teacher education and in-service training programmes to develop
teacher characteristics as being open-minded, flexible, genuine and democratic in
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classrooms so as to make it possible for teachers to seek opportunities to pass more
control to learners.
Little (2007) counts the tyranny of the curriculum, which might limit the area
teachers and students can move freely in, among the leading barriers against the
applications of language learner autonomy. He then decodes the solution for these
challenges as the ELP. While Özdemir, Güneysu and Tekkaya (2006) believe that H.
Gardner’s (1983) theory of multiple intelligence should be involved in the curriculum
development process, Orsini-Jones (2004) looked into the integration into the academic
curriculum of activities closely in connection with language skills such as email
correspondence, talking on the telephone, video conferencing and working with metalinguistic tools in a web based environment generally.
The following are the suggestions of Lee (2006, p. 104) for schools seeking
change: school-based adaptation of strategies; catering for individual learning
differences; creativity and collaboration; flexibility in timetabling; trimming down the
curriculum; planning time and skills; full technical support; principal and teacher
training to change the mindset. To this aim, Barret (1998, p. 30, as cited in Alexander,
2005) recommends incorporating “learner-centredness” in the educational policy of
middle schooling, which he defines as focusing on the needs and interests of students
and underpinning self-directed and co-constructed learning.
Adams (2006) analyses corporate forms of higher education governance for the
management of South African universities with reference to institutional autonomy
incorporating academic freedom. This higher educational governance is driven by
economic rationalism, which is itself embodied by a neo-liberal interpretation of
globalisation supporting managerialism. The governance model of South African
universities pay increasingly great attention to such notions as financial accountability,
quality assurance and performance evaluation that make the concept of managerialism
efficient and effective. Since influencing the idea of control, the managerialist way of
higher education governance is in a position that it may both limit and erode academic
autonomy. On the other hand, Marshall (1996, as cited in Darbyshire & Fleming, 2008)
blames personal autonomy in education to be a matter of social construction that does
not consider the compulsory political acts that limit individuals.
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2.4. Autonomy and Learning Theories
Learner autonomy finds its basis in many theoretical grounds such as
communicative approach, neuro-linguistic programming (NLP), humanistic approaches,
constructivism, social learning theory (SLT), social constructivism, socio-cultural
theory, social cognitive theory, self-regulation, work on flow, constructionism, holistic
approach, attribution theory, communicative approach, the natural approach,
community language learning, theories of post modernity, the theory of multiple
intelligence (MI), self-determination theory (SDT), experiential learning, positivism,
critical theory and transactional distance theory. They are explained in the following
section.
Johnson and Johnson (1992, as cited in el-Deghaidy & Nouby, 2007, p. 989)
describe cooperative learning as “the pedagogical use of small groups of two or more
students who work together to maximise their own and each other’s learning”. They
interpret cooperative learning under three general theoretical perspectives: a) cognitivedevelopmental-interdependence referring to the theories of Piaget and Vygotsky
undermining the importance of working together causing socio-cognitive conflict and
ending in perspective-taking ability and cognitive development, b) behaviouralinterdependence taking into consideration the group reinforcement and rewards of
learning and c) social-interdependence highlighting positive interdependence, that is,
cooperation, among individuals’ goals leading to encouraging and supportive
interaction for learning. The authors see the following prerequisite to achieve socialinterdependence: (a) mutual goals, (b) joint rewards, (c) shared resources, (d)
complementary roles, (e) divided tasks and (f) group identity (ibid, p. 990). Similarly,
Mishan (2004) speculates that pair and group work, which are the requirements of the
task-based and problem-solving activities and, which are the characteristics of the
communicative approach are student-orientated issues. Morrison (2008) views the
communicative approach in English language teaching as a turning point before which
teaching methods were in the centre of related research. Hence, the novel focus was on
the learning process, curriculum and classroom design, the individual learner, learning
strategies and learning skills, which brought about the birth of the natural approach
(Terrell, 1977) and community language learning (Curran, 1976) regarded as more
humanistic approaches to teaching. To this aim, Gao (2009) finds ‘English corner’ (a
social community) important since it requires learners’ participation in groups and
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scaffolding along with individual study, which enhances autonomous learning. He
thinks that all this information is compatible with a humanistic view of learning.
Likewise, Mishan (2004) connects learner autonomy to humanistic approaches in that it
highlights the individualism of the learner. To illustrate this, the researcher introduces
Bandler and Grinder’s (1975) neuro-linguistic programming (NLP), for which
neurology, linguistics and anthropology are key words. NLP deals with investigating
and implementing internal and external excellence models, as an approach for multisensory self-awareness which stimulates sense of perception - visual, auditory,
kinaesthetic, olfactory, gustatory and fulfilment and communication capacity all through
life.
Constructivism views teachers not as transmitters of knowledge but as its
representatives in learner-centred learning circumstances which are suitable for selfconfidence, collaboration, communication and learners’ free interaction with
appropriate materials. Hémard (2006) and Fang et al. (2008) connect it to the methods
of autonomous learning as in the students’ role in the learning process. In addition,
Little (2005) summarises learner-centred approaches aiming at encouraging learner
autonomy to signify learner’s decision making on the goals, content and methods of
learning in line with self-assessment. Furthermore, Dunn and Lantolf (1998) remind that
Krashen’s (1985) i + 1 for understandable knowledge through comprehensible input and
Vygotsky’s (1978) ZPD [the range between the learner’s present state and his level of
potential development (McCarthy & O’Keeffe, 2004)], make learning likely to occur
(Zaphiris, 2005) by bridging the gap between one’s current competence and the level of
potential development. This is owing to socially-mediated interaction in the form of
guidance by or collaboration with adults or peers to construct the new language. To
Kaufman (2004), the ZPD is an indicator of the level of the learners’ readiness to learn.
From a different perspective, Zhang (2007) reflects on learner development
emphasising the importance of dialogic learning in accordance with social constructivist
ideology [the promoting agent of the view of authority and autonomy (Ching, 2007)],
which hypothesises meaningful learning to be constructed through dialogue and the coconstruction of knowledge beyond the current competence of the learner parallel to
Vygotsky’s (1986) ZPD. In line with this, Maxfield (2008), Murphy (2008), Newbold
(2008) and Freitas and Neumann (2009) highlight social constructivist perspectives
receiving knowledge through social interaction in terms of dialogue, scaffolding and
supported collaboration for exposure to language use within a ZPD to explain how
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learning, the development of internal cognitive processes and autonomy emerge. These
perspectives lie in the premise that collaboration in learning in conducive environments
may make learning effective and foster learner efficacy. Accordingly, how learning
takes place is twofold: first interpersonally (through interaction with such people as
peers and teachers) and then intrapersonally. In short, constructivist pedagogy sees
learner development as that learners’ learning to learn is superior to the learning itself.
What is more, according to Kaufman (2004), constructivism, based on the
cognitive developmental theory (a holistic approach) of Piaget and on the socio-cultural
theory (social constructivism) of Vygotsky [a chance for second language learners to
gain self-regulation (Vinagre, 2008)], enhances the use of technological devices such as
computer, video and wireless technologies and non-linear, multidimensional and
interactive virtual environments. It was after constructivism that the teacher-centred
learning/teaching process was replaced with learner-centred and even knowledgecentred, approaches combining cognitive and social processes in learning. Dlaska
(2002) and Vinagre (2008) link these to positive interdependence for learning to take
place by means of individual and mutual responsibility and learning through selfregulation. To Vinagre, they are in close association with the development of learner
autonomy and as the core elements of language learning. Kinoshita Thomson (2008)
reveals that, in order to facilitate learning in accordance with socio-cultural theory, a
community whose members work together, in other words scaffold to achieve a
common learning goal through having more access to more diverse resources, should be
formed. It should also employ here-and-now experiences. Note that this scaffolding
should be temporary and ideally provided when needed. Additionally, Zaphiris (2005)
hypothesises that LCD CALL is based on natural learning and discovery-based learning
by means of questioning, exploring and practicing the resources of the internet,
incorporating negotiation, mediation and interaction, which are taken from both
cognitive and socio-cultural orientations. It functions in accordance with an integrative
approach. On the other hand, it embeds a constructivist perspective of learning, as it
fosters individuality and learning potential. Zaphiris keeps mentioning what an
approach to LCD in CALL should incorporate as socio-cultural activities; and taskbased design of second language acquisition activities. All these trends can be observed
to increase the levels of learner autonomy and agency.
On the other hand, in accordance with the constructivist learning theory (not a
teaching, but a situated learning theory), as a creature of will and purpose the student is
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in the centre of the process and is responsible for his own learning, which can be
summarised as a realisation of the events and objects that he/she interacts with.
Vygotsky’s social constructivism acknowledges the importance of interaction with more
experienced peers such as parents, peers, teachers and others (scaffolding) for learning,
to welcome, guide and even encourage learner initiative, his autonomy and the
construction of problem-solving. This point of view considers active engagement,
pursuit of diverse paths to discovery, the concept of acquisition and external (modelling,
coaching and providing feedback) and internal (reflection and self-monitoring)
scaffolding as the core of the learning process (Dara-Abrams, 2002; Ustick, 2005;
Yang, Chang & Hsu, 2008). In addition, Schwienhorst (2002b) differs Piaget’s
constructivism from Papert’s (1991) constructionism in that while the former refers to
the learner’s building knowledge without the teacher, the latter claims that the learner
mostly deals with the construction of something external to build knowledge. DaraAbrams (2002) sees constructionism as a combination of constructivist learning theories
and individualism.
Yılmazer (2007) reports that autonomy is investigated by different theorists:
Psycho-dynamic (relational) theorists say that detachment/individualisation process is
the very starting point of autonomous development. In this process, individuals become
aware of their uniqueness and of the power of their own bodies and mind to perform
individually. They call this process the individual’s psychological birth. In accordance
with the self-efficacy theory – a cognitivist one – an individual’s personal beliefs
determine how they should behave and affects their feelings, either positively or
negatively, according to the route that they should take to meet their objectives. Parker
(2006) links the development of competence and effectiveness mainly to self-efficacy
which refers to self-awareness and which relies on Bandura’s (1977, 1986, as cited in
Parker, 2006) social cognitive theory. Additionally, eclectic theorists mix the two
theories given above with some others to come up with the SDT. It underlines three
basic psychological needs leading to psycho-social development: need of sufficiency
(for reaching the objectives), need of autonomy (sense of responsibility in the decision
making process) and the need of being relational (being in connection with the others in
the society). The basic psycho-social factor that influences the age of puberty is one
becoming individualised and autonomous in a healthy way. Autonomy, they believe,
incorporates three types of independence: emotional autonomy (feeling oneself, selfchoice of strategies, independence in the changes in close relations – not unrelatedness
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all together/still seeking consultancy, it starts at the beginning of the age of puberty
when biological, social and emotional changes occur), behaviouristic autonomy (sense
of making decisions independently and implementing them, sense of directing oneself,
it starts in the very early childhood and develops in the middle of childhood when one
accomplishes some behavioural duties such as standing, walking, etc., personal
supervision, functional independence) and autonomy of values (developing self-rules
concerning what is right and what is wrong in terms of religious or ideological beliefs).
On the other hand, cognitivists value the talent of making decisions and see autonomy
as perception of control.
Learner autonomy is a form of democratisation whose centre is occupied by
intrinsic

motivation.

Based

on

Vygotsky’s

(1978)

self-regulation

and

Csikszentmihalyi’s (1990) work on flow, it requires that learners should answer the
questions what and how (the content and methodology) concerning the curriculum, be
responsible for their own and their peers’ learning and be aware of their own ways of
learning which are at the core of defining and employing their strengths and improving
their weaknesses (Jacobs & Farrell, 2003). As self-regulated learning suggests as well,
Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory (SLT) reveals that learning is the result of
observations, imitations and tasks enhanced by punishments and reinforcements (Keri,
n.d.).
Grenfell and Harris (1999) underline that a more holistic approach, which
requires working around the notion of autonomy, developing learning strategies for
pupils, creating space for teachers’ professional thinking and development and
enquiring in a more principled way into the processes of language itself, will help bring
learning to learn into being. Hence, the researchers emphasise the close and apparent
links between learner autonomy and attribution theory by assigning learners with
strategies of their own choice so as to prevent them from feeling discouraged and
developing learned helplessness by means of attributing their failure to such steady
causes as the lack of aptitude or the difficulty of the task. On the other hand, Brown
(2003) states, along with the role of warm personal relationships between the instructors
and the students, that it is of crucial importance for the teachers to implement an
integrated approach in order that it will be flexible enough to serve well to most
students, if not all, in terms of materials provided and strategies and styles
recommended. To Kohonen (n.d.), Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning views learning
as a holistic process and individual as the whole person with the emotional, social,
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physical, cognitive and spiritual aspects of personality. The author lists the principles of
experiential learning as language education principles as follows:

•

autonomy and personal goals (psychological and moral stance): acceptance
of personal responsibility

•

engagement in the learning process: ownership

•

initiative-taking and social responsibility

•

in-depth learning: emphasis on meanings

•

reflection and self-/ peer-assessment

•

authenticity of process and content (‘encounter pedagogy’): intercultural
action competence

•

maximising the use of the target language (para. 34)

The theory of multiple intelligence, which leaves important room for the metacognitive skills, requires the use of material meaningful to the students, teachers’ taking
risks by various tools while teaching and students’ taking responsibility and more
control over their learning incorporating class activities, methods, approaches and so
forth (Viens & Kallenbach, 2004). In line with this, Madaus, Gerber and Price (2008)
define SDT, a motivation theory first coined by Deci and Ryan (1985), as requirements
such as skills, attitudes and beliefs necessary to lead an individual to goal-directed and
autonomous behaviour. They believe that self-awareness, decision making, selfadvocacy, independent performance and self-adjustment are of the prerequisite
characteristics for SDT. To them, the starting point for SD is helping learners to
understand their own weaknesses, strengths and needs. Accordingly, self-determined
learners are those who possess the skills necessary to benefit from opportunities and
make spatial and time related organisations to reach desired goals, who reflected
individualised aspects and- who know what they want and how to get it. These skills are
seen to be the intrinsic ones. Moreover, van Eman et al. (2009) believe that SDT
presents alternatives for teachers to choose from such as providing their students with
choices of controlled, externally-regulation; introjected regulation (ego-driven
performance to satisfy oneself primarily); self-regulation through identification;
integrated regulation (assimilation of behaviours to the existing values and needs); and
autonomous, self-determined, value-driven self-regulation. Additionally, Vansteenkiste
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et al. (2006) and Harkins (2008) state that SDT argues that relatedness and autonomy
are to meet highly compatible, innate, basic organismic psychological needs and
universally critical needs, which is true for each individual no matter what culture he
belongs to. In his study aiming at identifying the relationships between motivation,
meta-cognition and proficiency in listening comprehension, Vandergrift (2005) worked
with 57 adolescent learners of French and found that students with high employment of
meta-cognitive strategies were observed to possess more motivational intensity as a sign
of self-determination. In short, this study proves the relations between SDT, selfregulated learning, learner autonomy and meta-cognition.
Positivism, assuming that knowledge reflects objective reality, improves learner
autonomy. Benson and Voller (1997, as cited in Thanasoulas, 2000) sees it as teachers’
responsibility to internalise the concept of objective reality, to help transmit knowledge
from one person to another, to lead learners into self-direction and monitor them
throughout their learning process. To Thanasoulas, another theory intertwined with
autonomy is critical theory which also suggests that “knowledge is constructed rather
than discovered or learned” (para. 11). Also, Curits (2004) insists that learner autonomy
is tightly linked to theories of post-modernity.
According to Kang and Gyorke (2008), learner autonomy as control over
learning activities and processes is one of the three constructs of the transactional
distance theory along with structure and dialogue. In connection with this idea, Dron
(2007) views learner autonomy as a concept necessary to get rid of the messiness
caused by distance theory by means of separating learners from the environment that
they live in.
2.5. Factors Influencing Learner Autonomy
This section aims to analyse to what extent the following factors influence
learner autonomy: achievement, age, anxiety, attitude, brain dominance, emotional
intelligence, experience, gender, language learning strategies, learned helplessness,
learning styles, motivation, multiple intelligence areas, parental attitudes, performance
evaluation and socio-economic level of the family. The following are literature reviews
concerning these factors and their impact on learner autonomy.
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2.5.1. Learner autonomy and achievement
Achievement can be viewed as a reflection of performance assessment,
portfolios and student self-assessment, which are authentic assessment tools (Kohonen,
n.d.). Additionally, Wang (2004) highlights the relationship between self-monitoring
and higher proficiency. Yamamori et al. (2003) add to this that inefficient monitoring of
their own learning affects learners’ achievement in a negative way.
Although Lai (1999, as cited in Porte, 2003) highlights that learners’ proficiency
level proves not to be a key factor in the development of self-direction in L2 learning,
Ames (1986, as cited in Gan et al., 2004) defines a successful learner in accordance
with the extent to which he is an active participant, autonomous and confident in
directing his own learning. Also, Benson and Lor (1999, as cited in Gan et al., 2004)
draw attention to the strong relationship between qualitative conceptions of readiness
for autonomy and learning which, according to Sternberg (1998, as cited in Gan et al.,
2004), needs to be effective meta-cognition incorporating control of planning,
monitoring and evaluation to manage cognitive processes. Zhang (2007) informs that
student awareness (meta-cognition - learners’ understanding of themselves as learners,
of learning tasks and of learning strategies) and cognitive control and regulation over
learning enhance learning efficiency and that self-efficacy fosters successful second
language learning in general. The researcher states that knowing and believing in metacognitive knowledge about language learning is one thing, but implementing it is quite
another. The latter process also requires repetition. Kalaja (1995) reinforces this view
by saying that the former is not necessarily enough to gain success in language learning.
Yamamori et al. (2003) found that successful students are aware of the steps in their
learning process. In other words, it is clear that students with high achievement show
meta-cognitive understanding about their own learning behaviours, about how to
determine and coordinate their strategy use efficiently, about language task demands
and about themselves, which results in competence and confidence in learning English.
Yet, this is not true for the unsuccessful ones. Also, Dörnyei (2001) connects some
learners’ success to their utilisation of certain self-management skills in meeting their
aims no matter how insufficient their conditions are and even if they do not receive any
teacher assistance.
Grenfell and Harris (1999) see independence or autonomy as a prerequisite for
proficiency and actual competence in a language. The authors even claim that someone
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as an “independent personality” (p. 34) cannot be a successful language learner and a
user without a certain amount of autonomy. They add that there have been plenty of
implementations of autonomy on social, political and cultural grounds in all educational
settings. Yet, to them, one’s dependence on others is inevitable in order to understand
the environment around him before gaining independence, which is necessary to be
competent and for real language to occur, especially outside of the pedagogic context.
In addition, they acknowledge that an individual seeking opportunities to be
linguistically competent has to own independent language skills, which is a sign of
learning to learn instead of being taught.
On the other hand, higher academic achievement is considered to be in relation
with increased self-esteem (Hyland, 2008), learner responsibility (Johnson, 2007),
idealised narrative of the self, encouraged by neo-liberal narratives (Kenkel, 2005) and
scaffolding or guided support (Donato, 1994, as cited in Zhang, 2007).
Cotterall (2000) believes that the development of learners’ language proficiency
is embedded in the language course design allowing learners to have control over their
own language learning process. Ready and Lee’s (2008) suggestion of SWS, which
makes it possible to form smaller ones, might be utilised to reach Cotterall’s above
mentioned objective in the case of problematic large schools. Another solution to ease
autonomy is suggested by Nunley (2002) as announcing the grading system for each
assignment, which would serve for a student-centred environment where students can
control their own learning and get responsible for their grades.
2.5.2. Learner Autonomy and Age
Mishan (2004) claims that ability, personal confidence and self-esteem, which
are key terms for learner autonomy, are gained through learning especially in childhood.
Also, Yılmazer (2007) indicates that it is parents who are supposed to be the ones to
direct children’s personality traits in the early childhood and at the age of puberty
throughout children’s psycho-social development. This awareness in the parents
influences autonomous learning. Similarly, recollecting L1 acquisition, which is
actually a very individual, autonomous process as it precedes formal education and is
controlled and directed by the child-learner in terms of pace and content, Benson (2001,
p. 59) says “[w]e are born self-directed learners.” He correlates autonomous learning to
the individual’s earliest experiences of learning, even at an early age. What is to be done
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so as to enhance autonomous L2 learning is to reactivate this early capability, of course,
in a convenient environment (see Section 2.3.1) and to turn it into awareness of their
own way of their learning. This is because learning only takes place when learners are
ready to learn a language. Similarly, Stivers (2006) looks to the question whether or not
college is just the start of a lifelong education. He, then, adds that it would cause
nothing but failures. In other words, lifelong learning is supposed to emerge at earlier
stages of the life-span. In multi-dimensional traditions, Resnick (2006) acknowledges
that handling the diversities within the tradition at the elementary school level forms the
starting point to nurture autonomous individuals.
Yu (2006) believes that a learner’s age is among the factors to affect the
promotion of learner autonomy, which the author thinks one should be aware of.
Kuykendall (1991) is another researcher who takes into consideration the age factor in
influencing autonomy by expressing that the heavy influence of peers on the
construction of self-image in the case of older children and teenagers (so-called peer
pressure) should not be ignored once adult affection is lacking. It might be because of
this constraint that Knowles (1975, 1980) signals the importance of age for autonomy
by defining adults as naturally self-directed and self-educated learners. These features
are universal human characteristics (Hiemstra, 2004) that are shaped mostly by the
personal characteristics of the learner (Mensch & Rahschulte, 2008). To sum up, an
individual should gain necessary components of autonomy at an early age. Yet, peer
pressure sets a big barrier in front of it. No matter whether one could get equipped with
the autonomous skills early in his life, life may teach him to be autonomous at least to
some extent when he becomes an adult.
Aiming at developing fluent and autonomous reading in the early elementary
school years, Schwanenflugel, Meisinger, Wisenbaker, Kuhn, Strauss and Morris
(2006) conducted a study by means of assigning first, second and third-grade children
with completing a series of reading tasks. The study concludes that a simple reading
fluency model for the early elementary school years is required and that fluent word and
text reading operate together with autonomous reading to produce good comprehension.
This finding might be interpreted to mean that attempts aiming at fostering autonomy
should start at very early ages.
Yoshimoto, Inenaga and Yamada (2007) state that students’ being mature
impacts the level of independence of learning with appropriate learning materials in a
positive way while their being young may be interpreted to mean that they are apt to
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seek scaffolding for both in-class and out-of-class activities. On the other hand, Bynum
and Kotchick (2006) consider autonomy as a key figure for healthy adolescent
development for African American adolescents no matter how old they are.
2.5.3. Learner Autonomy and Anxiety
Horwitz (2001) explains that anxiety is just one of some other affective factors
such as motivation, attitude and language aptitude (one’s native language learning
ability). In a more technical definition, Spielberger (1983, p. 1, as cited in Horwitz,
2001) acknowledges that “anxiety is the subjective feeling of tension, apprehension,
nervousness and worry associated with an arousal of the autonomic nervous system.”
To Krashen (1980), anxiety is an affective filter, which makes the student unreceptive to
language input. Some researchers have come up with the idea that most students
consider language classes the most anxiety-provoking courses of all subjects and a
threat to their self-concept (Campbell & Ortiz, 1991; Horwitz et al., 1986; MacIntyre &
R. C. Gardner, 1991b). Those students who experience high levels of foreign language
anxiety are apt to behave avoidantly by either missing classes or delaying assignments
(Horwitz et al., 1986) (all in Onwuegbuzie, Bailey & Daley, 1999).
Onwuegbuzie et al. (1999) express that foreign language anxiety occurs when
lack of personal confidence, self-esteem, self-image, willingness, motivation and
achievement in participating in tasks takes place, which can be seen as a barrier in front
of learner autonomy. Gregersen and Horwitz (2002) observed that the non-anxious
foreign or second language learners were often content with their performance and
aware of this relaxing situation. As yet, anxious learners in their study were those who
had higher expectation of achievement, over-consideration of the others’ opinions and
of their errors more than their non-anxious counterparts. However, both parties
recognised their errors while communicating but reacted differently in that the anxious
learners were badly affected by their mistakes, while the non-anxious students found
them quite fine, which is a matter of evaluation especially of the peers and the teacher
along with self-evaluation. Pressure and fear of negative evaluation of peers and/or the
teacher over their performance or products may prevent other students from starting
dialogues, taking part in activities at the possible least frequency and even experiencing
non-attendance in class. Gregersen and Horwitz conclude that it is their self-reports of
perfectionist tendencies that unveil the difference between anxious and non-anxious
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foreign language learners. The authors resemble anxious language learners to
perfectionists in that they own some features in common, which are likely to turn the
language learning process into an unpleasant and less successful one. They add that the
non-anxious foreign or second language learners are often content with their
performance and aware of their own present state in which they feel relaxed.
Onwuegbuzie et al. (1999) looked at the extent to which the thoughts concerning
self-perception of 210 foreign language students at different levels were associated with
foreign language anxiety. The authors found that three aspects of self-perception, i.e.
students’ overall achievement, self-worth and scholastic competence, lead to foreign
language anxiety and that these aspects prevent participation in the tasks, which can be
seen as a barrier in front of learner autonomy (see Section 2.3.2). In line with this,
Murray (1999) highlights the aspect of autonomy to reduce performance anxiety. The
author links autonomy and parallel to it, meta-cognition, to the low level of performance
anxiety in a language program. To Grenfell and Harris (1999) and Figura and Jarvis
(2007), students’ being nurtured as autonomous learners and even autonomous
individuals will help them to gain more confidence since autonomy, control, confidence
and accuracy are correlated with each other as “[i]ncreased autonomy leads to increased
control, which leads to increased confidence and increased accuracy” (p. 55). And
Aydın (1999, as cited in Horwitz, 2001) speculates that the reasons for the anxiety of
Turkish learners of English are personal factors such as negative self-assessment of
language learning ability (low self-concepts as language learners), high personal
expectations, certain classroom practices like speaking in front of the class and
teacher’s manner.
Grenfell and Harris (1999) conclude that anxiety may affect learning in a
positive way. As yet, anxious learners find it very difficult to welcome strategy
instruction, which might make it hard for them to control and manage their learning and
to feel more confident. Additionally, researchers such as Boud et al. (1985) and Ushioda
(1996) view elements such as anxiety or lack of confidence as factors that strongly
prevent learners from decision making as to their learning (Murphy, 2008). Also, Figura
and Jarvis (2007) comment that anxiety can be reduced, if not eliminated altogether, by
means of the implementation of affective strategies which are expected to regulate
emotions. Hence, Chen (2008) associates self-identity with self-confidence, which
indicates how worthy one considers himself. This, apparently, weakens through
obedience to authority. It should also be remembered that merely awareness of one’s
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own strengths and weaknesses does not necessarily lead to self-confidence. Scholars
suggest that gaining responsibility for the students own learning (Clark, 2005), learner
productivity (Newbold, 2008), self-perceived improvement in the second language (Li,
2006), teachers’ confidence (Kitson et al., 2005), the use of authentic texts (Mishan,
2004), the meta-cognitive understanding (Yamamori et al., 2003) in dialogue within the
classroom (Burkett, 2008) and teacher approval through encouragement, praise and
enthusiasm (Gan et al., 2004) promote self-confidence.
Wong et al. (2001) realise that successful completion of the skills and language
training programme provided the students with opportunities for self-confidence and
autonomy. Also, Kohonen (n.d.) presents the importance of assisting pupils to feel
proud and have curiosity of their progress ending in confidence and leading to
autonomy. In addition, Yu (2006), Murphy (2008) and Wilson et al. (2008) consider
confidence and commitment as a means to reach higher levels of responsibility and
autonomy through relevant activities and assignments. Moreover, Vandergrift (2004)
thinks that meta-cognitive awareness makes students self-regulate their learning. In this
way, it assists them to feel confident. Parallel to this, Sucaromana (2005) considers
anxiety and confidence among the factors of crucial significance for self-regulation of
behaviours and, ultimately, for meaningful and retainful learning.
In her keynote address, Cotterall (2004) confessed that in her teaching
experience, aimed at learner independence in three different settings as a graduate
language teaching methodology course, an undergraduate writing course for
international students and foreign language learning advisory sessions, she took into
consideration her students’ confidence in their ability to learn independently ahead of
fostering willingness and ability to manage their learning. She believes that affective
factors fostering the control of one’s learning is a core starting point. In order to help
learners to develop confidence, she recommends an environment where they can
experience a learning process without threats such as being laughed at in case of any
mistakes and where they can take active roles in the activities. Hence, the three key
concepts she acknowledges to be acquired and implemented by the learner before
gaining independence in his learning are confidence, knowledge and skill.
Hyland (2008) states that self-esteem, which is not to be considered as an
ultimate goal but as a legitimate aim of education, can be built through management,
interventions and counselling, thus helping individuals with motivation, achievement
and social inclusion. Wang, Spencer and Xing (2009) support this idea saying that
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motivational aspects of self-efficacy, self-esteem and confidence can be reinforced by
encouraging students to manage their own learning to improve their meta-cognitive
learning strategies. Yılmazer (2007) furthers the topic saying that the process of
children’s gaining self-esteem starts in the family on condition that parents are
permissive/authoritarian and also democratic. To Mishan (2004) and Toman (2008),
parents are obliged to help their children to take themselves seriously and to give them a
sense of purpose and ambition to make them confident, ambitious, self-determined and
experience self-esteem. This might be achieved through personal traits, environmental
influences and familial impacts such as family gatherings as a cohesive group.
Similarly, Daniel (2005) implies that parent’s involvement in the learning process and
interest in the child influence their self-esteem and self-discipline in a positive way.
Galbraith and Alexander (2005) insist that a healthy self-concept and a positive
self-regard concerning their strengths and weaknesses can be realised, that self-esteem
can be developed and that the locus of control can be internalised in students. These
three facts are likely to become actualised with the contributions of the teacher. On the
contrary, Kilpatrick (2006) thinks that it is not a teacher’s duty to give students selfesteem. He can only supply knowledge for them and try to motivate them to acquire it.
This is because it is not something to teach but to learn through the students’ experience
and modelling of the teacher at most. Furthermore, Scholte, van Lieshout and van Aken
(2001, as cited in Bynum & Kotchick, 2006) show that too much support from a friend
and siblings to an adolescent is likely to cause lower self-esteem, which is one’s
personal judgement or self-evaluation (Thanasoulas, 2000). In addition, like Mishan
(2004), Ricoeur (1990, 1996, as cited in Eneau, 2008) advocates that autonomy comes
out only once the one faces himself after gaining self-esteem and self-respect and that
obeying himself truely ends in autonomy.
In order to define self-efficacy (intrinsic aspect of motivation), Guthrie (2001)
refers to Bandura (1986) by saying that “people’s judgments of their capabilities to
organise and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of
performances” (p. 391). He suggests that high self-efficacy allows students to use their
cognitive strategies productively so as to work harder to deal with challenging tasks. By
doing so, he correlates motivational processes with coordinating cognitive goals and
strategies. One way of fostering students’ self-efficacy is through teachers’ learninggoal orientation in the classroom. For the definition of self-efficacy, Spartt et al. (2002)
cite Cotterall (1999, p. 502) as “the learners’ confidence in their overall ability to learn
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the language, as well as their ability to achieve more specific language goals” and
Tremblay and R. C. Gardner (1995, p. 507) as “an individual’s beliefs that he or she has
the capacity to reach a certain level of performance and achievement”. In other words,
as parts of a motivational construct; dynamic and thus changeable in type and intensity
over time, self-efficacy and effort precede autonomy by means of leading learners to
autonomous behaviour (Spartt et al., 2002). Additionally, Olgun (2004) defines selfefficacy as one’s judgment of his capacity to perform certain specific tasks and, hence,
function as a determiner of his self-choice of the activities, effort and persistence. Also,
Taffe and Knipe (2005) underline the concept of self-efficacy in terms of one’s thoughts
and feelings about the activities or the tasks allocated. Zhang (2007) sheds light on the
idea that student awareness (meta-cognition and cognitive control and regulation over
learning) enhances learning efficiency and self-efficacy and fosters successful second
language learning in general.
Guthrie’s (2001) suggestion that teachers’ believing in students’ understanding
the work was more important than simply answering correctly and increases the selfefficacy even in the most challenging tasks. In other words, what students expect is that
teachers take into consideration not the product itself but the process while learning.
While talking about how to foster engaged reading, Guthrie explains that intrinsic
motivation makes individuals hold a purpose, enjoy learning, believe in their abilities,
take responsibility for learning, are ready to understand, have self-efficacy and be
mastery oriented. Engaged readers who have the above-mentioned attributes are said to
overcome obstacles of achievement and become agents of their own reading growth,
which refers to learner autonomy. In this sense, it is possible to call Guthrie’s engaged
readers as autonomous readers who are motivated, strategic, knowledgeable, decision
makers and socially interactive.
Graham (2004) recommends leading learners to recognise the causal links
between their preferred strategies and their academic performance, i.e. their attributions
for success or failure. It impacts learners’ self-concept and motivation, which follow
self-efficacy that, in a cycle, is affected by the attributions learners make.
Perry and her colleagues (2004) consider failure as an indicator of loss of
efficacy for learning. Learners develop strategies such as seeking easy tasks or avoiding
work altogether to save self-esteem. On the contrary, students should be helped believe
that they can improve self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation by means of having high
achievement in challenging tasks. This may be achieved by tracing the learning process
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at each individual learner’s own pace. Only when they are ready to engage in complex
tasks, do they employ meta-cognition and evaluate their learning. Individuals receiving
instrumental support from their teachers both enjoy working with others and their
understanding, confidence and regulation of learning is enhanced due to their
collaborations.
Yılmazer (2007) urges a cognitivist, self-efficacy theory hypothesising on one’s
personal thoughts shaping his behaviours and feelings (either positively or negatively)
as a way of helping meet his objectives, which is expected to result in autonomy.
Parker (2006) links the development of competence and effectiveness mainly to
self-efficacy which refers to self-awareness and which relies on Bandura’s (1977, 1986,
as cited in Parker, 2006) social cognitive theory.
Fu (2007) informs about meta-cognitive knowledge in that it stimulates learners’
self-efficacy. Similarly, Geiser, Dunn, Deckinger, Denig, Sklar, Beasley and Nelson
(2000) recall that self-efficacy is significant for self-regulating activities such as
homework/studying, which requires individual responsibility.
Zimmerman (1998, as cited in Block, 2000), Olgun (2004), Fu (2007) and
Lopez-Fernandez and Rodriguez-Illera (2009) urge positive student self-efficiency to
manage one’s learning, i.e. learner autonomy. To Lopez-Fernandez and RodriguezIllera (2009), life-long learners can be nurtured through increased confidence, selfefficacy and, inevitably, autonomy.
On the construction of self-image, Kuykendall (1991) acknowledges that the
heavy influence of peers (so-called peer pressure) should not be ignored in the case of
older children and teenagers. Mary, one of the participant teachers of van Eman et al.
(2009), exemplifies how the self-image of a student becomes poorer when he compares
himself to his classmates. Another key factor, which has a great effective role on
students’ self-image (either positively or negatively) is schools. In other words learning
environments through teachers’ highlighting their students’ academic, cultural and
social strengths and fostering their confidence, which prevents students from
experiencing a fear of failure and the habit of giving up easily or not trying at all or vice
versa. Yet, it should be remembered that a positive self-image helps a student to
consider failure as a learning experience and make use of it to develop appropriate
behaviour.
Taylor, Abasi, Pinsent-Johnson and Evans (2007) point at the recycling issue,
which indicates that the improved self-image expects a person to re-evaluate why some
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failures were experienced in the past and, thus, encourage him to believe one more try
could end in better results for his following academic career.
The self-image of an individual is enhanced by his active participation in the
learning process and is intertwined with autonomous learning. Likewise, McCombs
(1990, as cited in Gan et al., 2004) reveals that learner’s beliefs about the self play a
crucial role in fostering his self-directedness. This viewpoint corresponds well with
Ames’ (1986, as cited in Gan et al., 2004) definition of a successful learner as an active
participant, autonomous and confident in directing his own learning process.
2.5.4. Learner Autonomy and Attitude
The literature incorporates several definitions for attitudes towards language
learning which Ecclestone (2000) views a matter of a psychological interest. For
example, Wenden (1998, p. 52, as cited in Thanasoulas, 2000) describes attitudes as
“learned motivations, valued beliefs, evaluations, what one believes is acceptable, or
responses oriented towards approaching or avoiding”. She also takes into consideration
attitudes as twofold: ones about learners’ role in the learning process and their academic
capability. In this sense, Thanasoulas links attitudes to meta-cognitive knowledge.
Grenfell and Harris (1999) express that, in addition to affecting every
developmental stage of one’s learning, attitude plays a crucial role in the frequency and
diversity of strategies that he utilises. Also, note that students’ attitudes enhance
language learning, i.e. self-awareness as a language learner (Larsen-Freeman, 2001;
Oxford, 2003; Simard, 2004, as cited in Porto, 2007), the use of strategies (Zhang,
2007), positive student self-efficiency (Tremblay & R. C. Gardner, 1995; LopezFernandez & Rodriguez-Illera, 2009), motivation (Li, 2006; Csizér & Dörnyei, 2005),
academic achievement (Griggs & Dunn, 1996; Carter & McNeill, 1998) and selfdirectedness (McCombs, 1990, as cited in Gan et al., 2004).
Mishan (2004) gives details about attitude differing from one person to another
(Gan et al., 2004) as that it might be either towards the language itself or to its native
speakers, to the target culture, or so on. This is believed to either stimulate learning, or
appear as an end-product of successful learning. Learner’s feelings of being cared about
and respected as an individual by means of the use of mobile technology in the learning
context (Burkett, 2008), students’ being able to self-monitor and self-assess (Wang,
2004; Kohonen, n.d.) may most probably turn into positive attitude in him. Culhane and
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Umeda (2004) believe that an autonomous learning environment should employ a wide
range of authentic sources which lead learners to develop positive attitudes to learning.
While mentioning that learning does not occur as a tabula rasa but in accordance
with some attitudinal characteristics which more or less facilitate the development of
self-regulated learning strategies, Kollar and Fischer (2006) link autonomy to attitudes.
To Thanasoulas (2000), attitude is a prerequisite for autonomy and a determiner of the
degree of the success of a learning activity. He thinks that it indicates one’s perception
concerning self, others, the culture in which he lives and the target culture. While
defining a lifelong learner, Crow (2006) draws attention to attitude and ability that one
gains early in life to learn through his life span. From a similar perspective, Geiser et al.
(2000) cite Weinstein (1987) stressing that helping students to acquire convenient
competencies and attitudes is a prerequisite for students to take over responsibility and
become self-directed. On the other hand, Hartman (1995) sees active participation in
classroom activities as a prerequisite for attitude and ownership in personal
achievement. These are important aspects for learner autonomy. The author also insists
that students’ belief in the importance of their learning stimulates lifelong learning and
states that their being actively involved in their own education makes them more
satisfied with their classroom experience.
Zhang’s (2007) participants, thanks to their positive attitudes, engaged in the
strategic reading instruction which led them to cooperate with each other. Their attitude
towards the teacher was one of the factors impacting the success of the training
programme. The reason for this is that, as Thanasoulas (2000) suggests, the
communication between the teacher and the learners helps learners to feel relaxed and
peaceful and changes their beliefs and attitudes in a positive way for language learning
either explicitly or implicitly. Thanasoulas claims that this atmosphere leads learners to
attain autonomy. What is more, Kuykendall (1991) mentions that students’ perceptions
of their teacher’s attitude, behaviour and expectations perform as determiners of their
attitudes about learning, self-image and classroom behaviour which is somehow shaped
by their cultures. If the former are positive, then, so are the latter.
Yumuk (2002) carried out a study with 90 third-year Turkish university students
taking an English translation course using the Internet. At the beginning of the course,
Yumuk trained her students in what, why and how to learn; how to assess their
progress; and how to match their academic learning with their real-life requirements
through brainstorms. The author aimed the study at observing the changes, if any, in
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student attitude towards the ideal learning combination of school knowledge
(memorization of information) and action knowledge (critical reflection on new
information and its implementation into a wider context appropriate for a more
autonomous view of learning). The results indicate that most of the students taking the
course needed to seek more learner responsibility (for which they hesitated at the
beginning) in order to experience a more meaningful learning experience.
2.5.5. Learner Autonomy and Brain Dominance
Hyun (2005) defines the brain as an organ, which most actively develops in the
early childhood age. Mishan (2004) refers to neurophysiologic research while
illustrating how the brain, in Schumann’s (2001) terms with a neural system
functioning as the stimulator of stimulus appraisal which is the neurobiological basis of
motivation (Dörnyei, 2001) and social cognition, works in two hemispheres.
Accordingly, the left hemisphere emphasises logic, analytic, verbal processing and
learning including language learning and the right-brain reflects intuition, affective
factors and non-verbal processing. Thus, traditional learning methods mostly lead to
left-brain activity. An actively utilised right-brain hemisphere (the locus of motor
activity), not necessarily instead of but preferably along with the left-brain, promotes L2
learning naturally as it is in the case of L1 acquisition which embeds basis for autonomy
(see Section 2.1).
Nunley (2002) introduces Magnetoencephalography (MEG) which helps see the
area and the sequence of the brain activity even in a single neuron. She suggests that
scientists (the inventors and active users of technology) and the teachers (the suppliers
and the indicators of the classroom activities) should cooperate since one party would
not act efficiently without the other. By doing so, they will be able to nurture
autonomous learners through appropriate activities (see Section 2.3.2).
Dara-Abrams (2002) emphasises the link between the learning process and the
capabilities of the human brain and constructivist teaching underlying the importance of
active construction of knowledge by means of which students learn. The reason is not
the students’ efforts for the memorisation of a piece of knowledge but their combining
new and existing information by means of invention and modifying understanding.
Parallel to this, Jacobs and Farrell (2003) highlight the brain’s power to produce and
realise happenings occurring all around it. Seeing learning as a social activity, the
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authors suggest that learning takes place through interactions with the environment of
the people such as teachers, peers and even some others with whom students interact. It
is this active learning process which makes the students’ thoughts stronger and more
complicated. This is, along with students’ understanding of the world and their own
thinking processes, likely to occur through appropriate guidance and support, which is
of crucial significance for learner autonomy.
2.5.6. Learner Autonomy and Emotional intelligence
While giving a brief history of the literature on intelligence, Sucaromana (2005)
first tells how people used to believe for ages that intelligence is a construct and related
to cognitive problem solving. The author (p. 419) then borrows the definition of
intelligence suggested by Wechsler (1972) as “an overall ability to achieve goals, to
have reasoning ability and to deal with situations efficiently”. Wechsler also proposes
that it is not restricted to cognitive problem solving merely but composed of three
additional and complementary forms as (a) emotional, (b) personal and (c) social. H.
Gardner (1983, 1993, as cited in Sucaromana, 2005) defines intelligence as the ability to
solve problems or to create problems that are valued within one or more cultural
settings. He is another scholar who is for noncognitive forms of intelligence, which he
renamed as intrapersonal intelligence, i.e. awareness of one’s own emotions and
interpersonal intelligence (good interactions with others).
Among many other researchers, such as the ones given below who conducted
studies on emotional intelligence, Côté and Miners (2006, p. 3) see it as “the ability to
grasp and reason correctly with emotional abstractions (emotional concepts) and solve
emotional problems”. On the other hand, Carson, Carson and Birkenmeier (2000, as
cited in Barbuto & Burbach, 2006, p. 53) sum up emotional intelligence as: (a)
empathetic response (understanding the emotional makeup of other people); (b) mood
regulation (controlling or redirecting disruptive impulses and moods); (c) interpersonal
skill (managing relationships and building networks); (d) internal motivation (going
beyond money and status incorporating to delay gratification in pursuit of a goal); and
(e) self-awareness (recognising and understanding his or her own moods, emotions and
drives and their effects on others). Also, Mayer and Salovey (1997, as cited in Côté &
Miners, 2006) handle emotional intelligence under four subsets of abilities: the ability to
perceive emotions, use emotions to facilitate performance, understand emotions and
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emotional knowledge and regulate emotions. Côté and Miners say that emotionally
intelligent people, even though with low cognitive intelligence, are likely to manage
their emotions to enhance their motivation and the quality of their decisions and to
achieve high levels of task performance and organisational citizenship behaviour. Also,
they are supposed to identify other people’s emotions.
On the other hand, Mayer and Salovey (1990) analyse emotional intelligence
within five key elements: a) self-awareness – the perception of one’s own real feelings,
opinions and emotions and the ability to control one’s emotions, b) the ability to
manage one’s own emotions, c) empathy – the ability to recognise others’ emotions, d)
self-motivation – the ability to behave optimistically so as to achieve a desired goal and
e) positive relationships. Also, Goleman (1995, 1998), who supports this idea of
emotional intelligence, just like Weisinger (1998), prefers to talk about two dimensions
of emotional intelligence: (a) personal competence – self-awareness, self-regulation and
motivation and (b) social competence – empathy and social skills. A recommendation
to foster levels of emotional intelligence comes from Weisinger (1998) in four steps as
that one should be given a) an opportunity to perceive, interpret and express his own
emotions accurately, b) to realise his own emotions and feelings, c) to learn to control
emotions and d) to exhibit positive behaviours. Bar-On (2000) categorises emotional
intelligence as “the ability to physically, mentally and socially adapt oneself to the
environment successfully”. He proposes five sub-dimensions as (a) intrapersonal ability,
(b) interpersonal ability, (c) adaptability, (d) stress management and (e) general mood,
(Sucaromana, 2005, pp. 419–420). In a similar study, while viewing emotional
intelligence as a multi-factorial issue requiring emotional and social competencies and
determining the extent to which individuals effectively relate with themselves and
others and cope with daily challenges, Hayashi (2005) highlights Bar-On’s this
categorisation as well.
As the finalising remarks of the study, Sucaromana (2005) acknowledges that
engagement, study habits and family encouragement, which are either directly or
indirectly in correlation with emotional intelligence, have an undeniable impact on
students’ language learning. He also suggests that curriculum design should have
enough room for promoting students’ emotional intelligence. That is to say, as such
affective and emotional features as motivation, attitude, confidence and anxiety along
with and as a prerequisite for, interactions with others in the case of scaffolding in the
forms of pair- and group-work are of crucial significance for self-regulation of
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behaviours and, ultimately, for meaningful and retainful learning. Thus, emotional
intelligence should be included in school and the workplace.
Acar (2001) summarises Reuven Bar-On’s explanations as to the dimensions of
emotional intelligence quotient as follows:
Table 2.1
Main Characteristics of Emotional Intelligence
Dimensions

