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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF STUDENTS’ ENTERING CHRACTERISTS AND
CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT EXPERIENCES ON THEIR LANGUAGE
LEARNING OUTCOMES IN AN EFL SETTING IN TURKEY

ATBAS, Emil Ertugrul
Ph.D., Department of Education
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Meral Aksu

September 2004, 240 pages

This study investigated the impact of several affective, cognitive, and
demographic entering characteristics of students and their experiences of the
psychosocial, instructional and managerial, physical, and course-related materials
aspects of the classroom environment in accounting for three language learning
outcomes; class participation, study habits, and English achievement. The subjects of
the study (N = 519) were the preparatory class students of various departments of
Erciyes University in Kayseri who received a one-year English instruction at Erciyes
University School of Foreign Languages (EUSFL) during the academic year 2001-
2002.

In line with the “Input-Context-Outcome” research framework of the study,
the data were gathered from the students through self-report questionnaires and
school records prior to (Input-entering student characteristics variables), during
(Context- classroom environment variables), and at the end (Outcome) of the
specified instructional period (one-semester), which were subjected to various
applications of Multivariate Linear Regression procedures.

The findings indicated different patterns of relationships depending on the
type of outcome assessed with significant predictors from both input and context
classes. In descending order of effect size, the significant predictors of class

participation were teacher supportiveness, involvement, satisfaction with course

v



materials, speaking anxiety, self-concept, task orientation and organization, effort,
student cohesiveness, physical conditions, overall academic achievement, and
previous exposure, which altogether accounted for 74 % of the variance in students’
levels of class participation. The amount of variance accounted for study habits was
40 %, with involvement, overall academic achievement, self-concept, student
residence, and gender emerging as significant predictors. As for the English
achievement criterion, overall academic achievement, teacher supportiveness, self-
concept, involvement, satisfaction with course materials, previous exposure, and
student residence were significant predictors which accounted for 56 % of the overall
variance. The findings are discussed in light of relevant theory and empirical
research and suggestions are made for pedagogical practices and further research

directions.

Keywords: Student Characteristics, Classroom Environment, English Achievement,

Study Habits, Class Participation
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TURKIYE’DE INGILIZCENIN YABANCI DiL OLARAK OGRENILDIGI BiR
ORTAMDA OGRENCILERIN GIRiS OZELLIKLERI VE SINIF ORTAMI
DENEYIMLERININ DiL OGRENME URUNLERI UZERINDEKI ETKILERI

ATBAS, Emil Ertugrul
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Meral Aksu

Eyliil 2004, 240 sayfa

Bu calisma 6grencilerin ¢esitli duyussal, bilissel ve demografik giris
ozelliklerinin ve i¢inde bulunduklar: sinif ortamlarimin psikososyal, 6gretim ve sinif
yonetimi, fiziksel ve ders materyalleri boyutlar1 ile ilgili deneyimlerinin, derse
katilim, ¢alisma aliskanliklar1 ve Ingilizce basarisi {iriinlerini agiklamadaki etkilerini
arastirmistir. Calismanin denekleri (N =519), 2001-2002 6gretim yilinda Erciyes
Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulunda bir yillik (iki dénem) Ingilizce hazirlik
egitimi goren, cesitli boliimlere kayith 6grencilerdir.

Calismanin “Giris-Ortam-Uriin” arastirma modeli ¢ercevesinde, veriler
ogrencilerden anket yontemi ile ve okul kayitlarindan yararlanilarak belirlenen
egitim siirecinin (bir donem) dncesinde (giris 6zellikleri degiskenleri), egitim
stiresince (sinif ortami1 degiskenleri) ve egitim siirecinin sonunda (6grenme tiriinleri)
elde edilmis ve Korelasyon ve Regresyon analizleri ile incelenmistir.

Sonuglar, incelenen iiriiniin (bagimli/6l¢iit degisken) 6zelliklerine bagli
olarak, hem giris hem de simif ortami1 degisken gruplarindan anlaml agiklayici
degiskenlerinin &n plana ¢iktig: farkl iliski desenleri ortaya koymustur. Onem
sirasina gore, derse katilim {irtiniinlin anlamli agiklayic1 degiskenleri, 6gretmen
destegi, katilimcilik, ders materyallerinden tatmin, konusma kaygisi, 6z-benlik, gorev
egilimi ve organizasyon, ¢aba, 6grenci yakinligi, siniflarin fiziksel durumlari, genel

akademik basar1 ve daha 6nce hazirlik egitimi goriip-gérmemis olma degiskenleri
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olmustur. Bu degiskenler bir biitlin olarak 6grencilerin derse katilim diizeylerindeki
varyansin % 74’iinii aciklanmstir. Ogrencilerin ¢alisma aliskanliklarini agiklayan
degiskenler, katilimeilik, genel akademik basari, 6z-benlik, 6grencinin ailesi ile
yasaylp-yasamamasi ve cinsiyet olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu 6l¢iitiin agiklanan toplam
varyansi % 40 olmustur. Ingilizce basarisini agiklayan degiskenler ise dSnem sirasina
gore genel akademik basari, 6gretmen destegi, 6z-benlik, katilimcilik, ders
materyallerinden tatmin, 6grencinin daha 6nce hazirlik egitimi goriip-gérmemis
olmas1 ve dgrencinin ailesi ile yasayip-yasamamasi degiskenleridir.Ingilizce
basarisinin agiklanan toplam varyansi % 56 olmustur.

Calismanin bulgulari, ilgili literatiirdeki kuramlar ve arastirmalarin 1s181nda
tartisilmig, egitim ile ilgili uygulamalara ve gelecekteki ¢aligmalara yonelik

onerilerde bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Ogrenci Ozellikleri, Sinif Ortamu, Ingilizce Basarisi, Calisma

Aliskanliklari, Derse Katilim
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

Understanding and predicting second/foreign language learning is a difficult
task since there appears to be a multitude of complex and interwoven factors which
influence the shape of learning outcomes. Teachers often complain that students
encounter many difficulties in the process of language learning which cause many of
them to underachieve, develop negative attitudes toward the language being studied,
and lead to increased dropout rates. These difficulties, without doubt, also have a
negative influence on the teacher’s performance in class, and in turn, on his or her
professional satisfaction. Therefore, identifying factors which account for
appropriate learning behaviors or desired learning outcomes appears to be an
essential aspect of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research for providing useful
pedagogical implications for curricular and instructional practices.

In an attempt to understand the complex phenomenon of language learning,
SLA researchers have focused on a host of factors that are likely to account for
variances in learning outcomes. Some researchers have been interested in individual
differences of language learners’ proficiency levels, especially with respect to
achievement measures based on students’ grades, using several affective, cognitive,
and demographic variables as predictors.

In the context of second/foreign language learning affective variables refers
to the learners’ responses to the learning situation; among others they include
personality traits, self-perceptions, attitudes toward both first language (L1) and
second language (L2) cultures, motivation to learn L2, and anxiety. Cognitive
variables are related to the processes of knowing; some of them include learning
styles, intelligence, memory, cognitive strategies, aptitude, and study habits.
Demographic variables include such biographical, linguistic, and circumstantial

variables as age, sex, academic background, socio-economic status, and so forth.



In the last decades, SLA research has focused on how inherent language
abilities, general cognitive skills, personality, and affective learner characteristics
contribute to success in language learning. However, no clear and consistent patterns
of relationships of these variables to L2 acquisition have been established. It has
been generally accepted that such relationships seem to vary depending on social,
cultural, and educational contexts, especially when affective factors are concerned.
For example, in an English as a second language context (ESL), where there are
more speakers of the target language than learners and when the learners and the
target language speakers can interact freely, sociability and the communicative needs
seem to be good predictors of L2 achievement. On the other hand, in an English as a
foreign language (EFL) context, where L2 is taught in the tightly structured
classroom, cognitive factors seem to play a greater role (Wong-Fillmore, 1991).
Throughout this thesis the terms EFL/ESL and second/foreign language learning are
used interchangeably, unless these distinctions are explicitly stated.

Affective variables play an important role in second language acquisition
research, although measurement of affect causes empirical difficulties. Krashen
(1982) claims that learners with high motivation, self-confidence, a good self-image,
and a low level of anxiety are better equipped for success in second language
acquisition. Low motivation, low self-esteem, and debilitating anxiety can combine
to raise the ‘affective filter’ and form mental obstructions that prevent
‘comprehensible input” from being used for acquisition.

Among the affective characteristics of ESL/EFL learners, motivation is one
of the most commonly quoted determinants of language learning success. Second
language learning motivation has traditionally been described via Gardner’s socio-
educational model (Gardner & Lambert, 1972), which comprised‘instrumental’ (the
relation of the target language to the learner’s utilitarian goals) and ‘integrative’ (the
learner’s attitudes towards, and desire to become like the members of the target
culture) motivational orientations. However, several researchers have claimed
drawbacks associated with this model of motivation. For instance, studies carried out
via Gardner’s model in different cultural and educational settings have often yielded
conflicting findings. Furthermore, the changing definitions connected with these
types of motivations or orientations frequently make the research findings difficult to
interpret, compare, and lead to generalizations (Crookes & Schmidt, 1991).
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Although the importance of motivation is greatly recognized, it is a very
complex and multifaceted construct to which researchers have approached from a
number of diverse perspectives. Motivation in SLA is complicated even more by the
multifaceted roles of language (DoOrnyei, 1998). Since SLA motivation is such a
broad and complex topic, as Dérnyei points out, “it is not the lack but rather the
abundance of motivation theories which confuse the scene” (1998, p.118). Thus,
depending on the main focus of a particular research undertaken, the concept of
motivation can be viewed and discussed from various perspectives. Despite the
abundance of motivational theories and lack of agreement over appropriate
terminology, perhaps the overall finding of SLA motivation research is that the
intensity or strength of motivation is more important than the type.

Language anxiety, which is the situation specific apprehension generated in
language learning contexts, has been another major focus of SLA research. The state
of uneasiness and apprehension, which is especially aggravated by oral
communication situations, may affect negatively both the learning of a language in
the classroom situation (Dulay, Burt, and Krashen, 1982; Krashen, 1981) and its
performance in and outside the classroom contexts. The literature reports that
language anxiety is one of the best predictors of various measures of foreign
language achievement (Maclintyre and Gardner, 1991; Aida, 1994; Horwitz, 1986;
Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986; Saito and Samimy, 1996; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey,
and Daley, 2000). Maclntyre and Gardner (1991) state that among attitudes,
motivation, and anxiety, measures of language anxiety shows the strongest
correlations with several indexes of foreign language achievement. For example,
anxious students are less likely to volunteer answers and to participate in oral
classroom activities (Ely, 1986). Given the tendency of language classrooms to
provoke anxiety (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986), promoting a low-stress
language learning environment appears to be an important priority for the teacher to
help students acquire effective study and learning strategies.

Closely related to motivation and anxiety is the construct of self-concept, that
is, the evaluation the learners make of themselves with regard to the target language
learning. In the literature self-concept is also referred to as self-esteem, self-
confidence, self-efficacy, self-image, or in general, self-perceptions, depending on
the underlying theory. In this study, it is used in a broader sense to cover such terms.
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Coopersmith (1967 cited in Brown, 1996) defines self-esteem as a personal
judgment of worthiness that is expressed in the attitudes that the individuals hold
towards themselves. A lack of self-esteem is likely to lead to negative attitudes
towards his capability as a learner, and to a deterioration in cognitive performance,
thus confirming his view of himself as incapable of learning (Diener and Dweck,
1978, 1980, cited in Wenden, 1998). It has been found that self-confidence is related
to proficiency in second language acquisition and that students with low levels of
self-confidence appear to have lower motivation to learn a foreign language
(Clement, Doérnyei, & Noels, 1994; Clement, Gardner, & Smythe, 1977, 1980;
Clement & Kruidenier, 1985). Self-efficacy, another dimension of self-perceptions,
has also been found to be a determinant of one’s level of effort, persistence, and
quality of performance (Bandura, 1982).