Dimension

Sub-Dimensions

Personality Traits

Job

Attributions
• inner
Intrapersonal Ability

relationshi
p
• values

Opportunities
• selfactualisation
• self-esteem
• determination

• awareness of feelings

•

sales

• positive self-image

•

costumer

done

•

• independence

• self-confidence

• emotional self-

• strength

image

affairs

• good feelings of what one has

• independent

of

the

marketing

others

related to expressing his feelings,
thoughts and beliefs
• good social talents

• customer affairs

responsibility

• responsibility

• management

• interpersona • interpersonal

• understanding

• leadership

l talents
Ability

Interpersonal

• interpersona • social

l activities
• team-work

relationships
• empathy

Adaptability

• coping with • problem solving
demands

• being realistic

• coping with • flexibility
problems

• good relationships with others
• getting on well with others
• understanding and coping with • research
problems
• flexibility
• realist

and

development
• technical
support

• efficient

Stress Management

• hopefulness • stress
• coping with
stress

management
• controlling
instinct

• cold-blooded

• stressful,

• rarely mixing with others

worrying

• studying hard under control

critical jobs

and

• police
• fireman
• emergency
workers
• administrative
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Table 2.1 (Continued)
• view of life

• happiness

• cheerful

• cheerful

• taste of life

• optimism

• full of life

• positive climate

• positive

in

concerning

• hopeful

places

life

• optimist

General Mood

• feelings

working

• connecting
element for
human
relationship
s
• problemsolving
• tolerating
stress
• motivation

The first dimension of emotional intelligence is that of intrapersonal ability.
Acar (2001) summarises this dimension as below:
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Table 2.2
Main Characteristics of the Dimension of Intrapersonal Ability of Emotional
Intelligence
Sub-dimensions

of

Personality Traits

Intrapersonal ability
• understanding of self-feelings
Emotional Self-Image

• describing self-feelings
• mentioning self-feelings/-thoughts/-beliefs freely
• protecting self-rights
• not shy

Determination

• not under that much control
• not getting angry
• protesting when necessary
• prevent themselves from disturbing people
• feeling good
• self-efficacy
• awareness of self-weaknesses/-strengths
• self-love

Self-Esteem

• feeling safe and sound, strong, efficient
• self-esteem
• describing one-self
• aware of self-image
• happy with own attributions and talents
• aware of self-potential
• having a meaningful, enriched and efficient life
• aware of why one is doing what
• implementing and developing one’s favourite activities

Self-actualisation

• permanent and dynamic
• utilising one’s talents, knowledge and capacity at a maximum level
• doing one’s best
• developing oneself
• job satisfaction
• self-regulation
• self-dependent
• autonomous in thinking and behaving

Independence

• seeking others’ advices but putting own feeling thoughts into action
• self-esteem
• intrapersonal
• realisation of what one expects and needs
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The dimension of interpersonal ability is the second dimension of emotional
intelligence. Acar’s (2001) words can be listed as follows:
Table 2.3
Main Characteristics of the Dimension of Interpersonal Ability of Emotional
Intelligence
Sub-dimensions of

Personality Traits

Interpersonal ability
Empathy

Interpersonal Relationships

Social Responsibility

•

aware of and sensitive to others’ feelings

•

other-esteem

•

good relationships with others

•

having friends

•

admiring each other

•

social interaction

•

entertainment

•

sensitive

•

inclusion in social groups

•

cooperation

•

supportive

•

constructive

•

responsibility

•

social consciousness

•

relationships

The third dimension of emotional intelligence is the dimension of adaptability as
summarised below:
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Table 2.4
Main Characteristics of the Dimension of Adaptability of Emotional Intelligence
Sub-dimensions of

Personality Traits

Adaptability

Problem Solving

Being Realistic

•

awareness of problems

•

problem solving

•

implementation of the solutions

•

consciousness

•

discipline

•

methodological

•

systematic

•

coping with problems

•

comparison of what one lives and what it is like in real life

•

behaving well in case of emergency

•

realist

•

active implementation of general approaches to life

•

objectivity

•

adaptation of own feelings, thoughts and behaviours to the
unknown,

unexpected

and

changing

situations

and

conditions
Flexibility

•

flexibility

•

efficiency

•

synergy

•

readiness for changing own ideas when proved to be wrong

•

openness to different ideas and thoughts

Managing stress is the fourth dimension under emotional intelligence. Its main
characteristics are illustrated below:
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Table 2.5
Main Characteristics of the Dimension of Managing Stress of Emotional Intelligence
Sub-dimensions of

Personality Traits

Managing Stress

Stress Management

Controlling Instinct

•

cold-bloodedness in case of stressful and wrong situations

•

rarely get worried and upside-down

•

not ignoring difficulties but coping with them

•

choice of required behaviours to cope with stress

•

optimism

•

self-belief in coping with stress or controlling it

•

hopefulness

•

helpfulness

•

delay of instincts and needs

•

patience

•

control

•

no aggressiveness

•

no conflicts

•

no hostility

•

responsibility

•

no disappointment

•

no anger

•

no unexpected and sudden actions

The last dimension of emotional intelligence is the dimension of general mood.
The main characteristics of this dimension are highlighted below:
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Table 2.6
Main Characteristics of the Dimension of General Mood of Emotional Intelligence
Sub-dimensions of General Mood

Happiness

Optimism

Personality Traits
•

full of life

•

happy mood

•

glad to be with

•

different views of point

•

in peace in the working place and privacy

•

cheerful

•

enthusiastic

•

not worried

•

optimism

•

no isolation from society

•

no feeling of guiltiness

•

opulency

•

optimism

•

no attention to the problems and unluckiness

•

hopefulness

•

self-actualisation

•

problem solving

•

stress tolerance

2.5.7. Learner autonomy and experience
Experience can be considered as a factor influencing situation awareness, which
is not the actual knowledge acquisition process but the ultimate point of employing
some cognitive and meta-cognitive processes during active participation in a task, i.e.
awareness of the activity. In short, the more advanced and experienced learners are, the
more independently they tend to learn (Zaphiris, 2005; Yu, 2006; Vickers and Ene,
2006; Eneau, 2008; Leahy, 2008). From the reverse angle, Toman (2008) reveals that
the self-concept fosters the individual’s experience and knowledge.
In line with these explanations, Maxfield (2008) describes self-directed learners
as those seeking meaningful educational experiences and practices enhancing individual
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learning. One’s directing his own learning requires the existence of meta-cognitive
knowledge and skills that lead to autonomous learning, which can be better obtained by
flexible instructional design of the learning materials. Fischer (2007) provides the
evidence that many learners, especially the inexperienced and low ability ones, fail to
make valuable decisions on how to direct their own learning.
Murphy (2008) draws attention to a different point being that learners’ existing
experience of formal learning, probably negative, can prevent them from deciding their
own learning consciously. Similarly, Murray (2004) highlights the importance of all
aspects of each learning experience for learner autonomy. Johnson (2004) sets an
instance for this situation about the use of technology in the classroom and states that
students generally tend to prefer the live class to on-line classes unless they are
provided with opportunities to use technology. This unwillingness may be caused by
the quality of students’ previous experience.
Black et al. (1991, as cited in Griggs & Dunn, 1996) view lower levels of selfesteem in some secondary school students who proved to be more field dependent. All
these aspects indicate other-directedness. In addition, Faye and Sharpe (2008) observe
that first-year university classes are neither autonomous nor self-organised in terms of
self-governance, self-determination and self-direction. Parallel to this, Wilson et al.
(2008) report that students reveal a reluctance in taking responsibility for their learning
in the freshman status. They also state that learner autonomy develops through stages at
college. The authors consider confidence and commitment as a means to reach higher
levels of responsibility and autonomy through relevant activities and assignments.
Yıldırım (2008) aimed at finding out the perceptions towards learner autonomy
of 90 1st and 89 4th year Turkish EFL students. The author found that, contrary to the
expectations mentioned in the present dissertation, 4th year students are much more
pessimistic in their ability to take more control over their learning due to their teaching
experiences in their practice teaching courses.
2.5.8. Learner Autonomy and Gender
The debate concerning the influence of gender on autonomy is threefold. First of
all, Grenfell and Harris (1999) observe that girls feel more in control of their learning
and aware of some strategies. In other words, the girls tend to be more autonomous.
Secondly, Keri (n.d.) reveals that females tend to be keen on staying in relation with
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others while males are independent learners. Similarly, Bynum and Kotchick (2006)
highlighted autonomy in gender by stating that adolescents’ being female points at more
depression, that younger female adolescents possess fewer delinquent behaviours and
that male adolescents experience higher self-esteem. Thirdly, Yılmazer (2007)
concludes that gender is not seen as a factor influencing autonomy. Yet, males are
keener on becoming autonomous.
Griggs and Dunn’s (1996) study indicates that the culture of Hispanic-American
people exhibits resemblance with the Turkish culture especially in the family
commitment and the concept of gender in the form of dominant and strong males and
nurturing and self-sacrificing females. Though they found that the male genre in
Hispanic community symbolises more and earlier independence than their counterparts
in the general U.S. population, a study carried out by Black et al. (1991, as cited in
Griggs & Dunn, 1996) viewed lower levels of self-esteem and more field dependence in
students’ following careers. All these aspects signal other-directedness and, inevitably,
low level of learner autonomy. A more informative study comes from Dunn and
Honigsfeid (1996, as cited in Sheridan & Steele-Dadzie, 2005). They found out that
female students were apt to be more authority oriented and parent motivated or selfmotivated than the males who were more teacher-motivated and preferred to work
alone. It is possible to talk about the dependence of the both genders but on different
variables.
2.5.9. Learner Autonomy and Language Learning Strategies
Research on foreign language learning strategies [derivation of the Greek word
strat-egí-a “command of a general” to win a war (Oxford, 2003, p. 274)] launched in
1975 with the contributions of Rubin and Stern described the good language learner as a
mentally active learner, in terms of monitoring the process in which he communicates in
the language by using prior linguistic and general knowledge and some memorisation
techniques. It should also be remembered that the literature concerning language
learning strategies in the 1980s and early 1990s included mostly descriptive research. It
was followed by a period of unfruitfulness in language learning strategies. This used to
be the case until it was recognised that not only high-achievers but also less successful
learners utilise learning strategies, sometimes at the same frequency, but somehow
differently. Yet, lately novel investigations have emerged (Chamot, 2005).
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In this sense, Larsen-Freeman (2001) highlights the significance of learning
strategies for language learning. According to Skehan (1998, p. 237, as cited in
Thanasoulas, 2000), the learning strategies, similar to learning styles, “may partly
reflect personal preference rather than innate endowment”. The following are some
definitions of learning strategies by related scholars:

•

“specific actions taken by the learner to make learning faster, more
enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective and more transferable to new
situations” (Oxford, 1990, p. 8, as cited in Nisbet et al., 2005),

•

“measures that students can take to promote their own learning success”
(Franklin, Hodge and Sassier, 1997, p. 24, as cited in Nisbet et al., 2005),

•

“mental steps or operations that learners use to learn a new language and to
regulate their efforts to do so” (Wenden, 1998, p. 18, as cited in
Thanasoulas, 2000),

•

“the special thoughts or behaviours that individuals use to help them
comprehend, learn, or retain new information” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990,
p. 1, as cited in Thanasoulas, 2000),

•

“specific actions, behaviours, steps, techniques [or thoughts] – such as
seeking out conversation partners, or giving oneself encouragement to
tackle a difficult language task – used by students to enhance their own
learning” (Scarcella & Oxford, 1992, p. 63, as cited in Oxford, 2003),

•

a consciously controlled, intended and goal-directed plan that aiming at
meeting a goal (Oxford, 2003) and

•

techniques or actions peculiar to students to acquire, store and process new
information (Yamamori et al., 2003).

Reflecting on Kuhl (1987) and Corno and Kanfer (1993), Dörnyei (2001)
categorises self-motivating strategies into five main types as commitment control
strategies, meta-cognitive control strategies, satiation control strategies, emotion
control strategies and environmental control strategies. Yet, most researchers prefer
dealing with English language learning strategies under six dimensions. For example,
Oxford (1990, as cited in Nikolov, 2006) categorises strategies as meta-cognitive,
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social, affective (indirect strategies), memory, cognitive and compensation strategies
(direct – mental – strategies). Academics widely agree on the following details:

•

meta-cognitive strategy for coordinating the learning process

•

social strategy for learning with others

•

affective strategy for regulating emotion

•

memory strategy for remembering and retrieving new information

•

cognitive strategy for understanding and producing the language

•

compensation strategy for using the language despite knowledge gaps.

Figura and Jarvis (2007) comment on meta-cognitive strategies (management,
direction, regulation and guidance of one’s learning) as that they encourage learners to
think about, plan, monitor and evaluate their learning process; on cognitive strategies as
that they include interaction with and manipulation of the materials and tasks; on
affective strategies as that they regulate emotions and lower anxieties; and on social
strategies as that they emphasise scaffolding. Likewise, O’Malley and Chamot (1990, as
cited in Grenfell & Harris, 1999) acknowledge that social strategies incorporates social
contexts such as cooperation and scaffolding and the emotional and affective control.
Maxfield (2008, p. 27) defines cognition as “the gaining of knowledge” and
meta-cognition, which was first coined by Flavell in 1976 (Liaw et al., 2007), as “the
thought process (usually reflective) on how the cognition took place”. They are in
connection with intelligence. Students may gain them by keeping a journal of how they
solve problems that necessitate the use of meta-cognitive strategies by answering the
how and why questions concerning learning. Harkins (2008) explains that one’s use of
meta-cognition as a learning strategy signals that increased knowledge can be put into
practice. Moreover, Zhang (2007) reveals that meta-cognitive strategies are higher-order
executive skills since they may help students with planning, monitoring, problemsolving or evaluating the success of a learning activity. The author proves that metacognitive knowledge framework facilitating successful learning highlights learners’
understanding of themselves as learners (person knowledge), of learning tasks (task
knowledge) and of learning strategies (strategic knowledge). While Thanasoulas (2000)
highlights the importance of the identification of objectives and determination of the
route to lead for meta-cognitive strategies, Murphy (2008) enhances them with the
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addition of implementation. On the other hand Zhang (2007) adds that socio-affective
strategies consider interpersonal (interaction with another person) and intrapersonal
aspects (ideational control over affect). Also, cognitive strategies take into consideration
the manipulation of the input to improve learning. To Murphy (2008), the cognitive
perspectives take into account critical reflection as the starting point for a number of
meta-cognitive strategies. Cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies, to Thanasoulas
(2000), play a crucial role in determining the degree of the success of a learning
activity. They are important factors as they are the emotional characteristics of an
individual and affect the way they react against the circumstances. What is more,
Nikolov (2006) states that meta-cognitive strategies only appear combined with
cognitive strategies and social strategies while receiving feedback from others and
sometimes with affective strategies in the case of self-evaluation.
There are some studies that discuss the ranking of the strategies related to their
frequencies. For example, Mori (2007) explains that the ranking of strategies is shaped
as follows: social strategies, compensation strategies, cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies, memory strategies and affective strategies. The following are not
very different from this study. Nikolov (2006) finds that the most frequent strategies are
cognitive (what learners actually do) and compensation strategies (why learners behave
as they do), which she thinks occur in combination. Similarly, as a result of the study,
they conducted to determine the most frequently used strategies, Baker and Boonkit
(2004) recognised that meta-cognitive, cognitive and compensation were the ones in
line.
Strategies used by students differ for some reasons. To prove this statement,
Sternberg (1998, as cited in Gan et al., 2004) lays out evidence that strategy use is
changeable from one person to another. Additionally, Mori (2007) adds the fact that it
differs in accordance with the levels of the learners. Chamot (2005) mentions that the
learner’s goals, the context of the learning situation and the cultural values of the
learner’s society are amongst the factors that play a significant role in the learners’
choice of language learning strategies. Also, it should be remembered that while a
specific learning strategy may be more beneficial than others for a learner in a certain
context in achieving crucial learning goals. The very same learning strategy may fail in
achieving other learning goals in another context.
Learning strategies are teachable and particular to each learner’s learning and
cultural context and his internal processing preferences in accordance with his own
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learning processes. They are of crucial significance in second language learning and
teaching in that they are related to the meta-cognitive, cognitive, social and affective
language learning processes and that they help less successful language learners to
become better language learners (Grenfell & Harris, 1999). It should be mentioned that
a specific learning strategy may be more beneficial than other learning strategies for a
learner in a certain context, in achieving crucial learning goals. Yet, the very same
learning strategy may fail in achieving other learning goals in different contexts where
different learning strategies may help the learner to achieve some other learning goals.
That is why it is not possible to deem a particular learning strategy superior to another.
In other words, there are no good or bad learning strategies.
Now that language learning strategies can be taught, it is urgent to investigate on
what grounds this process can be actualised. The literature shows that teachers,
materials, learning situation, cultural values, repetition, motivation, curriculum,
reflection and students themselves play a significant role in serving this aim. Thus,
Benson (1997) sees one noticing the pedagogical goals of the materials available for
him and making his own choices about what topics to pursue as the first step to frame
his own preferred strategies (Solé & Mardomingo, 2004).
Cotterall (2004) recommends that teachers instruct, model, practise and give
feedback to their students on the strategies followed by letting them practise these
strategies themselves. To Chamot (2005), although having some points lacking, selfreport procedures are still the most utilised way of identifying learning strategies, which
are mainly unobservable and sometimes relate to some observable behaviours. In order
to be permanent, Chamot informs that a learning strategy needs to be used repeatedly.
Only after that, may it get some automaticity, namely, conscious awareness in
accordance with students’ beliefs. Yet, Yamamori et al. (2003) suggest that one’s
frequent use of special strategies peculiar to him do not prove him to be a successful
learner. Rather, it depends on his ability to organise and manage strategies in
accordance with the task that he is asked to complete and his own learning style
preferences, which reveals the level of success.
Grenfell and Harris (1999) take into consideration strategies as crucial factors
affecting every developmental stage of one’s learning. For this to occur, learners should
be encouraged to manage their own learning at their own pace by the shifting
responsibility for learning from the teacher to student, especially through raising
awareness, participation, recognising, reflection and negotiation. This idea is supported
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by Fu (2007) who says that the choice of learning strategy is dependent on the shifts in
the learner and teacher’s roles as the former is more active and the latter is the facilitator
of learning. Zhang (2007) cites Chamot et al. (1999) insisting that student awareness of
the strategies is fostered within a set of tasks as follows: teacher-modelling, studentpracticing in using new strategies and transferring them to new tasks, studentevaluating. They also support the idea that strategy instruction should be integrated into
the language curriculum. According to Grenfell and Harris (1999), the diversity of
teachers’ reactions against strategy instruction pretty much leads to the idea that
strategy instruction should be directed in relation to students’ active styles through
raising awareness, or modifying them. They also imply that being able to use many
different strategies does not necessarily mean that he can convert into a more confident
risk-taker. Hence, Zhang (2007) reports that the power of teacher authority helps him to
change learner behaviour by using language learning strategies. The author also
expresses that learners’ control over strategy use, which shows the teachability of
strategies, is a factor differing good and poor language learners from each other.
According to Chamot (2005), learning strategy instruction is twofold: explicit
and integrated. The former incorporates enhancing students’ awareness of their
strategies through teacher’s modelling, identifying of strategic thinking accompanied by
opportunities for practice and self-evaluation. The latter is still a controversial issue.
Researchers debate on whether to integrate strategy instruction into the language course,
or whether to run an independent course called ‘how to learn’. The main constraints of
the integration of strategy instruction into language classes are that strategies taught in a
particular language class might not necessarily make it possible to accomplish other
tasks and that training all language teachers to teach strategies looks inapplicable (Gu,
1996, as cited in Chamot, 2005). Hence, the best solution looks as if it is the
responsibility of the pre- and in-service trainers to integrate language learning strategies
into their programmes so that teachers can transfer them to their L2 students. Having
mentioned all these, Chamot (2005) observes that explicit instruction is preferable,
partly because it surpasses simply asking students to use some strategies and partly
because it stimulates meta-cognition. To this aim, Janzen and Stoller (1998, as cited in
Zhang, 2007) conducted a four-step research: (1) choice of a text in accordance with its
level, (2) selection of strategies for instruction, (3) structuring of lessons enriched by
strategy transcription and (4) the adaptation of instruction parallel to learner needs and
reactions to in-class modelling, practice and discussion. They concluded that the
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systematic strategy instruction and practice helped their students to learn to read
effectively, get aware of what is going on and become autonomous.
On the other hand, Oxford (2001, as cited in Nisbet et al., 2005) determines the
aim of learning strategies as “self-management in language learning and self-reliance in
language use, in other words, autonomy” (p. 1). Similarly, autonomy, whether at a
technical, psychological, or political level, is likely to play a significant role in
understanding variations in learning strategy use and proficiency (Nisbet et al., 2005).
In one of her more recent studies, Oxford (2003) explains the importance of L2 learning
strategies by indicating that they can help learners to perceive, receive, store, retent and
retrieve language information and that they make learning easier, faster, more
enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective and more transferable to new situations. A
similar finding is presented by Graham (1997, p. 123, as cited in Grenfell & Harris,
1999), who indicates that once students’ overall results match highly with their choices
of strategies ending in immediate success, then they are expected to become more
willing to use them and become more motivated to gain control over their own learning.
Yamamori et al. (2003) carried out a study with 81 Japanese seventh-grade
students of English as a foreign language (EFL). The participants were divided into two
groups: one was made up of the high achievers and motivated students with many
learning strategies and the other was of those willing to learn and achieve, but with a
lack of strategy use. It was the latter group who were apt to show inefficient monitoring
of their own learning and, parallel to this, their strategy use, will to learn and
achievement declined. Yamamori and colleagues conclude that learning strategies are
the indicators of one’s consciousness and his directing his own learning. Namely,
learner strategies are key elements in fostering learner autonomy and self-regulation.
This statement receives support from a good number of researchers, apart from the
above-mentioned ones, incorporating Holec (1980, as cited in Murray, 2004), Kalaja
(1995), Cotterall (2000), Block (2000), Dörnyei and Sheehan (2003, as cited in Gan et
al., 2004), Jacobs and Farrell (2003), Chang (2005), Schmenk (2005), Vandergrift
(2005), Lopez-Fernandez and Rodriguez-Illera (2009) and Chan (2009).
Likewise, Wenden (1991) defines the autonomous learner, in association with
his acquisition of the strategies in line with his being willing and self-confident to take
responsibility to some extent, for his language learning. In addition, Ma (2007)
illustrates the relationships between learner autonomy, learner control and learner
training as that learner autonomy entails the former but the other way around is not
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guaranteed and that the latter is the path leading to learner autonomy. This training can
be achieved in the form of providing opportunities to practice along with teaching and
raising learners’ aware of their meta-cognitive skills and learning strategies through
reflection on their learning styles, management and beliefs concerning effective
learning. On the other hand, Little (1997, as cited in Grenfell & Harris, 1999) states that
the reverse might also be expected as an autonomous learner who can act independently
within a given context should be trained as a both strategically and communicatively
competent individual.
2.5.10. Learner Autonomy and Learned Helplessness
Maier, Seligman and Solomon (1976), Gündogdu (1996), Cantekinler (1997),
Hayalio!lu (2001), Valas (2001a, 2001b), Cemalcılar, Canbeyli and Sunar (2003),
Lanser (2003), Yee, Pierce, Ptacek and Modzelesky (2003), Aydın (2006) and Kılıç and
Oral (2006) more or less come to an agreement to define learned helplessness as being
due to the uncontrollable events experienced in the past, thus lessening the level of
motivation and feelings (emotional). As a result, students learn (cognitive) in the form
of depression and anxiety, believing that the future events are also uncontrollable. In
addition, Sutherland and Singh (2004) ascribe learned helplessness to the belief that the
behaviours of an individual have no influence on the results of the events.
Unfortunately, this belief exists in the case of controllable events. This may last all
through one’s life-span. This idea prevents the internal desire to act, persistence,
motivation, independence, communication and new efforts (Marks, 1998).
Studies concerning learned helplessness first started with experiments using
dogs and then with cats, fish and rats (Marks, 1998; Kılıç & Oral, 2006). The findings
showed that learned helplessness is not particular to a specific species. These
experiments were first conducted in 1967 by Overmier and Seligman, and Seligman and
Maier (Seligman, 2007). Seligman (2007) divided dogs in three groups. The dogs in the
first group were exposed to 64 shocks. At first, they were observed to not attempt the
prevention or avoidance of the shocks but to undergo them helplessly. Even in cases of
events that they could control, they preferred being passive. It was found that they could
prevent shocks after some efforts. In the second group, the dogs were helpless since
they were chained. They experienced the shocks at the same rate as the ones in the first
group. Owing to the experimental design, they could not prevent shocks. The dogs in
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both groups were then collected in a control group to experience a two-phase
experiment. First, they received no treatments. In the second phase, they were exposed
shocks. The dogs in the first group could escape from the trouble while their
counterparts in the second group behaved passively.
Hayalio!lu (2001) also mentions studies concerning humans that were first
carried out in laboratories. They were exposed to some problems such as difficult
puzzles and uncontrollable noises. These studies ended in similar results as the ones
with animals. As a result of this process, Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale (1978)
reformulated the learned helplessness theory and came up with the attribution theory.
Accordingly, in case of any noncontingency, people tend to attribute their helplessness
to three sets of causes; stable (long-lived, recurrent)/unstable (short-lived, intermittent),
global (affecting a range of events)/specific (affecting only one event) and internal
(ability, effort and attitude)/external (environment, luck, impacts of others and hardness
of the task). Thus, when the attributional style of an individual is apt to
internal/stable/global

factors

associated

with

bad

events

and

to

external/unstable/specific factors for good events, then it is possible to talk about
learned helplessness. Parallel to this, when something unstable like effort or mood is
attributed as a cause, then, future expectations get ambiguous. On the contrary, the
learner who attributes his success to ability and/or effort is said to experience pride and
self-esteem (Olgun, 2004).
Olgun reflects on the attribution theory as an agent addressing how individuals
succeed and fail in their lives along with the concept of the self as a learner. Moreover,
Ushioda (2007) handles the attribution theory as a psychological process whose central
concern is the types of causal explanations that one employs to explain incidents, results
or behaviours. Esch and Zähner (2000) put forward the idea that what forms
motivational thinking is the process of causal attribution. Having said that the exact
role of learned helplessness on the decrease in learners’ will to learn English might be
best analysed by a more clinical study, Yamamori et al. (2003) interpret the concept of
learned helplessness as a belief that considers success impossible. To Olgun (2004),
learned helplessness results from amotivation, or vice versa.
Grenfell and Harris (1999) emphasise that assigning learners with strategies that
make them feel they have control over their own learning will prevent them from
feeling discouraged and experiencing learned helplessness by means of attributing their
failure to fixed and unchangeable causes in accordance with attribution theory. Parallel
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to this, Murphy (2008) states that learners’ not being able to make conscious decisions
about their autonomous learning is tightly associated with their previous experience of
formal learning, an indicator of learned helplessness. At this point, McDonough (2007)
highlights the danger of assigning success to having a good teacher and in the absence
of that teacher, failure will be inevitable.
Amazingly, Grenfell and Harris (1999, p. 110) observe that boys attribute their
lack of achievement to fixed causes (“French is boring and a waste of time”), whilst the
girls feel more in control of their learning and are aware of some strategies. In other
words, the girls tend to be more autonomous. In addition, Graham (2004) points out that
self-efficient and highly motivated students tend to ascribe lack of success to
controllable factors such as insufficient effort and ineffective strategies. As such, the
students suffering from a lack of self-awareness, that is low level of meta-cognition, do
not accredit the failure of their effort and strategy preferences. In other words, they do
not blame themselves for these failures and even refuse to accept such a responsibility.
For this reason, the author underlines that leading learners recognise the causal links
between their preferred strategies and their academic performance. Their attributions for
success or failure as it impacts learners’ self-concept and motivation which follows selfefficacy that, in a cycle, is affected by the attributions learners make.
2.5.11. Learner Autonomy and Learning Styles
Many scholars define learning styles in similar ways but with different
perspectives as follows:

•

the way each person begins to concentrate on, process, internalise and
remember new and difficult academic information (Dunn and Dunn, 1993;
Dunn and Dunn, 1999; Dunn and Griggs, 2000, all cited in Dunn et al.,
2001)

•

a way of thinking…not an ability, but rather how we use the abilities we
have. Oxford and Ehrman (1993, p. 69, as cited in Sparks and Ganschow,
2001) used the term ‘language learning styles’ to describe the approaches
that students “…are predominantly disposed to use in order to learn a new
language”,

•

a composite concept which englobes a number of poles of individual
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difference (psychosocial, cognitive, sensory) to produce a profile of
learners’ behavioural and interactional preferences with respect to language
learning (Tudor, 1996: 126, as cited in Mishan, 2004)
•

a matter of personal preference more than an innate endowment (Skehan,
1998, as cited in Thanasoulas, 2000)

•

learning style as an indicator of one’s preferred way of learning (Marriott,
2002)

•

the belief and value concerning their roles in the teaching and learning
process (Brown, 2003)

•

the general approach of the student’s preference to learning and acquisition
of a language (Oxford, 2003)

•

general tendencies towards perceiving and processing information (Chen,
Toh & Ismail, 2005)