Another area of SLA research falls into the category of cognitive domain
which has drawn on insights gained from cognitive theories of learning. Attempts
have been made by a number of researchers to include aspects of cognitive learning
theories to account for second language acquisition (O'Malley, Chamot & Walker
1987, Bialystock, 1988). From the cognitive perspective language learning is viewed
as a complex cognitive skill that centers on the processing of information (Ellis,
1990). It is contingent in both content and developmental sequencing on former
cognitive abilities and language is considered as a function of more general non-
linguistic abilities (Berman, 1987).

It has been shown that the level of proficiency in the first language has a
direct influence on the development of proficiency in the second language. The
absence of continuing first language proficiency has been found to reduce the levels
of second language proficiency Snow and Hoefnagel, 1997; Cummins, 2000; Hakuta,
1986; Ramirez, 1992; Thomas and Collier, 1997; Sparks and Ganschow, 1991,1993a,
1993b). Snow and Hoefnagel (1997) suggest that older students are better second
language learners because they have attained a higher level of cognitive maturity in
their first language.

Sparks and Ganschow's linguistic coding deficit hypothesis (LCDH) (Sparks
& Ganschow, 1991; 1993a & b) proposed that language aptitude is the main source
of individual differences in language achievement, a view, according to Maclintyre

(1995), that demotes affective factors to the status of undesired side effects.
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Research on the role of foreign language learning aptitude in L2 learning has
consistently found moderate to strong correlations between foreign language learning
aptitude and success in the L2. (e.g., Carroll, 1981, 1990; Sasaki, 1993; Skehan,
1989; Edwards, Wells, and Wesche, 1982). Most of these studies, however, have
been carried out in classroom contexts, and it is not that clear whether foreign
language aptitude proves to be an important predictor of success in informal contexts
outside of the classroom. It is possible that the research settings of these studies
which mainly focused on academic proficiency, rather than communicative
proficiency, could explain the predictive power of language aptitude tests. Drawing
on the distinction posited by Krashen (1981) between “learning” and “acquisition”,
perhaps, analytic ability (aptitude) predicts success in learning, (a conscious and
explicit process) whereas affective variables (attitudes) are the best predictors of
acquisition (a sub-conscious, automatic and implicit process).

Language aptitude is one of many factors that play a part in foreign language
learning, and there is evidence that one’s ability to learn a foreign language relates to
one’s skills in his/her native language and depends upon one’s aptitude for language
learning, especially as far as conscious and explicit learning settings are concerned.
Some researchers claim that foreign language aptitude is different from general
aptitude or intelligence (e.g., Carroll, 1963; Gardner & Lambert, 1965; Edwards,
Wells, and Wesche, 1982). However, current body of research also suggests positive
relationships between general intelligence or aptitude and foreign language aptitude
measures, although there is disagreement on the nature and extent of the
relationships. Based on the research literature which revealed that students who have
lower foreign language aptitude are those with lower native language proficiency and
lower academic achievement levels (Sparks and Ganschow, 1991; 1993a & b), it
seems also possible to hypothesize that general intelligence or aptitude could be a
significant predictor of foreign language achievement. A few studies which reported
significant correlations between GPA average and foreign language proficiency
(Prapphal and Oller, 1982; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 2000) and math and
reading proficiency and foreign language proficiency (Hart, 1993) also seem to lend
support to this assumption.

An important dimension of SLA research is the role of various student

background or demographic characteristics in predicting learning outcomes. In an
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attempt to investigate the influence of such characteristics on language learning,
researchers have included in their research designs several variables associated with
students’ socio-economic background, previous exposure to English, academic
background, gender, age, and similar other factors.

An important demographic factor which could significantly influence
students’ foreign language achievement is the socio-economic status of students,
their parents, and of people in their community. Socioeconomic status (SES) can be
defined as the individual’s place within a social group based on various factors like
income, education, and so forth. It makes sense that shortage of adequate financial
support and necessary learning materials would be an obstacle to proper schooling on
the one hand and might lead to poor motivation on the other. Also, parents’
education levels might be expected to be a significant influence on students’ attitudes
and motivation which has been shown to be related to levels of parental
encouragement (Coletta, Clement, & Edwards, 1983; Skehan, 1989; Gardner et al,
1976).

The question of how age affects second language acquisition has also
motivated a great deal of interest among researchers. Earlier research investigating
this relationship has primarily focused on testing Lenneberg’s (1967) Critical Period
Hypothesis which hypothesized the existence of a critical period when brain
lateralization (a process by which the two sides of the brain develop specialized
functions) is completed, making post-adolescent language acquisition more difficult.
The critical period studies usually focused on child-adult comparisons, especially
with respect to oral skills, and suggested that younger learners within the critical
period should be superior learners. On the other hand, it has also been argued that
older learners have an advantage in cognitive maturity, which gives them more
strategies for acquiring a new language (Ausebel, 1964; Burstall, et al., 1974,
Cummins, 1981; Ehrman and Oxford, 1995). According to Ehrman and Oxford
(1995), younger students are more likely to attain fluency, whereas older students are
more able to figure out and apply grammatical rules and to bring their previous
experiences into the foreign language learning context. Although research on age
primarily centers on critical hypothesis period and comparisons among younger

learners and adults, taken from the maturational perspective, the age differences



among learners of more or less similar age groups is also likely to account for
differentials in outcomes.

It is generally accepted that sex, or gender, can have a significant impact on
how students learn a foreign language. Findings of several studies suggest that girls
are substantially better second language learners than are boys. For example, Oxford
et al. (1993) reported that females scored higher means than the males in a language
class of Japanese students. In another study, Politzer (1983) reported that female
students made more varied and frequent use of social learning strategies. Similarly, a
study by Oxford and Nyikos (1989) suggested that females used various cognitive,
general study, and conversational input elicitation strategies more often than males.

Reasons for language learning differences due to gender are attributed to
neurolingustic, such as lateral differences in male and female brains, social or
cultural factors, such as women’s desire to conform to socially appropriate norms, or
attitudinal factors, such as differences in the attitudes of boys and girls toward
teachers of the two genders. In general, a common finding of most learner strategy
research is that female students seem to employ more learning strategies and/or
employ strategies more effectively. If differences between males and females,
regardless of their origin, do exist, it also makes sense to hypothesize for this study
that gender can be a significant predictor of differentials in language learning
outcomes.

Students’ background knowledge and former experiences of the foreign
language also appear to be significant factors in their current learning. It is possible
to assume that the extent and type of prior experiences of students learning a foreign
language in a formal instructional context would be related to their later affective and
cognitive language learning outcomes.

Prior high school experience with foreign language has been found to be one
of the significant predictors of foreign language anxiety (Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, &
Daley, 2000; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986) suggesting that students who had not
taken any high school foreign language classes had higher levels of anxiety than did
their more language-experienced counterparts. In this respect, prior exposure to
foreign language instruction seems to relate to foreign language achievement via
language anxiety which activates affective filters (Krashen, 1981) and thereby makes
students unreceptive to language input. It also makes sense to assume that students
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would learn more effectively when they already know something about the target
language and when concepts mean something to them and to their language learning
background. Supporting this view, Krashen, Seliger, and Hartnett (1974) and
Krashen and Seliger (1975), suggest associations between previous formal
instruction and higher proficiency in second language learning. Thus, previous
formal exposure to English is expected to relate to several affective and cognitive
aspects of foreign language learning which may in turn affect the attainment of
English proficiency.

The three broad classes of factors (affective, cognitive, and demographic)
briefly mentioned above have been approached by researchers from various
perspectives in different cultural and educational contexts. However, little emphasis
appears to have been given to the simultaneous examination of these factors. As
Gardner et al. (1997) point out, much of the previous research have investigated
these variables in isolation, rather than simultaneously, which lacked a clear picture
of possible relationships. It is possible that most of these variables overlap and
interact and that it is likely to get a distorted picture of relationships if these variables
are investigated in isolation from others. Therefore, more powerful multivariate
analyses, rather than simple correlations, are needed to examine relationships among
such variables. Multivariate techniques which investigate all the variables
concurrently in the presence of other variables enable the researcher to have a better
understanding of the individual contribution of a single variable with respect to an
outcome measure.

Also, most of the assessment and research rely heavily and sometimes
exclusively on academic achievement criteria, in that way promoting such
achievement above other learning outcomes. However, given the recent emphasis on
communicative aspects of second language teaching and evaluation, formative
evaluation procedures emphasizing the consideration of the learners’ active
involvement in the learning process appears to be a valuable means to learning and a
worthwhile end in itself. In this sense, it seems prudent to include several formative
measures like student classroom participation and study habits (or any other valued
learning behavior) as outcomes, along with the more traditional summative

achievement measures. Different patterns of correlations of the predictor variables to



several outcome measures might enable comparisons across different models and
provide greater insights into such relationships.

In addition to the focus on the learners’ individual characteristics (affective,
cognitive, and demographic considerations) it is also important to take account of
several aspects of the classroom environment in which learning takes place. The role
of the classroom environment in influencing learning outcomes has been addressed
by many researchers (e.g., Fraser, 1986; Haertel, Walberg & Haertel, 1981;
McRobbie & Fraser, 1993; Moos, 1980).

Much of the research on the affective domain of second language acquisition
emphasizes the importance of creating a facilitative, comfortable classroom climate
in which students are motivated and encouraged to learn effectively. Krashen (1985)
points to the advantages of an affectively positive classroom environment in
lowering affective filters so that comprehensible input can be acquired by the
students. Sano et al. (1984) assert that meaningful learning and the creative use of
English is fostered through a "non-threatening environment™ which is characterized
by “warm-hearted” interaction between teachers and learners, as well as among
learners themselves.

Given the importance of affective variables in L2 learning, a comfortable,
low-anxiety classroom environment plays a central role in reducing students’
inhibitions and thereby increasing student participation. It makes sense to assume
that it is by and large the teacher's responsibility, among other things, to create such
an environment. Reid (1999) points to the importance of the teachers’ responsibility
to "provide the scaffolding for more effective and efficient learning” by attending to
affective relationships in the classroom. It is important that the teacher organizes and
manages the classroom as a supportive learning environment by establishing a
relationship of mutual trust and respect with the learners (Legutke and Thomas 1991;
Sano et al. 1984). It, thus, becomes clear that social interactions in the classroom
environment is an important means, as well as an end on its own, to involve students
in the learning process, especially as far as attitudinal outcomes are concerned.

Furthermore, several organizational influences of the teacher on the
classroom environment, such as instructional and classroom management practices,
are likely to be potentially important variables, especially in shaping the cognitive

outcomes, and should be juxtaposed to the psychosocial domain. Regarding such
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teacher influences on the learning environment to enable effective student learning it
is suggested that achievement is maximized when teachers emphasize instruction as
their basic role, expect students to master the curriculum, and allocate most available
time to academic activities (Brophy & Good, 1986; Fisher et al, 1980). In addition,
teachers as effective classroom managers are able to establish learning environments
which are conductive to effective instruction (Brophy, 1986; Doyle, 1986). Thus, the
extent to which the classroom environment is structured and organized is likely to be
a significant determinant of learning outcomes through getting students to engage in
tasks.

Another important, yet overlooked, aspect is the nature of physical conditions
and of course-related materials, which need to be taken into consideration within the
framework of the classroom environment. It is generally accepted that a safe, clean,
comfortable and attractive classroom can stimulate learning and help build a
classroom community (Fraser, 1986; Ames, 1992; Taylor, 1993). The maintenance
of a proper physical environment is an important educational issue and the failure to
afford an optimum physical environment in such physical considerations as seating
arrangements, heating, ventilation, and lighting may divert students from their
primary learning tasks and thereby undermine the quality of the learning
environment. Defects in such physical attributes of the classroom environment may
also lead to a collective discomfort, which reveals itself at a psychosocial level
among students.