To Keefe (1979, as cited in Felder & Brent, 2005), learning styles and learning
preferences are synonymous and reflect the cognitive, affective and physiological
factors determining the learners’ way of perceiving, interacting with and reacting
towards the learning environment. This definition sheds light on the relationship
between learning style theory and psychological trait theory whose principal assumption
is that it is possible to identify enduring aspects of human behaviour with stability and,
hence, they help depict those behaviours reliably. The above-given definition also
indicates the relationship between learning style theory and cognitivism, which dates
back to the Gestalt period in psychology. Now that the issue of learning styles is a
matter of learning preferences, in Oxford’s (2003) words, “[w]e can locate ourselves
somewhere on a continuum for each style dimension” (p. 274). That learning style is
handled under various dimensions does not mean that one should use just one. In other
words, though one might be dominant, all learning style types are utilised
simultaneously during the learning process. In short, they are all unique, just like each
individual is unique. In addition to this, it should be considered that the combination of
preferences of the models of personality types and learning styles is assumed to be
superior to the sum of its individual parts. Furthermore, the instructor’s trying to
understand and trust the personality traits of the individual students may result in a
feeling of being cared about and respected as an individual. Similarly, Felder and Brent
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(2005) express that learning styles, differing from one individual to another, do not
prevent each other from occurring but reflect their own particular strengths and
weaknesses. Additionally, Felder and Brent take into consideration sharing the results of
students’ learning styles with them. They believe that although it appears to be a good
idea because students will be able to learn about their strengths and weaknesses and, so,
direct their own learning to meet their academic objectives, some measures should be
taken against the students’ possible misperception of considering one style superior to
others. They also discuss the fact that this concept has not received universal
acceptance. Another researcher who deals with the same issue is Mishan (2004), who
believes that learning styles should not be misunderstood as that if a learner is
considered best in one learning style category, he cannot deal with the other categories
since one is better than others under all conditions and situations. As a result of a study
of 410 undergraduate accounting students in the UK, Marriott (2002) found that every
individual is unique in his own way of learning. He also believes that one’s learning
style is not static since experience, which is obtained throughout life, may change a
student's learning style preference.
In order to eliminate the difficulties in understanding learning styles better,
Dunn and Dunn (1993, 1999, as cited in Dunn et al., 2001, pp. 2-3) introduce the
following five factors: (a) environmental (sound, light, temperature and furniture or
seating design), (b) emotional (motivation, persistence, responsibility and need for
structure), (c) sociological, (alone, in pairs, with peers, as part of a team, with either
authoritative or collegial instructors, or in varied approaches as opposed to in patterns)
(d) psychological (perceptual strengths – visual, auditory, tactual, or kinaesthetic), timeof-day energy levels and the need for intake and mobility while learning) and (e)
physiological elements (the information-processing elements of global versus analytic
and impulsive versus reflective behaviours). They call these stimuli.
Different researchers have classified learning styles according to different
criteria. For example, Oxford (1993, as cited in Mishan, 2004) identifies five learning
style contrasts, based on five variables, each ranging between identified poles: 1. the use
of physical senses (visual, auditory, kinaesthetic or hands-on) 2. dealing with other
people (extroversion, introversion) 3. handling possibilities (intuitive-random, concretesequential) 4. approach to tasks (closure oriented, open-learners) 5. dealing with ideas
(global learners, analytic learners). Also Oxford (2003) divides the area of learning
styles into three categories; sensory style dimensions (visual/auditory/hands-on), social
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style dimensions (extroverted/introverted) and cognitive style dimensions (concretesequential/abstract-intuitive, closure-oriented/open, detail-focused/holistic – sometimes
called particular/global and analyzing/synthesising).
Researchers also explain the details related to each learning style. Accordingly,
Reid (1984) claims that individuals with visual major learning style preference can
often learn alone, with a book and/or the notes they take in their notebooks (in a sense
autonomously) as they learn well from seeing words in books, on the chalkboard and in
workbooks. Those with auditory major learning style preference learn new material
from hearing words spoken through audio tapes, from oral explanations by teachers or
peers, by reading aloud or moving their lips as they read and even by teaching other
students. If you are a kinaesthetic major learning style preference student, you learn best
by experience, by being involved physically in classroom experiences. You remember
information well when you actively participate in activities, field trips and role-playing
in the classroom. A combination of stimuli, for example, an audiotape combined with
an activity, will help you to understand new material. Tactile major learning style
preference students learn best when they have the opportunity to do ‘hands-on’
experiences with materials. That is, working on experiments in a laboratory, handling
and building models and touching and working with materials, which provide the most
successful learning situation. Writing notes or instructions can help students to
remember information and physical involvement in class related activities may help the
understanding of new information. Group major learning style preference students learn
more easily when they study with at least one other student and will be more successful
in completing work when working with others. These students value group interaction
and class work with other students and remember information better when working with
two or three classmates. The stimulation received from group work helps with learning
and understanding new information. Individual major learning style preference students
learn best when they work alone. They think better when they study alone and
remember information they learn by themselves. They understand new material best and
make better progress in learning when learning alone.
Griggs and Dunn (1996) summarise the literature by mentioning 21 elements of
learning style grouped under five categories: environmental learning style (sound,
temperature, design and light), emotional learning style (responsibility, structure,
persistence and motivation), sociological learning style (social patterns in which one
learns either individually or in groups), physiological learning style (to time of day,
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food and drink intake, perception and mobility) and psychological learning style (global
versus analytical processing – field dependence group-oriented and cooperative and less
competitive) versus field independence.
The Gestalt period in psychology emphasises that the whole picture of an
instance is superior to the sum of pieces forming it and comes up with two types of
learning styles: field independence and field dependence and global (first seeing the
whole picture and then handling the details accordingly; communicative approach
preference) and analytic (first handling the details to reach the whole picture; formal
language learning preference emphasising accuracy), which resemble each other and
can be explained as divergent tendencies to process information either externally or
internally (Keefe, 1979, as cited in Felder & Brent, 2005).
As Mishan (2004) suggests, one’s learning style preference is not necessarily
fixed, but is liable to changes in accordance with the level of learner self-awareness
along with the subject to be learned, the learning environment, the peers and motivation.
Mishan highlights culture as a factor that also changes learning styles. Keri (n.d.),
Isemonger and Sheppard (2003) and Sheridan and Steele-Dadzie (2005) consider
gender to be another element playing a crucial role in the formulation of learning styles.
Furthermore, Price (1980, as cited in Prashnig, 2005), who investigated the changes in
the learning style characteristics of students from one grade to another through the
years, realised that environmental, emotional, sociological and physical choices of the
students remained stable over time.
Students’ self-selected options would help gain awareness of their own and their
fellow students’ learning-style preferences (Dunn et al., 2001). What is more, Smart,
Kumar and Kumar (2004) examined how instructional methods and information
technology influence student learning styles highlighting the assessment of students’
preferences for working collaboratively and found that specific instructional strategies
coupled with the appropriate integration of information technology may increase the
students’ desire to collaborate. On the other hand, Brown (2003) takes into
consideration that the teaching and learning styles exist and that these behaviours or
actions are actually the beliefs and values of the parties concerning their roles in the
teaching and learning process. She adds that the beliefs of the teachers are mostly
shaped by the way they were taught, either because it worked with them or because they
are so talented in or educated on student-centred learning principles, constructivism and
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a humanistic approach to education. Hence, these teachers are not ready for self-directed
and interactive learning.
Keeping in mind the importance of an individual’s learning style for the teaching
and learning process, Stewart and Stark (2002) draw attention on the vitality of an
effective match between a student’s style and a teacher’s style to student attitudes and
higher student achievement. In Brown’s (2003) terms, learning is an ongoing process
and lasts through the span of one’s lifetime. Thus, it looks inevitable that many
instructors with their own teaching styles will take part in the learning experience. As it
is not always possible to employ the instructors aware of learning styles, the risk of the
mismatch between the teaching and learning styles increases.
Zhenhui (2001) also mentions that the best way of achieving the match between
the teaching style and learning style is the teacher’s being aware of his learners’ needs,
capacities, potentials and learning style preferences, in meeting these needs and making
sure that the learners is aware of these. The researcher also suggests that constructivist
discussions on style help improve students’ initial interest in self-awareness and
encourage teachers to provide their students with opportunities to assess their own
styles by means of keeping diaries to reflect on their mental and cognitive process in
connection with their learning. Yet, Griggs and Dunn (1996) suggest that the match
between teaching and counselling and the students’ learning-style preferences alone
does not guarantee greater learner achievement. This match brings about high
motivation (Brown, 2003), self-worth (Keri, 2002) and positive attitudes towards
learning which leads to increased academic achievement (Griggs & Dunn, 1996).
Everybody has his own unique qualities and characteristics. Accordingly, their
way of learning best will differ from each other. Shyh and Chia (2005) highlight
learning styles for an individual’s active participation in the learning process. Its reason
might be that the instructor being aware of the personality features of students and
instructing accordingly may make them feel relaxed, cared about and respected.
Awareness alone is not sufficient, though it is the first step for teaching/learning. In line
with this, Isemonger and Sheppard (2003, p. 197) mention that determining or helping
determine a student’s learning style preferences is the starting point for “a more
personalised approach to him” and is of “customised instruction and greater educational
productivity”. They also express that learning in connection with one’s learning style
results in better grades.
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Bohn (2004) reveals that although they are highly motivated to learn English, the
Japanese students are apt to hesitate to participate in the classroom in accordance with
their habit of being silent, which hand in hand with the requirements of their own
culture. Hence, owing to the learning styles, the author suggests that students become
aware both of their own and of the target language’s cultural values and beliefs for
effective and meaningful learning. This is also a significant corner stone for teachers to
build an effective communication with the students through their increased motivation
and achievement and to be able to deliver effective language instruction.
Similar to Grenfell and Harris (1999), who urge teachers to be aware of
individual learning styles in order to be autonomous, Jacobs and Farrell (2003)
acknowledge that second language learners’ styles help raise self-awareness leading to
life-long learning. Parallel to this, Little (1997, p. 230, as cited in Mishan, 2004) states
that learner autonomy develops in a way that learning and learning how to learn take
place together. That is to say, autonomy requires that learners monitor, realise and
analyze their learning and preferred learning styles.
2.5.12. Learner Autonomy and Motivation
Oxford (2003) states that the word motivation is derived from the Latin word
‘mov-ere’ meaning ‘to move’. She acknowledges that L2 motivation dates back to the
work of R. C. Gardner and Lambert (1972), followed by R. C. Gardner’s (1985) socialpsychological model. It was in the 1990s that L2 motivation surrounded a larger area of
L2 learning orientations and models was brought to light by researchers such as
Crookes and Schmidt (1991), Dörnyei (1994, 2001), R. C. Gardner and Tremblay
(1994) and Oxford (1996).
In addition, during its infancy in the late 1980s and the early 1990s, foreign
language motivation research was enhanced mostly by social psychologists in Canada
such as Robert Gardner, Wallace Lambert, Richard Clément and their associates. They
considered motivation as a stable learner trait resulting from the learner’s perceptions
and generalised attitudes concerning the L2 community and the L2 learning situation
and the linguistic self-confidence as a result of interethnic contact. In the latter process,
fuelled dominantly by Dörnyei, there occurred some novel insights into motivational
research. For example, Dörnyei (1998a) reports a shift in thinking, which pushes the
boundaries of foreign language motivation further and summarises the relevant
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research. He suggests five motivational areas: social motivation; motivation from a
process-oriented perspective; the neurobiological basis of motivation; L2 motivation
and SDT; and task motivation (Dörnyei, 2001). The definitions of motivation, some of
which are listed below, overlap with the concepts of affective components and desire:

•

“the combination of effort plus desire to achieve the goal of learning the
language plus favourable attitudes toward learning the language” (R. C.
Gardner, 1985, p. 10, as cited in Schumann, 1997)

•

“desire to achieve a goal, effort extended in this direction and satisfaction
with the task” (R. C. Gardner and MacIntyre, 1993, p. 3, as cited in
Thanasoulas, 2000)

•

“a set of processes for sustaining learner involvement” which “depend
crucially on how learners think and how they interpret information
stemming from relevant experience” (Ushioda, 1996, p. 2)

•

“interest in and enthusiasm for the materials used in class; persistence with
the learning task, as indicated by levels of attention or action for an
extended duration; and levels of concentration and enjoyment” (Peacock,
1997, p. 145, as cited in Mishan, 2004)

•

a crucial factor affecting every developmental stage of one’s learning
(Grenfell & Harris, 1999)

•

an outcome of a psychological interest to deal with the learning styles,
aptitudes and attitudes of individual learners (Ecclestone, 2000)

•

a factor signalling the prospective level and achievement of second or
foreign language learning (Thanasoulas, 2000)

•

a kind of umbrella term covering other affective attributes such as attitude,
self-efficacy, interest and belief (Guthrie, 2001)

•

an openness to persistence and spending effort towards organisational
goals meet some individual needs (Pinder, 1984, as cited in Yeh, 2002)

•

an inner drive, desire, or goal that helps learn a second language (Oxford,
2003)

•

a complex umbrella term concerning self-choices according to goals and
effort and persistence (Olgun, 2004)
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•

a key affective component of language learning which shapes working,
procedural and declarative memory systems (Zaphiris, 2005)

•

an agent that makes one act, say, to learn English (McDonough, 2007).

While summarising some theories about learning motivation, Lim and Kim
(2003) mention that social learning theorists highlight the importance of one’s belief
about reinforcement to impact learner behaviour. On the other hand, Atkinson (1964, as
cited in Lim and Kim, 2003), an attribution theorist, comes up with expectancy-value
theory to explain achievement motivation. Similar to the expectancy theory is the idea
of motivation theorists as “motivation forces = expectancy × instrumentality × valence”
(p. 425). Parallel to this, Small (1998, as cited in Crow, 2006) postulates a fourcomponent expectancy-value theory of instructional motivation: attention, relevance,
confidence and satisfaction. Crow sheds light upon the tasks assigned to teachers, in
collaborating with others such as administrators, school librarians and designers, etc.,
concerning classroom techniques. To Harlow (2007), this collaboration should have
clear course goals along with personal encouragement, flexibility and expectations for
success for motivating children by means of providing impetus for and direction to
one’s actions aimed at learning. Along with this, Edmunds, Ntoumanis and Duda (2006)
list inherent tendency, novelty, challenges, capabilities, enjoyment and exploration as
key terms to define intrinsic motivation.
According to Thanasoulas (2000) and Gan et al. (2004), each individual has his
own inside world. Wilson et al. (2008) relate the perception of self to the desire to learn,
that is motivation. As such, they are motivated in different ways which are shaped by
the individual’s specific needs and wants. Haji and Cuypers (2008) link the intensity of
desire to motivational strength. In line with this, Parshing (n.d.) and Harlow (2007) state
that motivation is dependent upon students’ interests, successes, match of their styles
and those of their teachers and changes from one class to another, from one teacher to
another and from one day to another. Having rememorised interest as one of the chief
elements and even the starting point of motivation, Mishan (2004) highlights the
existence and progress of motivation associated with a challenging and relevant
instruction. In relation with this, Guthrie (2001) confirms that different types of
motivation will be stronger than others for different individuals. Furthermore, Dörnyei
(2003, as cited in Liskin–Gasparro, 2005) points out that the motivation construct, a
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challenging issue in SLA research, is inherently complex. It is directed by some
contextual factors.
In her qualitative pilot study, Kirchner (2004) examined the motivation to learn
amongst four Swedish students of German studies. Her findings can be summarised as
follows: a) motivation is so complex that it varies from one person to another; b)
significant motivational elements consists of such general aspects as low anxiety and
high self-esteem are; and c) Teaching materials and teachers are important motivational
stimulators.
Dörnyei (2003, as cited in Liskin–Gasparro, 2005) views the theories of selfdetermination, attribution and goal setting as key terms of motivation to which Oxford
(2003) adds the concept of willingness to communicate (WTC). To Faye and Sharpe
(2008), the SDT’s main concern incorporates global, contextual and domain-specific
motivation. Guthrie (2001) mentions that the SDT of motivation urges a comfortable
environment which enhances intrinsic motivation and may increase student involvement
and achievement. What is more, Crow (2006) summarises the SDT on a continuum as
amotivation (no action or action without intent because of a lack of value, a lack of
competence, or lack of confidence), extrinsic motivation [a four-type process: external
regulation (an external demand or reward), introjected regulation (an avoidance of guilt
or anxiety), identified regulation (identifying one’s values), integrated regulation (the
values of another person assimilated into the self, which is the most autonomous one of
extrinsic motivation types)] and intrinsic motivation (the self is the starting point ending
in actions that interest, enjoyment, curiosity, or pleasure promote.). The author adds to
these the social context of motivation which underpins psychological needs for
competence (belief in oneself to accomplish the task), relatedness (a positive
relationship with a support person) and, inevitably, autonomy (a choice in performing
the task).
Researchers

look

at

motivation

from

different

perspectives

as

instrumental/integrative motivation, extrinsic intrinsic motivation and orientations. The
most attention is paid to orientations are integrative (will to integrate with the target
language community) and instrumental ones (achievement of a goal). They are
interrelated and contribute to foreign language learning. Integratively motivated learners
are willing to absorb or integrate into the target culture and its members and can gain
this strong impulse from the authentic text. Foreign language learning for those who
reflect this dimension is a way of improving job opportunities and careers. The latter,
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which is more self-oriented and practical, overlaps with the idea that learning a second
language is to gain social recognition or economic advantages. Followers of this idea
show eagerness in the target culture and community. Integration is a key factor for them
in learning a foreign language. The authentic text might also be functional for the
instrumentally motivated learner once the target language is a lingua franca or for
academic purposes (Thanasoulas, 2000; Feuerhake, Fieseler, Ohntrup & Riemer, 2004;
Mishan, 2004; Li, 2006).
R. C. Gardner’s (1985, as cited in Schumann, 1997) reflection on Clément’s
(1980) social-context model (integrative motivation) supports the significance of the
social context in the development of the motivation to learn a second language. It is
because of this that Mishan (2004) explains the reasons why integratively motivated
language learners are more successful than instrumentally motivated ones by a lowered
affective filter due to their active participation in the target language.
From another point of view, intrinsic motivation is seen as the result of selfdetermination. Accordingly, extrinsic motivation reflects reception of some rewards
such as getting good grades or the approval of others or escaping from a punishment.
While behaviourist perspective is engaged in extrinsic motivation, it is humanist
thought that highlights one’s intrinsic motivation. Intrinsically motivated students can
cope with the isolation of asynchronous learning. They reflect motivational orientation
towards a task without any biological drives or external punishments or rewards, but
because of inner desire, resourcefulness, initiative and persistence of internally
motivated behaviours or behavioural intentions. This productivity leads to become more
motivated, action-oriented, energetic and self-confident. Learners are prone to select
authentic materials once they are given opportunities to decide on the texts to study in
accordance with their personal or professional interest. The reason for this may be their
intrinsic motivation, which is a product of one’s natural curiosity and interest.
Nonetheless, extrinsic motivation (a matter of reception of a reward or avoidance of a
punishment) enhances goal orientation such as the desire to emigrate, financial benefits,
textbooks in English, a better job, a broader worldview and more education. Improperly
selected tools and lack of interaction during application set a barrier to motivation and
accessibility to the lessons (Confessore & Confessore, 1994, as cited in Mensch and
Rahschulte, 2008; Schumann, 1997; Ecclestone, 2000; Derrick, 2001, as cited in
Mensch and Rahschulte, 2008; Mishan, 2004; Olgun, 2004; Cumbreño Espada et al.,
2006; Yu, 2006; Harlow, 2007; Friedman, 2008; Newbold, 2008).
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The literature attempts to divide extrinsic motivation into four categories;
external regulation, introjection, identification and integration (the transfer from
external regulation towards integration makes behaviours less contingent on external
controls) and intrinsic motivation into a further four; intrinsic motivation to know,
intrinsic motivation towards accomplishment, intrinsic motivation towards stimulation
and amotivation (a general lack of motivation and direction) (Faye & Sharpe, 2008).
There are other scholars handling the issue from some other perspectives.
Guthrie (2001) explains motivation by means of orientations: task-mastery orientation
which emphasises the improvement of personal skills, content understanding and
acceptance of new challenges and performance (or ego) orientation which highlights the
evaluation of personal ability, the use of surface strategies, not the understanding or
enjoyment of a text but only the fulfilment of task and fear of failure. Of these types of
orientations, the former refers to intrinsic motivation while the latter to extrinsic
motivation. He also draws conclusion from the related research that the former type of
orientation is expected to be more probable to nurture long-term engagers and learners.
Additionally, intrinsically motivated behaviours stimulate active learning and the
acquisition of knowledge. Moreover, Williams (2005) handles motivation under three
categories; intrinsic (working for or with children to enhance their development),
extrinsic (rewards and status which are found to be lees important in general but more
important for men than for women) and altruistic (contributing to society as a whole).
Parallel to this, Perry et al. (2004) suggest that intrinsically motivated learners are keen
on personal progress and deep understanding. Moreover, they have high efficacy for
learning and controllable causal attributions. On the other hand, extrinsically motivated
learners focus on surface indicators (grades, rewards, praise) and social comparisons
(being the best or worst, status).
McCaslin (2008) conducted 45 visits to a school under the frame of a study. It
aimed to examine student perspectives and motivational dynamics on school, classroom
learning and related issues that appeared to matter to them. She highlights some
keywords as the central theme for the dimensions of motivation: reinforcement and
rewards for extrinsic motivation and choice for intrinsic motivation. She categorises
motivational opportunities as supports, challenges and threats. In connection with this,
Dunn et al. (2001) propose that learners’ high self-motivation relies on their instructors’
tendency in the use of the students’ own objectives, self-pacing and self-designed
instructional materials and activities. Additionally, Li (2006), who conducted a study to
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look into Chinese students’ motivation to learn English informally, suggests that
students have mainly instrumental and extrinsic goal orientations and that their
motivation is affected by such factors as attitudes and self-perceived support.
According to Grenfell and Harris (1999), the importance of motivation lies in the
idea that it reflects the learner’s overall personality, attitudes, confidence and learning
styles. The elements that end in motivation can be listed as follows:

•

learners’ interests,

•

their sense of identity,

•

their perceptions of their teacher,

•

the amount of time and effort that they spend on learning the target
language,

•

their willingness to communicate in the target language, their improved selfimage (self-concept and good self-feeling of an individual student on the
amount of learning and achievement),

•

their learning styles,

•

learner diversity,

•

motivational instruction,

•

teacher motivation,

•

teachers’ optimal use of all forms of media, activities and materials of
students’ main concern,

•

socioeconomic prospects,

•

formal learning,

•

the content and organisation of the classroom,

•

the quantity of resources utilised in class,

•

a social or peer group in a learning programme,

•

the difficulty level of texts,

•

tool familiarity,

•

peer motivation,

•

an authentic L2 environment in an instructional setting and positive
feedback in the environments which not a controlling but an autonomysupportive treating occurs in (Ryan, 1982, as cited in Vansteenkiste et al.,
2006; Kuykendall, 1991; Little & Brammerts, 1996, as cited in Appel &
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Gilabert, 2002; Ecclestone, 2000; Dörnyei, 2001; Culhane & Umeda, 2004;
Murray, 2004; Olgun, 2004; Larkin & Belson, 2005; Zaphiris, 2005;
Harlow, 2007; Schmid, 2008).
It deserves to occupy space here that Ellis (1993, pp. 8–9, as cited in Mishan,
2004) summarises the language teachers’ role as that they “can’t really do very much to
influence learners’ instrumental or integrative motivations, but they can do a
tremendous amount to try to develop some kind of intrinsic interest in the performance
of different kinds of activities”.
Kleppin (2004) accepts that the motivational drives of students are not actually
changed by counsellors and teachers. To Kuykendall (1991), not only teachers but also
parents are assigned in the motivating process. On the other hand, while Porto (2007)
suggests letting students choose their preferred topics and tasks and decide on the time
to participate, Sheridan and Steele-Dadzie (2005) acknowledge that teaching learners
about their strengths rather than their weaknesses fosters the motivation to learn. In
addition, Perry and her colleagues (2004) believe that students should not be forced to
but helped believe that they can improve self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation by means
of having high achievement in challenging tasks. This may be achieved by tracing the
learning process at each individual learner’s own pace. Also, Sucaromana (2005) states
that not merely positive but negative emotions are supposed to influence students’
motivation to learn and to lead them to success.
Larsen-Freeman (2001) indicates that motivation has an impact on language
learning. Moreover, Crow (2006) refers to Deci and Ryan’s (1985) SDT, in terms of the
learner’s motivation to learn, as the main attribute of a life-long learner and metacognitive awareness. In addition, Vansteenkiste et al. (2006) put forward the idea that
the SDT argues that relatedness and autonomy are to meet highly compatible, innate,
basic, organismic, psychological and universally critical needs. This is true for each
individual no matter what culture he belongs to.
What is more, as Yu (2006) mentions, motivation plays a crucial role in the
promotion of learner autonomy or vice versa. Researchers can be found in three
groups in accordance with their points of view concerning this dilemma. The first
group is occupied by scholars such as Ushioda (1996), Ecclestone (2000), Esch and
Zähner (2000), Thanasoulas (2000), Dörnyei (2001), Guthrie (2001), Spartt et al.
(2002), Jacobs and Farrell (2003), Murray (2004), Olgun (2004), Solé and Mardomingo
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(2004), Sucaromana (2005), Zaphiris (2005), Kollar and Fischer (2006), Vickers and
Ene (2006), Chang (2007), Murray (1999) and Dunn et al. (2001). These authors
suggest that motivation, especially intrinsic motivation [the ultimate aim of extrinsic
motivation (Lamb, 2004)], helps students to control their surroundings, to generate their
own rewards in accordance with their personal identity, to persist at learning and to
become self-directed and autonomous learners.
Spratt et al. (2002) conducted a study with 508 participants to assess students’
readiness for learner autonomy in language learning. After stating that motivation has
been viewed as a product of autonomy, they proved the role that motivation plays in the
related readiness. This can be interpreted to mean that students should be trained to gain
high motivation to become autonomous. However, it is not to deny that autonomy leads
to motivation, especially intrinsic motivation. This finds evidence from cognitive
motivational studies. A cycle appears here as that while success in learning results in
greater motivation, the other way around also works well.
The second group incorporates those informing autonomy, which affects
motivation (Dickinson, 1995; Ushioda, 1996, as cited in Olgun, 2004; Sachs, Candlin,
Rose, & Shum, 2003; DeRouin et al., 2004; Chang, 2005; Zaphiris, 2005; Kohonen,
n.d.; Kollar & Fischer, 2006; Varano!luları et al., 2008; Taras, 2008; Wang et al.,
2009). To this aim, Ushioda (2007), views psychological autonomy, the first concept of
autonomy, as a prerequisite for motivation. This concept requires that students be the
agents of their own motivation and learning. Parallel to this, Ciekanski (2007) interprets
the psychological argument by saying that in order to be able to learn better, one should
become involved in his own learning for both his individual and cooperative learning
needs on cognitive, social and affective grounds such as memorisation, significance and
motivation.
In the third group are academics considering in between. Accordingly, similar to
Kim (2004) and Takahashi (2005), Ushioda (2007) answers the question “[w]hich
comes first, motivation, the driving force of any learning including language learning,
or autonomy which are in need of social support and interaction to develop?” as “Well,
both, of course!” (p. 5). In line with this, Yaman et al. (2008) acknowledge that interest
is an intrinsic factor reflecting the SDT. It may occur in the form of trying a new object
to meet the individual’s personal objectives, which is an autonomous action. In return,
autonomous behaviours such as one controlling his own learning process, setting his
learning objectives and choosing several ways of learning are supposed to increase the
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learner’s intrinsic motivation. All these prove that autonomy and intrinsic motivation
are in a sense interdependent.
Vandergrift (2005) sheds light on the relationships between motivation, metacognition and proficiency in listening comprehension. To this aim, Vandergrift
conducted a study with 57 adolescent learners of French. He concludes that there are
connections between SDT, self-regulated learning, learner autonomy and metacognition. Faye and Sharpe (2008) found that there are relationships between stronger
identity formation, increased perceptions of autonomy and competence and intrinsic
motivation supports the former study.
2.5.13. Learner Autonomy and Multiple Intelligence Areas
H. Gardner (1993a, p. x, as cited in Strasser and Seplocha, 2005, p. 23) defines
intelligence as “the ability to solve problems or to create problems that are valued
within one or more cultural setting”. Accordingly, the MI theory suggests that
everybody can learn on condition that learning takes place in connection with his
developed strengths. In a recent study, Prashnig (2005) defines MI as “a theoretical
frame

work

for

defining/understanding/assessing/developing

people’s

different

intelligence factors” (p. 8) and as the ‘output’ function of information intake,
knowledge, skills necessary to reason, calculate and handle logical thinking. She
explains that, on the contrary to expectations, MI does not tell about how the classroom
environment needs to be arranged or which time of day is best for concentrating to
intake information successfully. Additionally, it does not investigate students’ learning
attitudes and their reactions against authority which is of crucial importance for
successful learning processes.
Suggested by Howard Gardner in the early 1980s, the MI theory announces that
every individual owns not a single intelligence but many of them which shape his ways
of learning in the format of processing information. This theory, which leaves important
room for the meta-cognitive skills, requires the use of material meaningful to students,
teachers’ taking risks by various tools while teaching and students’ taking responsibility
and more control over their learning incorporating class activities, methods, approaches
and so forth (Viens & Kallenbach, 2004).
In their studies and among many others, Haley (2001, as cited in Johnstone,
2002), Prashnig (2005) and Al-Balhan (2006) reflect eight intelligence dimensions as
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verbal/linguistic,

logical/mathematical,

visual/spatial,

bodily/kinaesthetic,

musical/rhythmic, interpersonal, intrapersonal and naturalist. Yet, Strasser and Seplocha
(2005, pp. 22–23) refer to Campbell (1997) and H. Gardner (1983, 1991, 2000) add a
ninth dimension to these as existential. They list the characteristics of students having
these nine dimensions of MIs as follows:
Table 2.7
Main Characteristics of Multiple Intelligence Areas
Multiple Intelligence

Characteristics of the Students

Areas

Verbal/Linguistic

Logical/Mathematical

Musical/Rhythmic

Visual/Spatial

•

Express themselves well through language

•

Written reports

•

Use words effectively whether speaking or writing

•

Presentations

•

High reading comprehension

•

Essays

•

Reading assignments

•

Storytelling

•

Very good with numbers

•

Analogies

•

Understand various patterns·

•

Metaphors and similes

•

Patterns include thought, number, visual, colour, etc.

•

Quantitative tests

•

Data analysis

•

Understand rhythm, melody, pitch and tones

•

Listening to music

•

Express themselves through rhythm, music or dance

•

Comparing/contrasting music and rhythms

•

Sensitive to sounds in the environment

•

Listening walks

•

Use rap or songs

•

Think in terms of images and pictures

•

Use of art and varying art media

•

Good at mentally representing ideas

•

Graphic organisers

•

Able to see the world accurately

•

Charts and graphs

•

Photography
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Table 2.7 (Continued)

Bodily/Kinaesthetic

Interpersonal

•

Use their bodies to express their ideas and feelings

•

Movement activities

•

Tuned into their own body

•

Field trips

•

Active learners and learn best by doing

•

Activities to “walk in another’s shoes”

•

Understand and recognise stereotypes and prejudice,

•

Deep understanding of what motivates other people

•

Group discussion

•

Good at understanding other people’s needs

•

Small group tasks

•

Work well with teams and communicate well with others

•

Group process and cooperation

•

Team work

•

Give feedback and

•

Display empathy in terms of understanding the intentions, motivations and
desires of other people, having social aspects and leadership, discussing;
presenting; role-playing; sharing ideas in whole group and small group
formats; literature circles and book groups; and collaborative problem solving

•

Strong sense of self (desires, strengths and weaknesses) and ability to examine
own thoughts and feelings

Intrapersonal

•

Focus and concentrate well,

•

Journaling

•

Often like to work alone.

•

Introspective, often dreamers

•

Reflecting and intuition

•

Equipped to make personal decisions about their lives

•

Opportunities for introspection

•

Individual tasks, working alone, individualised projects, self-paced instruction,
self-study, self-evaluation of values, independent research and having their
own space to pursue interests and

•

Have an effective working model of oneself – including one’s own desires,
fears and capacities – and meta-cognition techniques; journalising;
autobiographies; divergent questions; analogies; visualisation; meta-cognition
(thinking about thinking); and connections to personal life

•

Naturalist

•

Love the outdoors and strong connection with the environment

•

Nature walks

•

Sensitive to the needs of plants and animals

•

Comparisons to the environment

•

High appreciation of the natural world

•
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Table 2.7 (Continued)

Existential

•

Think on a universal level

•

Philosophising

•

Compare self in relation to the universe

•

Essential questions

•

Ponder deep questions – Who are we?

•

Spiritual comparisons – Where do we come from? Why do we die?

Özdemir et al. (2006) indicate that H. Gardner’s (1983) theory of MI takes the
scope of human potential beyond the borders of the intelligence quotient (IQ) and
means much more than just a theory of intelligence owing to its aspect concerning
“exploring teaching styles, individualising teaching and learning, developing curriculum
and improving teachers’ assessment literacy” (p. 74). Özdemir et al. emphasise the
importance of training students in their intelligences and highlight an individual’s
exploration of his own intelligences and his way of impacting his own learning by using
his choice of learning and assessment. Just then, it will be possible to provide students
with a curriculum that is meaningful, personalised and relevant – the features of
information necessary for learning. Moreover, they suggest that the MI theory can serve
as a device for the following objectives: to match teaching to the ways students learn to
encourage students to stretch their abilities and develop all their intelligences as fully as
possible to honour and celebrate diversity (p. 74).
Özdemir and her colleagues searched the literature and found that primary
school students dominantly tend to have a strong preference for spatial, bodilykinaesthetic, linguistic and logical-mathematical intelligences, while middle and high
school students showed tendencies towards interpersonal, bodily-kinaesthetic, spatial
and musical intelligences. Identifying students’ multiple intelligence areas is just the
starting point. What follows should be the active and efficient implication of these
individual preferences in the classroom atmosphere whilst encouraging the students to
go on learning by using this awareness of personal knowledge. The reason for this is
that such opportunities result in more participation, providing students with more
opportunities to gain insights, intrinsic Interest and self-efficacy all of which lead to
more effective learning – even acquisition – and retention of knowledge for students.
Özdemir et al. also remind that the intelligence types of the students might be changed
and developed by means of integrating multiple intelligence instruction into the
curriculum. It should be recalled that this integration requires teachers’ awareness of

113
students’ intelligence types. In the same line with this, Robinson and Kakela (2006)
believe that, while lessons are planned, multiple intelligences should be one of the
criteria to take into consideration.
Al-Balhan (2006) suggests that MI awareness in students is likely to facilitate
their learning by converting the information to be learned into a form for the brain to
assimilate easily. Furthermore, the number of intelligences to be used by students helps
determine how permanent the information will become and how successful students will
become. Similarly, Johnstone (2002) declares that MIs raise student’s self-awareness
and awareness in teachers of their students.
Dara-Abrams (2002) sees multiple intelligences which are based on the
cognition and learning theory as a light brightening one’s way to the target location
through other awareness along with conscious reflective planning of one’s own life. She
acknowledges that what matters is not providing necessary materials but crucial
questions concerning key concepts and generative ideas. All these lead to the
personalisation of education, i.e. autonomy. While Cumbreño Espada et al. (2006) warn
that improperly selected tools and lack of interaction during the application may
decrease the improvement of intelligence, Dara-Abrams presents the following as
indicators of the success of the students in accordance with the MI theory:

•

the fact that teachers take differences among students seriously

•

the school shares knowledge of such differences among students and
parents.

•

students are given responsibility for their own learning in an age-appropriate
manner.

•

useful concepts and materials are presented via multiple approaches,
allowing various students to master the materials and demonstrate their
understanding to themselves as well as to others (H. Gardner, 1995). (p. 9)

2.5.14. Learner Autonomy and Parental Attitudes
Although Yılmazer (2007) expresses that the literature does not possess any
studies on the effect of types of parents on autonomy, it is possible to encounter some
information about the relationship between autonomy and parental attitudes.
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To see the affects of parental attitudes on learner autonomy, Yılmazer (2007)
conducted a study with 1006 middle school students to analyse how perceived parenting
styles affect the development of the autonomy of early-adolescents. Amazingly, she
found that children having authoritarian mothers or fathers prove to be leading
participants concerning behavioural autonomy, emotional autonomy and academic
achievement. The author indicates that the attitudes of parents, the first trainers or
educators of children, play a crucial role on children’s psycho-social development. This
influence is much more efficient in forming children’s personality traits in early
childhood and at the age of puberty. Thus, it is very important for children to trust and
internalise the behaviours and attitudes of their parents. It is this feeling that gives
children a sense of responsibility. She adds that Baumrind (1971) proposes children
raising styles such as authoritarian (strict parents and rules, too much control over
children, severe punishment, no or less negotiation with children, anxiety, obedience,
rebel, aggressive, one-way communication, shyness, non or low self-image/-esteem),
permissive/authoritarian, also democratic (rules gathered as a result of a negotiation
within the family, sufficient autonomy, care, negotiation with children, rationalism,
respect and support for children, independent personality in children, every child is
unique, flexibility, self-esteem, awareness, pre-determined awards/punishment, outgoing) and permissive (non or less care or control over children, too much tolerance,
children-drivenness, children-oriented rules, insufficient emotional relationship with
children). Yılmaz (2000) refers to MacCoby and Martin (1983) for their taxonomy.
They divided Baumrind’s (1971) informative/authoritarian style into permissive/tolerant
and permissive/ignorant. Both require a high level of control/demandingness. Yet, it is
the former type of parents who show a high level of acceptance/care and a low level of
control/demandingness while the latter bodies exhibit low levels of both.
On the other hand, Wilson et al. (2008) consider parents among the inclusive
agents, along with students, teachers and administrators, to be involved in the
construction of learner autonomy. A supportive idea comes from Sucaromana (2005),
who thinks that responsible adults’ encouragement, either parents or caregivers, might
both be an indicator of achievement in English and result in a cycle where the child who
recognises and appreciates the family’s contribution over his English competence will
be keen on participating in and contributing to English competence of his own children
when he becomes an adult member of the family in the future.
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In addition to Gibson et al. (2005) drawing attention to the fact that that parents
are aware of and eager for their inclusion in every step of the school planning processes,
Daniel (2005) suggests the term “parent involvement” (p. 144) in reference to children’s
education apart from parent participation. This is a specific form of parent involvement
referring to the parents’ decision making roles, for example in school councils. The
concept of involvement requires parents to take part in activities at home or in school
under the supervision of school staff. Crow (2006) furthers this idea by saying that the
parents’ participation in life-long learning would probably enhance learner’s
participation through, in Bullock and Muschamp’s (2006) words, being aware of his
own learning needs and strategies, which underpins learner autonomy. Another concept
is the family-school partnership which involves school staff, parents and other family
members of students at that school. Effective partnership is a more social-democratic
notion of collaborative participation for sharing responsibility for the education of
children and young people at school.
In a more recent study, Toman (2008) claims that parents are obliged to help
their children to take themselves seriously and to give them a sense of purpose and
ambition to become confident, ambitious, self-determined and experience self-esteem.
This might be achieved through personal traits, environmental influences and such
familial impacts as family gatherings as a cohesive group. In this sense, a grandparent
might play a crucial role but not as critically significantly as a father or mother, or both
– not divorced or separated, or even a non-working mother during the child’s primary
and secondary school years. The author also indicates that parents, whether they
attended a college or not, tend to expect and encourage their children to be successful at
college during adolescence.
Vygotsky (1962, 1978) implies that among the people around children in the
community (social environment) who are expected to enrich their learning are parents
added to peers, teachers and others. Hence, Bredo (2005) and Harker and Koutsantoni
(2005) urge support from parents to increase learner autonomy. This point of view
considers active engagement, pursuit of diverse paths to discovery, concept acquisition
and scaffolding which might be both external in the form of tasks, modelling, coaching,
feedback and learners’ responsibility and internal in the form of reflection and selfmonitoring as the core of the learning process in accordance with the students’ ZPD
(Kaufman, 2004).
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Interestingly, Soenens and Vansteenkiste (2005, as cited in Vansteenkiste et al.,
2006) suggest that even autonomy-supportive parents are prone to behave responsively
and caringly and that autonomy-supportive parenting can cause one to regulate
friendships autonomously, which leads to social competence. This may mean that
autonomy, in association with the SDT, has nothing to do with either fully depending on
a close relationship with parents or totally declining parenting factors for the sake of
peers. Parallel to this, Kuykendall (1991) highlights the danger that the heavy influence
of peers (so-called peer pressure, which might be negative) might play a crucial role in
the construction of self-image in the case of older children and teenagers once adult
affection is lacking. Additionally, Scholte, van Lieshout and van Aken (2001, as cited in
Bynum & Kotchick, 2006) point to the danger of peer intervention as an alternative to
parenting by stating that greater relational support from a friend and siblings in
adolescents causes lower self-esteem and higher loneliness.
Yılmazer (2007) reveals that most of the studies carried out both in Turkey and
abroad show that children and teenagers having permissive/authoritarian (democratic)
parents shape the most advantaged group in respect to psychological harmony
incorporating self-esteem, enterprise, social development, self-sufficiency, selfsupervision and academic achievement. Yılmazer results that, in accordance with the
level of autonomy, the types of parents can be listed as democratic, permissive and
authoritarian. The positive relationship between these components is found to be
statistically significant. The researcher also lists the factors influencing parental
attitudes as follows:

•

parents’ image of children in mind

•

cultural values

•

the number, gender and personality traits of children

•

the way that parents themselves were brought up in

•

the socio-economic level of the family

Bynum and Kotchick (2006) insist that the quality of parent-adolescent
relationships, either positive or negative, does not change the fact that autonomy plays a
key role in experiencing healthy adolescent development for their African American
adolescent participants. They, at the same time, highlight age, gender and the income

117
status of the families by mentioning that adolescents’ being older, female, or from
families with low income tend to be more depressive, that younger female adolescents
possess fewer delinquent behaviours and that male adolescents experience higher selfesteem. The authors quote Pinquart and Silbereisen (2002) and Smetana et al. (2004, as
cited in Bynum and Kotchick, 2006), mentioning that parents’ autonomy seeking for
adolescent children increases as they become older up to adulthood. Additionally,
parenting and the environment in which it takes place are found to be an essential
contributor to children and adolescent development. Hence, children and adolescents
can show better psychological and behavioural results through monitoring and
disciplinary strategies, while turning out to be good adults having relationship with their
children along with emotional, behavioural and cognitive autonomy. This is the
outcome of the adolescents need to moderate their parents’ pressure and to improve
personal interests and identity. It should also be remembered that an individual does not
necessarily have identical characteristics imposed by his parents and the community he
lives in (Merry, 2005).
Having mentioned that ways of bringing up children alter in accordance with
cultural and social values from one culture to another and even from one family to
another within the same culture, Yılmazer (2007) also states that Turkish parents are
frequently apt to behave too protectively and inconsequently and to raise other-directed
individuals. Parallel to this, Kaplan (2003) describes the Turkish family type as one
incorporating love, supervision and caring. This combination makes people in the
family feel close to each other. On the other hand, it brings about dependent individuals
with low self-esteem. The author points at the change in Turkish family types from
traditional, feudal and father-dominating to pro-equality, city-based, industrial and
modern.
From a different perspective, White (2006) proposes that children sent to private
religious schools by their religious parents are likely not to grow up as autonomous
individuals of the future, which has a close relationship with reflection and living well.
He also undermines a possible conflict between the good life parents provide them with
and the good life their children would experience. On the other hand, a study by
MacMullen (2004) indicates that children tend to acquire cognition to stimulate
autonomous reflection and a long-run interest in autonomy, while improving their
understanding and identity within their born-in culture. They can get these cultural
aspects not in secular elementary schools but in religious elementary schools by
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meeting the principle of rational authority. It is this cultural closeness and belief system
that lead to autonomy in the children of religious parents by means of satisfying the
principle of rational authority in ethics and of providing them with an opportunity to
assess their parents’ way of bringing up children and to choose to continue or reject the
traditional upbringing.
2.5.15. Learner Autonomy and Performance Assessment
Assessment is “an ideological battleground, fought over by educational theorists,
government advisers and classroom practitioners” (Knight, 2008, p. 19). Assessment as
a monitoring process can be analysed under three headings (Broadfoot, 1996, as cited
in McKay, 2005): assessment for regulating competition, assessment for individual
control, assessment for system control and accountability. McKay states that it is
necessary since it functions as feedback about individual student learning not only to
teachers and students, but also to parents. Furthermore, Gunn (2006) sees assessment to
be closely related to motivation, learner control and meta-cognitive skill development.
In line with these expressions, Johnson (2004) suggests the following six-item list of
classroom assessment characteristics to promote teaching and learning:

•

learner-centred, by focusing on observing and improving learning, not
teaching;

•

teacher directed, meaning that the professor decides what and how to assess
student learning and then what to do with that information;

•

mutually beneficial, by actively engaging students and the professor in the
process of learning and teaching through self-assessment;

•

developmental, so that the focus is on students’ success in learning
identifiable outcomes, rather than grading;

•

course specific, in identifying techniques that appeal to the different ways in
which students learn; and

•

on-going, so that modifications can be made by students and faculty as the
course progresses. (pp. 9-10)

Some other researchers discuss various features of self-assessment suggesting
that it is an agent to help question one’s own learning and performance and to learn
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from and receive feedback and evaluation (Alderson, 1985), an integral part of language
learning (Bailey, 1998) and a teachable meta-cognitive learning strategy to assist one to
redirect his learning (Valdez Pierce, 1999, as cited in Kohonen, n.d.). It owns these
evaluative criteria that enable learners to realise their realistic goals (Kohonen, n.d.).
Chen (2008) states that feedback and practice are essential components of selfassessment. For Jones (1995), student self-assessment reflects on individual
consultation and, for Tan (2004), it is a mostly-used tool to encourage student
empowerment in the assessment process. On the other hand, when student autonomy is
in question, one might express his concern that student self-assessment might not
empower but discipline students. In fact, this is relevant to the extent of how much
pressure is put on students during self-assessment or, in other words, to the extent of
how much power students are allowed to internalise in self-assessment practices. The
author himself views this as a popular practice of enhancing student empowerment in
the assessment process.
In addition, Brown (1989, as cited in Kohonen, n.d.) defines evaluation as a
means of determining how valuable a programme, product or procedure is through an
analysis of relevant systematic collection necessary to develop and enrich a curriculum
along with learners’ attitudes towards a particular context in the form of process
(formative) evaluation or product (summative) evaluation. Vonderwell et al. (2007)
differ summative assessment from a formative one, both of which directly affect
learning, either on-line or traditional and encourage self-monitoring and independent
behaviour. They acknowledge that the former occurs once the students’ educational
status is determined while the latter refers to the adaptation of teaching and learning in
accordance with student needs.
On the other hand, Kohonen’s (n.d.) definition of reflection is that it is an
interplay between looking ahead (action directed by some idea) and looking back. From
a similar viewpoint, Kim et al. (n.d.) define reflective thinking as a process in which
students are able to assess their competence, needs and way of learning to construct
their own knowledge by making judgments. Cotterall (2004) adds to this issue that
reflection is to be introduced gradually and modelled extensively. Nunes (2004) comes
up with four domains to identify learner reflections; making decisions and choices,
instruction, learning and assessment. Additionally, Murphy (2008) handles the concept
of reflection from different perspectives:
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•

Cognitive perspectives reveal critical reflection as the starting point for a
number of meta-cognitive strategies. They encourage the development of
personal learning plans and learner portfolios, as approved of by Cotterall
(1995, as cited in Murphy 2008), in that autonomy may lead to successful
language learning thanks to learners’ capacity for self-monitoring and for
self-assessment.