Learning materials used in classes can also be a significant aspect of the
classroom environment as such that the extent to which students are satisfied with the
materials in meeting their affective and cognitive needs, can be a significant
determinant of their attitudes and motivation towards learning, which may in turn
affect the learning outcomes. Given that the textbooks and the supplementary
materials used in a course are an essential part of the curriculum and much of the
work done in classes are centered around them (Allwright, 1990; Littlejohn and
Windeatt, 1989), students’ perceptions regarding these materials should also account
for how students respond to the classroom environment. It is, therefore, important to
take into consideration the students’ responses to the course-related materials as a

complementary aspect of the classroom environment.
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Thus, the joint consideration of the psycho-social, instructional/managerial,
physical, and course-related materials dimensions of the classroom environment has
the potential to present a clearer picture of their unique contributions to the learning
outcomes, as well as showing possible interactions among these dimensions
themselves.

Fraser (1986) states that classroom environment variables account for a
significant portion of variance in cognitive and attitudinal learning outcomes, often
over and above various student characteristics such as pretest performance, general
ability or both. This implies that when relevant cognitive characteristics of students
are statistically controlled for, classroom environment variables appear to be better
predictors of learning outcomes. It can be assumed that when the affective and
demographic student characteristics are also taken into account along with cognitive
characteristics, greater variability in outcomes as a function of classroom
environment variables is likely to be accounted for.

Thus, using greater number of variables and utilizing multivariate statistical
techniques which enable investigation of the unique contribution of each variable in
the presence of other relevant factors, it might be possible to identify the truly
important factors in predicting the outcomes. Also, inclusion of several outcome
measures, rather than a single one, may be a better indicator of the role of different
classes of predictor variables, as well as of each individual predictor, and enable
comparisons across different models.

As the current body of research indicates, numerous studies have been
conducted to examine a multitude of affective, cognitive, personality, and
demographic factors that are likely to affect second language learning outcomes.
Much of this research, however, have investigated these variables in isolation rather
than simultaneously which lacked a clear picture of possible relationships (Gardner
et al., 1997). Furthermore, while there are many discussions in the literature focusing
on individual student characteristics, little emphasis appears to have been given to
the simultaneous examination of the roles of individual student characteristics and
students’ experiences of contextual factors in predicting foreign language outcomes.

Also, restriction of past research mainly to the English as a Second Language
(ESL) contexts and the cultural milieu of the western society raises the issue of
generalizibility of the findings and calls for further research in various other
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educational and cultural settings. This consideration is especially important in
determining the relevance and applicability of the conceptual definitions of variables,
and the operational definitions associated with them, to the cultural and educational
context of a given research setting.

Despite the growing recognition of the complexity of relationships in foreign
language learning and the need for further research on larger scales, the present state
of knowledge in this field, especially in Turkey, is limited and needs to be expanded.
Due to lack of sufficient empirical research base from which to derive pedagogical
implications, the various aspects of student characteristics and contextual factors
usually seem to be ignored or treated on the basis of preconceived notions and
stereotypes by teachers and program designers/coordinators. This makes it difficult
to gauge the underlying reasons of success or failure in a foreign language program.
Demonstration of the roles of these potentially important variables in predicting
outcomes may provide useful insights in understanding this complex phenomenon
and identifying potential problems and means of dealing with them.

In light of the above considerations, the present study introduces a research
design in order to investigate the contributions of several variables concerning
individual student characteristics (affective, cognitive, and demographic dimensions)
and classroom environment (psychosocial, instructional/managerial, physical, and
course-related materials dimensions) in predicting three measures of language
learning outcomes (class participation, study habits, and English achievement). It is
intended to extend previous research and contribute to the body of literature by
examining further the roles of these potentially important variables in accounting for

foreign language outcomes in the preparatory school context of a Turkish university.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to explore the contributions of several entering
characteristics and classroom environment experiences of English preparatory class
students at Erciyes University on their language learning outcomes. The “Input-
Context-Outcome” research model, which was adapted from Astin (1984), has been
proposed as a framework for investigating students’ affective, cognitive and
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demographic characteristics (input variables/entering characteristics), and their
classroom environment experiences that occur during the process of instruction
(context variables) in relation to class participation, study habits, and English
achievement criteria (outcome variables).

The variables included within the Input category of the research design
represent the entering characteristics of students which have been gathered prior to
instruction. In other words, the input variables are what students bring with them into
the instructional setting. The variables in the context category, on the other hand,
represent what students experience within the classroom environment they happen to
be in during the process of instruction. The outcome variables are the criterion
variables which consist of formative and summative measures gathered during and at

the end of the instructional period.

Table 1
The Variables in the Study

INPUT

(Affective, Cognitive, and Demographic Student Characteristics)
Speaking anxiety (Fear and apprehension of situations requiring students to speak English in class)
Effort/Motivation (Effort shown by students to study English in school and outside school contexts)
Interest in English (Interest in and enjoyment gained from learning English)
Value attached to English (Educational, personal, and practical usefulness attached to learning English)
English self-concept (Students’ perceptions of their capabilities for learning English)
UEE (OSS) scores (Students’ quantitative scores on the 2001University Entrance Exam)
Mother’s education
Father’s education
Exposure to English (Whether student has previously attended English preparatory classes)
10. Residence (Whether student lives with their family)
11. Age
12. Gender

CoNo~whE

CONTEXT
(Classroom Environment)
13. Teacher Support (Amount of help, concern, and friendship the teacher shows to students)
14. Student Cohesiveness (Nature of relationships and cooperation among students)
15. Involvement (Extent to which students have attentive interest and are involved in classroom activities)
16. Task Orientation and Organization (Degree of importance given by the teacher to the completion of
specified objectives and tasks and degree to which classroom activities are planned and organized)
17. Class Order (Degree to which order and discipline is maintained in the classroom)
18. Physical Conditions (Degree to which the classroom is a well-organized, comfortable, clean, and
attractive physical environment)
19. Satisfaction with Course-related Materials (Degree to which students are satisfied with the coursebooks
and its components- workbooks, audio cassettes, and supplementary hand-outs- in meeting their
perceived needs and expectations)

OUTCOME

20. Class Participation (Degree to which students participate in classroom activities and tasks)

21. Study Habits (Degree to which students have appropriate study habits/behaviors outside class)

22. English Achievement (Students’ average scores on the four monthly exams administered by the testing
unit of EUSFL in the first semester of the Academic Year, 2001-2002)
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The variables included in the research design within the framework of the
“Input-Context-Outcome” model are presented in Figure 1. The identification of the
subdimensions and operational definitions of some of the variables have been based
on theoretical insights gained from related literature, as well as previous pilot studies
which were carried out within the research setting of the study.

The basic question underlying this research is concerned with the relative
importance of the two broad classes of predictor variables (entering student
characteristics-Input and classroom environment-Context variables) in predicting
each of the three language learning outcomes. In other words, the relative
importance, in relation to the three outcomes, of what students bring with them to the
instructional setting (individual student characteristics-input) and what takes place
during instruction (classroom environment-context) is compared and contrasted. In
addition, the unique contribution of each individual variable in the presence of other
variables in relation to each of the outcome measures is investigated.

Thus, for the purposes of this study following research questions have been

formulated:

1. How well do the entering student characteristics variables (input variables)
predict each of the outcome variables?

2. What are the unique contributions of each of the entering student
characteristics variables (input variables) to the prediction of each of the
outcome variables?

3. How well do the classroom environment variables (context variables) predict
each of the outcome variables?

4. What are the unique contributions of each of the classroom environment
variables (context variables) to the prediction of each of the outcome
variables?

5. How well do the classroom environment variables (context variables) predict
each of the outcome variables controlling for entering student characteristics

variables (input variables)?
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6. What are the unique contributions of each the classroom environment
variables (context variables) to the prediction of each of the outcome
variables controlling for entering student characteristics variables (input
variables)?

7. How well do the entering student characteristics (input variables) and
classroom environment variables (context variables) predict each of the
outcome variables?

8. What are the unique contributions of each of the entering student
characteristics variables (input variables) and classroom environment
variables (context variables) to the prediction of each of the outcome

variables?

Significance of the Study

This study aims to contribute to the foreign language learning literature by
investigating how students” cognitive, affective, and demographic characteristics that
they bring with them to the instructional setting (input) and their environmental
experiences that occur during the process of instruction (context) relate to their
language learning outcomes in the educational setting of Erciyes University School
of Foreign Languages, in Turkey.

The proposed Input-Context-Outcome model and the analyses lend the
structure of this query a somewhat distinct research perspective. Although there are
studies, which investigated several variables similar to those of the present study in
relation to foreign language learning outcomes, the current research includes greater
number of variables combined in a single study. Also, the predictor variables are
classified into two broad categories (Input and Context) and are analyzed
concurrently in such a way to provide insights into the roles of what students possess
in terms of affective, cognitive, and demographic characteristics prior to instruction
and what takes place during instruction within the classroom environment.

The rationale underlying this design is the basic assumption that discerning
and understanding the distinct contributions of input and context variables in
predicting foreign language outcomes may provide more in depth theoretical
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insights, as well as practical implications for planning/designing and evaluating
instructional and curricular activities within the research setting of this study and in
similar preparatory school contexts. For example, identifying variations in outcome
measures which may be attributable to certain components of input or context
variables might provide a basis for considering instructional and curricular activities
targeted to solving problematic issues in these particular areas. Although the
cognitive and demographic characteristics of students cannot be manipulated, certain
attitudinal/motivational, instructional, environmental, and study-related factors can
be adjusted and fostered within the school system on the basis of data obtained
through such evaluation activities.

Thus, in addition to its theoretical contribution to the literature, this research
activity also provides an assessment model for future research directions for the
simultaneous examination of students’ background (entering) characteristics and
context-related factors in accounting for language learning outcomes in similar
English preparatory school contexts. It may also be possible to apply this research

model to other settings and subject matter areas using different variables.

Definition of Terms

This section provides definitions of some of the key terms that may need

further clarification.

English as a Foreign Language (EFL): Situations where English is taught to
persons living in non-English speaking environments. Students, who typically speak
the same native language, have exposure to English usually as a school subject in the

confines of classroom settings (e.g., English in Japan, German in Turkey).

English as a Second Language (ESL): An educational approach in which English
language learners are instructed in the use of the English language (as opposed to
content) with little or no use of the native language. Students, who often come from

various native language backgrounds, practice English, after class hours, to function
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in the target language community. For the purposes of this study the terms ESL and

EFL are used interchangeably unless the distinction is specifically emphasized.

Language Acquisition versus Language Learning: According to Krashen’s (1981)
definition language acquisition is a natural, subconscious, and implicit process of
mentally constructing the system of the target language. This process takes place
through meaningful use of the language in low-stress environments, where the
learner is presented with comprehensible input. Language learning, on the other
hand, as Krashen claims, is a conscious and explicit process of memorizing forms
and rules of the target language. In this process, which usually takes place in
controlled classroom situations, the students monitor for correct use of these forms

and rules that results in "knowing about" language.

Input-Context-Outcome: The research framework of the study which was adapted
from Astin (1994). It basically aims at investigating the effects of various aspects of
the learning environment on learning outcomes by controlling for the effects of
various entering student characteristics. For the purposes of this study the input
variables domain consists of affective, cognitive, and demographic entering student
characteristics. The context variables domain comprises psychosocial,
instructional/managerial, physical, and course-related materials aspects of the
classroom environment whose effects are explored in relation to the outcome
domain; class participation, study habits, and English achievement criterion

variables.

Entering Student Characteristics: Used interchangeably with Input variables. They
are several affective, cognitive, and demographic characteristics that students bring

into the educational setting and are assessed prior to instruction.

Affective Student Characteristics: Characteristics associated with students’
feelings, emotions, and attitudes towards learning in general. In this study they
consist of motivation, which is further broken down into effort, interest, and value
subdimensions, self-concept, and speaking anxiety. They make up one of the overall
components of the input (entering) student characteristics.
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Cognitive Student Characteristics: Characteristics associated with how students
think, process information, their intellectual capabilities, levels of development, and
learning styles. In line with the purposes of this study, students’ overall academic
achievement level, which is operationalized through students’ scores on the
University Entrance Exam, is considered as a cognitive entering student

characteristic.