•

Social constructivist perspectives highlights a ‘ZPD’ which provides
learners with opportunities to socially interact with others and become
scaffolded so that they can learn and develop an internal cognitive processes
such as critical reflection and self-direction.

Moreover, Murphy points to the danger of applying self-reflection, which is
bound to individual insights, self-confirmation or self-deception only and which lacks
social interaction (interaction, collaboration and guidance). Little (1995, as cited in
Murphy, 2008, p. 85) calls this reflection of peers, teachers and others “pedagogical
dialogue”. It is of crucial importance for nurturing autonomous learning and can be
facilitated by the quick development of communications technology. Similarly, Knight
(2008) adds that, in accordance with the social-constructivist perspective, selfassessment and classroom dialogue, which requires pupil-teacher collaboration for the
sake of feedback, are the most effective means to self-regulated and autonomous
learning.
Rivers (2001), Vandergrift (2004) and Nikolov (2006) link self-assessment to
meta-cognition whose leading components are prediction, monitoring (sometimes in
collaboration with a partner), problem solving and reflective evaluation. Metacognitive strategies are connected with social strategies when receiving feedback and
with affective strategies in the case of self-evaluation. The researchers agree that they
also assist students to self-regulate their learning.
McKay (2005) refers to Rea-Dickins (2001) saying that assessment can be
handled in four stages indicating the teacher’s role: planning (Stage 1); implementation
(combination of scaffolding, self- and peer-assessment and feedback to learners) (Stage
2); monitoring, recording and dissemination (Stage 3) and recording and dissemination
work (reporting) for accountability purposes (collaboration, professional judgment)
(Stage 4). Yet, Ferris and Hedgcock (2005) highlight self- and peer-monitoring and
assessment [methods of life-long assessment (Freitas & Neumann, 2009)] while urging
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that error treatment, for the sake of effective peer response, activities and peer error
correction, should be teachers’ responsibility when designing writing courses for
autonomous students. Unfortunately, as Ecclestone (2000) observes, students tend to
consider not themselves or their peers but their teachers to be responsible for their
feedback and its interpretation. In order to activate students in terms of self-evaluation,
tasks should be evaluated in accordance with goals, meaning, time, processes and
products (Perry et al., 2004). What is more, students should be provided with a
supportive learning climate and should be engaged in the design and development of the
assessment criteria (Cheng & Warren, 2005). This is because, as Gregersen and Horwitz
(2002) indicate, the more relaxed students feel with the self-evaluation and peer- and
teacher-evaluation of their errors while communicating, the more non-anxious they are.
Another solution from Hartley (2005) suggests that students should be able to reason,
deduce, imply, induce, generalise and test hypotheses while monitoring and evaluating
their progress.
Although having some limitations, self-report procedures such as interviews,
questionnaires, audio-taping, video-taping, written diaries and journals and think-aloud
protocols are mostly utilised to help students to reflect and recognise their needs overtly
(Chamot, 2005; Mann, 2005). Also, Kohonen (n.d.) signifies that performance
assessment, portfolios and student self-assessment are authentic assessment tools which
are comprehensive, permanent, self-assessment agent of the learning process and
products, self-initiative, reflective, cooperative and social. Owning to all these tools, it
becomes possible to talk about individual control and the self-regulation and metacognition capacity concerning different aspects of their own learning through solving
problems by answering the how and why questions concerning learning (Porto, 2007;
Maxfield, 2008).
In addition, the ELP is a transparent and informative record of individual
competencies along with other formal and informal assessment tools promoting
autonomous and self-directed learning at student’s own level and pace. Its key terms are
initiation, interaction and social responsibility in accordance with student autonomy
(Helbig-Reuter, 2004a; Kohonen, n.d.). Gonzalez (2008) states that it functions
pedagogically by means of the identification of one’s own learning aims, arranging
action plans and reflecting, monitoring and modifying the learning processes. It also
functions as a report of his language skills and cultural experiences in the form of a selfassessment agent. It is, at the same time, a part of the common European framework of
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reference for languages (CEFR; Council of Europe 2001) [a common basis for the
elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc.
across Europe (p. 1)], belonging to the language learner and a self-assessment tool to
nurture autonomous learners. It is to demonstrate the Council of Europe’s interest in the
development of the language learner independently. It can be handled under the
following three components to support learning (Little, 2007):

•

Language passport – the pupil’s linguistic identity with regular summative
self-assessment.

•

Language biography – the pupil’s daily exposure to language and learning
how to learn through goal-setting and self-assessment checklists for the 13
units of work with reflection on learning styles and strategies and the
cultural dimension of L2 learning and use.

•

Dossier – a table of contents page; ‘open’ pages related to the units of work;
additional work sheets; a place to keep finished work. (p. 4)

Little also adds that the ELP is not only to improve learner autonomy via
reflection on the curriculum, supplying an inventory of learning tasks for planning,
monitoring and evaluating the learning process but also to;

•

record all language learning, including learning that takes place outside
formal education;

•

promote the concept of plurilingualism and its adoption as a general
educational goal;

•

encourage the development of intercultural awareness;

•

support the development of life-long learning;

•

embody the dynamic nature of the English as a second language (ESL)
curriculum,

•

make clear the importance of learner involvement, learner reflection and
communicative use of the target language and

•

emphasising the CEFR’s action-oriented approach for language use and
language learning autonomously.
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As for the on-line learning environment, Vonderwell et al. (2007) reveal that
reflection, meta-cognition, self-regulation, knowledge and beliefs about one’s own
cognitive processes as self-regulatory cognitions and activities play a crucial role for
learning and assessment processes. In line with this explanation, Rusell (2005) borrows
the National Learning Infrastructure Initiative’s definition of digital portfolios as
a collection of authentic and diverse evidence, drawn from a larger archive
representing what a person or organisation has learned over time on which
the person or organisation has reflected and designed for presentation to one
or more audiences for a particular rhetorical purpose.
Digital portfolios are prerequisites for deep learning owing to their aspect of
digital storytelling and reflection along with their being both as assessment tools and as
agents for learners’ intense engagement, taking control of their own learning and selfawareness. They differ from the traditional portfolios in that the former use electronic
technologies to collect and organise portfolio artefacts in many media types and to use
hypertext links to organise the material, connecting evidence to appropriate outcomes,
goals or standards (Barrett, 2005, as cited in Rusell, 2005, p. 185). Broadbent (2005)
draws attention to another aspect of professional portfolios, whether digital or manual,
as that they are frequently employed in teacher education programmes as a reflection
agent for professional growth and development, assessment of specific learning and
self-direction/-regulation in learning. They also serve teachers in connection with selfconfidence, efficient knowledge gathering by means of meta-cognitive strategies and
thinking their beliefs, attitudes and values critically, logically and flexibly.
Heilenman (1990) investigated the influence of response effects (responding not
to item content but to other factors) on the self-assessment of second language ability
through positively- and negatively-worded questions. She found that learners at all
levels, especially less experienced learners, show both an acquiescence effect
(responding positively) and overestimation. Jafarpur and Yamini (1995) are other
scholars who carried out a study on the influence of self-assessment and peer-rating.
These tools are supposed to be in relation to learner-centred education, one’s own and
his peers’ language ability. The researchers conclude their study as the effect of selfassessment and peer-rating on language learning relying on the quality and quantity of
instruction and the harmony between the schemata of the learner and those of the
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instructor. In order to see how effective integrating portfolios into an English as a
foreign language (EFL) course would be and how beneficial portfolios for students to
grow up as more effective autonomous learners would be, Yang (2003) conducted a
study with 45 students following a pilot study with 42. The researcher recommended the
implementations of portfolio to be integrated into English courses. In addition to the
literature, Wang (2004) performed a study analysing to what extent it is possible to train
students to self-monitor and how self-monitoring affects Chinese students’ English
writing and student attitude to the process. Wang realised that it is likely to train
students, especially higher proficiency learners, to use self-monitoring in the revision
process in their writing. Moreover, to the researcher, self-monitoring is a way for
students to develop the organisation of their compositions effectively.
Ecclestone (2000, p. 155) claims that assessment practices “such as asking
questions to increase understanding, or to diagnose barriers to understanding, creating
classroom climates where students feel able to debate, challenge and question, or to ask
curriculum-related questions of each other and of teachers”, especially outcome-based
assessment and sociocultural aspects of assessment, are likely to promote learners’
autonomy and motivation by helping gain control over learning. Thinking that the use
of peer assessment enhances student-centredness in language classrooms by means of
students’ being able to take responsibility for participating in assessment of their
classmates, Saito and Fujita (2004) list the gains to be obtained not from teacher
assessment but from peer and self-assessments as

•

feedback from multiple perspectives promotes self-awareness and noticing
the gap between self- and others’ perceptions can spur further action to fill
the gap, which in turn can facilitate further learning (London and Tornow,
1998);

•

increasing responsibility for managing the assessment process leads to
increasing responsibility for learning;

•

evaluating peers sensitise s students to the evaluation criteria, which
enhances self-reflection (Brown, 1998); and

•

sharing about individual strengths and weaknesses encourages connectivity
in the learning community (pp. 33-34).
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Likewise, Little (2005) highlights the significance of self-assessment for learnercentred approaches to language teaching. In accordance with them, learners and
teachers should be encouraged to shoulder responsibility along with establishing deeper
insights into the reflective learning process with the former party making decisions
about the goals, content and methods of learning. Also, Little (2002, p. 186) sets the
general characteristics of autonomous learners who are able to reflect and self-assess
saying that they (i) explicitly accept responsibility for their own learning and (ii)
exercise that responsibility in a continuous effort to understand what, why and how they
are learning and with what degree of success.
Believing that self-assessment accuracy leads to learner autonomy, Blanche
(1988) expresses that one’s approval of his own performance accurately enough results
in being independent of teachers. This may cause awareness in the teachers of his
individual learning needs. Having investigated several contradictory self-assessment
studies, Blanche sees in them a support for Krashen’s monitor model/theory, which may
influence foreign language learners’ self-estimates. On the contrary, Taras (2008)
signals the significance of assessment for learning and teaching in the curriculum and
emphasises that the sense of independence and autonomy functions as a central
motivating agent for the use of self-assessment.
A great number of researchers highlight the relationship between learner
autonomy (independent learning, life-long learning, self-regulation) and the abovementioned self-assessment tools such as reflection, digital learner portfolios, selfreport, self-monitoring, diaries, self-evaluation sheets, journals, a planning sheet, an
activities checklist (Donato & McCormick, 1994; Cotterall, 1995, in Murphy, 2008;
Little, 1997, as cited in Mishan, 2004; Cotterall, 2000; Grenfell & Harris, 1999;
Thanasoulas, 2000; Jacobs & Farrell, 2003; Chuk, 2004; Kleppin, 2004; Nunes, 2004;
Chamot, 2005; Clarke, 2005; Taffe & Knipe, 2005; Adams, 2006; Bullock &
Muschamp, 2006; Luke, 2006; Mynard, 2007; Nicol, 2007; Ahmad & Bull, 2008; Chen,
2008; Cotterall & Murray, 2009; Darbyshire & Fleming, 2008; Falchikov & Thompson,
2008; Murphy, 2008; Chan, 2009; Little, 2005; Lopez-Fernandez & Rodriguez-Illera,
2009). In line with this, Rivers’ (2001) investigation of self-directed language learning
behaviours of 11 Georgian and Kazakh adult third-language learners proves the abovegiven information. The author observes that all learners tend to regularly assess their
progress, learning styles and conflicts with teaching styles and strategy preferences. The
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study concludes that most of them try particular self-directed learning behaviours in
course materials, classroom activities, learning tasks and strategies.
2.5.16. Learner Autonomy and Socio-Economic Level of the Family
While stating the importance of extrinsic motivation for autonomous learning,
Williams (2005) undermines social status as a factor accompanied by financial rewards
and working conditions. This finding might be interpreted to mean that the children of
the families from lower social status tend to learn autonomously due to them being
extrinsically motivated. Additionally, Smetana (2000, as cited in Bynum and Kotchick,
2006) carried out a study which showed that adolescents and their parents from middleclass families exhibit low levels of autonomy. The evidence for this is their expectation
for parents’ general high level of control over the adolescent’s life. Also, Bynum and
Kotchick (2006) highlight the income status of families in promoting autonomy by
saying that adolescents’ from families with low income tend to be more depressive. On
the other hand, while Ecclestone (2000) expresses the importance of both social and
economic pressures on critical autonomy, Yılmazer (2007) declares that the increase in
the economic level of families also increases the level of autonomy in teenagers.
Ready and Lee (2008) present a solution for this social status matter by
suggesting that large public high schools should be divided into subunits in accordance
with various factors incorporating students’ social backgrounds. It might be possible in
this way to nurture autonomous learners in such social groups. It should be noted that
such a division might cause some social problems related to the class levels of the
students. As to the economic level of families, Murphy (2008) points at the financial
constraints caused by course materials in promoting autonomous learning. Also, Eneau
(2008) mentions that the economic difficulties of establishing appropriate contexts may
prevent the development of learner autonomy. This kind of an economic problem
mostly concerns families along with policy makers and material developers.
As for the education levels of both mothers and fathers, Yılmazer (2007) comes
up with that the increase in the education levels of both parents lead to psychological
and adolescent autonomy. She concludes that once the education levels of parents go
up, then it will be possible to encounter more and more autonomous individuals in the
society.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
In this chapter, I present the methodology including the design of the study,
participants, ethical issues, data collection tools, data collection procedure and data
analysis procedure. After examining the literature and determining the main problem to
be undertaken in this dissertation, I employed an instrument measuring students’
perceptions of learner autonomy developed by Holden and Usuki (1999). This was
followed by other instruments indicating several factors which, as the literature
suggests, could help foster learner autonomy. All these instruments were administered
to the participants to investigate what factors influence the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy. The details are given throughout the chapter.
3.1. The Design of the Study
This dissertation investigated the factors influencing learner autonomy in the
Turkish ELT context. To this aim, it has a quantitative and exploratory research design.
Accordingly, the literature on learner autonomy was studied first. Then, the research
questions were developed. The questionnaires to answer these questions were developed
in two ways: a) borrowing some standard questionnaires as a whole and b) developing
mixtures of some standard questionnaires in order to be comprehensive enough.
The content-validity of the questionnaires was provided by means of the
literature review and expert analysis (Ravid, 1994; Büyüköztürk, 2005). The reliability
values of the questionnaires were gathered in connection with Ravid’s (1994, p. 252)
suggestion that “[i]n exploratory research, even a modest reliability of .50 to .60 is
acceptable, although a higher reliability is always preferable. For group decisions,
reliability levels in the .60s may be acceptable.” After providing the validity and
reliability of the instruments (see Section 3.4), they were administered to the participant
students within a week’s time. The students who could not finish them at the allocated
time were allowed to complete them at home. The data obtained were analysed using
independent samples t-test, one-way ANOVA and correlations in line with Yamini and
Rahimi (2007), who identify them as the main characteristics of quantitative research.
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3.2. Participants
At the beginning, 150 students attending Abdulkadir Konuko!lu Anatolian
Teacher Training High School in the academic year 2006 – 2007, participated in this
study. 81 of them were 9th graders and 69 were 10th graders who were a mix of urban,
suburban and rural students. The reason that these students in this school were selected
as the participants of this dissertation is that the present researcher was teaching them.
Thus, the selection was in accordance with convenience sampling. After the
administration of the instrument concerning parental attitudes, 34 participants whose
questionnaire results were the same as the mean score were excluded from the study in
accordance with the usage of the related instrument. Thus, the ultimate number of the
participants was determined as 116.
3.3. Ethical Issues
The participants of this dissertation were 150 high school students. They
voluntarily participated in the process. They were told that the results obtained from the
data would be utilised in my PhD dissertation. They were also ensured that the results of
the questionnaires would not impact their school grades in any sense and would not be
used for any other purposes.
3.4. The Data Collection Tools
Data were collected by means of utilising questionnaires, some of which were
borrowed while the others were developed in a tailor-made style. The Turkish versions
of the questionnaires were administered to the participants. Below are the details of
these questionnaires. The questionnaires were translated into Turkish by a team of
teachers of English including me. They were also edited by a teacher of Turkish. After
these processes, they were administered to the participants.
3.4.1. Checklist Concerning Personal Factors Such As Gender, Age, Experience,
Parents’ Education Levels and Family Income
Along with the above-mentioned questionnaires, the participants were given a
form on which were the questions related to personal factors such as gender, age, length
of study, parents’ education levels and family income (see Appendix A).
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3.4.2. Questionnaire Concerning Students’ Perceptions of Learner Autonomy
The original version of this questionnaire was developed by Holden and Usuki
(1999). To shed light on the fact that it is not Japanese students who are dependent
learners but the Japanese educational system that makes them so, they first interviewed
six groups of four to five Japanese college students. Three groups of them were high
and the other three were low achievers of English as a foreign language in accordance
with their scores on the test of English for international communication (TOEIC) and
Cambridge preliminary English test (PET). The questions asked in the interview
examined a) students’ attitudes towards and beliefs about learning, b) their expectations
of themselves and c) their expectations of their instructors in the learning process. The
interviews were carried out in the students’ mother tongue, i.e. Japanese.

The

participants were encouraged to respond to all the questions which deal with where
learning occurs, their ideal learning environment (situations in which they feel
comfortable), the purpose of classroom learning (their ideal lesson, bad learning
atmosphere), instructors’ and students’ role in the learning process, how and why to
learn English and English language learning strategies that the participants use when
studying. The researchers taped, transcribed, analyzed and translated the interviews and
then identified the participants’ responses to each question. As a result of the data
gathered through this set of interviews, Holden and Usuki (1999) came up with this
questionnaire of 106 items which is indicative of students’ beliefs, expectations and
perceptions about leaner autonomy (see Appendix B).
There are nine sub-headings in this questionnaire, each of which highlights a
different aspect of learner autonomy. The sub-headings and the numbers of the items
under them are as follows:
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Table 3.1
Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items Under the Learner Autonomy
Questionnaire
Sub-headings

Number of the items

Where does learning occur?

8

Describe your preferred learning environment

31

What is the purpose of classroom teaching?

7

What is the instructor’s role in the learning process?

11

What is the role of a student in the learning process?

6

How are foreign languages learned? Foreign languages are

9

learned …
Why are you studying English?

6

What is the following do you feel are effective ways to learn a

14

foreign language?
What strategies do you use when you study? I make current use

14

of the following strategies:
The Cronbach’s Alpha score was tested over the questionnaires of 30
participants determined randomly. The related score was found as .97, which reveals
that the questionnaire is reliable.
All the items have an evaluation of a 10-point scale. Out of the sub-headings in
the questionnaire, the item number 2 labels rubric 1 as ‘unappealing’ and rubric 10 as
‘appealing’; and the item number 9 labels rubric 1 as ‘never’ and rubric 10 as ‘always’.
The other seven sub-headings are labelled as 1 ‘disagree’ and 10 ‘agree’. Most items
were normally coded while the ones numbered 2j ‘In situations in which I feel my
ability is low’, 2k ‘When the lesson/topic is not relevant to me’, 2l ‘being forced to
study hard for evaluation’, 2w ‘When the communication flows only one way’, 2x
‘When they require students to be passive’, 2y ‘When it is quite and thus difficult to ask
questions’, 2z ‘When I have no interest in the lesson’, 2aa ‘When students are forced to
memorize for tests’, 2ab ‘When students’ opinions are not voiced’, 2ac ‘When classes
are teacher-centred’, 2ad ‘When there is only one correct answer and no discussion of
other possibilities’ and 2ae ‘When the pattern of the lesson is always the same’ are
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reverse coded in the current dissertation in accordance with the research in the literature
on learner autonomy (see Chapter 2).
3.4.3. Questionnaire concerning multiple intelligence areas
This 80-item questionnaire was borrowed from Selçuk, Kayılı and Okut (2002).
They measured multiple intelligence areas under 8 sub-headings: verbal linguistic,
logical, visual-spatial, musical, bodily-kinaesthetic, naturalist, interpersonal and
intrapersonal. Each sub-heading incorporated 10 items which are evaluated in
accordance with a 5 point-rubric labelled as 1: unappealing, 2: less appealing, 3:
moderate, 4: highly appealing and 5: completely appealing (see Appendix C).
For both the whole questionnaire and each of the sub-headings, Cronbach’s
Alpha scores were obtained. The sub-headings and their Cronbach’s Alpha scores are as
follows:
Table 3.2
Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values Under the
Multiple Intelligence Areas Questionnaire
Sub-headings

Number of the

Cronbach’s

items

Alpha values

verbal linguistic

10

.62

Logical

10

.55

visual-spatial

10

.74

musical

10

.91

bodily-kinaesthetic

10

.64

interpersonal

10

.74

intrapersonal

10

.67

naturalist

10

.86

whole questionnaire

60

.94

All the items in the questionnaire are normally coded. The total score obtained
from each set of 10 questions indicates the developmental level of that intelligence in
the individual participant. These obtained scores under intelligences are interpreted
from the lowest level to the highest level as ‘not developed’, ‘less developed’,
‘moderate’, ‘developed’ and ‘more developed’. It should always be recalled that every
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individual may have all types of intelligences at the highest or lowest level (Selçuk et
al., 2002).
3.4.4. Questionnaire Concerning English Language Learning Strategies
The items included in this questionnaire are gathered from different standard
instruments for being comprehensive enough. Peacock and Ho’s (2003) instrument was
in the centre of the present instrument. The items in the studies by Gan (2004) and Lan
(2005) were compared and contrasted with Peacock and Ho’s instrument and the items
resembling each other were eliminated and the different ones were added to the main
instrument. The obtained questionnaire which is used in this dissertation possesses 55
items under six sub-headings suggested by Peacock and Ho (2003). The distributions of
the items under the sub-headings are as follows (see Appendix D):
Table 3.3
Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items And Cronbach’s Alpha Values Under the
English Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire
Sub-headings

Number of the

Cronbach’s

items

Alpha values

memory strategies

10

.65

cognitive strategies

14

.81

compensation strategies

6

.74

meta-cognitive strategies

13

.90

affective strategies

6

.67

social strategies

6

.72

whole questionnaire

55

.94

Having all the items normally coded, this questionnaire owns a 5-point scale
with 1 labelled as ‘never’ and 5 as ‘always’. The total score obtained from the items
under each sub-heading reveals the extent of which the participant utilises that specific
English language learning strategy.
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3.4.5. Questionnaire Concerning Attitudes Towards English Language Learning
The items in this questionnaire were chosen from a set of original questionnaires
(Gan, 2004; R. C. Gardner, 1985, as cited in Schumann, 1997; Kobayashi, n.d.). The
number of its sub-headings is seven. The distributions of 79 items under them are
shown below (see Appendix E):
Table 3.4
Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values Under the
Attitudes Towards English Language Learning Questionnaire
Sub-headings

Number of the

Cronbach’s

items

Alpha values

5

.70

8

.86

50

.97

25

.96

25

.93

perceptions of confidence and abilities

5

.79

attitudes towards the teacher’s role

6

.51

attitudes towards the learner’s role

3

.70

attitudes towards initiation in learning

2

.69

whole questionnaire

79

.97

perceptions about studying English in a school
context
perceptions about English learning activities
outside school
attitude towards learning situation
a) attitude towards the teacher
b) attitude towards the English course they
have been attending

Items number 1, 5, 24 and 25 are reverse coded. The other items are normally
coded. The sub-heading concerning the students’ attitudes towards the learning situation
is evaluated in a 7-point scale. This sub-heading seeks the participants’ attitudes
towards both their English teacher and English course by asking them to choose the
level of the given adjectives to determine whether the component which is in question is
appealing or not. The other sub-headings are subject to a 3-point scale where 1 is
labelled as ‘disagree’ and 3 as ‘agree’. The sum of the points gathered for each subheading shows the level of participants’ attitudes towards the related component.
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3.4.6. Questionnaire Concerning Learning Styles
Developed by Grasha-Riechmann (1975; as cited in Hruska-Riechmann and
Grasha, 1982), the items in this questionnaire are handled under six sub-headings each
of which represents a learning style and has 10 items. The details are as follows (see
Appendix F):
Table 3.5
Sub-Headings and the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values Under the
Learning Styles Questionnaire
Sub-headings

Number of the items

Cronbach’s Alpha values

independent

10

.34

avoidant

10

.75

collaborative

10

.84

dependent

10

.76

competitive

10

.83

participant

10

.81

whole questionnaire

60

.82

The reliability of the sub-heading entitled ‘independent learning style’ deserves
to be mentioned here in so far as the reliability value for the 10 items in the original
instrument was obtained as .34. Hence, the weakest 5 items number 13, 31, 43, 49 and
55 were excluded from the present instrument. Only after doing this, the Cronbach’s
Alpha score for the 5-item instrument became .54.
All the items are normally coded. The participants are asked to mark them in
accordance with a 5-point scale. In this scale, 1 reads completely disagree, 2 disagree, 3
undecided, 4 agree and 5 completely agree. The mean scores of these sub-headings are
interpreted in different ways as follows:
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Table 3.6
Interpretation of the Mean Scores of the Sub-Headings of the Learning Styles
Instrument
Low

Moderate

High

Independent

1.0 – 2.7

2.8 – 3.8

3.9 – 4.0

Avoidant

1.0 – 1.8

1.9 – 3.1

3.2 – 4.0

Collaborative

1.0 – 2.7

2.8 – 3.4

3.5 – 4.0

Dependent

1.0 – 2.9

3.0 – 4.0

4.1 – 4.0

Competitive

1.0 – 1.7

1.8 – 2.8

2.9 – 4.0

Participant

1.0 – 3.0

3.1 – 4.1

4.2 – 4.0

[borrowed from Grasha-Riechmann (1975; as cited in Hruska-Riechmann and Grasha,
1982)]
3.4.7. Questionnaire concerning motivation
This is another questionnaire which is a combination of some standard
questionnaires (Kiss & Nikolov, 2005; Schmidt, Boraie & Kassabgy, 1996, as cited in
Schumann, 1997; Csizér & Dörnyei, 2005; Yashima, n.d.; Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide &
Shimizu, 2004; and R. C. Gardner, 1985, as cited in Schumann, 1997). The distributions
of 35 items under the two sub-headings are as follows (see Appendix G):
Table 3.7
Sub-Headings, the Numbers of the Items and Cronbach’s Alpha Values Under the
Motivation Questionnaire
Sub-headings

Number of the items

Cronbach’s Alpha values

instrumental motivation

14

.54

integrative motivation

20

.82

whole questionnaire

34

.80

R. C. Gardner’s items are multiple choice with 3 options each as a, b and c. The
other items, except for number 1 and 2, are evaluated in accordance with a three-point
scale: 1: Disagree, 2: Undecided, 3: Agree. Although they were prepared as a threepoint scale, the items 1 and 2 are evaluated as 1: Low, 2: Moderate, 3: High.
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The item number 15 (an item of integrative motivation) is reverse coded. The other
items are normally coded. In addition, the items numbered 26 through to 32 in the
questionnaire are multiple choice items. As for the evaluation of the items, the nonmultiple choice ones are graded with a 3-point scale as 1 be disagree, 2 undecided and 3
agree. The evaluation of the multiple choice items is miscellaneous as follows: the item
number 26

a: 2, b: 1, c: 3; the item number 27

a: 3, b: 2, c: 1; the item number 29
1, c: 3; the item number 31

a: 3, b: 1, c: 2; the item number 28

a: 2, b: 3, c: 1; the item number 30

a: 1, b: 3, c: 2; and the item number 32

a: 2, b:

a: 3, b: 1, c: 2.

3.4.8. Questionnaire Concerning Brain Dominance
This questionnaire, borrowed from John Parks Le Tellier (n.d., as cited in
Deporter & Hernacki, 2000), is a set of 15 items each having 4 options. The options
indicate different personality traits. The participants are asked to choose two of the
personality traits under each item, which describe them best (see Appendix H). They
also mark their options in a row on a specially prepared list. Then, they add the options
marked in the same column. The value for each column is multiplied by 4 to obtain the
overall score for the related brain domain (see Appendix I). Owing to the format of this
questionnaire, its reliability was not calculated. Its Turkish version was first used by
Demir (2006).
3.4.9. Questionnaire Concerning Anxiety
Another tailor-made questionnaire is composed of the items selected from
Kitano (2001), Schmidt et al. (1996, as cited in Schumann, 1997) and Mori’s (n.d.)
studies. There are 14 items in the questionnaire (see Appendix J).
The Cronbach’s Alpha score for the whole questionnaire, which includes no subheadings is .79. All the items are evaluated by a three-point scale as 1: Disagree, 2:
Undecided and 3: Agree. The items 3, 10, 11, 12 and 14 are reverse coded and the
others normally coded.
3.4.10. Questionnaire Concerning Performance Assessment
This questionnaire incorporates 9 items which were adopted from Kitano (2001)
and Graham (2004). I, after an extensive literature search, came up with the remaining

137
items (number 6, 7, 8 and 9) in accordance with the aim of this dissertation (see
Appendix K).
This questionnaire is another one without any sub-headings and the Cronbach’s
Alpha value for it is .82. The first two items are evaluated in connection with a 3-point
scale as 1 meaning not hard enough, 2 meaning moderately and 3 meaning hard. The
evaluation for the other items is as follows: 1: low, 2: moderate and 3: high.
3.4.11. Questionnaire Concerning Emotional Intelligence
The literature in the field has many emotional intelligence instruments. One of
them has 133-items and was developed by Dr Reuven Bar-On of Haifan University in
1997 and has been used frequently ever since. Acar (2001) got three English language
instructors to translate it into Turkish at different times. Additionally, she piloted it by
administering it to 5 bank managers and 2 deputies. The content validity of the
questionnaire was tested. The biggest problem in the administration of the questionnaire
was the number of the items. There were 133 items in the original questionnaire. 15
items, which were not categorised under any dimension but intended to evaluate the
participants’ tendency of filling in the questionnaire, were excluded from the
questionnaire. With the help of an expert with field knowledge, 31 expressions in
duplicate were excluded as well. The remaining 87 items were divided into 5
dimensions. All the items are evaluated in accordance with a 5-point scale where 1
means ‘I completely disagree’, 2 means ‘I disagree’, 3 means ‘Undecided’, 4 means ‘I
agree’ and 5 ‘I completely agree’ (see Appendix L).
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Table 3.8
Item Numbers in Accordance With the Dimensions Of Emotional Intelligence
DIMENSIONS

INTRAPERSONAL ABILITY

INTERPERSONAL
RELATIONSHIPS

ADAPTABILITY

MANAGING STRESS

GENERAL MOOD

SUB-DIMENSIONS

ITEMS

independence

22, 24, 47, 64, 73

self-actualisation

15, 17, 19, 21, 28, 35

determination

7, 9, 20, 27, 39, 86

self-esteem

10, 14, 26, 44, 55, 69

emotional self-image

2, 8, 13, 38, 53, 84

social responsibility

34, 43, 45, 48, 59, 79

interpersonal relationships

16, 32, 42, 46, 57, 62, 67

empathy

25, 30, 49, 77, 81

flexibility

18, 50, 58, 61, 71

being realistic

4, 12, 52, 56, 82

problem solving

1, 23, 33, 51, 87

managing stress

3, 6, 60, 63, 68, 75, 80

controlling instinct

11, 29, 36, 41, 66, 70

happiness

37, 40, 54, 65, 72, 74, 83

optimism

5, 31, 76, 78, 85

Of the above-mentioned items, the ones number 3, 6, 9, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 21,
22, 24, 29, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 44, 47, 51, 56, 58, 59, 60, 64, 65, 66, 67, 70, 71, 73,
77, 79, 80, 82, 83, 85 and 86 are reverse coded.
Acar (2001) employed Cronbach Alpha Coefficiency to test the reliability of the
items in the questionnaire. The following are the scores obtained from the reliability
analysis: .92 for the whole questionnaire, .84 for the dimension of intrapersonal ability,
.78 for the dimension of interpersonal ability, .65 for the dimension of adaptability, .73
for the dimension of stress management and .75 for the dimension of general mood.
3.4.12. Questionnaire Concerning Parental Attitudes
Originally Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg and Dornbush (1991, as cited in Yılmaz,
2000) developed a parental attitude questionnaire. After surveying the existing literature
and analyzing the instruments especially on the dimensions of parents’ responsiveness
and demandingness while reacting to child, they came up with this instrument which
incorporates three factors: acceptance/involvement, psychological autonomy and
strictness/supervision. The acceptance/involvement factor requires parents’ loving,
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being involved and participating with their children. The psychological autonomy
indicates to what extent parents are democratic with their children and let them make
decisions for themselves. As for the strictness/supervision factor, it deals with how strict
and supervising parents are towards their children. This questionnaire possesses 26
items: 9 items under the dimension of acceptance/involvement (number 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11,
13, 15 and 17); 9 items under the dimension of psychological autonomy (number 2, 4, 6,
8 10, 12, 14, 16 and 18); and 8 items under the dimension of strictness/supervision
(number 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26) (see Appendix M). The items under the
dimensions of acceptance/involvement and psychological autonomy are graded in
accordance with a 4-point Likert-type scale while the first two of the items under the
dimension of strictness/supervision are evaluated in a 7-point Likert-type scale and the
other ones in a 3-point Likert-type scale. The overlapping evaluations of the dimensions
of acceptance/involvement and strictness/supervision come up with a four-point
parental attitude indicator. Accordingly, the parents of the participants claim overall
scores of the dimensions of acceptance/involvement and strictness/supervision. The
parents whose both scores are above the mean score are ‘democratic’. The ones for
whom the scores are under the mean score are ‘permissive-neglectful’. The participants
whose overall scores for the dimension of acceptance/involvement are under the mean
score and those for the dimension of strictness/supervision are above the mean score
state that their parents tend to own an ‘authoritarian’ parental attitude. Also the other
way around proves that their parents show a ‘permissive-tolerant’ parental attitude (see
Tables 3.9 and 3.10).
Table 3.9
Mean Scores of the Dimensions of the Parental Attitudes Instrument
acceptance/involvement

strictness/supervision

28

29
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Table 3.10
Dimensions of the Parental Attitudes Instrument
acceptance/involvement strictness/supervision
(Dimension 1)
High
Democratic

Low

(Dimension 2)
High

x

Permissive-

Low

x
x

x

Neglectful
Authoritarian
Permissive-

x
x

x
x

Tolerant
The evaluation of the instrument is as follows: for the items under the subheadings

‘acceptance/involvement’ and

‘psychological

autonomy’,

the rubric

‘completely the same’ scores 4 points, the rubric ‘partially the same’ scores 3 points, the
rubric ‘not the same’ scores 2 points and the rubric ‘completely different’ scores 1
point. While the items under the dimension of acceptance/involvement are normally
coded, those under the dimension of psychological autonomy (except for the item
number 12) are reverse-coded. Also, the first two items under the dimension of
strictness/supervision are graded by 7 through 1 as ‘no’ be 7 and ‘as long as I like’ be 1.
The six items following these are graded as 1-’never tries’, 2- ‘partially tries’ and 3’tries hard’.
The Cronbach’s Alpha score is .67 for acceptance/involvement; .68 for
psychological autonomy; and .60 for strictness/supervision. The reliability score for the
whole questionnaire is .74.
3.4.13. Questionnaire Concerning Learned Helplessness
The Attribution Style Questionnaire, which was first developed by Seligman et
al. (1984), was adapted to the Turkish context by Aydın (1985). It consists of 48 items
each of which reports an assumed incident and has two probable reasons as options.
These options represent two of three dimensions of attributional styles, i.e.
internal/external, steady/changeable and general/specific. Accordingly, the participants
are asked to select one of the options for given each item neither of which has a correct

141
answer. The questionnaire items are scored as 1 point for the choices of internal, steady
and general attributions and 0 point for the choices of external, changeable and specific
attributions to bad events. The other way round is true for the attributions to good
events. The sum of these scores show the level of learned helplessness that an individual
experiences (Gelir, 2009) (see Appendix N). Accordingly, the scores for each choice of
the items are as follows:
Table 3.11
Scores For Each Choice of the Items of the Learned Helplessness Questionnaire
Items

a

b

Items

a

b

Items

a

b

Items

a

b

Items a

b

1

0

1

11

1

0

21

0

1

31

0

1

41

1

0

2

1

0

12

1

0

22

0

1

32

0

1

42

1

0

3

1

0

13

1

0

23

0

1

33

1

0

43

0

1

4

0

1

14

0

1

24

0

1

34

0

1

44

0

1

5

1

0

15

0

1

25

1

0

35

1

0

45

1

0

6

1

0

16

0

1

26

1

0

36

0

1

46

1

0

7

0

1

17

0

1

27

0

1

37

1

0

47

1

0

8

1

0

18

1

0

28

0

1

38

1

0

48

1

0

9

1

0

19

1

0

29

0

1

39

0

1

10

0

1

20

0

1

30

0

1

40

0

1

All the items are to be considered under two main parts: attributions concerning
good events and bad events, each of which should be divided under three sub-heading:
general/specific, internal/external and stable/unstable. Concerning good events, the
items measuring general/specific attributions are the ones # 1, 3, 9, 17, 19, 25, 30, 34,
37, 39, 40, 42 and 43. The items measuring internal/external attributions are the ones #
2, 4, 8, 16, 22, 44 and 45. The items measuring stable/unstable attributions are the ones
# 5, 23, 32 and 41. On the other hand, concerning bad events, the items measuring
general/specific attributions are the ones # 12, 15, 20, 21, 27, 28, 33, 36, 46, 47 and 48.
The items measuring internal/external attributions are the ones # 6, 7, 10, 11, 14, 26, 29
and 38. The items measuring stable/unstable attributions are the ones # 13, 18, 24, 31
and 35.
Accordingly, the Cronbach’s Alpha value was first calculated as:
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•

-0.41 for the general/specific attributions to the good events,

•

0.42 for the internal/external attributions to the good events,

•

0.39 for the stable/unstable attributions to the good events,

•

0.45 for the general/specific attributions to the bad events,

•

0.23 for internal/external attributions to the bad events,

•

0.19 for the stable/unstable attributions to the bad events and

•

0.35 for the whole questionnaire.

Then, being the weakest items, the items # 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 12, 14, 17, 18, 19, 20,
26, 34, 35, 37 and 40 were excluded from the questionnaire. The Cronbach’s Alpha
value new questionnaire with 31 items was calculated. The new scores were:

•

0.56 for the general/specific attributions to the good events,

•

0.53 for the internal/external attributions to the good events,

•

0.54 for the stable/unstable attributions to the good events,

•

0.52 for the general/specific attributions to the bad events,

•

0.58 for internal/external attributions to the bad events,

•

0.48 for the stable/unstable attributions to the bad events and
•

0.65 for the whole questionnaire.

3.5. Data Collection Procedure
As this study investigated the factors influencing learner autonomy, its design
was formed by the administration and evaluation of a set of questionnaires. Having
talked to the students about the importance of foreign language learning, the
questionnaires were handed out. The administration process took place both at the very
beginning of the study and in the second year. The reason for this was the number of the
questionnaires administered. I administered the questionnaires concerning students’
perceptions of learner autonomy, multiple intelligence areas, English language learning
strategies, attitudes towards English language learning, learning styles, motivation,
brain dominance, while personal factors such as gender, age, experience, parents’
education levels, family income, self-evaluation and anxiety were given at the
beginning of the study. The students were given the questionnaires and allocated time at
school to complete them. The students who could not finish them at the given time were
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allowed to take the questionnaires home. The questionnaires concerning parental
attitudes, learned helplessness and emotional intelligence were administered in the
second year of the study. In addition, the participant students’ English language grades
in the end-of-year school report were counted as their academic achievement.
Most of the items in the questionnaires were normally coded, which means that
the rubric 1 is interpreted, say as ‘never’ and 10 ‘always’ as the related questionnaire
reads. The remaining items were reverse coded. This means that for these items, the
rubric 10 is interpreted, say, as ‘never’ and 1 ‘always’.
3.6. Data Analysis Procedure
Owing to the fact that they include permanent variables, correlation was utilised
to analyse the following research questions:

•

# 1 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between some personal
factors

–

incorporating

academic

achievement,

experience,

age,

performance assessment and anxiety – and the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy?),
•

# 2 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
multiple intelligence areas and the students’ perceptions of learner
autonomy?),

•

# 3 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
English language learning strategies and the students’ perceptions of learner
autonomy?),

•

# 4 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
attitudes towards English language learning and the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy?),

•

# 5 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
learning styles and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?),

•

# 6 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
motivation and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?),

•

# 7 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
parental attitudes and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?),

144
•

# 8 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
learned helplessness and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?),

•

# 9 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
brain dominance and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?), and

•

# 10 (Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
emotional intelligence and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?).

Some of the research questions did not possess permanent variables. They were
twofold: one with two dimensions and the other one with more than two dimensions.
Accordingly, independent sample t-test was used to analyse the research questions
which were categorised under the former group. These are the following research
questions:
•

# 11 (Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’
perceptions of learner autonomy in accordance with their genders?),

•

# 12 (Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’
perceptions of learner autonomy in accordance with whether they like the
English language?) and

•

# 13 (Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’
perceptions of learner autonomy in accordance with whether they would
like to attend an English course out-of-school?).

One-way ANOVA was employed to analyse the following research questions
with more than two dimensions:

•

# 14 (Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’
perceptions of learner autonomy in accordance with their mothers’
education levels?),

•

# 15 (Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’
perceptions of learner autonomy in accordance with their fathers’ education
levels?),

•

# 16 (Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’
perceptions of learner autonomy in accordance with their families’
economic levels?) and
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•

# 17 (Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’
perceptions of learner autonomy in accordance with their parental
attitudes?).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS
This chapter presented the analyses of the data obtained through the
questionnaires administered to the participants. The analyses will consist of four
sections in accordance with the aim of the dissertation: (1) the analyses and discussions
of the descriptive variables, (2) the analyses and discussions of the results of the
correlations between the dependent and independent variables, (3) the analyses and
discussions of the independent samples t-test of some independent variables and the
dependent variable and (4) the analyses and discussions of the one-way ANOVA of
some independent variables and the dependent variable.
4.1. Findings Concerning the Descriptive Variables
This section incorporates tables related to some descriptive variables as follows:

Frequency
2

2

1

1

5
Mean =64,25
Std. Dev. =11,
92
N =116

0
20,0

40,0

60,0

80,0

LALEARNING

Figure 4.1.1 Dimension of learning related to the participants’ perceptions of learner
autonomy
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Some participants have low level of autonomy concerning the learning process.
They look confused about they learn. Nevertheless, the majority of them claim to be
aware of the issue of learning in accordance with autonomy. This can be understood
from the normality curve which tends to tilt towards the right hand-side (Figure 4.1.1).

Frequency

3

2

1

Mean =250,05
Std. Dev. =29,
35
N =116

0
100,0

150,0

200,00

250,00

300,00

350,0

LAENVIRONMENT

Figure 4.1.2 Dimension of environment related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy
Figure 4.1.2 shows that though some students present very low levels of
autonomy related to the learning environment, the normality curve puts forward a
normal distribution. In other words, the students displaying high and low levels of
environmental autonomy are equal. Some students appear to be confused about this
important aspect of autonomy. Additionally, although having quite a high mean score
(M= 250.05), the scores of this figure are lower than those gathered in Figure 4.1.28,
which is in connection with learners’ attitudes towards the learning situation
incorporating their attitudes towards the English course and the course teacher. This
suggests that although they are content with their present learning environment which is
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not totally autonomous, the students are not aware of the features of the autonomous
English language learning environment.

Frequency

3

2

1

Mean
Std. Dev.
N =116

0
10,0

20,0

30,0

40,0

50,0

60,0

70,0

LAINCLASSLEARNING

Figure 4.1.3 Dimension of in-class learning related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy
As is seen in Figure 4.1.3, the scores considering autonomy over in-class
learning are very high. The normality curve tilts towards the right hand-side. When this
figure is compared to Figure 4.1.24 about students’ attitudes towards in school learning,
it is clear that the scores shown in the present figure are superior to their counterparts.
This can be explained by the participants having a highly positive ideal image of
autonomy related to in-school learning. However, when it comes to putting theory into
practice, although the scores look positive, they do not exhibit the same positive
attitude.
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Frequency

4

3

2

1

Mean
Std. Dev. =13,
95
N =116

0
20,0

40,0

60,0

80,0

100,00

120,00

LATEACHER

Figure 4.1.4 Dimension of the teacher’s role related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy
To interpret Figure 4.1.4, with the evidence of the normality curve tilting
towards the right hand-side, it can be said that the participants have a good view of
autonomous teacher. When this finding is compared with dimensions of course teachers
(see Figure 4.1.26) and the teacher’s role (see Figure 4.1.30) under attitude, it appears
that the participants’ attitudes towards the course teacher and the teacher’s role is not as
positive as their view of autonomous teacher. Even the latter dimensions of attitude
present lower perspectives. All in all, maybe because of their habits concerning the role
of the teacher – a traditional chalk-and-talk teacher, the participants hesitate to take
practice of the ideal in theory. In other words, although they know what an autonomous
teacher is, they do not demand the experience of classes with such a teacher.
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Frequency
3

2

1

Mean =50,90
Std. Dev. =7,464
N =116

0
10,0

20,0

30,0

40,0

50,0

60,00

LASTUDENT

Figure 4.1.5 Dimension of the student’s role related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy
Figure 4.1.5 reveals high levels of participant awareness in connection with
autonomous learners. This does not eliminate the existence of the students who have
low levels of learner perception related to autonomy. This result has similarities with
that obtained in Figure 4.1.31 which is about the attitudes towards the student’s role.
Yet, the former result looks a little bit higher than its counterpart. It might mean that the
participants’ attitudes towards their role in the learning process is suppressed by their
ideal image concerning their role in the field of autonomy, which is hand in hand with
the finding as to in-class learning (see Figures 4.1.3 and 4.1.24).
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Frequency
4

3

2

1

Mean =74,27
Std. Dev. =11,
02
N =116

0
0,00

20,0

40,00

60,0

80,0

100,0

LAHOWTOLEARN

Figure 4.1.6 Dimension of how-to-learn related to the participants’ perceptions of
learner autonomy
Figure 4.1.6 proves to be homogenous since the scores related to learning
English in the autonomous sense have clustered around the mean score (M= 74.27). The
participants give a sense of awareness of the appropriate ways to learn a foreign
language. Note that it does not necessarily mean that they are good at implementing
them appropriately (see Figures 4.1.1, 4.1.3, 4.1.24 and 4.1.25).
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Frequency
2

2

1

1

5
Mean =42,62
Std. Dev. =10,02
N =116

0
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50,00
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LAWHYENG

Figure 4.1.7 Dimension of why-to-learn English related to the participants’ perceptions
of learner autonomy
The heterogeneous scores concerning why to learn English in accordance with
autonomy indicate the participants’ responses have a large range. However, the
normality curve, which tilts towards the right hand-side and the high mean score (M=
42.62) are evidence that the majority of the students acknowledge that they are aware of
this aspect of autonomy (Figure 4.1.7). Since having an aim while performing any
business will facilitate high motivation and positive attitude, the students need help
understand why they are to learn English.
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Frequency
4

3

2

1

Mean =108,32
Std. Dev. =18,
02
N =116

0
25,0

50,00

75,00

100,0

125,00

LAMETHOD

Figure 4.1.8 Dimension of method related to the participants’ perceptions of learner
autonomy
As one can see in Figure 4.1.8, the scores of the participants related to the
methodology required to learn English autonomously is high (M= 108.32). That is to
say, they know the method they should acquire to learn English (see Figure 4.1.6). This
is very meaningful as a starting point which should be illustrated by the students’
turning their knowledge into practice, supporting the students of the administrators’
with necessary tools and of the teachers’ raising aware of more ways to learn English.
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Frequency
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Mean =109,14
Std. Dev. =21,
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N =116

0
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125,00

LASTRATEGY

Figure 4.1.9 Dimension of strategy related to the participants’ perceptions of learner
autonomy
The high mean score (M= 109.14) and the curve tilting towards the right handside prove that the participants are highly aware of the strategies that they should follow
while learning English (Figure 4.1.9). Yet, this does not necessarily mean they are also
able to utilise them properly. Figure 4.1.23 reveals that they fail in making use of them.
This might be because that they, as the students trying to become specialised in
quantitative school subjects, do not want to spend so much time on implementing so
many strategies while learning English.
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Frequency
3

2

1

Mean =858,85
Std. Dev. =96,
288
N =116

0
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1200,00

LEARNERAUTONOMY

Figure 4.1.10 Participants’ perceptions of learner autonomy
The scores reflect homogenous distribution. This means that the participants
more or less have the same idea on learner autonomy. The mean score of 858.85
highlights that the participants’ perceived image of autonomy is quite high (Figure
4.1.10). As usual, the students are aware of what is ideal in terms of learning English
autonomously. They do not exhibit the same performance when the application is in
question. This result is parallel to how the students perform in their regular lessons.
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frequency
50
40
30
20
10
0

41

39
23

12
0

ACADEMIC

ACHIEVEMENT

1

0-24 25-44 45-54 55-69 70-84 85-100
academic achievement
Figure 4.1.11 Participants’ academic achievement
The grading ranges mentioned in Figure 4.1.11 starting from 0-24 and ending in
85-100 stand for one-digit grades starting from 0 and ending in 5 in accordance with the
requirements of the Ministry of National Education. This figure indicates that the
academic achievement of most of the students (N= 115) is moderate or above and that
only one student is observed to be academically low. As the students of a so-called
‘preferred’ school, it is not surprising that the participants are well-equipped
academically and thus find it easy to get good grades in their English lessons.
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Figure 4.1.12 How long the participants have been learning English
As seen in Figure 4.1.12, 77 students have received regular periods of English
language learning; five years at primary school and one or two years at high school. On
the other hand, only 4 students report that they have been learning English for ten to
fifteen years, while 35 of them indicate that they did not receive sufficient experience of
English beforehand. The reason that the former group were at an advantage is that they
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might have been enrolled at private schools, either fully or partially during their primary
education, where they could be taught English from early kindergarten days. The latter
group seems to have experienced the disadvantage of having no regular English
language teachers. This is one of the long-lasting problems of English language
teaching system in Turkey that requires urgent remedy.

Figure 4.1.13 Participants’ age
As emphasised in Figure 4.1.13, the ages of the students range from 14 through
to 18. Out of 116, 44 students are 15 and 46 of them are 15. This is not amazing as 19 of
the participants are 9th Graders and the other 97 are 10th Graders.
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Figure 4.1.14 Participants’ perceptions of their performance
Figure 4.1.14 reveals that the normality curve of this independent variable is
close to normal. The scores of the participants show that they assess their performance
positively although there are some students who are not satisfied with their
performance. This finding corresponds with Figure 4.1.11 where it is possible to see
that the students seem highly successful.
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Figure 4.1.15 Participants’ levels of anxiety
The normally distributed curve indicates that the number of the students with
anxiety levels below the mean score (M= 27.38) is nearly equal to that of those having
higher level of anxiety (Figure 4.1.15). This finding corresponds well with Figure 4.1.29
related to the students’ level of dimension entitled confidence and ability of attitude and
with Figure 4.1.21 in connection with the level of their employing affective strategies.
This might be a factor preventing the participants’ greater academic success in English
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Figure 4.1.16 Participants’ levels of multiple intelligence areas
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Figure 4.1.16 helps us to see that only three areas of intelligence have been
voted as not developed, that is, one student for interpersonal intelligence, two for
naturalist intelligence and 12 for musical intelligence. As for less developed intelligence
areas, it is again musical intelligence which is voted to be the leading one by 38
students, followed by verbal linguistic intelligence (N= 15). It is not surprising that the
leading intelligence for the developed and more developed level is the logical one (N=
92). All of the participants had to pass a national examination (SBS) to enrol at this
school and are mostly science track students. They are, in general, good at maths and
logic affairs. Logical intelligence is followed by intrapersonal (N= 79), naturalist (N=
76), visual–spatial (N= 76), interpersonal (N= 75) and bodily kinaesthetic (N= 74) areas
of intelligence. In this sense, verbal linguistic (N= 45) and musical (N= 37) areas of
intelligence which might be considered to require being out-going are at the bottom of
the ranking. This might be expressed by the frequency for intrapersonal intelligence (N=
79) and the socio-economic levels of the families (see Figures 4.1.61 and 4.1.62). Yet, it
must be recalled that being intrapersonal is not something negative. The foreign
language environment for the participants of this dissertation should be equipped with
tables and charts showing grammatical rules and vocabulary collaborations. They can
also be provided with opportunities to do brain storming, discussions, questioning,
classifications, planning, problem-solving, scrambling, deduction/induction, develop
strategies and use computer programmes. Yet, writing compositions or maps, writing
diaries, reciting poems, singing/listening to songs, tongue twisters, rhythm or rhyming
would not work for this group of participants (Selçuk et al., 2002).
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Figure 4.1.17 Dimension of memory strategies related to the participants’ level of
English language learning strategies
The normality curve related to the memory dimension of English language
learning strategies is close to normal. The participants claim that most of them are good
at employing memorisation strategies (M= 31.74) (Figure 4.1.17). This result can be
explained by the academic status of the students (see Figure 4.1.11). That is to say, they
are good at memorisation issues.
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Figure 4.1.18 Dimension of cognitive strategies related to the participants’ level of
English language learning strategies
Even though it is seen in Figure 4.1.18 that the normality curve is close to
normal, most of the scores received from the participants are narrowly under the mean
score (M= 43.91). The students, as academically achievement oriented individuals,
already know what they are supposed to employ cognitively, in spite of some failures.
The failures may be because the students who are apt to get specialised in their track
think that English at a reasonable level will be enough for their present studies.
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Figure 4.1.19 Dimension of compensation strategies related to the participants’ level of
English language learning strategies
The students implement the compensation strategies while getting rid of
circumstances which may make them feel vulnerable. This can be understood from the
normality curve, which is normal and the scores greater than the mean score (M= 18.52)
(Figure 4.1.19).
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Figure 4.1.20 Dimension of meta-cognitive strategies related to the participants’ level
of English language learning strategies
One can see in Figure 4.1.20 that most of the scores obtained from the
participants are above the mean score (M= 44.15). The normality curve which is very
close to normal is evidence of this. That is to say, the students know their weaknesses
and strengths, which is expected to help regulate their process of learning English. The
reality that they are aware of to what extent and how they should study what proves this
idea.

165

Frequency
1

1

8

6

4

2
Mean
Std. Dev. =4,858
N =116

0
5,00

10,0

15,0

20,0

25,0

30,0

35,0

AFFECTIVE

Figure 4.1.21 Dimension of affective strategies related to the participants’ level of
English language learning strategies
Figure 4.1.21 indicates that the curve is approximately at the normality level. It
also indicates that the scores which the participants report are just under the mean score
(M= 19.08). This may mean that the students mostly fail in employing affective
strategies. The reason for this might be that, apart from learning any other school
subject, learning a foreign language which did not start from the very early ages as in
the case of first language acquisition may have frightened the students and prevented
them from employing affective strategies.
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Figure 4.1.22 Dimension of social strategies related to the participants’ level of English
language learning strategies
The curve which is normal and the scores which are above the mean score (M=
20.79) are evident for the students that use the social strategies. This result is normal for
most of these students are socially active (Figure 4.1.22). It also corresponds with that
75 of the students are dominantly interpersonally intelligent (see Figure 4.1.16).
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Figure 4.1.23 Participants’ levels of English language learning strategies
The normality curve, although it appears to be normal, tilts towards the left
hand-side which implies that the scores are generally above the mean score (M=
179.18) (Figure 4.1.23). The scores appear to be normally distributed. Yet, this does not
conceal the fact that there are a good number of students who fail to make use of the
English language learning strategies properly. In order to interpret the Figures 17
through 22, the ranking of the strategies to be used can be listed as follows: social,
meta-cognitive, compensation, memory, cognitive and affective strategies.
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Figure 4.1.24 Participants’ attitudes towards in-school learning
Although the scores related to the students’ attitudes towards school learning
appear to be above the mean score (M= 11.66), the amount of the students reporting low
attitude should not be ignored. The normality curve is the clue for this interpretation
(Figure 4.1.24). This might be because the students are accustomed to classical ways of
learning. What the students understand from in-school learning should be revised and
they should be informed about its role in the learning process.
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Figure 4.1.25 Participants’ attitudes towards out-of-school learning
Figure 4.1.25 reveals that most of the students possess a positive attitude
towards out-of-school learning. This is clear from the normality curve which can be
seen above. This awareness is a prerequisite for autonomy. Yet, it would not make any
sense without being put into action.
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Figure 4.1.26 Participants’ attitudes towards the English teacher
The students put forward a highly positive attitude towards their English teacher
(Figure 4.1.26). It is clearly viewed that the English teacher who was qualified after a
national examination to teach at this school is experienced enough to know how to
affect the students. The relationship between the students and the teacher is a crucial
factor influencing the students’ motivation and also their achievement (see Sections
2.3.4 and 2.5.12).
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Figure 4.1.27 Participants’ attitudes towards the English course
The normality curve indicates a homogeneous distribution. In other words, the
scores obtained from the participants are very close to each other. On the other hand, the
participants present a relatively positive attitude towards the English course they receive
(Figure 4.1.27). This can be explained by means of the students’ attitudes towards their
English teacher (see Figure 4.1.26) and of their liking the English language (see Figure
4.1.59).
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Figure 4.1.28 Participants’ attitudes towards the learning situation
Figure 4.1.28 proves that the participants approach the learning environment
positively. The normality curve which tends to tilt towards the right hand-side is
evidence for this. The above figure supports the idea that, in general, the students have a
positive attitude toward the learning environment which consists of their attitudes
towards the English course and the English teacher. This attitude serves as a supportive
force which may facilitate learner motivation to make it easy to learn English.
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Figure 4.1.29 Participants’ attitudes towards self-confidence and ability
Figure 4.1.29, despite the normality curve, which is close to normal, gives a little
sense of participants’ informing narrowly negative attitudes towards their confidence
and ability in their English language learning process. This might be because of the
participants’ previous experience of English language learning (see Figure 4.1.12) and
result from the participant students’ deficiencies in implementing the affective strategies
(see Figure 4.1.21).
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Figure 4.1.30 Participants’ attitudes towards the teacher’s role
These scores can be said to be normally distributed. This heterogeneous
distribution highlights a positive attitude towards the teacher’s role (Figure 4.1.30). This
finding is fascinating since the students are observed to be accustomed to the classical
chalk-and-talk type teacher. This can be interpreted to mean that although they mostly
know how the ideal teacher performs, they are not ready to work with such a teacher.
On the other hand, their attitudes towards their English teacher looks higher (see Figure
4.1.26).
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Figure 4.1.31 Participants’ attitudes towards the learner’s role
As one can see in Figure 4.1.31, the participants’ image of ideal foreign
language students is quite high. That is to say, they are aware of what they are supposed
to do to achieve their goals concerning learning English. Nonetheless, when it comes to
behaving accordingly, they find it difficult to get rid of their previous habits which set a
scene of being passive and mostly performing as a receiver of knowledge.
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Figure 4.1.32 Participants’ attitudes towards initiation
The normality curve and the scores of the participants state that they do not
hesitate to initiate a conversation in English (Figure 4.1.32). That they are mostly
interpersonally intelligent (see Figure 4.1.16) and outgoing (see Figure 4.1.22)
individuals serves as an evidence for this finding.
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Figure 4.1.33 Participants’ attitudes towards English language learning
In general, the students own a positive attitude towards the English language
learning process that they are exposed to (Figure 4.1.33). The students acknowledge
that, as widely accepted in Turkey, at least one foreign language for which English is in
the first line as a choice is needed to be successful in academic and business careers.
Yet, this does not conceal the existence of some students who resist against all the
foreign cultures and languages. This belief is also reflected in Figures 4.1.59 and 4.1.60
in terms of the participants’ looking for opportunities to pursue their English language
learning process and fancying the English language.
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Figure 4.1.34 Participants’ levels of learning styles
Figure 4.1.34 shows that the highly employed learning style couples seeming
opposite to each other possess quite similar frequencies: participant (N= 16) vs.
avoidant (N= 25), independent (N= 25) vs. dependent (N= 21) and last but not least,
collaborative (N= 91) vs. competitive (N= 107). This illustration might be explained by
that the environment of which the participants are members, either in-school or out-ofschool, are designed in a way that confuse them. The domineering people, i.e. parents,
teachers, administrators, etc. are the agents of this confusion. The number of the
students claiming to participate in classroom activities at a low level (N= 22) is very
meaningful here as participation is a factor which facilitates autonomy. Yet, this is not
surprising since 79 students define themselves as intrapersonal at developed and more
developed levels. They are competitive because they are the students at a so-called
‘preferred’ school and they are also collaborative because 75 of them claim to be
interpersonal (see Figure 4.1.16).
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Figure 4.1.35 Participants’ levels of instrumental motivation
The scores concerning instrumental motivation gathered from the participants
looks close to the mean score (M= 34.33). The normality curve is close to normal which
means there is a normal distribution between the obtained scores (Figure 4.1.35). These
may be interpreted to mean that the participants are mostly externally motivated. The
reason for this might be that the participants see the English language as a tool
necessary for their career and future life.
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Figure 4.1.36 Participants’ levels of integrative motivation
The participants’ scores related to integrative motivation are around the mean
score (M= 46.09). The curve seems normally distributed (Figure 4.1.36). As
integratively motivated students, some participants are most probably seeking ways to
settle down in an English speaking community. Although the participants are
integratively motivated, they are instrumentally motivated more (see Figure 4.1.35). As
the students of a ‘preferred’ school, the participants are academically achievement
oriented. This makes the gathered results meaningful.
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Figure 4.1.37 Participants’ levels of motivation
The motivation levels of the participants in general are quite high (M= 80.41)
because the normality curve tends to rely on the right hand-side (Figure 4.1.37). This
means that the students are highly motivated in general. It is not unusual to obtain these
findings concerning motivation in respect to learning English for most of the students
are well aware of the importance of the English language for their future career (see
Figures 4.1.35, 4.1.59 and 4.1.60).
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Figure 4.1.38 Dimensions related to the participants’ perceived parental attitudes
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The frequencies of both variables, that is, acceptance/caring (N= 50/66) and
control/supervising (N= 60/56), are very close to each other. The dimension of
acceptance/caring

is

milder

and

more

acceptable

than

the

dimension

of

control/supervising. Thus, the fact that more students claim their parents perform in the
acceptance/caring dimension (N= 66) can be considered preferable (Figure 4.1.38).
Namely, most of the parents tend to behave to their children in a democratic and
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acceptable way (see Figure 4.1.39).

parental attitudes

Figure 4.1.39 Participants’ perceived parental attitudes
Figure 4.1.39 indicates that more parents (N= 37) are democratic. The number of
the permissive – tolerant parents (N= 29) looks satisfying when compared to the other
two types of parental attitudes which are apparently negative [permissive-neglectful
(N= 31) and authoritarian (N= 19)]. This result can be considered optimistic seeing that,
in general, Turkish parents, parallel to their educational status (see Figure 4.1.61), are
either neglectful or authoritarian. That is, they tend to fail in finding the right way to
bring up their children.
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Figure 4.1.40 Dimension of psychological autonomy related to the participants’
perceived parental attitudes
The normality curve is close to normal. This can be interpreted to mean that the
numbers of the students presenting high levels of psychological autonomy and those
having low level of psychological autonomy are equally distributed (Figure 4.1.40).
This is a good representation of common Turkish family types where the parents,
especially mothers, are mostly highly caring and preventing. This may cause a conflict
not only within the family but also within the individual himself. That is why children
are growing up in a way that they fail in decision making and leading their own paths.
This could be a factor influencing learner autonomy. It should be remembered that this
cannot be the only factor. Such factors as educational system, environment and media
may also play an important role in promoting autonomy.
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Figure 4.1.41 Dimension of internal/external attribution to good events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness
The scores obtained from the participants look normally distributed (Figure
4.1.41). The normality curve proves that a good number of students attribute the good
events that they experience to external factors. In other words, they lack self-esteem.
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Figure 4.1.42 Dimension of steady/changeable attribution to good events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness
Figure 4.1.42 reveals that most of the students consider the good events that
happen to them to be changeable (inconsistent). In other words, they believe they rarely
experience good events, which leads to pessimism.
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Figure 4.1.43 Dimension of general/specific attribution to good events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness
As seen in Figure 4.1.43, the scores present a nearly homogeneous distribution.
They are very close to each other. They also indicate that the students make specific
attribution to the good events. In other words, they believe that they can merely achieve
specific events and that they fail in general.
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Figure 4.1.44 Attributions to good events related to the participants’ level of learned
helplessness
The scores look normally distributed (Figure 4.1.44). The number of the students
who experience high level of learned helplessness concerning their attribution to good
events and that of those who do not are close to each other. The normality curve is close
to normal although it tends to tilt towards the left hand-side. The number of the students
whose level of learned helplessness depending on attributing good events to external,
changeable and specific factors is slightly higher than its counterpart. This finding
indicates that some of the participants tend to have low self-esteem when English
language learning is in question. This might be shaped first by the parents’ attitudes and
the environment in which they are raised and then, by their previous experiences in the
foreign language teaching system in Turkey.
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Figure 4.1.45 Dimension of internal/external attribution to bad events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness
Figure 4.1.45 can be summarised as less than half of the participants stating that
they attribute the bad events they experience to internal factors. The participants might
have a habit of blaming themselves for bad events. In other words, they experience
learned helplessness.
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Figure 4.1.46 Dimension of steady/changeable attribution to bad events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness
The scores are observed to be normally distributed. It is quite clear in Figure
4.1.46 that the participants attributing the bad events to steady factors and those
attributing to the changeable factors are close to each other. This dimension looks as if
it does not cause the participants to experience too much learned helplessness.
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Figure 4.1.47 Dimension of general/specific attribution to bad events related to the
participants’ level of learned helplessness
It is seen that the participants ascribe the bad events that they experience to
specific factors. Namely, they do not feel learned helplessness in this sense. This is the
only dimension in which the participants can control their feelings (Figure 4.1.47). The
reason for this might be that the participants tend to ascribe the events, no matter
whether they are bad or good ones, to specific events and they handle the events one by
one without making generalisations.
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Figure 4.1.48 Attributions to bad events related to the participants’ level of learned
helplessness
As can be observed in Figure 4.1.48, the scores are clustered around the mean
score (M= 5.27). Yet, when observed generally, it can be easily seen that the scores
above the mean score are dominant to those under it. This means that although there are
some participants experiencing learned helplessness at a very low level, the majority
look as if they experience learned helplessness at a high level because of the attribution
to bad events.
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Figure 4.1.49 Participants’ levels of learned helplessness
Figure 4.1.49 shows that the scores are normally distributed. The proof for this is
the normality curve. In spite of the higher frequencies of some of the lower scores,
when observed entirely, it can be said that the scores that are higher than the mean score
are superior to those which are lower. This finding is not that striking as in both the
Turkish family system and the Turkish education system, conventionally, the
individuals are generally not allowed to realise themselves and are mostly expected to
follow the pre-determined way of the many choices available to them. While doing this,
of course, the adults, parents in families and teachers at schools, somehow tend to
prevent youngsters from thinking alternatively and so discourage them from taking any
action in the event of any struggle. As a result, this phenomenon, inevitably, ends in
learned helplessness. The participants who report lower levels of learned helplessness
might be those lucky ones enjoying democratic and/or permissive-tolerant type of
parents.
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Figure 4.1.50 Dimensions of the participants’ level of brain dominance
The number of the students ranking concrete random dimension of the brain in
the first line (N= 56) is superior to those for the other dimensions, that is, abstract
sequential (N= 40), abstract random (N= 37) and concrete sequential (N= 15). In respect
to the fourth line, although the other three dimensions have nearly the same values, it is
that of concrete sequential dimension (N= 41) that looks significant (Figure 4.1.50).
These findings are outstanding and not odd because concrete random dimension might
be seen as the equivalent of logical intelligence (see Figure 4.1.16). The students who
employ this dimension dominantly might be advised to organise knowledge, to analyze
it and to carry out research while learning English. This group, which incorporates very
few students using concrete sequential dimension dominantly (N= 15), do not think in
details (DePorter & Hernacki, 2000).
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Figure 4.1.51 Participants’ levels of brain dominance
As is seen clearly in Figure 4.1.51, the majority of the participants (N= 67)
employ the right hemisphere of their brain more dominantly than the left hemisphere
(N= 30) or using both hemispheres equally (N= 19). It is surprising that the frequency
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of the right hemisphere emphasising music and spatial awareness (see Figure 4.1.16)
and random/unordered issues (see Figure 4.1.50) along with some other aspects
domineers over that of the left hemisphere highlighting logical issues, math (see Figure
4.1.16), reading and language. On the other hand, it is meaningful that the left
hemisphere also underlines writing and details (see Figure 4.1.50) and that the right
hemisphere signifies emotional and holistic features and imagination, which the
participants can easily be observed to employ (DePorter & Hernacki, 2000; Buzan,
1991).
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Figure 4.1.52 Participants’ levels of dimension of intrapersonal ability of emotional
intelligence
As is seen in Figure 4.1.52, the number of the participants with the intrapersonal
ability level of more than moderate (N= 74) is significant for learner autonomy. It will
be meaningful to compare this finding with that of intrapersonal multiple intelligence
(see Figure 4.1.16) in that they resemble each other. The ranking of individual subdimensions is as follows: self-actualisation (N= 93), self-esteem (N= 86), determination
(N= 75), independence (N= 58) and emotional self-image (N= 52). Learner autonomy
requires independence. For this reason, the most striking finding is that of independence
which refers to just half of the participants. This is similar to the finding concerning the
independent learning style with a low level (see Figure 4.1.34). The reason for this
undesirable result might be that when learning English is in question, the students are
apt to avoid working independently. Instead, they may prefer spending their time on the
school subjects important for their major track.
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Figure 4.1.53 Participants’ levels of dimension of interpersonal relationships of
emotional intelligence
Figure 4.1.53 can be interpreted as that the participants have good interpersonal
relationships at high or very high level (N= 100). This finding correlates with the one
concerning interpersonal intelligence (N= 75) in Figure 4.1.16 and with that related to
collaborative learning style (N= 91) in Figure 4.1.34. The sub-dimensions received
more or less the same scores: social responsibility (N= 97), interpersonal relationships
(N= 89) and empathy (N= 97). Of these dimensions, it is empathy which gets the
highest score (N= 97). These high scores foreshadow the frequencies of the levels of
low and very low, the highest of which is 5 for interpersonal relationships and empathy.
All these findings are in line with interpersonal intelligence (see Figure 4.1.16) and the
application of social strategies (see Figure 4.1.22). Being able to interpersonal features
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is good for autonomy in terms of promoting interdependence (see Section 2.1).

adaptability

Figure 4.1.54 Participants’ levels of dimension of adaptability of emotional intelligence
One can see in Figure 4.1.54 that only half of the students (N= 58) demonstrate
adaptability more than moderate. Yet, the students appear to be good at problem solving
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(N= 94) while problematic in terms of flexibility for which 44 students believe they are
at the low or very low level. The participants’ being good at the problem solving issue is
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what is required when autonomy is aimed at (see Section 2.1).
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Figure 4.1.55 Participants’ levels of dimension of managing stress of emotional
intelligence
Managing stress is the dimension where the participants display the lowest
scores. Only 24 of them inform that they are good at managing stress while none of
them claim to be very good at it. Whereas, 37 participants are at the low or very low
level in terms of managing stress (Figure 4.1.55). This might be because these
participants are believed to be academically successful and this makes the people
around them have great expectations about their future, which causes them a good
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Figure 4.1.56 Participants’ levels of dimension of general mood of emotional
intelligence
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Figure 4.1.56 shows that the participants are at a good mode in general (N= 79).
They also feel happy (N= 86) and optimistic (N= 82). These findings seem in
contradiction with those gathered in Figure 4.1.55 which show that the participants fail
in managing stress. The reason for this might be that although they are happy and
optimistic in their daily affairs, they cannot manage stress in connection with their
academic achievement.

frequency

80
60
31

40
20

6
00 1 10

0

529

83

55
48 43
37
28
14

75
65
61
55 57

INTRAPERSONAL ABILITY
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS

24

25
13

22
30

ADAPTABILITY
5

MANAGING STRESS
GENERAL MOOD

VERY LOW

LOW

MODERATE

HIGH

VERY HIGH

EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE

emotional intelligence

Figure 4.1.57 Participants’ levels of emotional intelligence
Figure 4.1.57 indicates that 70 students are emotionally intelligent at high or
very high level. As for the dimensions of emotional intelligence, it is possible to set the
ranking as follows: interpersonal relationships (N= 100), general mood (N= 79),
intrapersonal ability (N= 74), adaptability (N= 58) and managing stress (N= 24). The
intrapersonal ability dimension is the one which might affect learner autonomy most. It
appears at a satisfying level. One should also notice that the other dimensions own
important aspects for autonomy as mentioned in Figures from 4.1.52 through 4.1.56.
Especially the dimension of interpersonal relationships deserves to be mentioned here as
it may help activate interdependence (see Section 2.1).