Demographic Student Characteristics: They are several biographical, background,
and circumstantial variables that are likely to influence learning outcomes. In this
study they consist of age, gender, parents’ level of education, exposure to English
(whether student has previously taken English preparatory class), and student
residence (whether student lives with their family).

Context Variables: Students’ perceptions of various aspects of the school and/or
classroom environment during instruction which may potentially influence how and
what they learn. In this study they are focused on students’ experiences of the
psychosocial, instructional/managerial, physical, and course-related materials

aspects of the classroom environment.

Classroom Environment: It basically refers to characteristics of the setting in which
instruction takes place. It is the perceptions of the students and sometimes the
teachers who experience that environment (Fraser, 1986). In this study it is used

interchangeably with Context Variables.

The Psychosocial Aspect of the Classroom Environment: It is generally
concerned with students’ perceptions of the nature of interactions between the
students and the teacher and the students among themselves. For the purposes of this
study it consists of two subdimensions: teacher supportiveness and student

cohesiveness.

The Instructional/Managerial Aspect of the Classroom Environment: It refers to

several organizational influences of the teacher on the classroom environment with
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respect to several instructional and classroom management-related practices. In this
study this aspect consists of student involvement, task orientation and organization,

and class order subdimensions.

The Physical Aspect of the Classroom Environment: The physical conditions of
the classrooms that students experience like heating, lighting, ventilation, seating
arrangements, level of comfort, etc. The current study focuses on such qualities as
comfort, organization, spaciousness, cleanliness, and overall attractiveness of

classrooms in its definition of the physical environment construct.

The Course Related Materials Aspect of the Classroom Environment: It is
concerned with the degree of student satisfaction with course materials. For the
purposes of this study it specifically focuses on the extent to which students are
satisfied with the main coursebooks and the supplementary materials in meeting their

needs and expectations.

Learning Outcomes: In line with the research framework of the study they are the
products which are hypothesized to be shaped by students’ entering characteristics
and their experiences of the classroom environment. They consist of class

participation, study habits, and English achievement measures.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this study is to investigate the contributions of several
affective, cognitive, and demographic entering characteristics of EFL students at
EUSFL prior to instruction and their perceptions of several psycho-social,
instructional/managerial, physical, and course-related materials aspects of the
classroom environment during instruction in predicting subsequent class
participation, study habits, and English achievement outcomes. In line with purposes
of this study, this chapter presents a review of the relevant literature, which
highlights the importance of several student characteristics and classroom

environment variables in relation to various language learning outcomes.

Student Characteristics

Research into second language acquisition (SLA) has witnessed an ever-
growing number of empirical studies that touched upon various linguistic, cognitive,
affective, demographic, and situational aspects of second/foreign language learning.
Although the pragmatic usefulness of the results of SLA research in actual
second/foreign language teaching has been a questionable issue (e.g. Krashen, 1982;
Hughes, 1983; Lightbown, 1985; Klein, 1986), there is a general agreement among
researchers (e.g. Cook 1978; Ellis, 1985) as to the worthiness of the research results
as a guideline for second/foreign language teachers.

In their efforts to explain the complex phenomenon of second/foreign
language learning, researchers have mainly focused on such student variables as
foreign language aptitude (Carroll, 1962), attitude and motivation (Gardner &
Lambert, 1972; Gardner, 1985), anxiety (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986), learning
styles and strategies (Oxford, 1990), and personality variables (Ehrman, 1990).
However, no clear and consistent patterns of relationships have been established so

far due to lack of research investigating all these variables simultaneously (Gardner,
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Tremblay, and Masgoret, 1997). This is at large due to the fact that most of the
research involves simple correlations between a single variable and an outcome,
which is far from fully illuminating the interrelated learning processes as most of the
variables overlap and interact. Therefore, the results are likely to present a hazy
picture if one factor is investigated in isolation from others. As Seliger (1984)
contends:

While many characteristics have been related correlationally to
language achievement, we have no mechanism for deciding which of
the phenomena described or reported to be carried out by the learner
are in fact those that lead to language acquisition (p. 37).

Hence, such concerns warrant closer and more widespread investigation. It is
obvious that more powerful multivariate analyses are required to fully illustrate

relationships among variables.

Cognitive Student Characteristics

In the field of SLA research, the cognitive domain is basically concerned with
how individuals think, their intellectual capabilities, level of development, and
preferred learning styles. In general, the cognitive domain of SLA research considers
second language learning as a complex skill primarily concerned with the processing
of information (Ellis, 1990) and the level of success depends on cognitive
developmental stages, and linguistic and nonlinguistic abilities (Berman, 1987).
Some of the related concepts include: aptitude, intelligence, memory, study skills,
learning styles, and cognitive learning strategies. The affective domain, on the other
hand, focuses on the processes of feeling and responding and includes factors like
attitudes, motivation, language anxiety, self-confidence, empathy, and various
personality traits.

The influence of cognitive variables on second language acquisition theories,
and on the development of second language instruction, has always been a subject of
major interest to both SLA researchers and those involved in second language

pedagogy (O'Malley, Chamot & Walker 1987, Bialystock, 1988). While the
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cognitive domain of SLA has been dealt with extensively, the affective domain has
been ignored until the last few decades.

A cognitive variable, which has received considerable attention over the last
fifty years, is foreign language aptitude. The language aptitude tests like Modern
Language Aptitude Test (Carroll and Sapon, 1959), Elementary Modern Language
Aptitude Test (Carroll and Sapon, 1967), Language Aptitude Battery (Pimsleur,
1966), as well as the underlying theories of aptitude, have been influential on SLA
research to this day. These measures of aptitude are basically comprised of three
major cognitive abilities: phonetic coding ability (ability to analyze and identify
distinct sounds), grammatical sensitivity (ability to distinguish the grammatical
function of words or linguistic structures in sentences), and rote learning ability
(ability to apply their memory to the foreign language situation). They have been
validated in a number of studies which were consistently found to predict second
language achievement (Carroll, 1963, 1981, 1990; Pimsleur, 1963, 1966; Gardner,
Clément, Smythe, and Smythe, 1977; Sasaki, 1993; Skehan, 1989; Edwards, Wells,
and Wesche, 1982; Robinson, 1996).