frequency

80

69

60

47

40

GENDER

20
0
male

female
gender

Figure 4.1.58 Participants’ gender
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The number of the male students (N= 69) is slightly bigger than that of the
females (N= 47). The findings gathered from Figure 4.1.58 correspond well with the

frequency

reality of the school the participants are expected to represent.
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Figure 4.1.59 Participants’ love for English
As Figure 4.1.59 indicates, the number of the students who are fond of the
English language (N= 63) is superior to that of the others (N= 16). Another point to be
mentioned is the similarity between this figure and the previous one (Figure 4.1.60) in
that the bars for the related groups go hand in hand indicating that the students who like
the English language may also seek opportunities to further their English outside of
school.
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Figure 4.1.60 Participants’ seeking an English course out-of-school
That 65 students are eager to find an English course out of school to improve
their English may be interpreted to mean that they are aware of the importance of the
English language not only for their present studies but also for their future careers. The
students who refuse to pursue foreign language learning (N= 11) might be those who set
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barriers against learning a foreign language for the sake of maintaining their mother
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tongue, that is, Turkish in this case (see Figure 4.1.60).

parents' education

Figure 4.1.61 Education levels of the participants’ parents
The number of the mothers who are primary school graduates leads the ranking,
followed by illiterate, high school and university graduate mothers. This finding
illustrates the fact that until recently the number of Turkish females who were educated
was not satisfying (Figure 4.1.61). While the number of the fathers who are primary
school graduates (N= 66) is viewed to be higher than the findings related to the mothers
(N= 50), the number of the illiterate fathers (N= 9) is lower than its counterpart (N= 26).
Those concerning the fathers who are graduates of high school and university are
superior to their equivalents. Additionally, there are very few fathers who are graduates
of vocational schools (N= 4) and with MA qualifications (N= 2). These findings reflect
that the parents of the participants mostly consist of poorly educated mothers and
relatively better educated fathers, although not at a satisfying level, which may
influence how children are raised.
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Figure 4.1.62 Monthly salaries of the participants’ families
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The reported monthly incomes of the families prove to be a small sample of the
whole school in general. The data shows that the families who are on welfare, or at least
at the edge of welfare, form nearly half of all the families (N= 46) (Figure 4.1.62).
Economical status may be one of the factors affecting the students’ learning process in
terms of receiving better opportunities along with improved academic achievements.
4.2. Findings concerning Correlations between the Dependent and Independent
Variables
The tables related to the correlations between the dependent and independent
variables can be presented in this section as follows:
Table 4.2.1
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Some Personal Factors
Correlations

learner

Pearson Correlation

learner

academic

autonomy

achievement

1

autonomy Sig. (2-tailed)
N

116

experience

age

performance
assessment

anxiety

,201*

,164 -,009

,113

-,106

,030

,079 ,921

,228

,257

116

116

116

116

116

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

In Table 4.2.1, the only statistically significant correlation between learner
autonomy and the items mentioned above is between learner autonomy and academic
achievement (r= 0.201; p<0.05). This correlation is positive. This means that while the
academic achievements of the students increase, their perceptions of learner autonomy
also rise. This does not show that one’s academic achievement increases his perception
of autonomy or the other way around. The finding concerning the positive correlation
between experience and learner autonomy, which is not statistically significant but very
close (p= 0.079), can be explained by the English language teaching system in Turkey,
which until recently have not spent any efforts to promote autonomy. The correlation
between learner autonomy and age out of the current data reveals a negative trend that is
not statistically significant (p = 0.92). The declining level of autonomy of the
participants on the contrary to the literature might be explained by the Turkish
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educational system, which expects students to take a university entrance examination at
the end of the high school years. This does not necessitate them to study English but to
increase the study of other school subjects instead. Performance assessment is observed
not to correlate with learner autonomy statistically significantly although it does appear
to have a positive tendency (p = 0.29). This is what one might predict since autonomy
and assessment are in close relationship. As for the foreign language learning anxiety,
its statistically insignificant correlation with autonomy is negative. Its reason might be
that anxiety is one of the factors setting a barrier against autonomy as it (see Sections
2.5.1, 2.5.2, 2.5.3, 2.5.7 and 2.5.15).
Table 4.2.2
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Multiple Intelligence Areas

1

autonomy Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

,051

,174

,089 ,27
0

N

116

116

116

116 116

intrapersonal

interpersonal

bodily
3

naturalist

,159 ,10

kinaesthetic

,127

musical

verbal

linguistic
,182

visual spatial

Pearson

logical

learner

autonomy

learner

Correlations

,165 ,24 ,13 ,17
9**

2

0

,077 ,00 ,15 ,06
7

7

8

116 116 116 116

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Table 4.2.2 shows that out of eight multiple intelligence areas, learner autonomy
correlates only with naturalist intelligence (r= 0.249; p<0.01), which is in a positive
way. This might be because it emphasises self-actualisation and because it is in
association with intrapersonal intelligence which highlights some components that are
of crucial importance for learner autonomy such as the desire for being independent, for
being apart from the social stimulators when necessary and for self-regulation (see
Section 2.1). Though not statistically significant, the significance values for the verbal
linguistic and intrapersonal intelligence areas are very close to 0.050. This is not
unusual seeing that the former (p= 0.051) deals with language awareness and the latter
(p= 0.068) being independent, self-awareness, intrinsic motivation, self-efficacy and
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having objectives, which are essential for independent learning (Selçuk et al., 2002) (see
Section 2.5.13). Following these are bodily kinaesthetic (p= 0.077) and visual spatial
(p= 0.089) intelligences that possess nearly statistically significant correlation with
learner autonomy. All these scores reflect the reality concerning the participants.
Table 4.2.3
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and English Language Learning Strategies

learner

Pearson Correlation

1 ,326** ,356** ,193* ,301** ,44

Sig. (2-tailed)

,000
116

116

,000
116

,038
116

ELLS

social

,30 ,393**

1**

7**

,001 ,00

,00

0

1

autonomy

N

affective

meta-cognitive

compensation

cognitive

memory

autonomy

learner

Correlations

116

11 116

,000
116

6
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Table 4.2.3 indicates that being aware of all the English language learning
strategies correlates with learner autonomy in a positive way. The students’ academic
status supports this finding (see Figure 4.1.11). The correlation value for the
relationship between learner autonomy and the affective strategies is 0.441, while it is
just 0.193 for that between learner autonomy and compensation. This might be because
the affective strategies are related to feelings and the compensation strategies with
problem-solving. In addition, there is a positive correlation between learner autonomy
and English language learning strategies in general (r= 0.393; p<0.01). This might be
interpreted to mean that the individuals who are equipped with the related strategies feel
confident, which leads to autonomy (see Figures 4.1.9 and 4.1.23). Being aware of the
strategies for learning English is in relation with motivation and attitude (see Tables
4.2.4 and 4.2.6; Section 2.5.9).
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Table 4.2.4
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and The Participants’ Attitudes Towards
English Language Learning

learner

Pearson Correlation

1

autonomy Sig. (2-tailed)
N

116

,240**

,322**

,083

,010

,000

,000

116

116

116

116

,381** ,401**

attitude

initiation

role

learner’s

role

ability
teacher’s

and

situation
confidence

course

,161

learning

English

teacher

English

school

out-of-

in-school

autonomy

learner

Correlations

,315**

,251**

,256** ,280** ,431**

,000

,001

,007

,006

,002

,000

116

116

116

116

116

116

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

It is not surprising to find in Table 4.2.4 that the only dimension of attitude
having no correlation with learner autonomy is the one towards in-school learning. The
reason might be that the participants are not provided with activities within the class
which stimulate autonomy. Attitude proves a crucial component of fostering learner
autonomy along with English language learning strategies and motivation (see Tables
4.2.3 and 4.2.6). The dimension having the highest correlation with learner autonomy is
the attitude towards the learning situation (r= 0.401; p<0.01), which is the combination
of the attitudes towards the English teacher (r= 0.322; p<0.01) and the English course
(r= 0.381; p<0.01). This reveals that good communication between the teacher and the
students results in a positive attitude towards the learning situation. It is surprising to
see the attitude towards out-of-school learning having the lowest value of correlation
with learner autonomy (r= 0.240; p= 0.01). This might be interpreted to mean that the
students who have no significant value for in-class learning in correlation with learner
autonomy should be assisted to improve their attitudes towards out-of-school learning
which is considered to be important for learner autonomy (see Section 2.5.4).
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Table 4.2.5
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Learning Styles

learner

Pearson

1

-,098 -,339**

participant

competitive

dependent

collaborative

avoidant

independent

autonomy

learner

Correlations

,278**

,141

,164

,233*

autonomy Correlation
Sig. (2-

,295

,000

,003

,131

,078

,012

116

116

116

116

116

116

tailed)
N

116

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Table 4.2.5 indicates some surprising findings as to dependent and independent
learning styles in that they do not correlate with learner autonomy. Whereas, it is widely
expected that learner autonomy might have a positive correlation with independence
while having a negative correlation with dependence. These findings relate to the fact
that autonomy does not necessarily mean to study in isolation through self-instruction.
In other words, it requires interdependence. Another learning style having no
statistically significant correlation with learner autonomy, is competitive style which
narrowly misses the requirement for significance (p= 0.078). It is not surprising that
avoidant (p<0.01), collaborative (p<0.01) and participant (p= 0.012) learning styles
have correlations with learner autonomy: the former one is in a negative way and the
latter ones in a positive way. It should be remembered that these styles are vital
elements of interdependence and involvement (see Sections 2.1 and 2.5.11).
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Table 4.2.6
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Motivation
Correlations
learner

integrative

autonomy
learner

Pearson

autonomy

Correlation

1

,357**

,263**

,365**

,000

,004

,000

116

116

116

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

instrumental motivation

116

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
In Table 4.2.6, learner autonomy has correlations with both dimensions of
motivation, that is, integrative (r= 0.357; p<0.01) and instrumental (r= 0.263; p<0.01),
as well as motivation in general (r= 0.365; p<0.01). All these correlations are positive.
The participants’ attitudes towards the learning situation incorporating the teacher and
the course (see Figures 4.1.26, 4.1.27 and 4.1.28) along with their being eager to learn
English (see Figures 4.1.59 and 4.1.60) might be the leading factors motivating them to
learn English. These findings prove the importance of motivation for a positive
perception of learner autonomy (see Section 2.5.12).
Table 4.2.7
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Parental Attitudes
Correlations
learner

acceptance controlling psychological

autonomy
learner

Pearson

autonomy

Correlation

caring
1

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

116

supervising

autonomy

,079

,097

,074

,399

,302

,432

116

116

116

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
It was not foreseen to gather data concerning the parental attitudes having no
statistically significant correlation with learner autonomy as in Table 4.2.7. Yet, it is of
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crucial importance to say that the ranking of the students’ perceptions of the parental
attitudes is as democratic, permissive-neglectful, permissive-tolerant and authoritarian.
Whereas, it is the way that parents raise children, which mainly shapes the children’s
characters and this in turn influences independence or dependence. The reason for
having such results might be that the difference between the attitudes of mums and
those of dads might have overridden each other (see Section 2.5.14). Examining the
attitudes of each parent separately might have resulted in more meaningful data.
Table 4.2.8
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Learned Helplessness

LEARNERAUTONOMY

Pearson Correlation

1

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

116

-,056

-,098

-,233*

-,036

-,049

-,014

,548

,296

,012

,701

,603

,883

116

116

116

116

116

116

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.2.8 highlights that the students’ perceptions of autonomy correlates
statistically significantly with their general-specific attributions to good events. This
correlation is negative. Looking back at Figure 4.1.45, it is possible to see that the
students tend to believe that the good events that they experience are not general (i.e.
permanent) but specific (i.e. temporary). This belief leads to learned helplessness. This
finding corresponds with the presupposition that learned helplessness would correspond
with autonomy in a negative way. Another point to mention here is that the other
attributions also leading learned helplessness, that is, attributing good events to external
and changeable factors while attributing bad events to general, internal and steady
factors, have a negative correlation with autonomy although not statistically significant.
The main reasons for gathering the present results might be the participants’ previous
educational experience and the way they were brought up in their families (see Section
2.5.10).
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Table 4.2.9
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Brain Dominance

learner

Pearson Correlation

autonomy

Sig. (2-tailed)

1

N

hemisphere

random
right

concrete

random

abstract

hemisphere

left

sequential

abstract

sequential

concrete

learner

autonomy

Correlations

-,033

-,093

-,095

-,066

,162

,094

,724

,318

,311

,484

,082

,317

116

116

116

116

116

116

116

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

That there is no correlation between learner autonomy and any dimension of
brain dominance is partially unexpected (Table 4.2.9). For the brain incorporates two
hemispheres: the left one, which is mostly associated with analytical issues and the right
one consisting of abstract random and concrete random dimensions. It is the dimensions
of the latter hemisphere which were presupposed to be in positive correlation with
learner autonomy. The main reason for this guess was that the right hemisphere
concerns feelings and personalisation of information (DePorter & Hernacki, 2000)
which autonomy also reflects on (see Section 2.5.5).
Table 4.2.10
Correlation Between Learner Autonomy and Emotional Intelligence

learner
autonomy

1 ,206*

,032 ,055 ,002

,016

,208*

p

,026

,732 ,558 ,982

,862

116

116

116

N

116

116

116

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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r
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Responsibility
Interpersonal

Social

Image
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Self Esteem

Determination

Realization

Self
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autonomy

learner

Intrapersonal

Correlations

,162 ,062 -,029 ,075

,051

-,112

,025

,083 ,506

,757 ,425

,584

,231

,313 ,358

,756

116

116

116

116

116

116

116

116

116

-,095 ,086 -,029

116
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As is seen in Table 4.2.10, only one dimension of intrapersonal ability of
emotional intelligence, i.e. independence, has a positive correlation with learner
autonomy (r= 0.206, p<0.05). That the other dimensions of intrapersonal ability of
emotional intelligence, i.e. self-actualisation, determination, self-esteem and emotional
self-image, do not correlate with learner autonomy might be because the participant
students lack these personal aspects (see Figure 4.1.56). The other dimension in positive
correlation with learner autonomy is the dimension of social responsibility under
interpersonal relationships of emotional intelligence (r= 0.208, p<0.05). This
corresponds well with Figures 4.1.16, 4.1.22 and 4.1.53 which indicate how socially
talented the participants are. It is quite meaningful since it highlights responsibility
which is a crucial component of learner autonomy because it underlines the learner’s
taking the responsibility of his own learning. Being socially responsible is also
meaningful in that it is expected to promote interdependence (see Sections 2.1 and
2.5.6). Both of these correlations are significant at the 0.05 level.
4.3. Findings concerning Independent Sample T-Test between the Dependent and
Independent Variables
This section presents the tables related to the independent sample t-test between
the dependent and independent variables as follows:
Table 4.3.1
Independent Sample T-Test Between Learner Autonomy and Gender
Std.
g

M

ender
Learn
er autonomy

ean
m

ale

9
f

emale

7

S

Deviation

d

(S)

ig. (2-

f (sd)

t tailed)

84

100.0

1

2,430

89

07,985

88

85,85

2,960

8

2,332

,
022

The difference between the genders concerning the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The mean scores
concerning the two genders (female= 882.960; male= 842.430) indicate that female
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participants overwhelm their male counterparts. This difference is statistically
significant (p<0.05) (Table 4.3.1). This finding may be interpreted in two prospective
ways: one is that females tend to mature both physically and psychologically ahead of
males. The other one is that, in accordance with the Turkish style of bringing up
children, girls are treated in a way that gives them a sense of responsibility which is of
crucial importance for autonomy (see Section 2.5.8).
Table 4.3.2 Independent Sample t-test Between Learner Autonomy and Whether the
Participants Like the English Language
Std.
Like English

N

Mean

Learner

no

53 832,566

autonomy

yes

63 880.968

Sig. (2-

Deviation

df

t

tailed)

110.664 89,939 -2,690

,009

76,406

Table 4.3.2 indicates that there is a statistically significant difference between
the participants in favour of learning English and those who are not (p<0.01). This
difference can also be viewed through the mean scores (yes= 880.968, no= 832.566).
This is expected because the participants’ being eager to learn English is an indicator
for their positive attitude (see Table 4.2.4) and high motivation (see Table 4.2.6) for
learning English which correlate with autonomy in a positive way (see Sections 2.5.4
and 2.5.12).
Table 4.3.3
Independent Sample t-test Between Learner Autonomy and Whether the Participants
Would Like to Attend An English Course out-of-School
E

St

nglish

M

course
Learn
er autonomy

ean
N

o

1
Y

es

5

d.

d

Deviation

Sig.

f

t (2-tailed)

8

93,

1

40.980

794

08,921

8

96,

72,877

604

1,794

,076
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Although the participants’ liking the English language and their desire for going
on learning English seem to be hand in hand (see Figures 4.1.59 and 4.1.60), in contrast
to the previous Table, Table 4.3.3 proves that there is no statistically significant
difference between those who want to keep learning English and those who do not (p=
0.076). The significance level of 0.076 is quite close to but not at the desired level of
significance (p<0.05). The participants are the students who are academically efficient
and who have their own academic targets and anxieties, which might have affected their
desire to spend time for learning English and is reflected in the fact that they claim this
is true. It is generally observed that these kinds of students first seek to be enrolled at a
popular department at a popular university first while being aware of the importance of
learning English.
4.4. Findings concerning One-Way ANOVA between the Dependent and
Independent Variables
In this section, the tables related to the one-way ANOVA between the dependent
and independent variables will be illustrated as follows:
Table 4.4.1
Descriptives Concerning One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the
Education Levels of the Participants’ Mothers
Descriptives
Learner autonomy
Std.

Std.

Deviation

Error

26 864,000

90.776

17,803

66 855,333

105,729

13,014

high school

19 864,684

82,772

18,989

university

5

856,400

44,953

20.104

116 858,853

96,288

8,940

N
illiterate
primary
school

Total

Mean

The mean scores concerning the education levels of the participants’ mothers are
very close to each other. The highest mean score belongs to those who are of high
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school graduates anyway (M= 864,684) and the lowest mean score concerning the
participants’ mothers who are primary school graduates (M= 855,333) (Table 4.4.1).
Table 4.4.2
One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the Education Levels of the
Participants’ Mothers
ANOVA
Learner autonomy
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

2182,537

3

727,512

Within Groups

1064021,972

112

9500.196

Total

1066204,509

115

Between Groups

F

Sig.

,077 ,973

It is clear that the mums’ education levels do not statistically significantly alter
the students’ perceptions of autonomy (p>0.05). In other words, no matter what
education level the mothers of the participant students possess, the students have a
similar perception of autonomy. This is striking since it proves the idea that the
education levels of the mothers do not prevent them from bringing up their children in a
traditional way, which leads mostly to a generation who are not autonomous (Table
4.4.2) (see Section 2.5.16).
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Table 4.4.3
Descriptives Concerning One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the
Education Levels of the Participants’ Fathers
Descriptives
Learner autonomy
Std.

Std.

N

Mean

Deviation Error

Illiterate

9

830.556 74,979

24,993

primary school

50

865,920 71,898

10.168

high school

24

849,875 105,109

21,455

university

31

859,387 128,681

23,112

MA+

2

909,000 19,799

14,000

Total

116 858,853 96,288

8,940

Table 4.4.3 shows that the mean scores concerning the education levels of the
participants’ fathers are close to each other. It is very reasonable to find that the high
mean score is that of the fathers who finished at least their MA (M= 909.000) and the
lowest is that of those who are illiterate (M= 830.556).
Table 4.4.4
One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the Education Levels of the
Participants’ Fathers
ANOVA
Learner autonomy
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

16676,627

4

4169,157

Within Groups

1049527,882

111

9455,206

Total

1066204,509

115

Between

F

Sig.

,441 ,779

Groups

It is clear in Table 4.4.4 that the groups indicate no differences as to autonomy
(p>0.05). These recall the findings concerning the education levels of the fathers (see
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Table 4.1.61). The reason for the available result might be explained by the number of
the fathers who are illiterate (N= 9) and primary school graduates (N= 50) and that of
those who are MA graduates (N= 2) and university graduates (N= 31). The participants’
fathers are observed to behave traditionally while raising children no matter what their
education levels are. This finding resembles the one obtained from Table 4.4.2 revealing
no difference between the education levels of the mothers and the students’ perceptions
of autonomy (see Section 2.5.16).
Table 4.4.5
Descriptives Concerning One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the
Economic Levels Of The Families
Descriptives
Learner autonomy
Std.

Std.

Deviation

Error

23 861,652

101,118

21,084

47 852,830

86,595

12,631

1500+ YTL

46 863,609

104,710

15,439

Total

116 858,853

96,288

8,940

N
-749 YTL
750 - 1499
YTL

Mean

That the mean scores of the economic levels of the participants’ parents are very
close to each other signals that economic level does not affect the students’ perceptions
of autonomy (the mean score for the parents with monthly salary of more than 1500
TL= 863,609; the mean score for the parents with monthly salary of between 750 TL
and 1499 TL= 852, 830) (Table 4.4.5). Slightly most parents are economically on
welfare.
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Table 4.4.6
One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and the Economic levels of the Families
ANOVA
Learner autonomy
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

2925,696

2

1462,848

Within Groups

1063278,812

113

9409,547

Total

1066204,509

115

Between

F

Sig.

,155 ,856

Groups

As can be seen in Table 4.4.6, there are no statistically significant differences
between the groups of economic levels in terms of autonomy (p>0.05) as Table 4.4.5
acknowledges. This finding might be interpreted to mean that autonomy is related to
mentality, beliefs and perceptions more than economic level (see Section 2.5.16). The
reason for the current finding might be that the participants do not suffer from economic
constraints that much when school issues are in question owing to the fact that the State
provides them with some English language learning materials although they are not
adequate in quantity and quality.
Table 4.4.7
Descriptives Concerning One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and Parental
Attitudes
Descriptives
Learner autonomy

N

Mean

Std.

Std.

Deviation

Error

permissive- neglectful

31 832,774

75,328

13,529

authoritarian

19 878,316

75,399

17,298

permissive-tolerant

29 886,897

62,217

11,553

Democratic

37 848,730

132,328

21,755

Total

116 858,853

96,2878

8,9401
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Table 4.4.7 produces another set of mean scores which are close to each other.
This is the case seeing that the difference between the highest mean score for the
permissive-tolerant parental attitude (M= 886,897) and that for the permissiveneglectful one (M= 832.774) is not so big. It is very important for autonomy that the
democratic type of family (N= 37) is the leading one while the authoritarian one (N=
19) is in the last line.
Table 4.4.8
One-Way ANOVA Between Learner Autonomy and Parental Attitudes
ANOVA
Learner autonomy
Sum of
Squares
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

Mean
f

54878,9

ig.

1829

97

2,999

101132
5,512

Square
,026

114

9029,
12

692

106620
4,509

15

Parallel to Table 4.2.7, illustrating no correlation between parental attitudes and
autonomy, this table also shows no statistically significant differences between the
attitudes of the parents related to autonomy (p>0.05) (Table 4.4.8). It is widely
supposed that it is the democratic and permissive-tolerant family contexts where
children are asked for their opinions and are permitted to take responsibility of their
own life. For this reason, democratic and permissive-tolerant parental attitudes could be
expected to have a positive correlation with autonomy. The main reason for gathering
these results might be that the participants were given only one form to fill in
concerning parental attitudes. This might have resulted in the participants making an
overall choice between the options for both of their parents. It would have been more
practical to administer two forms of the same questionnaire to the participants: one
concerning their fathers and the other concerning their mothers (see Section 2.5.14).
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
The summarised findings of this study are presented in this chapter as a
conclusion. It also discusses the implications and recommendations for further research.
5.1. Conclusion
This section summarises the findings of the study in connection with the
research questions.
Research Question 1:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between some personal factors
(incorporating academic achievement, experience, age, performance assessment and
anxiety) and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
Only the variable of academic achievement statistically correlates with learner
autonomy in a significant and positive way. The reason for this correlation might be that
an individual with a high academic achievement in language learning feels a high level
of confidence and is easily motivated. This finding corresponds with Grenfell and
Harris (1999), who link proficiency and actual competence in a language to autonomy
and with Cotterall (2000), who mentions that designing courses appropriate for
encouraging the learner’s control over his own language learning process helps develop
his language proficiency.
Of the other variables mentioned above, the ones of experience and performance
assessment are in positive correlation with learner autonomy, but they are not
statistically significant. The significance value of the former variable is very close to the
level of 0.050, which overlaps with the findings of Maxfield (2008), Fischer (2007)
Wilson et al. (2008). The English language teaching system in Turkey with too little
emphasis on autonomy plays an important role in such a result because, although there
are English lessons starting from the 4th Grade, the number of teachers is not adequate.
Sometimes students cannot practically have English lessons. Even if they have proper
English lessons at school, both they and their teachers are not aware of learner
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autonomy and the lessons take place traditionally. Moreover, students who have to deal
with too many school subjects in an academic year are not allocated enough time or
opportunities to assess their and their peers’ performance.
As for the other two variables, namely, age and anxiety, they reveal no
correlation with learner autonomy but there is a negative tendency. The Turkish
educational system again plays a crucial role in this sense. The large amount of school
subjects that students should study within an academic year might set a barrier against
the promotion of learner autonomy. What is more, the curriculum becomes harder every
year. These both prevent the students from becoming autonomous and cause a great
amount of anxiety in those, who have to take a university entrance examination at the
end of high school. While the findings related to age are in conflict with the findings of
Kuykendall (1991), Grenfell and Harris (1999), Yu (2006), Yoshimoto et al. (2007) and
Tüzün et al. (2008) in correspondence with the principles of Knowles’ adult language
learning theory, the one for foreign language learning anxiety proves the findings of
some researchers such as Murray (1999), Grenfell and Harris (1999), Mishan (2004),
Figura and Jarvis (2007) and Murphy (2008) (see Sections 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 2.4.3, 2.4.7 and
2.4.15, Figures, 4.1.11, 4.1.12, 4.1.13, 4.1.14 and 4.1.15, and Table 4.2.1).

Once

students get rid of their academic anxiety at the end of their school days, in other words,
when they grow older, they may become more autonomous.
Research Question 2:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of multiple
intelligence areas and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
The analysis of the data reveals that merely the naturalist intelligence of eight
multiple intelligence areas possesses a statistically significant correlation with learner
autonomy in a positive way. However, the verbal linguistic intelligence, intrapersonal
intelligence, bodily kinaesthetic intelligence and visual spatial intelligence deserve to be
mentioned here as their significance values narrowly miss the level of 0.050. The
literature states that MIAs help raise the sense of responsibility leading to learner
autonomy (Dara-Abrams, 2002; Viens & Kallenbach, 2004), which seems to be hand in
hand with the findings of the present study (see Section 2.5.13, Figure 4.1.16 and Table
4.2.2).
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This finding might be explained by the students’ having a tendency to possess
the features of self-actualisation (naturalist intelligence), language awareness (verbal
linguistic intelligence), being independent, self-awareness, intrinsic motivation, selfefficacy and having objectives (intrapersonal intelligence), participation, interaction
(bodily kinaesthetic) and recognising details and exploring things (visual spatial)
(Selçuk et al., 2002).
Research Question 3:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of English
language learning strategies and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
This study indicated that there is a positive correlation between learner
autonomy and each dimension of the English language learning strategies. These are
presented in the obtained ranking as social, meta-cognitive, compensation, memory,
cognitive and affective strategies. The studies found in the literature support these
findings. Yet, they either focus on the importance of strategies in general for learner
autonomy (Grenfell & Harris, 1999; Nisbet et al., 2005; Schmenk, 2005; Nikolov, 2006;
Lopez-Fernandez & Rodriguez-Illera, 2009; Murphy, 2008; Chan, 2009), on the metacognitive, cognitive or affective strategies (Thanasoulas, 2000; Vandergrift, 2005;
Figura & Jarvis, 2007; Fu, 2007) or on how strategy instruction help promote learner
autonomy (Chamot, 2005). The impact of the other strategy types, that is, memory,
compensation and social strategies, on learner autonomy is yet to be published (see
Section 2.5.9, Figures 4.1.17, 4.1.18, 4.1.19, 4.1.20, 4.1.21, 4.1.22 and 4.1.23 and Table
4.2.3).
Why they employ the social, meta-cognitive and compensation strategies while
learning English more frequently might be that they are aware of how to learn English
in terms of the necessary strategies, initiation and collaboration. In general, their
awareness of the English language learning strategies might result in high motivation
for and a positive attitude towards English. As the students of a so-called ‘preferred’
school, they are expected to be good at organising their feelings, memorisation and
cognitive issues. Yet, in accordance with their academic status, they hesitate to spend
more time to learn English except for the time they are allocated at school. They prefer
dealing with the major lessons in their fields.
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Research Question 4:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of attitudes
towards English language learning and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
The learners’ attitudes towards in-school learning with a significance value,
although having a positive correlation with learner autonomy, is narrowly below the
level of 0.05. All the other dimensions (the attitudes towards the learning situation
which is the combination of the attitudes towards the English teacher and the English
course, towards out-of-school learning, towards confidence and ability, towards
learner’s role, towards teacher’s role and towards initiation along with learners’
attitudes towards English language learning in general) own a statistically significant
positive correlation with autonomy. There is a great amount of research highlighting the
positive relationship between learner autonomy and learners’ attitudes in general
towards foreign language learning (Hartman, 1995; Thanasoulas, 2000; Culhane &
Umeda, 2004; Kollar & Fischer, 2006) (see Section 2.5.4, Figures 4.1.24, 4.1.25, 4.1.26,
4.1.27, 4.1.28, 4.1.29, 4.1.30, 4.1.31, 4.1.32 and 4.1.33, and Table 4.2.4).
The traditional way of learning English within the classroom has a negative
effect on autonomy. Along with the in-class activities employed and the teacher’s
awareness of autonomy, the administrators’ support for it is of crucial importance. In
addition, the students need some more training relating to out-of-school learning along
with in-class learning. On the other hand, good communication between the English
teacher and the students promotes a positive attitude towards learning English.
Research Question 5:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of learning
styles and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
Independent and avoidant learning styles illustrate a negative correlation with
learner autonomy. The latter component’s correlation is statistically significant while
the former one is very close to but under the level of 0.05. On the other hand,
dependent, competitive, collaborative and participant learning styles tend to have a
positive correlation with autonomy. The correlations of the first couple are not
statistically significant, whereas the latter ones are. When the literature is studied, it is
seen that Grenfell and Harris (1999) underline the significance of the teacher’s
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awareness of his students learning styles to promote learner autonomy. Similarly,
Olgun’s (2004) emphasis on such motivational styles as self-concept, self-efficacy and
locus of control is of crucial importance for learner autonomy (see Section 2.5.11,
Figure 4.1.34 and Table 4.2.5).
That dependent and independent learning styles’ have no correlation with learner
autonomy might be seen as an indication that learner autonomy is in close relation not
with dependence or independence (learning in isolation through self-instruction) but
with interdependence. For the current participant students, while competition does not
make any sense in terms of autonomy, collaboration and participation prove to be
efficient in the promotion of autonomy and can be considered as the indicators of
interdependence and involvement. Additionally, avoidance affects their perceptions of
autonomy in a negative way.
Research Question 6:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
motivation and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
Both instrumental and integrative and in general, motivation appears to be in a
positive correlation with learner autonomy. The literature sets evidence for these
findings concerning the relationships between instrumental orientation and autonomy
(Olgun, 2004), between integrative orientation and autonomy (Kim, 2004) and between
autonomy and motivation in general (Kuykendall, 1991; Murray, 1999; Dörnyei, 2001;
Ushioda, 2007; Taras, 2008) (see Section 2.5.12, Figures 4.1.35, 4.1.36 and 4.1.37, and
Table 4.2.6).
Positive learners’ attitudes towards learning English (see Figures 4.1.26, 4.1.27
and 4.1.28), their being eager to learn English (see Figures 4.1.59 and 4.1.60) and their
awareness of the English language learning strategies (see Table 4.2.3) might be the
reason for their high motivation to learn English.
Research Question 7:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of parental
attitudes and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?

221
No dimension of the parental attitudes indicates a statistically significant
correlation with learner autonomy. Nonetheless, the ranking of the obtained parental
attitudes is as follows: democratic, permissive-neglectful, permissive-tolerant and
authoritarian, which looks quite significant for the promotion of autonomy. Pinquart and
Silbereisen (2002); Smetana et al. (2004, as cited in Bynum and Kotchick, 2006);
Harker and Koutsantoni (2005); Bullock and Muschamp (2006); Yılmazer (2007); and
Wilson et al. (2008) are amongst the scholars pointing out the significance of parental
autonomy and parental involvement in the learning process so that it turns out to be an
autonomous one (see Section 2.5.14, Figures 4.1.38, 4.1.39 and 4.1.40, and Tables
4.2.7, 4.4.7 and 4.4.8).
Utilising only one questionnaire to illustrate the attitudes of both the mothers
and the fathers might have affected the results obtained from the data as it forced the
students to decide on an average idea of their parents’ attitudes. Instead, two separate
questionnaires should have been administrated for each parent. Then, the results could
have been more meaningful.
Research Question 8:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of learned
helplessness and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
There is a statistically significant correlation between the finding concerning the
participants’ attributing the good deeds to specific instances and learner autonomy,
which is in a negative way. All the other attributions to both good and bad events do not
correlate with it. Of rare studies handling this item are Gan et al. (2004) and Murphy
(2008) who imply that learned helplessness plays a crucial role in nurturing autonomous
learners (see Section 2.4.10, Figures 4.1.41, 4.1.42, 4.1.43, 4.1.44, 4.1.45, 4.1.46,
4.1.47, 4.1.48 and 4.1.49, and Tables 4.1.43 and 4.2.8).
In accordance with the literature, this finding shows that learned helplessness
sets barriers against autonomy. The students’ previous educational experience and how
they were brought up by their parents might be efficient in this sense.
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Research Question 9:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of brain
dominance and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
The only sub-dimension possessing nearly statistically significant positive
correlation with learner autonomy is the concrete random of the right hemisphere. The
other sub-dimensions, that is, concrete sequential, abstract sequential and abstract
random, even though not statistically significantly, correlate with autonomy in a
negative way. Moreover, while the left hemisphere tends to correlate with it in a
negative way, the right one correlates in a positive way. Yet, both correlations are not
statistically significant. Of few studies regarding the correlation between the brain
dominance and learner autonomy, Schumann (2001) and Mishan (2004) imply that the
right-brain hemisphere with the contribution of the left-brain hemisphere promotes
autonomy (see Section 2.4.5, Figures 4.1.50 and 4.1.51, and Table 4.2.9).
The students’ being dominant users of the right hemisphere (Figure 4.1.51) also
proves their being feeling-oriented as a cultural personality trait and emphasises
personalised information. This cultural aspect dominates logic and math-related issues
which the left-hemisphere underlines.
Research Question 10:
Is there a statistically significant correlation between any dimension of
emotional intelligence and the students’ perceptions of learner autonomy?
The sub-dimensions of independence and of social responsibility, the former of
which is under the dimension of intrapersonal ability and the latter of which is under the
dimension of interpersonal relationships of emotional intelligence, have statistically
significant, positive correlations with learner autonomy. Mayer and Salovey (1990),
Weisinger (1998) and Sucaromana (2005) mention the connection between learner
autonomy and emotional intelligence indirectly (see Section 2.5.6, Figures 4.1.52,
4.1.53, 4.1.54, 4.1.55, 4.1.56 and 4.1.57, and Tables 4.1.49 and 4.2.10).
This finding reveals that the participant students lack most of the features of
intrapersonal dimension of emotional intelligence (self-actualisation, determination,
self-esteem and emotional self-image) which are very important for the promotion of
learner autonomy. The same is true for the dimension of interpersonal intelligence.
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While the sub-dimension of social responsibility is at a satisfying level, the levels of the
other sub-dimensions (interpersonal relationships and empathy) are not sufficient. It is
the sub-dimension of social responsibility which reflects on collaboration and
interdependence (see Sections 2.5.6). Hence, although missing the general overview of
the concept of autonomy, the students understand its essence. On the other hand, the
dimensions of adaptability, managing stress and general mood remain the points to be
developed in these students. The cultural way of bringing up children in the family and
the educational system focusing on academic achievement more than emotional aspects
can be considered to play a crucial role in this sense.
Research Question 11:
Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their genders?
The negative correlation between gender and learner autonomy which is
statistically significant indicates that female participants are apt to be autonomous. This
finding reveals similarity with that of Grenfell and Harris (1999). On the other hand,
Keri (n.d.) and Yılmazer (2007) comment on males’ being eager to be autonomous
although the latter researcher found out that gender has no significant influence on
autonomy (see Section 2.5.8, Figure 4.1.58 and Table 4.3.1).
Girls’ being more autonomous than boys in the Turkish culture might be the
result of the physically and psychologically facts and that of the Turkish style of
bringing up children where girls gain more responsibility starting from an early age.
This difference between the genders might be traced back to the Turkish traditions in
the Middle East where it was the females who could ride horses and do the jobs of
males easily.
Research Question 12:
Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with whether they like the English language?
The participants who like the English language overwhelm their counterparts
who dislike it in terms of perceiving autonomy (Table 4.3.2). This finding is statistically
significant and can be expected to overlap with the ones concerning motivation (see
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Section 2.5.12 and Table 4.2.6) and attitude (see Section 2.5.4, Figure 4.1.59 and Table
4.2.4) for learning English which correlate with autonomy in a positive way.
This result indicates that, along with having their future targets, the students are
aware of the fact that they will need and benefit from English as a foreign language.
This awareness is even higher in those who think they might settle abroad in the future.
All these make the students like the English language.
Research Question 13:
Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with whether they would like to attend an English
course out-of-school?
The perceptions of the participants concerning autonomy differ in accordance
with whether they are eager to pursue their English learning process. This difference is
not statistically significant but narrowly misses the significance level of 0.050 (Table
4.3.3 and Figure 4.1.11). The literature incorporates no direct studies as to this issue.
In general, though liking the English language and being aware of its benefits for
their future career, the students hesitate to spend more time to learn it. The main reason
for this might be their short-term aims (passing the university entrance examination and
enrolling in a good department in a leading university).
Research Question 14:
Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their mothers’ education levels?
No statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of autonomy is
observed in association with the education levels of their mothers. This finding is in
conflict with that of Yılmazer (2007) who found a positive connection between learner
autonomy and the education levels of mothers (see Section 2.5.16, Figure 4.1.61, and
Tables 4.1.61, 4.4.1 and 4.4.2).
Regional factors appear to lead the mothers to behave traditionally while
bringing up children no matter what education level they have. They may feel they have
to treat their children in this way in order to prepare them for the future (having a good
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job and making a good life away from the socio-economic troubles of the south-east of
Turkey).
Research Question 15:
Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their fathers’ education levels?
Parallel to the findings concerning the research question 15, the students’
perceptions of autonomy show no statistically significant difference when the education
levels of their fathers are taken into consideration. Yet, Yılmazer (2007) estimates that
the increase in the education levels of fathers stimulates the level of autonomy in
teenagers (see Section 2.5.16, Figure 4.1.61, and Tables 4.1.61, 4.4.3 and 4.4.4).
Apart from the expectations that the educational levels of the individuals change
their points-of-view in general, parallel to the mothers, the fathers also own the same
worries about their children’s future. Their educational levels do not alter these worries.
Research Question 16:
Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their families’ economic levels?
The economic levels of the participants’ families do not cause any statistically
significant difference in their perceptions of autonomy. However, the literature
incorporates studies showing that the level of autonomy changes in accordance with the
economic status of learners. For instance, Smetana (2000, as cited in Bynum and
Kotchick, 2006), Ecclestone (2000), Bynum and Kotchick (2006) and Yılmazer (2007),
Williams (2005) claim that a low level of social status may foster autonomy.
Nevertheless, Murphy (2008) and Eneau (2008) imply that the low economic level of
students may cause some financial problems and, thus, block the promotion of
autonomy (see Section 2.5.16, Figure 4.1.62, and Tables 4.1.62, 4.4.5 and 4.4.6).
In the current context, the social status and the economic level of the students do
not change their perceptions of learner autonomy. On the other hand, the in-class
English language learning materials provided by the State look sufficient for the
students. This shows how the students ignore the out-of-school learning.
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Research Question 17:
Is there a statistically significant difference in the students’ perceptions of
learner autonomy in accordance with their parental attitudes?
No statistically significant differences in the participants’ perceptions of
autonomy are observed in accordance with the attitudes of their parents. This finding is
not in line with Pinquart and Silbereisen (2002); Smetana et al. (2004, as cited in
Bynum and Kotchick, 2006); Harker and Koutsantoni (2005); Bullock and Muschamp
(2006); Yılmazer (2007); and Wilson et al. (2008) who signify the significance of
parental autonomy and urge parental involvement in the learning process so that it turns
out to be an autonomous one (see Section 2.5.14 and Tables 4.1.38, 4.1.39, 4.1.40 and
4.2.7).
Administering two different forms of parental attitude questionnaires (one
concerning the mothers and the other concerning the fathers) to the students could have
been more meaningful. Then the results could have been different.
5.2. Implication
The ultimate purpose of this study is to help researchers and practitioners to lead
their way into learner autonomy. Supporting many other studies issued in the field, this
dissertation provides evidence that, although success is not guaranteed, if one is to
pursue learning any subject (learning English as a foreign language in the present case)
throughout his life-span, he should be encouraged to learn both independently and
interdependently when necessary. To this aim, this dissertation comes up with the
following:
The centralised, competitive and bureaucratic educational system should be
substituted by democratic ones. Additionally, language courses should be not be
teacher- or materials-based, but student-centred and flexible enough to encourage
learners to take control of their own language learning process at their own pace in term
of setting goals, using learning strategies and evaluating progress, organising their
learning, selecting materials – methodology – and other components of the curriculum.
Unfortunately, English language lessons are bordered by a ready-made
curriculum and structured textbooks which are designed in a way that teaches too much
knowledge. These structured courses should be avoided. Instead, students should be
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allowed to invest more time and effort actively in their learning process. For this reason,
authentic texts which enhance the interests and levels of the students are needed. They
are highly advised to take social out-of-class learning activities and cooperative learning
and peer collaboration. This can be achieved by means of self-access centres enhanced
by multi-media devices to be established at institutions.
Policy makers need to revise the English language teaching system for really
radical changes. This requires far more than just delivering some official documents,
which outline learner autonomy in a few paragraphs. Instead of introducing a fully
structured programme, first of all the related syllabus, which is repeated every year
through the 4th Grade to the 12th Grade, might be presented to teachers who can take
into consideration and even ask for their students’ choices in accordance with the needs
and wants at their personal pace. This can be made possible by providing teachers with
in-service personal and professional development programmes, which relate to
autonomy. Additionally, administrators at schools or institutions should be trained in
terms of active leadership, organisational learning and democratic schooling, which
urge the active involvement of teachers, students and even parents in the school
planning process.
It is widely observed that teachers mainly take the so-called talk-and-chalk
route. They view themselves as the only master of their classes who know everything
and expect their students to obey them in every sense. This dissertation suggests that
teachers learn about the cultures of their students in respect of the diversities that they
rehearse. Teachers should encourage their students to be autonomous by passing their
responsibilities to their students. What they are also expected to do is to provide an
appropriate environment where they should act as facilitators, mentors, counsellors,
advisers, helpers and tutors. For this aim, teachers are supposed to be autonomous
themselves.
It might be unfair to expect students of the Turkish educational system, who
already cope with too many school subjects at a high level, to be successful in dealing
with their English lessons autonomously. On the other hand, keeping in mind that
English as a foreign language will make their lives easy and successful, they should be
both strategically and communicatively competent in this sense. The best way of doing
this is their being willing to be autonomous by taking an active role in the class
dialogues to take charge, make decisions, engage in the problem solving process and
take responsibility for their own learning.
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The students’ personal diversities facilitate the foreign language learning process
because they give students a sense of being respected and, hence, of ownership. These
diversities include multiple intelligence areas, English language learning strategies,
attitudes towards foreign language learning, learning strategies, motivation, brain
dominance, emotional intelligence. Thus, all the multiple intelligence areas, especially
naturalist intelligence, verbal linguistic intelligence, intrapersonal intelligence, bodily
kinaesthetic intelligence and visual spatial intelligence in students should be increased.
Also, all the dimensions of the English language learning strategies, namely, affective
(regulating emotion), cognitive (understanding and producing the language), memory
(remembering and retrieving new information), social (learning with others), metacognitive (coordinating the learning process) and compensation (using the language
despite knowledge gaps), should be developed in students since they help them to
monitor their learning process and, thus, become autonomous. Additionally, students
should be assisted to improve positive attitudes towards in-school learning, the learning
situation (i.e. the English teacher and the English course) out-of-school learning,
confidence and ability, learner’s role, teacher’s role and initiation if they are intended to
be nurtured as autonomous learners. What is more, collaborative and participant
learning styles should be enhanced with various activities. Avoidant learning styles
should be avoided. Students should, in addition, be given help in motivating both
instrumentally and integratively. Concerning the brain dominance, the concrete random
of the right hemisphere is advised to be developed by means of students’ organising
their knowledge, analysing it and carrying out research to learn English. Last but not
least, the students reflecting independence and social responsibility (emotional
intelligence) are expected to gain autonomy in their learning process.
Now that autonomy is a sort of character education and that the essence of
character is engraved in the family context at very early ages, then, the attitudes of
parents towards raising children is of crucial importance. Parents’ acting democratically
within the family might assist to nurture autonomous individuals. Moreover, parents
should take part in the school planning processes. This is expected to result in more
cooperation with teachers and administrators and more awareness of students’ learning
stages in them. Once this involvement is achieved, students’ inclusion in the process
deepens.
One of the significant troubles preventing efficient learning is the sense in
students that they will fail no matter how hard they study. Students should be helped
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gain confidence in order to attribute good events to specific, steady and internal reasons
and bad events to general, changeable and external factors. To this aim, they should be
encouraged to participate in social activities along with course-based activities prepared
at their level, pace and interests.
The academic achievements of students end in learner autonomy. In other words,
once they ‘taste success’, they tend to pursue their studies willingly and autonomously.
For this reason, both summative and formative tests prepared in accordance with
students’ levels and paces will work for this objective in connection with their
experiences. As in adult education, which is a highly autonomous one, exposure to
English as a foreign language through experience should be taken into consideration
when autonomy is in question. This idea points at the importance of starting to teach
English at very early ages. In line with this, at the high school level, especially for
students at a preferred high school who are apt to focus on the University entrance
examination for their ultimate target, autonomy can be observed and should be
highlighted at very early grades. This stage has to be drawn into earlier grades before
high school and even at very early childhood. It should be noted that the students’
perceptions of their personal performance in the use of English language, which might
be quite different from their actual academic achievement, may not be a reliable
indicator of learner autonomy. This highlights the need for raising self-awareness in
students, which requires lessening anxiety. To avoid anxiety in the students towards
learning English as a foreign language, instead of trying to catch up with the readymade curriculum and to accomplish textbooks, mostly not authentic at all and prepared
for trades-oriented objectives as in most structured courses, teachers should pay
attention to their students’ levels, interests and paces. Also, the examinations to be
delivered to them should be prepared accordingly. Additionally, while assessing their
performances, their strengths should be emphasised in order to help them to regulate
their emotions. What is more, they should be provided with a democratic environment
both at school and at home.
It has been observed that girls are likely to be more autonomous than their male
counterparts in Turkish culture. This idea finds grounds in the fact that tracing back to
the Turkish family system early in the Turkish tribes in the Middle Asia, the females
could ride horses, fight in wars and do other jobs that males are now expected to do.
Another reason for this might be that, in spite of the recent change in parental
understanding related to bringing up children, girls behave in the families in such a way
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that they gain more responsibility, whereas boys are raised in a more neglected way
without that much responsibility.

Girls also become mature both physically and

mentally before boys do. The Turkish saying “It is the female bird which makes the
nest” supports this explanation. Hence, parents should be trained to more democratic in
their behaviours towards their daughters and sons.
It is widely accepted that one is likely to be successful in and eager to keep
studying a specific subject when he/she likes it. Students should be helped like English,
which is possible especially through the positive communication between them and
their teachers. Also, it might be beneficial to explain to students how important English
is for their careers and to what extent it might change their lives. In this way, they are
expected to continue with their English language learning process, which will foster
autonomy in the individual.
There is a general belief that people tend to behave as they were treated.
Accordingly, while raising their own children parents mostly lead the way in which they
were brought up. In the Turkish culture, this way of bringing up children is not so
autonomous. Owing to this fact, no matter what education levels students’ mothers and
fathers have, they should be trained in terms of bringing up autonomous individuals.
If one is expected to learn English autonomously, the environment in which
he/she will learn it should be facilitated by various types and numbers of materials,
devices and tools. This appears to cause too many economic constraints for the students.
In this respect, administrators and policy makers along with teachers are to shoulder
responsibility. Otherwise, students may inevitably avoid taking action to become
autonomous.
5.3. Recommendations for Further Studies
This section lists some more possible factors that influence learner autonomy,
which might enhance the findings of this dissertation, as follows:
1.

Horwitz’s (2001) definition of language aptitude as one’s native language
learning ability which affects foreign language learning is reinforced by
Yamamori et al. (2003) and Cumbreño Espada et al. (2006) claiming that
aptitude is such a wide concept that it incorporates the learner’s cognitive
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ability, strategies, motivation, learning styles and affective aspects. Hence,
to what extent does aptitude influence learner autonomy?
2.

While administering the parental attitudes instrument, I observed that the
participants became confused with whom to choose between their mother
and father while marking the items. Thus, to what extent do the attitudes of
mother and father separately influence learner autonomy?

3.

An action research concerning learning English autonomously can be
conducted utilising the findings of this thesis. Such a study should start with
training programmes for the components of the foreign language learning
process, i.e. students, teachers, administrators and parents. Students should
be able to control their learning at their own pace. The other components
should assist them to become autonomous instead of urging a structured
curriculum. The environment for learning should be enriched by various
materials and devices so as not to cause any financial constraints to students.
This might be in the form of self-access centres to be established at schools.
When the physical conditions are not appropriate for this aim, school
libraries can be designed as self-access centres.

4.

In addition, the factors that influence learner autonomy mentioned in this
thesis should be checked out through experimental studies.

5.

Whether some other factors such as IQ, aptitude, spiritual intelligence, peer
attitude and media correlate with or alter the students’ perceptions of learner
autonomy should be investigated.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
Personal Information Form

1) Cinsiyetiniz: ( ) Erkek

( ) Bayan

2) Kaç yıldır (ngilizce ö!reniyorsunuz?:
3) Bir (ngilizce kursuna gitmek ister miydiniz?: ( ) Hayır ( ) Kararsızım

( ) Evet

4) (ngilizce çalı%mayı ne kadar seviyorsunuz?
( ) Nefret ediyorum. ( ) Sevmiyorum. ( ) Fena de!il. ( ) Seviyorum. ( ) Çok seviyorum.
5) Velinizin E!itim-Ö!retim Durumu …Anne:………………… Baba: …………………
6) Ailenizin Aylık Gelir Düzeyi ………………………………………………………………
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Appendix B
Learner Autonomy Questionnaire
Sevgili Ö!renciler,
Bu anket sizin Yabancı Dil ö!renmeye ili%kin dü%üncelerinizi belirlemek için hazırlanmı%tır.
Soruların do!ru veya yanlı% cevabı yoktur. Her bir soru için olumludan olumsuza do!ru 10
seçenek bulunmaktadır. Dü%üncenizin derecesine uyan sayıyı daire içerisine alınız. Sorulara
verece!iniz cevaplar Yabancı Dil dersinizin amacınıza göre tasarlanmasına yardımcı
olacaktır. Katkılarınızdan dolayı te%ekkür ederim.
1) Ö!renme nerede gerçekle%ir?
a) Yeni %eyler ö!renebildi!im zaman
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

b) Sınavlardan iyi not alabildi!im zaman
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

c) Bildi!im %eyleri uygulamayı ö!rendi!im zaman
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

d) TV ve sinemayı anlayabildi!im zaman
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

e) Çevreme farklı bir %ekilde baktı!ım zaman
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

f) Yabancılarla ileti%im kurabildi!im zaman
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

g) Dü%üncelerimi ifade edebildi!im zaman
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM
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h) Birilerine kendimden emin bir %ekilde bir %eyler ö!retti!im zaman
KATILMIYORUM

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

2) Tercih etti!iniz ö!renme ortamını tanımlayınız.
a) Ortam hareketli olunca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

b) Ö!retmen ve ö!renci ili%kilerinin iyi oldu!u ve ileti%imin sa!landı!ı ortamda
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

c) (ngilizceyi kullanma fırsatı bulundu!unda
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

d) Derslik küçük oldu!unda
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

e) Acele etmem istenmedi!inde
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

f) Ö!rencilerin yetenek seviyeleri birbirine yakın olunca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

g) Sınıf mevcudu az olunca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

h) Not/Sıralama kaygısı olmaksızın ders çalı%ınca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

i) Ders dolu dolu geçince
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

j) Yetene!imin yetersiz oldu!unu hissetti!im durumlarda
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN
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k) Ders/Konu ilgimi çekmeyince
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

l) De!erlendirme için sıkı ders çalı%mam konusunda baskı yapılınca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

m) Uygulanabilir %eyler ö!renebildi!imde
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

n) Ö!renme gruplar halinde gerçekle%ince
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

o) Serbestlik imkânı sa!landı!ında
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

p) (yi ileti%im sa!lanınca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

q) Dersler anlam ifade edince
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

r) Yapmak istedi!im %eyleri yapabilince
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

s) Herkesin fikirlerini söyleyip tartı%tı!ı zaman
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

t) Dersler e!lenceli olunca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

u) Anlayabildi!im zaman
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN
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v) Güncel olayları tartı%tı!ımız zaman
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

w) (leti%im tek yönlü olunca (ö!retmenden ö!renciye vb)
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

x) Ö!rencilerden pasif olmaları istenince
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

y) Sessiz ve soru sormanın zor oldu!u durumlarda
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

z) Derse ilgim olmayınca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

aa) Ö!renciler, sınav için ezber yapmaya zorlandıklarında
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

ab) Ö!renciler dü%üncelerini dile getirmeyince
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

ac) Dersler ö!retmen-merkezli olunca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

ad) Bir tane do!ru cevabın olması ve ba%ka ihtimal tartı%malarının olmaması halinde
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

ae) Dersin gidi%atı daima aynı olunca
UYGUN DE-(L

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

UYGUN

3) Sınıf-içi ö!renmenin amacı nedir?
a) Te%vik ve destek almak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM
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b) Yeni bilgi edinmek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

c) Pratik yapmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

d) (ngilizceyi kullanmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

e) Nasıl ders çalı%ılaca!ını ö!renmek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

f) Arkada%larla birlikte ö!renmek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

g) Gruplar olu%turup kar%ılıklı konu%maları pratik yapmak için
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

4) Ö!renme sürecinde ö!retmenin rolü nedir?
a) Ö!rencilere, kendi kendilerine anlayamadıkları %eyleri açıklamak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

b) Çe%itli fikirler ileri sürmek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

c) Ö!rencilerin “ya%ayan” (ngilizceyi duymalarını sa!lamak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

d) Ö!rencileri motive etmek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

e) Ö!rencileri bir araya toplayıp yönlendirmek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM
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f) Ö!rencilere nasıl ö!reneceklerini/ders çalı%acaklarını göstermek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

g) Ö!rencilerin ilgilerini artırmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

h) Esin kayna!ı olmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

i) Olumlu bir ortam olu%turmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

j) Bir danı%man gibi davranmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

k) Ö!rencilerin ufkunu geni%letmek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

5) Ö!renme sürecinde ö!rencinin rolü nedir?
a) Ders çalı%mak için bir amaç edinmek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

b) Kendi kendilerine çalı%mak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

c) Daha fazla ba!ımsız olmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

d) Aktif bir %ekilde ders çalı%mak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

e) Ö!renmeye istekli olmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM
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f) Aktivitelere katılmaya istekli olmak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

6) Yabancı dil nasıl ö!renilir?
a) Yurt dı%ına çıkarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

b) Ö!renilen dilin konu%uldu!u bir ortamda bulunarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

c) Ö!renilen dile alı%arak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

d) Kültürü ö!renerek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

e) Dili kullanarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

f) Çok ders çalı%arak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

g) Aktif bir %ekilde ö!renmek için imkânlar olu%turarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

h) Kelime ve dilbilgisi gibi temel %eyleri ö!renerek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

i) Dil çalı%mayı hayatımın bir parçası yaparak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM
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7) Niçin (ngilizce ö!reniyorsunuz?
a) (% bulmak için
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

b) (ngilizce %arkı ve filmleri anlamak için
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

c) (leti%im kurmak için
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

d) Yurt dı%ına çıkmak için
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

e) Ufkumu geni%letmek için
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

f) (lgi çekici/Ho% oldu!u için
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

8) A%a!ıdakilerden hangileri etkili Yabancı Dil ö!renme yöntemleridir?
a) Farklı beceri ö!elerini dengeleyip ders çalı%mak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

b) A%ina olana kadar ders çalı%arak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

c) Di!er Yabancı Dilleri ö!renerek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

d) Kendi kendimi gözlemleyerek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM
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e) Hayal kurarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

f) Verilen görevleri eksiksiz yaparak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

g) Dilbilgisi ve kelimelere a%ina olarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

h) Kar%ılıklı konu%malar yaparak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

i) Amaç belirleyerek
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

j) Motive olup sıkı bir %ekilde ders çalı%arak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

k) Kendime kar%ı katı olarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

l) Yurt dı%ına çıkarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

m) Ö!rendiklerimi kullanarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

n) Ö!renmek için imkânlar olu%turarak
KATILMIYORUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KATILIYORUM

9) (ngilizce ö!renirken ne tür stratejiler kullanırsınız?
a) Yazı%mak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA
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b) Ders dı%ında, ders notları ve kasetler kullanmak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

c) Radyo, TV, ve filmlerden yararlanmak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

d) Yabancılarla konu%mak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

e) Her gün ders çalı%mak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

f) Her gün birkaç kelime ö!renmek
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

g) Kelimeleri hatırlamak için kendi yöntemini olu%turmak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

h) Derslere hazırlanmak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

i) Dersleri zevkli hale getirmek
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

j) Ö!renilen %eyleri zihinde canlandırmak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

k) Not tutmak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

l) Sözlük kullanmamak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

274
m) Derslerin içeri!ini hatırlamak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DA(MA

n) Kitap okumak
H(ÇB(R ZAMAN
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Appendix C
Multiple Intelligence Areas Questionnaire
Sevgili ö!renciler,
Daha ba%arılı bir e!itim ö!retim sezonu geçirebilmeniz için ö!renme stillerinizi bulmak
amacıyla hazırlanmı% olan bu anketteki her bir soru için a%a!ıdaki 5 seçenek bulunmaktadır.
Sizin için en uygun olan seçene!e ( X ) i%areti koyunuz. (%aretleme yaparken olması gerekeni
de!il, sizin için gerçekten do!ru olanı i%aretleyiniz:
0: Benim için hiç uygun de!il
1: Çok az uygun
2: Kısmen uygun
3: Oldukça uygun
4: Tamamen uygun
0
1. Dinleyerek daha iyi ö!reniyorum. ……………………………

1

2

3

4

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

2. Konu%madan ve yazmadan önce kelimeleri kafamda
tasarlayabilirim.

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

3. Radyo dinlemeyi televizyon seyretmeye tercih ederim. ……...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

4. Sözcük oyunlarından, %ifreli kelime oyunlarından çok
ho%lanırım. ...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

5. Bazen arkada%larım kullandı!ım kelimelerin anlamlarını
açıklamamı istiyorlar.

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

6. Sosyal konular bana matematik ve fen konularından kolay gelir.

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

7. Yürüyü% yaparken cadde boyunca var olan yazılar, resimlerden
daha fazla dikkatimi çeker. …………………………………......…

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

8. Duydu!um ve yeni okudu!um kelimeleri konu%malarımda
kullanmaktan ho%lanırım. ……………………….…………….……

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

9. Kitap okumak benim için çok önemlidir. ……………………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

10. Çe%itli konularda deneme, %iir, hikâye yazma ve benzeri
etkinliklerden birini yaparım. ……………………….………...……

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

11. Zeka oyunları ve soruları ilgimi çeker. ……………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
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12. Matematik ve fen bilgisi en sevdi!im derslerdir. …………......

1

2

3

4

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

13. Mantıksal dü%ünme gerektiren oyunlar ve beyin jimnastikleri
çok ho%uma gider. …………………………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

14. Gelecekle ilgili tahminler yapmak bana e!lenceli gelir. ……...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

15. Her %eyin mantıklı bir açıklaması oldu!una inanırım. ………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

16. Soyut kavramlarla ilgili dü%ünmekten ho%lanırım. …………...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

17. (nsanların söyledi!i, yaptı!ı i%lerin mantı!ını anlamaya
çalı%mak ho%uma gider. …………………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

18. Makine ve aletlerin çalı%ma sistemini merak ederim. ………...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

19. Zihinden hesap yapmak bana kolay gelir. …………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

20. Sayılarla konu%mayı ve bir konuyu matematiksel olarak ifade
etmeyi daha do!ru bulurum. ………………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

21. Bir i%in ya da olayın bütününü görmek bence önemlidir. …….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

22. Görsel sunuları daha iyi ö!renirim. …………………………...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

23. Etrafımda gördüklerimi çok ayrıntılı hatırlayabiliyorum. .........

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

24. Görsel bulmacalar çözmekten ho%lanıyorum. ………………...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

25. Renkli hareketli rüyalar görüyorum. ………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

26. Bilmedi!im bir yerde genelde yolumu bulabilirim. …………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

27. Bir %eyler çizmekten, karalamaktan ho%lanıyorum. …………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

28. Nesneler ters çevrildi!inde de görünümünü rahatlıkla hayal
edebiliyorum. ……………………………………………………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

29. Resimlerle zenginle%tirilmi% kitapları okumayı seviyorum. ….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

30. Gözlerimi kapadı!ımda görsel imajlar görebilirim. …………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

31. +arkı söylemeyi severim. ……………………………………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

32. Çalı%ırken radyodan, kasetten müzik dinlemek benim için
önemlidir………………………………………………………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

33. Bir müzik aleti çalarım. ……………………….………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

34. Hayatımda müzik olmasaydı eminim hayatım daha fakir olurdu.

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

35. Yürürken bir ezgiyi mırıldanırım. …………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

36. Birçok parçanın melodisini bilirim. ………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

37. Bilmedi!im bir parçayı bir-iki kez dinledikten sonra do!ru bir
%ekilde söylerim. …………………………………………………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
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38. Çalı%ırken veya yeni bir %ey ö!renirken tempo tutarım. ……...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

39. Çevremdeki seslere çok duyarlıyım. ………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

40. Müzik derslerini severim. ……………………….……………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

41. (nsanlar beni fiziksel olarak çok hareketli bulur. ……………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

42. Araç-gereçleri elime alıp parçalarına ayırmayı ve birle%tirmeyi
severim……………………………………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

43. El becerileri gerektiren i%leri severim. ………………………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

44. En parlak fikirler, yürürken ya da fiziki bir etkinlik ile
u!ra%ırken aklıma gelir. ……………………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

45. Serbest zamanlarımı dı%arıda geçirmeyi seviyorum. …………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

46. Biriyle konu%urken vücudumu ve ellerimi sık kullanırım. …...

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

47. Bir %ey hakkında daha fazla bilgi edinmek için ona dokunmaya
ihtiyaç duyarım. ……………………………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

48. Macera ya%amaktan ya da benzer ürkütücü fiziksel
etkinliklerden ho%lanırım. ……………………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

49. En az bir spor dalıyla ya da fiziksel etkinlikle etkilenirim. ……

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

50. Uzun süre oturmak bana çok zor gelir. ……………………….… ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
51. Hayvanlara kar%ı çok meraklıyım. ……………………….……

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

52. Açık havada olmak çok ho%uma gider. ……………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

53. Toprakla, bitkilerle u!ra%mayı severim. ……………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

54. Do!adaki varlıkları tanımak bana heyecan verir. ………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

55. Do!ayla ilgili ma!aza, müze ya da sergileri gezmekten
ho%lanırım. …………………………………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

56. Bir hayvan beslemek ya da çiçek yeti%tirmek bence çok
gereklidir. ………………………………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

57. Çevre kirlili!ine kar%ı çok duyarlıyım. ……………………….… ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
58. Do!ayla ilgili dergi, kitap ya da belgeselleri takip ederim. ……

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

59. Vakıfların do!ayı koruma çalı%malarını çok önemli buluyorum.

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

60. Çevre bilinci güçlü insanları de!erli buluyorum. ………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

61. Birilerine bir %ey ö!retmek ve payla%ımda bulunmak ho%uma
gider. ……………………………………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
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62. Bir yere giderken ya da bir i% yaparken yanımda birileri olsun
isterim. ………………………………………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

63. Problemim oldu!unda arkada%larımdan yardım alarak
halletmeyi tercih ederim. …………………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

64. Birkaç tane çok yakın arkada%ım vardır. ………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

65. Kendimi bir lider olarak dü%ünmü%ümdür. ……………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

66. Kalabalıkta kendimi rahat hissederim. …………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

67. Sosyal etkinliklere katılmaktan ho%lanırım. ……………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

68. Evde yalnız oturmak yerine e!lenceli bir toplantıya katılmayı
ye!lerim. ………………………………………………………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

69. (nsanlar bana zaman zaman fikir danı%ır. ………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

70. Grup oyunlarını bireysel oyunlara tercih ederim. ………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

71. Kendimle ba% ba%a kalmayı severim. …………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

72. Kendime güvemin yüksektir. …………………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

73. Kendi ba%ıma u!ra%tı!ım özel bir hobim var. …………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

74. Hayatım için bazı önemli hedeflerim var. ………………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

75. Yeteneklerim ve zayıf taraflarım hakkında gerçekçi görü%lere
sahibim. …………………………………………………………..

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

76. Tek ba%ıma hafta sonunu geçirmeyi kalabalık bir grupla
geçirmeye ye!lerim. ……………………………………………….

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

77. Kendimi ba!ımsız biri olarak dü%ünmü%ümdür. ………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

78. Duygu ve dü%üncelerimi iyi ifade ederim. ……………………

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

79. Hayatın anlamı hakkında dü%ünmeyi ya da yazmayı severim. …

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

80. Kendimi daha iyi tanımak için ki%isel geli%im kitapları okurum.

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
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Appendix D
English Lanaguage Learning Strategies Questionnaire
Sevgili ö!renciler,
Bu anket, (ngilizce ö!renirken kullandı!ınız stratejileri belirlemek ve bunları geli%tirmek
amacıyla hazırlanmı%tır. Soruların do!ru veya yanlı% cevapları yoktur. Her bir soru için
olumludan olumsuza do!ru giden 1’den 5’e kadar de!er bulunmaktadır. Olması gereken
de!eri de!il sizin ilgili stratejiyi kullanma oranınızı gösteren de!eri daire içine alınız.
Katılımınız için te%ekkür ederim.
1. (ngilizcede yeni ö!rendi!im %eylerle hâlihazırda bildi!im %eyler arasında ili%ki kurarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

2. Yeni (ngilizce kelimeleri daha iyi anlamak için, onları cümlede kullanırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

3. Yeni bir (ngilizce kelimeyi hatırlamak için, o kelimenin okunu%unu imgesiyle veya
resmiyle ili%kilendiririm.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

4. Yeni bir (ngilizce kelimeyi, o kelimenin kullanılabilece!i durumu zihnimde canlandırarak
veya o imgeyi bir kâ!ıda çizerek hatırlarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

5. Yeni (ngilizce kelimeleri hatırlamak için kafiyeler kurarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

6. Yeni (ngilizce kelimeleri hatırlamak için, onları kart veya kâ!ıtlara yazarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

7. Yeni (ngilizce kelimelerin fiziksel hareketlerini yaparım. (Örne!in; jump: sıçramak)
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima
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8. (ngilizce kelimeleri sık sık sözlü veya yazılı olarak tekrar ederim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

9. Yeni (ngilizce kelime veya kalıpları, sayfa veya tahtadaki yerlerini hatırlayarak
ö!renirim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

10. (ngilizce derslerini sık sık sözlü veya yazılı olarak tekrar ederim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

11. Yeni (ngilizce kelimeleri, birkaç defa söyler veya yazarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

12. Anadili (ngilizce olan ki%iler gibi konu%maya çalı%ırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

13. (ngiliz alfabesindeki seslerin prati!ini yaparım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

14. Bildi!im (ngilizce kelimeleri farklı %ekillerde kullanırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

15. Çevremdekilerle yaptı!ım (ngilizce kar%ılıklı konu%maları ben ba%latırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

16. (ngilizce TV-radyo veya bilgisayar programlarını, kasetleri, CD/DVD’leri,
sinemaları takip ederim/dinlerim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

17. (ngilizce romanlar, hikâyeler, dergiler ve gazeteler okumak hobimdir.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

18. (ngilizce notlar, mesajlar, mektuplar, günlük veya raporlar yazarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

veya
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19. (ngilizce bir okuma parçasına önce göz atarım sonra geriye dönüp dikkatlice okurum.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

20. Anadilimde, yeni (ngilizce kelimelere benzer kelimeler ararım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

21. (ngilizcedeki kuralları bulmaya çalı%ırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

22. (ngilizce bir kelimenin anlamını, onu anlayabilece!im bir %ekilde parçalara ayırarak
bulurum.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

23. (ngilizce bir %eyler dinlerken veya okurken kelime kelime çeviri yapmaya çalı%ırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

24. (ngilizce olarak duydu!um veya okudu!um bilgilerin özetini çıkarırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

25. Bir %eyler okurken veya dinlerken kar%ıla%tı!ım yeni (ngilizce kelimelerin anlamlarını
sözlükten bakmak yerine tahmin ederim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

26. (ngilizce konu%urken bir kelimeyi hatırlayamazsam, mimiklerimi (el-yüz hareketlerimi)
kullanırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

27. (ngilizcede kullanmam gereken do!ru kelimeyi bilmiyorsam, yeni kelimeler üretirim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

28. (ngilizce okuma parçalarını ve kitapları sözlü!e bakmadan okurum.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima
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29. (ngilizce konu%urken, di!er insanların az sonra ne söyleyeceklerini tahmin etmeye
çalı%ırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

30. (ngilizce bir kelimeyi hatırlayamazsam, aynı anlama gelen ba%ka bir kelime veya kalıp
kullanırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

31. Kendi kendime çalı%mak için (ngilizce kaynak materyaller bulurum.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

32. Ders dı%ında kendi kendime (ngilizce konu%urum.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

33. Kendi iste!imle (ngilizce dersleri için ön hazırlık yaparım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

34. Ders materyali sıkıcı olsa bile bana verilen görevi bitirene kadar yaparım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

35. (ngilizcemi kullanmak için mümkün oldu!u kadar çok yol bulmaya çalı%ırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

36. (ngilizcedeki hatalarımı fark edip onlardan ders alırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

37. Birilerini (ngilizce konu%urken duyarsam onları anlamak için dikkat kesilirim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

38. (ngilizceyi daha iyi kullanmanın yollarını ararım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

39. Ö!retmenim istemese bile günlük programımı (ngilizce çalı%maya zaman ayırabilecek bir
%ekilde ayarlarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima
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40. (ngilizce konu%abilece!im insanlar ararım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

41. (ngilizce pratik yapmak için (yazmak, konu%mak, dinlemek, dinlemek) mümkün oldu!u
kadar çok imkân ararım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

42. (ngilizce becerilerimi (konu%ma, yazma, dinleme, okuma) geli%tirmeye yönelik belirli
hedeflerim var.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

43. (ngilizce ö!renirken kat etti!im geli%meyi gözlemlerim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

44. Her ne zaman (ngilizceyi kullanmaktan korksam, kendimi rahatlatmaya çalı%ırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

45. Hata yapmaktan korksam bile kendimi (ngilizce konu%ma konusunda cesaretlendiririm.
Hiçbir zaman
46. (ngilizcede

1 2 3 4 5
ba%arılı

olunca

Daima
kendimi

ödüllendiririm

(sevdi!im

bir

%eyi

yapmak/yemek/almak vs).
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

47. (ngilizce çalı%ırken veya (ngilizceyi kullanırken gerilirsem veya sinirlerim bozulursa bunu
fark ederim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

48. Duygularımı ve dü%üncelerimi dil ö!renme günlü!üme yazarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

49. (ngilizce ö!renirken birileriyle hissettiklerimle ilgili konu%urum.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima
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50. (ngilizce bir %eyleri anlamazsam, kar%ımdakinden yava% konu%masını, söylediklerini
açıklamasını veya tekrar söylemesini isterim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

51. (ngilizce konu%abilen ki%ilerden, konu%urken yaptı!ım hatalarımı düzeltmelerini isterim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

52. Çevremdekilerle (di!er ö!renciler, ailem, arkada%larım, ö!retmenlerim vs) (ngilizce
pratik yaparım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

53. (ngilizce konu%abilen ki%ilerden yardım isterim.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

54. (ngilizce sorular sorarım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima

55. Anadili (ngilizce olan ki%ilerin kültürünü ö!renmeye çalı%ırım.
Hiçbir zaman

1 2 3 4 5

Daima
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Appendix E

Katılıyorum

Kararsızım

Katılmıyorum

Attitudes towards English Language Learning Questionnaire

1. Bugüne kadar (ngilizce çalı%malarımda birçok sorunlar
ya%adım.

( )

( )

( )

2. (ngilizce’de iyiyim.

( )

( )

( )

3. (ngilizce derslerini severim.

( )

( )

( )

4. (ngilizceyi mümkün oldu!u kadar çok ö!renmek isterim.

( )

( )

( )

5. (ngilizce ö!renmek zaman kayıbıdır.

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

9. (ngilizce kitaplar okumaktan ho%lanırım.

( )

( )

( )

10. (ngilizce filmler izlemekten ho%lanırım.

( )

( )

( )

11. (ngilizce müzik dinlemekten ho%lanırım.

( )

( )

( )

12. (ngilizce gazete okumaktan ho%lanırım.

( )

( )

( )

13. (ngilizce haber izlemek planlarım arasındadır.

( )

( )

( )

6. Okulda veya okul dı%ında (ngilizce çalı%ma kulüplerine
katılmak isterim.
7. Televizyon veya radyodan (ngilizce konu%ma programlarını
takip etmekten ho%lanırım.
8. (ngilizce konu%ma materyalleri (kitap, CD, kaset, video, vs.)
alırım.
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14. (ngilizce ö!retmenim
etkin de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

etkin

duyarsız

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

duyarlı

ne%esiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ne%eli

bilgisi yetersiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

bilgili

samimi de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

samimi

ula%ılamaz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ula%ılabilir

ho%

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ho%

ku%kulu

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

güvenen

yeteneksiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

yetenekli

sıkıcı

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

büyüleyici

dost canlısı de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

dost canlısı

sıkıcı

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

heyecan verici

organize de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

organize

güvenilmez

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

güvenilir

hayal gücü yok

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

hayal gücü yüksek

sabırsız

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

sabırlı

kaba

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

nazik

renksiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

renkli

zeki de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

zeki

kötü

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

iyi

üretken de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

üretken

sıkıcı

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ilginç

güvenilmez

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

güvenilir

ilgisiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ilgili

dü%üncesiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

dü%ünceli

de!il
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39. (ngilizce dersim
anlamsız

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

anlamlı

zevksiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

zevkli

monoton

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

çekici

zor

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

kolay

berbat

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ho%

sıkıcı

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ilginç

kötü

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

iyi

basit

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

karma%ık

hem fikir olunamaz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

hem fikir olunabilir

sıkıcı

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

büyüleyici

de!ersiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

de!erli

gereksiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

gerekli

ho%a gitmeyen

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ho%a giden

faydasız

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

faydalı

basit

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

karı%ık

acı verici

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

zevkli

e!itici de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

e!itici

ödüllendirici de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ödüllendirici

zor

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

kolay

tatmin edici de!il

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

tatmin edici

önemsiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

önemli

ho%

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ho%

can sıkıcı

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

ilgi çekici

kafa karı%tırıcı

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

açık, net

renksiz

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___

renkli

de!il

64. Bana uygun (ngilizce ö!renme yöntemlerini biliyorum.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

65. (ngilizce seviyemin ne oldu!unu biliyorum.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum
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66. (ngilizce ö!renme yetene!ime güveniyorum.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

67. (ngilizcemin hangi kısımlarını geli%tirmem gerekti!ini biliyorum.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

68. Ders dı%ında yaptı!ım %eyler (ngilizcem için önemlidir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

69.(ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, ö!retmenin verdi!i ödevleri bitirmem benim için
önemlidir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

70. (ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, derslere devam etmek ve ders kitaplarına
çalı%mak benim için önemlidir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

71. Kendi kendime ders çalı%tı!ımda derslere devam ederek ö!rendi!imden daha fazla
(ngilizce ö!renirim.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

72. (ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, ö!retmenimin, benim ö!renme hedeflerimi
belirlemesi benim için önemlidir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

73. Bir dili ö!renmenin en iyi yolu, sınıfta ö!retmenden ö!renmektir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

74. (ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, ö!retmenimin, benim ö!renme sürecimi düzenli
olarak de!erlendirmesi (sözlü, quiz veya yazılı yaparak) benim için önemlidir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum
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75. (ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, kendi ö!renme sürecimi organize etmek ve bunu
uygulamak benim için önemlidir. 75
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

76. (ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, kendi (ngilizce geli%imimi de!erlendirmem
benim için önemlidir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

77. (ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, sınıf dı%ında e!itim-ö!retim araç gereçlerini
kullanmak benim için önemlidir. 77
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

78. (ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, derste bana birçok seçenekler sunulması benim
için önemlidir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum

79. (ngilizceyi iyi bir %ekilde ö!renmek için, derslere aktif olarak katılmak benim için
önemlidir.
Katılmıyorum

1 2 3 4 5

Katılıyorum
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Appendix F
Learning Styles Questionnaire
Sevgili Ö!renciler,
A%a!ıdaki anket, ö!renmeye kar%ı tutum ve duygularınızı belirlemek amacıyla hazırlanmı%tır.
Sorunların do!ru veya yanlı% cevabı yoktur. Her bir soruyu, okul derslerinize kar%ı genel
tutum ve duygularınıza göre cevaplayınız. Her bir soru için a%a!ıdaki seçeneklerden sizin için
en uygun olana (X) i%areti koyunuz:
1. Kesinlikle katılmıyorum
2. Katılmıyorum
3. Kararsızım
4. Katılıyorum

1. Ödevlerimi yaparken yalnız çalı!mayı tercih
ederim.
2. Derste sık sık dalıp hayal kurarım.
3. Derslerde, di$er ö$rencilerle çalı!mak ho!uma
gider.
4. Ö!retmenlerin, benden istenenleri, açık bir %ekilde
ifade etmelerini gerekir.
5. Ba!arılı olmak için, di$er ö$rencilerle rekabet edip
ö$retmenin dikkatini çekmek gerekir.
6. Ders konularını ö!renmek için benden istenen her
%eyi yaparım.

K. Katılmıyorum

Katılmıyorum

Kararsızım

Katılıyorum

K. Katılıyorum

5. Kesinlikle katılıyorum

1

2

3

4

5
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7. Konular hakkındaki bilgilerim, genellikle, ders
kitaplarındakiler kadar iyidir.
8. Derste yapılanlar genellikle sıkıcıdır.
9. Di$er ö$rencilerle, dersler hakkında tartı!mayı
severim.
10. Ö!renece!im konularda ö!retmenlerime
ba!ımlıyım.
11. 'yi notlar almak için di$er ö$rencilerle yarı!ırım.
12. Dersleri yalnızca okulda ö!renebilirim.
13. Ö$retmenimin önemli gördü$ü yerlere de$il
kendim için önemli olan konulara çalı!ırım.
14. Derste i%lenen konular beni neredeyse hiç
heyecanlandırmaz.
15. Arkada!larımın ders konularıyla ilgili fikirlerini
merak ederim.
16. Derslerde sadece benden istenen %eyleri yaparım.
17. Derste, kendimi kabul ettirmek için di$er
ö$rencilerle yarı!ırım.
18.Derslere katılarak, evde çalı%arak ö!rendi!imden
daha fazlasını ö!reniyorum.
19. Derslerimin ço$unu yalnız çalı!arak ö$renirim.
20. Derslerimin ço!una devam etmek istemiyorum.
21. Ö$renciler, dü!üncelerini birbirleriyle daha fazla
payla!maları konusunda te!vik edilmeli.
22. Ödevlerimi, ö!retmenlerimin istedikleri %ekilde
yaparım.
23. Derslerde ba!arılı olmak için ö$renciler aktif
olmalı.
24. Dersten olabildi!i kadar çok yararlanmak bana
ba!lıdır.
25. Kendi kendime ö$renme yetene$ime çok
güveniyorum.
26. Derslerde dikkatimi toplamada zorlanıyorum.
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27. Sınavlara arkada!larımla birlikte çalı!maktan
ho!lanırım.
28. Çalı%aca!ım konuların veya yapaca!ım ödevlerin
açıkça ba%kaları tarafından belirlenmesini isterim.
29. Soruları ba!kalarından önce cevaplamaktan
ho!lanırım.
30. Ders içi aktiviteler ho%uma gider.
31. Ders konularıyla ilgili dü!üncelerini geli!tirmeyi
severim.
32. Derslerin bana bir %ey kazandırmadı!ını
dü%ünüyorum.
33. Derslerde, kendimi, takımın aktif bir üyesi olarak
hissediyorum.
34. Ö!retmenler dersle ilgili çalı%malarda ö!rencileri
daha çok yönlendirmeli.
35. Derste ön plana çıkmak için, di$er ö$rencilerin
ayaklarını kaydırmak gerekmektedir.
36. Derslerin her bölümüne mümkün oldu!u kadar
katılmaya çalı%ırım.
37. Derslerin nasıl i!lenmesi gerekti$i konusunda
dü!üncelerim vardır.
38. Ba%arılı olmak için yeterince çalı%ırım.
39. 'nsanlarla iyi geçinmek, dersin bir parçasıdır.
40. Ö!retmenin derste söyledi!i hemen hemen her %eyi
not alırım.
41. Derslerde, en iyi ö$rencilerden biri olmak benim
için çok önemlidir.
42. (lginç olsa da olmasa da bütün ödevlerimi iyi bir
%ekilde yaparım.
43. 'lgimi çeken konularda, kendi kendime, daha
fazla bilgi edinmeye çalı!ırım.
44. Sınavlar için çok çalı%ırım.
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45. Konuyu ö$renme, ö$rencilerle ö$retmenler
arasında i!birli$i gerektirir.
46. (yi organize edilmi% dersleri tercih ederim.
47. Derslerde dikkat çekmek için, ödevlerimi di$er
ö$rencilerden daha iyi yaparım.
48. Ödevlerimi genellikle son güne bırakmam.
49. '!leri kendi ö$renme hızımda yapabilece$im
dersleri severim.
50. Ö!retmenlerin beni derste görmezden gelmesini
tercih ederim.
51. Di$er ö$rencilere, anlamadıkları konularda
yardım etmeye istekliyim.
52. Ö!rencilere, sınavlara tam olarak hangi konuların
dâhil edilece!inin söylenmesi gerekmektedir.
53. Di$er ö$rencilerin sınavlarda ve ödevlerde ne
kadar ba!arılı olduklarını ö$renmek isterim.
54. Yapılması zorunlu olan ödevlerin yanı sıra iste!e
ba!lı ödevleri de yaparım.
55. Bir !eyi anlamadı$ım zaman, kendime göre
uyarlamaya çalı!ırım.
56. Derslerde, yanımda oturanlarla ileti%im kurarım.
57. Derste, küçük grup aktivitelerine katılmaktan
ho!lanırım.
58. Ö!retmenlerin derse hazırlıklı gelmesinden
ho%lanırım.
59. 'yi bir i! yaptı$ımda, ö$retmenlerimin beni daha
fazla tanımasını isterim.
60. Derslerimde, genellikle, sınıfın ön tarafında
otururum.
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Appendix G

Yüksek

Katılıyorum -

Orta

Kararsızım -

- Dü!ük

Katılmıyorum

Motivation Questionnaire

1. Bu dersi almamın asıl nedeni ebeveynlerimin /
arkada%larımın / ö!retmenimin (ngilizcemi ilerletmemi
istemeleridir.

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

3. Türkiye’deki herkes (ngilizce ö!renmelidir.

( )

( )

( )

4. (ngilizce konu%manın sosyal konumuma yararı olacaktır.

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

6. Daha fazla e!itimli olmak için (ngilizce ö!reniyorum.

( )

( )

( )

7. (ngilizce ö!renmemin asıl nedeni sınavları geçmektir.

( )

( )

( )

8. (ngilizceyi daha iyi ö!renirsem, daha iyi bir i%im olur.

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

2. Bu derste ba%arılı olmak istiyorum çünkü aileme /
arkada%larıma / ö!retmenime / di!erlerine yetene!imi
göstermek önemlidir.

5. (ngilizce ö!reniyorum çünkü (ngilizce konu%ulan bir
ülkede bulunmak istiyorum.

9. (ngilizce seviyemi yükseltmenin bana maddî getirisi
olacaktır.
10. Geçmi%te oldu!undan daha çok (ngilizce ö!renmek
istiyorum.
11. Sınıf arkada%larımdan daha ba%arılı olmak benim için
önemlidir.
12. Bu dersin ö!retmeniyle ili%kilerim benim için önemlidir.
13. Bu dersteki en önemli %eylerden biri di!er ö!rencilerle
iyi geçinmektir.
14. Bu ders benim için önemlidir çünkü (ngilizceyi iyi
ö!renirsem,

çocuklarımın

yardımcı olabilirim.

(ngilizcesi

ö!renmesine
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15. Ne

kadar

çalı%ırsam

(ngilizcemi

çalı%ayım,

( )

( )

( )

16. (ngilizce benim için önemli çünkü ufkumu geni%letiyor.

( )

( )

( )

17. Ana dili (ngilizce olan insanlarla tanı%mak isterim.

( )

( )

( )

18. Anadili (ngilizce olan insanların kültürü hakkında bilgi

( )

( )

( )

19. (ngilizce ödevim olunca hemen yaparım.

( )

( )

( )

20. (ngilizce derslerinde ö!retilen %eylere ve çalı%malarıma

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

ilginç

( )

( )

( )

24. (ngilizceye sınıf arkada%larımdan daha çok çalı%tı!ımı

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

ilerletemiyorum.

edinmek isterim.

odaklanırım.
21. Okuldaki (ngilizce derslerinin sayısının arttırılmasını
isterim.
22. (ngilizcenin okullarda kesinlikle ö!retilmesi gerekti!ini
dü%ünürüm.
23. (ngilizce

çalı%mayı

di!er

derslerden

daha

bulurum.
dü%ünürüm.
25. (ngilizce derslerinde ö!rendi!im kelime ve fikirleri sık
sık dü%ünürüm.
26. Okulda

(ngilizce

ö!retilmeseydi,

kendi

kendime

çalı%ırdım.
27. Gerçekten (ngilizce ö!renmeye çalı%ıyorum.

28. (ngilizce dersinde, %unu yapmak isterdim:
a) hem (ngilizce hem de Türkçe konu%mak
b) mümkün oldu!u kadar çok Türkçe konu%mak
c) sadece (ngilizce konu%mak
29. (ngilizce dersinde ö!rendi!im %eyleri aktif bir %ekilde dü%ünürüm:
a) çok sık
b) neredeyse hiç
c) ara sıra
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30. (ngilizce dersinde ö!rendi!imiz %eyleri anlamakta zorluk çekersem:
a) hemen ö!retmenden yardım isterim.
b) Sadece yazılıdan önce yardım ararım.
c) tamamen önemsemem.
31. (ngilizce ödevlerini yaparken:
a) biraz çabalarım ama elimden gelenin en iyisini yapmam.
b) çok dikkatli çalı%ıp her%eyi anladı!ımdan emin olurum.
c) es geçerim.
32. (ngilizceye nasıl çalı%tı!ım konusunda, dürüstçe %unu söyleyebilirim:
a) sadece i%ime yarayacak kadar i% yaparım.
b) i%i %ansa veya zekâma bırakırım çünkü çok az ödev yaparım.
c) gerçekten (ngilizce ö!renmeye çalı%ırım.
33. Ö!retmenin birilerden ekstra ödev yapmasını istemesi durumunda, ben:
a) kesinlikle gönüllü olmam.
b) kesinlikle gönüllü olurum
c) sadece ö!retmenin beni do!rudan görevlendirmesi durumunda yaparım.
34. (ngilizce ödevimi geri alınca,:
a) daima hatalarımı düzelterek tekrar yazarım.
b) sırama atar yüzüne bile bakmam.
c) bakarım ama hataları düzeltmek için kendimi rahatsız etmem.
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Appendix H
Brain Dominance Questionnaire
Sevgili Ö!renciler,
Bu anket, (ngilizce derslerinizi size uygun olarak düzenlemek amacıyla beyin profilinizi
çıkarmak için hazırlanmı%tır. Ankette, 15 tane madde bulunmaktadır. Her bir madde için dört
adet seçenek bulunmaktadır. Her bir maddede, sizi en iyi açıklayan iki seçene!i i%aretleyiniz.
Lütfen toplam 30 tane i%aretleme yaptı!ınızdan emin olunuz. Katılımınız için te%ekkür
ederim.
1. a) hayalci

6. a) payla%ımcı

11. a) de!i%imci

b) ara%tırmacı

b) düzenli

b) ara%tırmacı

c) gerçekçi

c) mantıklı

c) tedbirli

d) analitik

d) ba!ımsız

d) muhakemeci

2. a) düzenli

7. a) rekabetçi

12. a) ileti%im

b) adapte olabilen

b) mükemmeliyetçi

b) ke%fetme

c) rasyonel

c) i%birlikçi

c) spontane

d) meraklı

d) mantıklı

d) mantıklı

3. a) tartı%ma

8. a) zeki

13. a) meydan okuma

b) sadede gelme

b) hassas

b) pratik

c) üretme

c) sıkı çalı%an

c) kaygıcı

d) di!erleriyle ili%kili

d) risk alan

d) inceleme

4. a) empatik

9. a) düzyazı okuyucusu

14. a) i% tamamlayan

b) pratik

b) insancıl

b) ihtimalleri görebilen

c) akademik

c) problem çözücü

c) fikir elde eden

d) maceracı

d) planlayıcı

d) yorumlama

5. a) titiz

10. a) ezberci

15. a) yapma

b) esnek

b) ili%ki kuran

b) hissetme

c) sistematik

c) derin dü%ünen

c) dü%ünme

d) üretken

d) icat eden

d)deneme
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Appendix I
Brain Dominance Questionnaire Scoring Form
De$erlendirme
•

Her sıradaki soruya verdi!iniz cevapları i%aretleyin.

•

Her sütundaki i%aretlediklerinizi alttaki toplam kısmına yazınız.

•

Her sütunu 4 ile çarpınız.

•

Her bölümdeki toplam puanınızı belirleyiniz.
'!aretledi$iniz seçenekler

Madde No

I.

1

C

D

A

B

2

A

C

B

D

3

B

A

D

C

4

B

C

A

D

5

A

C

B

D

6

B

C

A

D

7

B

D

C

A

8

C

A

B

D

9

D

A

B

C

10

A

C

B

D

11

D

B

C

A

12

C

D

A

B

13

B

D

C

A

14

A

C

D

B

15

A

C

B

D

SÜTUN _______________ X 4 = _______________ (SOMUT ARDI*IK - MA)

II. SÜTUN _______________ X 4 = _______________ (SOYUT ARDI*IK - YA)
III. SÜTUN _______________ X 4 = _______________ (SOYUT RASTGELE - YR)
IV. SÜTUN _______________ X 4 = _______________ (SOMUT RASTGELE - MR)
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Appendix J

Katılmıyorum

Kararsızım

Katılıyorum

Anxiety Questionnaire

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

1. (ngilizce dersinde hazırlık yapmadan konu%ma yapmak
zorunda kaldı!ım zaman paniklerim.
2. (ngilizce dersinde cevap vermek için parmak kaldırmaktan
utanırım.
3. (ngilizce dersinde hata yapmaktan korkmam.
4. (ngilizce dersleri o kadar hızlı geçiyor ki geride kalmaktan
korkuyorum.
5. (ngilizce konu%mak için ö!renmem gereken kuralların
çoklu!u beni rahatsız ediyor.
6. (ngilizce ö!retmenimin yaptı!ım her hatayı düzeltmeye
hazır oldu!u dü%üncesinden korkarım.
7. (ngilizce dersinde ö!retmenimin beni derse kaldıraca!ını
bilmek sinirlerimi bozar.
8. Di!er ö!rencilerin yabancı dil konusunda benden daha iyi
oldu!unu dü%ünürüm.
9. (ngilizce dersi için iyi hazırlansam bile kaygılanırım.
10. (ngilizce dersine giderken, kendimden emin ve rahat
hissederim.
11. Ö!retmenden

ba%ka

ki%ilerin

(ngilizcemi

de!erlendirmesinden korkmam.
12. Ö!retmenin (ngilizcemi de!erlendirmesinden korkmam.
13. (ngilizceyi

iyi

ö!renebilece!imi

dü%ünüyorum,

yazılılarda iyi yapamıyorum.
14. Düzeltilen hatalardan çok %eyler ö!renilir.

ama
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Appendix K

Dü!ük

Orta

Yüksek

Performance Assessment Questionnaire

1. Yıl sonunda hedefledi!in notu almak için ne kadar çalı%malısın?

( )

( )

( )

2. Daha önce aldı!ın notu/notları almak için ne kadar çalı%tın?

( )

( )

( )

3. +uanki (ngilizce seviyem için, bence, (ngilizce telaffuzum

( )

( )

( )

4. +uanki (ngilizce seviyem için, bence, (ngilizce akıcı konu%mam

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

5. +uanki (ngilizce seviyem için, bence, (ngilizce konu%urken
dilbilgisini do!ru kullanmam
6. +uanki (ngilizce seviyem için, bence, (ngilizce yazma
yetene!im
7. +uanki (ngilizce seviyem için, bence, (ngilizce kelime
yetene!im
8. +uanki (ngilizce seviyem için, bence, (ngilizce dinleme
yetene!im
9. +uanki (ngilizce seviyem için, bence, (ngilizce okuma
yetene!im
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Appendix L
Bar-On’s Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire
Sayın katılımcı, a%a!ıdaki ifadelere verece!iniz cevapları 1’den 5’e kadar sıralanan
1- Kesinlikle katılmıyorum,

2- Katılmıyorum,

3- Kararsızım,

4- Katılıyorum,

5- Tamamen katılıyorum
açıklamalarından birini seçerek (X) i%areti ile belirtmeniz gerekiyor. (fadelerin do!ru veya
yanlı%ı yoktur. Bu nedenle ifadeyi okudu!unuzda aklınıza gelen ilk cevap sizin tutumunuzu en
iyi yansıtan olacaktır.
1
1. Zorluklarla ba% edebilme yakla%ımım adım adım ilerlemektir.
2. Duygularımı göstermek benim için oldukça kolaydır.
3. Çok fazla strese dayanamam.
4. Hayallerimden çok çabuk sıyrılabilir ve o anki durumun
gerçekli!ine kolayca dönebilirim.
5. Zaman zaman ortaya çıkan tersliklere ra!men, genellikle
i%lerin düzelece!ine inanırım.
6. Üzücü olaylarla yüz yüze gelmek benim için zordur.
7. Biriyle aynı fikirde olmadı!ımda bunu ona söyleyebilirim.
8. Kendimi kötü hissetti!imde beni neyin üzdü!ünü bilirim.
9. Ba%kaları benim iddiasız biri oldu!umu dü%ünürler.
10. Ço!u durumda kendimden eminimdir.
11. Huysuz bir insanımdır.
12. Çevremde olup bitenlerin farkında de!ilimdir.
13. Derin duygularımı ba%kaları ile kolayca payla%amam.
14. (yi ve kötü yanlarıma baktı!ım zaman kendimi iyi hissederim.
15. Ya%amımı elimden geldi!ince anlamlı hale getirmeye
çalı%ırım.
16. Sevgimi belli edemem.
17. Tam olarak hangi konularda iyi oldu!umu bilmiyorum.
18. Eski alı%kanlıklarımı de!i%tirebilirim.
19. Ho%uma giden %eyleri elimden geldi!ince sonuna kadar
ö!renmeye çalı%ırım.
20. Ba%kalarına kızdı!ımda bunu onlara söyleyebilirim.

2

3

4

5
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21. Hayatta neler yapmak istedi!ime dair kesin bir fikrim yok.
22. Yapacaklarımın bana sık sık söylendi!i bir i%te çalı%mayı
tercih ederim.
23. Bir problemi çözerken her bir olasılı!ı inceler, daha sonra en
iyisine karar veririm.
24. Bir liderden çok, takipçiyimdir.
25. Do!rudan ifade etmeseler de, ba%kalarının duygularını çok iyi
anlarım.
26. Fiziksel görüntümden memnunum.
27. (nsanlara ne dü%ündü!ümü kolayca söyleyebilirim.
28. (lgimi çeken %eyleri yapmaktan ho%lanırım.
29. Sabırsız bir insanım.
30. Di!er insanların duygularını incitmemeye özen gösteririm.
31. (%ler gittikçe zorla%sa da genellikle devam etmek için
motivasyonum vardır
32. Ba%kalarıyla iyi ili%kiler kurarım.
33. Güç bir durumla kar%ıla%tı!ımda konuyla ilgili olabildi!ince
çok bilgi toplamayı isterim.
34. (nsanlara yardım etmekten ho%lanırım.
35. Son birkaç yılda çok az ba%arı elde ettim.
36. Öfkemi kontrol etmem zordur.
37. Hayattan zevk almıyorum.
38. Duygularımı tanımlamak benim için zordur.
39. Haklarımı savunamam.
40. Oldukça ne%eli bir insanımdır.
41. Dü%ünmeden hareket edi%im problemler yaratır.
42. (nsanlar benim sosyal oldu!umu dü%ünürler.
43. Kurallara uyan bir vatanda% olmak çok önemlidir.
44. Kendimi oldu!um gibi kabul etmek bana zor geliyor.
45. Aynı anda ba%ka bir yerde bulunmak zorunda olsam da,
a!layan bir çocu!un anne ve babasını bulmasına yardım ederim.
46. Arkada%larım bana özel %eylerini anlatabilirler.
47. Kendi ba%ıma karar veremem.
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48. Ba%ka insanlara saygı duyarım.
49. Ba%kalarına neler oldu!unu önemserim.
50. Bazı %eyler hakkında fikrimi de!i%tirmem zordur.
51. Problemlerin çözümüne ili%kin farklı çözüm yolları
dü%ünmeye çalı%ınca genellikle tıkanır kalırım.
52. Fanteziler ya da hayaller kurmadan her %eyi gerçekte oldu!u
gibi görmeye çalı%ırım.
53. Neler hissetti!imi bilirim.
54. Benimle birlikte olmak e!lencelidir.
55. Sahip oldu!um ki%ilik tarzından memnunum.
56. Hayal ve fantezilerime kendimi kaptırırım.
57. Yakın ili%kilerim benim ve arkada%larım için çok önemlidir
58. Yeni %eylere ba%lamak benim için zordur.
59. E!er yasaları çi!nemem gerekirse, bunu yaparım.
60. Endi%eliyimdir.
61. Yeni %artlara ayak uydurmak benim için kolaydır.
62. Kolayca arkada% edinebilirim.
63. Can sıkıcı problemlerle nasıl ba% edebilece!imi bilirim.
64. Ba%kaları ile çalı%ırken kendi fikirlerimden çok onlarınkine
güvenirim.
65. Kendimi çok sık, kötü hissederim.
66. Konu%maya ba%layınca zor susarım
67. Çevremdekilerle iyi geçinemem.
68. Zor %artlarda serin kanlılı!ımı nasıl koruyaca!ımı bilirim.
69. Kendimi takdir ederim.
70. (nsanlarla tartı%ırken, bana sesimi alçaltmamı söylerler.
71. Tarzımı de!i%tirmem zordur.
72. Hayatımdan memnunum.
73. Ba%kalarının bana ihtiyaç duymalarından çok, ben ba%kalarına
ihtiyaç duyarım.
74. Hafta sonlarını ve tatilleri severim.
75. Çok sinirlenmeden stresle ba% edebilirim.
76. Çok zor durumların üstesinden gelece!ime inanıyorum.
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77. Acı çeken insanların farkına varamam.
78. Genellikle en iyisini ümit ederim.
79. Ba%kalarına göre, bana güvenmek zordur.
80. Endi%emi kontrol etmemin zor oldu!unu biliyorum.
81. Ba%kalarının duygusal ihtiyaçlarını, kolaylıkla fark ederim.
82. Abartmayı severim.
83. Gülümsemek benim için zordur.
84. Uygun bir zamanda negatif duygularımla yüzle%ir, onları
gözden geçiririm.
85. Yeni bir %eylere ba%lamadan önce genellikle ba%arısız
olaca!ım hissine kapılırım.
86. (stedi!im zaman “hayır” demek benim için zordur.
87. Bir problemle kar%ıla%tı!ımda önce durur ve dü%ünürüm.
88. Yukarıdaki ifadelere samimi bir %ekilde cevap verdim.
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Appendix M
Parental Attitudes Questionnaire
Sevgili Ö!renciler,
Lütfen a%a!ıdaki soruları kendi anne ve babanızı dü%ünerek dikkatlice okuyunuz. Verilen durumların
anne ve babanıza ne kadar uydu!una karar verin.
E!er tamamen benziyorsa kutucuklara

4,

biraz benziyorsa

3,

benzemiyorsa

2,

hiç benzemiyorsa

1 yazın.

1

Herhangi bir sorunum oldu!unda, eminim annem ve babam bana yardım ederler.

2

Annem ve babam büyüklerle tartı%mamam gerekti!ini söylerler.

3

Annem ve babam yaptı!ım her %eyin en iyisini yapmam için beni zorlarlar.

4

Annem ve babam herhangi bir tartı%ma sırasında ba%kalarını kızdırmamak için susmam
gerekti!ini söylerler.

5

Annem ve babam bazı konularda “sen kendin karar ver” derler.

6

Derslerimden ne zaman dü%ük not alsam annem ve babam kızar.

7

Ders çalı%ırken anlayamadı!ım bir %ey oldu!unda, annem ve babam bana yardım ederler.

8

Annem ve babam kendi görü%lerinin do!ru oldu!unu, bu görü%leri onlarla tartı%mamam
gerekti!ini söylerler.

9

Annem ve babam benden bir%ey yapmamı istediklerinde, niçin bunu yapmam gerekti!ini de
açıklarlar.

10 Annem ve babamla her tartı%tı!ımda bana “büyüdü$ün zaman anlarsın” derler.
11 Derslerimden dü%ük not aldı!ımda, annem ve babam beni daha çok çalı%mam için
desteklerler.
12 Annem ve babam yapmak istediklerim konusunda kendi kendime karar vermeme izin
verirler.
13 Annem ve babam arkada%larımı tanırlar.
14 Annem ve babam istemedikleri bir%ey yaptı!ımda bana kar%ı so!uk davranırlar ve küserler.
15 Annem ve babam sadece benimle konu%mak için zaman ayırırlar.
16 Derslerimden dü%ük notlar aldı!ımda, annem ve babam öyle davranırlar ki suçluluk duyar
ve utanırım.
17 Ailemle birlikte ho%ça vakit geçiririz.
18 Annemi ve babamı kızdıracak bir%ey yaptı!ımda, onlarla birlikte yapmak istedi!im %eyleri
yapmama izin vermezler

306
A%a!ıdaki her ifadenin yanında bulunan kutulardan sadece size uygun olanın içine (X) i%areti koyunuz.
19. Genel olarak annen ve baban okul zamanı hafta içinde gece arkada%larınla bir yere gitmene izin
verirler mi?

Evet

Hayır

E!er cevabınız Evet ise a%a!ıdaki soruyu cevaplayınız.
Hafta içinde en geç saat kaça kadar gece dı%arıda kalmanıza izin verilir (Pazartesi-Cuma arası)?
8: 00’den önce

10: 00 – 10: 59 arası

8: 00 – 8: 59 arası

11: 00 ya da daha geç

9: 00 – 9: 59 arası

(stedi!im saate kadar

20. Genel olarak annen ve baban hafta sonları gece arkada%larınla bir yere gitmene izin verirler mi?

Evet

Hayır

E!er cevabınız Evet ise a%a!ıdaki soruyu cevaplayınız.
Hafta içinde en geç saat kaça kadar gece dı%arıda kalmanıza izin verilir (Pazartesi-Cuma arası)?
8: 00’den önce

10: 00 – 10: 59 arası

8: 00 – 8: 59 arası

11: 00 ya da daha geç

9: 00 – 9: 59 arası

(stedi!im saate kadar

Annen ve baban a%a!ıdakileri ö!renmek için ne kadar çaba gösterirler?

21.

E!er gece bir yere gittiysen nereye
gitti!ini

22.

Bo% zamanlarında ne yaptı!ını

23.

Okuldan çıktıktan sonra ne yaptı!ını

Hiç çaba

Çok az çaba

Çok çaba

göstermezler

gösterirler

gösterirler
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Annen ve babanın a%a!ıdakiler hakkında ne kadar bilgileri vardır?

24.

E!er gece bir yere gittiysen nereye gitti!in

25.

Bo% zamanlarında ne yaptı!ın

26

Okuldan çıktıktan sonra nereye gitti!in

.

Bilgileri

Çok az bilgileri

Çok bilgileri

yoktur

vardır

vardır
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Appendix N
Attribution Style Questionnaire
Sevgili Ö!renciler.
Elinizdeki anket, (ngilizce dersine ili%kin dü%üncelerinizi ö!renmek için hazırlanmı%tır. Anketin
her sorusunda bir olay anlatılmı%tır. Bu olay kar%ısında kalan bir ki%inin seçebilece!i a ve b
harfleri ile gösteren iki seçenek verilmi%tir. Siz böyle bir olayla kar%ıla%saydınız bu seçeneklerden
hangisini seçerdiniz? Dü%ününüz e!er a seçene!i sizin dü%üncelerinize daha uygun ise. a'yı
i%aretleyiniz, e!er b seçene!i uygun ise b'yi yuvarlak içine alarak i%aretleyiniz. Unutmayın, bu bir
do!ru-yanlı% testi de!ildir. Önemli olan sizin gerçek dü%üncelerinizi belirtmenizdir. Sizin
dü%üncelerinize hangi seçenek uyuyorsa onu i%aretleyiniz
ÖRNEK:
Balık tutmaya gittiniz ve hiç balık bulamadınız
a) Balık tutmayı bilmedi!im için balık bulamadım
b) Avlandı!ım yerde balık çok az oldu!u için tutamadım
1.

Bir testte en yüksek puanı aldınız
a) Ben her zaman testte ba%arılı oldu!um için yine en yüksek puanı aldım
b) Bu test benim en iyi bildi!im konuda oldu!u için en yüksek puanı aldım

2.

Birkaç arkada%ınızla birlikte bir oyun oynadınız ve siz kazandınız
a) Birlikte oynadı!ım arkada%lar bu oyunu iyi oynamadıkları için ben kazandım
b) Bu oyunu iyi oynadı!ım için ben kazandım

3.

Bir arkada%ınızın evine konuk gittiniz ve çok iyi bir gün geçirdiniz
a) Arkada%ım o gün bana candan ve yakın davrandı!ı için iyi bir gün geçirdim
b) Arkada%ımın ailesindeki herkes bana candan ve yakın davrandı!ı için iyi bir gün
geçirdim.

4.

Bir grup arkada%ınızla geziye gittiniz ve çok e!lendiniz
a) Ben ne%eli oldu!um için e!lendik
b) Birlikte gitti!im arkada%lar ne%eli oldu!u için e!lendik

5.

Tüm arkada%larınız grip oldu, tek siz olmadınız
a) Son zamanlarda sa!lı!ım yerinde oldu!u için gribe yakalanmadım.
b) Ben her zaman sa!lıklı oldu!um için gribe yakalanmadım.

6. Besledi!iniz bir hayvanı araba ezdi.
a) Ben ona iyi bakmadı!ım için ezildi.
b) +oförler dikkatsiz oldu!u için ezildi.
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7. Tanıdı!ınız bazı çocuklar sizi sevmediklerini söylediler.
a) O çocuklar bana kötü davrandıkları için böyle söylemi%lerdir.
b) Ben o çocuklara kötü davrandı!ım için böyle söylemi%lerdir.
8. Derslerinizden çok iyi notlar aldınız.
a) Dersler kolay oldu!u için iyi notlar aldım.
b) Çok çalı%tı!ım için iyi notlar aldım.
9. Bir arkada%ınızla kar%ıla%tınız ve size sevimli göründü!ünüzü söyledi.
a) O gün arkada%ıma herkes sevimli göründü!ü için böyle söylemi%tir.
b) Arkada%ım her zaman ba%kalarına sevimli göründüklerini söyledi!i için bana da öyle
söylemi%tir.
10. En iyi arkada%ınızdan biri sizden nefret etti!ini söyledi.
a) O gün arkada%larımın huysuzlu!u üzerinde oldu!u için öyle söylemi%tir.
b) Ben arkada%ıma iyi davranmadı!ım için öyle söylemi%tir.
11.

Anlattı!ınız fıkraya hiç kimse gülmedi.
a) Ben iyi fıkra anlatamadı!ım için kimse gülmedi
b) Fıkrayı herkes bildi!i için kimse gülmedi.

12. Ö!retmeninizin derste anlattı!ı konuyu anlayamadınız.
a) O gün hiçbir %eye kendimi veremedi!im için dersi anlayamadım.
b) Ö!retmen anlatırken dikkatli dinleyemedi!im için dersi anlayamadım.
13. Ö!retmeninizin uyguladı!ı bir testte ba%arısız oldunuz.
a) Ö!retmenimiz her zaman zor testler uyguladı!ı için ba%arısız oldum.
b) Son bir kaç haftadır ö!retmenimiz zor testler uyguladı!ı için ba%arısız oldum.
14.

Kilo aldınız ve oldukça %i%man görünmeye ba%ladınız.
a) Yemek zorunda oldu!um yemekler %i%manlatıcı oldu!u için %i%manladım.
b) Ben %i%manlatıcı yemekleri sevdi!im için %i%manladım.

15. Birisi paranızı çaldı.
a) Dürüst olmayan birisi paramı çalmı%tır.
b) (nsanlar zaten dürüst de!ildir.
16. Yaptı!ınız bir %ey için anne babanız sizi ödüllendirdi.
a) Ben bazı %eyleri iyi yaptı!ım için ödüllendirildim.
b) Annem babam yaptı!ım %eyleri be!endikleri için beni ödüllendirdiler.
17. Bilye oyununda tüm misketleri kazandınız.
a) Her %eyde %anslı oldu!um için bilye oyununda da kazandım.
b) Bilye oyununu iyi oynadı!ım için kazandım.
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18. Denizde yüzerken neredeyse bo!ulacaktınız.
a) Her zaman dikkatsiz oldu!um için neredeyse bo!ulacaktım.
b) Bazı günler dikkatsiz oldu!um için az daha bo!ulacaktım.
19. Pek çok arkada%ınız sizi ya% günü partisine ça!ırıyor.
a) Son zamanlarda arkada%larım beni çok yakın buldukları için ya% günlerine
ça!ırıyorlar.
b) Son zamanlarda ben arkada%larıma yakın davrandı!ım için ya% günlerine ça!ırıyorlar.
20.

Büyüklerinizden birisi size ba!ırdı.
a)

(lk rastladı!ı insan ben oldu!um için öfkesini benden çıkarmı%tır.

b)

O gün herkese ba!ırmı%tır.

21. Bir grup arkada%ınızla bir çalı%ma yaptınız ve ba%arısız oldunuz.
a) O gruptaki ki%ilerle iyi anla%amadı!ım için ba%arısız oldum.
b) Grup çalı%malarında hiçbir zaman iyi olmadı!ım için ba%arısız oldum.
22. Yeni bir arkada% edindiniz.
a) (yi bir insan oldu!um için arkada% edinebiliyorum.
b) Kar%ıla%tı!ım çocuklar iyi oldukları için benimle arkada% oluyorlar.
23. Ailenizdeki ki%ilerle iyi geçiniyor musunuz?
a) Ailemdeki ki%ilerle her zaman iyi geçinirim.
b) Ailemdeki ki%ilerle kimi zaman iyi geçinirim.
24. Çiklet satmayı denediniz ama kimse almadı.
a) Son zamanlarda çocuklar o kadar çok %ey satıyorlar ki artık insanlar çocuklardan almak
istemiyorlar.
b) (nsanlar genellikle çocuklardan bir %eyler almaktan ho%lanmıyorlar.
25. Bir oyunda siz kazandınız.
a) Özellikle oyunlarda ba%arılı olmak için çok çaba gösterdi!im için ben kazandım.
b) Hemen her konuda ba%arılı olmak için çok çaba gösterdi!im için ben kazandım.
26. Dü%ük not aldınız.
a) Akılsız oldu!um için dü%ük not aldım.
b) Ö!retmenler dü%ük not veriyorlar.
27. Kapıya çarptınız burnunuz kanadı.
a) O anda önüme bakmadı!ım için kapıya çarptım.
b) Son zamanlarda çok dikkatsizim.
28. Top oynarken bir hata yaptınız ve takımınız kaybetti.
a) O gün iyi oynamak için fazla u!ra%madım.
b) Top oyunlarında iyi oynamak için fazla u!ra%mam.
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29. Beden e!itimi dersinde aya!ınızı burktunuz.
a) Son haftalarda beden e!itimi dersinde tehlikeli hareketler yaptı!ınız için burkuldu.
b) Son haftalarda beden e!itimi dersinde beceriksiz oldu!um için burkuldu.
30. Anne ve babanız sizi deniz kıyısına götürdü ve çok iyi vakit geçirdiniz.
a) O gün her %ey çok güzel oldu!u için iyi vakit geçirdim.
b) O gün hava güzel oldu!u için iyi vakit geçirdim.
31. Sinemaya gitmek için binece!iniz otobüs gecikti ve filmi kaçırdınız.
a) Son günlerde otobüsler zamanında gelmiyor.
b) Zaten otobüsler hiçbir zaman zamanında gelmiyor.
32. Anneniz en sevdi!iniz yeme!i pi%irdi.
a) Annem her zaman beni mutlu etmek için çalı%ır.
b) Annem beni mutlu etmek için çok az %ey yapar.
33. Oynadı!ınız takım bir oyunu kaybetti.
a) Takımdaki oyuncular hiçbir zaman anla%amadıkları için oyunu kaybettik.
b) Takımdaki oyuncular o gün anla%amadıkları için oyunu kaybettik.
34. Ev ödevinizi çabucak bitirdiniz.
a) Son zamanlarda her %eyi çabuk yaptı!ım için erken bitirdim.
b) Son zamanlarda ev ödevimi çabucak yaptı!ım için erken bitirdim.
35. Ö!retmeniniz bir soru sordu ve siz yanlı% cevap verdiniz.
a) Bana soru soruldu!unda hep heyecanlandı!ım için yanlı% cevap verdim.
b) O gün heyecanlandı!ım için yanlı% cevap verdim.
36. Yanlı% otobüse bindiniz ve kayboldunuz.
a) O gün çevreme dikkat etmedi!im için kayboldum.
b) Genellikle çevreme dikkat etmedi!im için kayboldum.
37. Lunaparka gidip çok e!lendiniz.
a) Genellikle lunaparkta çok e!lenirim.
b) Genellikle her yerde e!lenirim.
38. Sizden büyük bir çocuk sizi dövdü.
a) Karde%iyle alay etti!im için beni dövmü%tür.
b) Karde%i ona "benimle alay etti" dedi!i için dövmü%tür.
39. Ya% gününüzde istedi!iniz tüm oyuncaklar arma!an edildi.
a) Yakınlarım her ya% günümde hangi oyuncakları istedi!imi do!ru bilirler.
b) Bu ya% günümde hangi oyuncakları isledi!imi do!ru bildiler.
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40. Tatilde bir köye gidip çok iyi vakit geçirdim.
a) Köy ya%amak için çok güzel bir yer oldu!u için iyi vakit geçirdim.
b) Köy bu mevsimde çok güzel oldu!undan iyi vakit geçirdim.
41. Kom%u çocuklar sizi yeme!e ça!ırdılar.
a) (nsanlar bazen nazik oluyorlar.
b) (nsanlar her zaman naziktir.
42. Ö!retmeniniz yerine bir ba%ka ö!retmen geldi ve sizden ho%landı.
a) O gün sınıfta uslu oldu!um için benden ho%landı.
b) Sınıfta her zaman uslu oldu!um için benden ho%landı.
43. Birlikte gezdi!iniz arkada%ınız sizinle çok iyi vakit geçirdi!ini söyledi.
a) Her zaman ne%eli bir insan oldu!um için iyi vakit geçirmi%tir.
b) O gün ne%eli oldu!um için iyi vakit geçirmi%tir.
44. Bakkal size %eker ikram etti.
a) O gün bakkala kibar davrandı!ım için bana %eker ikram etti.
b) O gün bakkalın iyili!i üzerinde oldu!u için bana %eker ikram etti.
45. Gitti!iniz bir kukla tiyatrosunda kuklacı sizden yardım istedi.
a) Gözüne ilk ben ili%ti!im için benden yardım isledi.
b) Benim oyunla gerçeklen ilgilendi!imi anladı!ı için benden yardım istedi.
46. Bir arkada%ınızı sizinle birlikte sinemaya gitmek için kandırmaya çalı%tınız ama gelmedi.
a) O gün canı hiçbir %ey yapmak istemedi!i için gelmedi.
b) O gün sinemaya gitmek istemedi!i için gelmedi.
47. Uzun süredir samimi olan ik i arkada%ınız birbirine küstüler.
a) Arkada%lıkta geçinmek zor oldu!u için küstüler.
b) Onların geçinmeleri zor oldu!u için küstüler.
48. Bir çocuk kulübüne üye olmaya çalı%tınız ama sizi almadılar.
a) Hiçbir çocukla iyi geçinemedi!im için almamı%lardır.
b) O kulüpteki çocuklarla iyi geçinemedi!im için almamı%lardır.
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