Although some researchers have questioned the existence of an innate
language aptitude (Neufeld, 1979) and that it shares common characteristics with
overall aptitude or intelligence (Oller, 1979), a general suggestion of most research is
that foreign language aptitude is different from intelligence, especially as far as
speech related and communicative functions of language are concerned. On the other
hand, traditional intelligence (IQ) scores have been suggested to relate to
performance on the more formal aspects of language like reading and writing of
academic material and performance in tests of structural knowledge (Genesee, 1976:
Gardner, 1983; Oller, 1981). Similarly, this kind of achievement appears to be
related to grammatical sensitivity and rote learning ability aspects of language
aptitude, hence also suggesting relationships with 1Q. However, due to scarcity of
quantitative research in the literature that directly addresses a relationship between
general intelligence and second language outcomes, the exact nature of such
relationships is unclear.

Intelligence has also gone through some reconceptualization in recent years,
providing new perspectives to cognitive domain of second language acquisition

research. While previous studies have generally pointed to the importance of
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measures of overall academic intelligence in predicting differentials in language
learning success, it is now accepted that multiple intelligences (Gardner, 1993),
rather than a single type of intelligence, underlie abilities in a variety of domains.
Gardner (1993) argues that “intelligence is not a single trait, but a wide range of
aptitudes derived from more than one discipline” (p.59). These intelligences are:
verbal/linguistic, logical/mathematical, musical/rhythmic, visual/spatial,
bodily/kinesthetic, intrapersonal/introspective, interpersonal/social, and naturalist.
Gardner also emphasizes that rather than being innate and fixed entities, intelligence
is something that may be developed.

Of particular relevance to second language acquisition appears to be the
verbal/linguistic intelligence. While several intelligence types are likely to interact
and overlap, it is also possible, as Oller (1981) argues, that verbal ability may be the
very foundation of intellectual development. The implications of Oller’s hypothesis,
which draws on studies in genetics and neurology, suggest a link between first and
second language. Regarding this issue, the transfer of the learner’s cognitive abilities
in their native language (L1) to the learning of the target language (L2) has been
another main focus of research in the cognitive domain of SLA. Cummins (1982)
refers to the language needed for academic success as cognitive academic language
proficiency (CALP). This type of proficiency is related to cognitive skills and
conceptual knowledge, and can be transferred from the native language to the target
language (Cummins, 2000; Snow and Hoefnagel, 1997; Hakuta, 1986; Ramirez,
1992; Thomas and Collier, 1997). Drawing on their linguistic coding deficit
hypothesis (LCDH), Sparks and Ganschow (1991,1993a, 1993b) attribute differences
between low-achieving and high-achieving second language college students to their
native language learning difficulties and language aptitude, especially in mastering
the structural aspects of the target language. Similarly, Snow and Hoefnagel (1997)
claim that older students outperform their younger counterparts in second language
learning due to higher levels of cognitive maturity they have developed in their first
language.

Thus, considering that students with native language deficits tend to have
lower levels of overall academic achievement than do their counterparts, there is
enough reason to believe that other measures which can differentiate low and high-

achieving students can also prove to be valid measures of second language
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achievement. In line with this contention, a limited number of studies have used
several overall academic achievement measures as cognitive predictors of
second/foreign language outcomes. In one study, using a sample of 184 university
students, Onwuegbuzie, et al. (2000) found that GPA, among other affective and
demographic characteristics, was the most significant predictor of foreign language
achievement which was operationalized through students’ averaged grades in
Spanish, French, German, and Japanese as foreign language courses. In an earlier
study Prapphal and Oller (1982), using 528 university students in Taiwan as subjects,
reported that high school GPA accounted for most of the variance in foreign
language achievement based on English cloze tests and the Michigan Test of English
Proficiency. In a study conducted in a secondary school setting, Hart (1993)
investigated the relationship between intelligence, or more specifically students’ high
school entrance exam scores, and achievement in English as a foreign language. He
found that math and language components were the most significantly correlated
predictors of subsequent achievement. An interesting finding in his study was that 1Q
scores appeared to play the least important role in predicting student’s foreign
language achievement. This finding suggests that measures of overall academic
achievement like language and math ability, in practice, are probably better
predictors of such achievement than an overall measure of intelligence quotient.

Although it is not directly pertinent to the present investigation, a study which
was carried out by Begik (1997) is also noteworthy of mention here. This study
investigated the contributions of several ability, personality, and attitudinal factors
along with high school achievement scores, and Student Selection Examination
(OSS) scores in explaining achievement levels of students of various departments in
a Turkish university. The findings indicated that, following several personality and
attitudinal variables, high school achievement scores and OSS scores, though to
considerably lesser degrees of importance, were also significant predictors of
achievement.

Despite the inconclusive nature of theoretical discussions and the paucity of
research to enable conclusions or generalizations, the aptitude or intelligence-related
aspects of SLA research are definitely an important dimension to the consideration of
cognitive student characteristics. In the current study, the cognitive dimension of

student characteristics is represented through quantitative composite scores of
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students on the University Entrance Exam (OSS). It is assumed that, among other
relevant affective, demographic, and classroom environment variables, this variable
(interchangeably labeled as Overall Academic Achievement) might be a potential
predictor of the class participation, study habits, and English achievement outcomes
of the study. Having conveyed a general theoretical framework and a review of a few
relevant studies regarding the cognitive domain, an account of the affective

considerations pertaining to student characteristics are presented below.

Affective Student Characteristics

With the development of the humanistic psychology, which adopted a holistic
approach to learners, there has been a growing interest in the feelings and emotions
of the learners as potential factors for predicting success in second/foreign language
learning. There seems to be a general consensus among scholars that the intricate
process of language learning cannot be adequately explained by attending to
cognitive or non-affective variables alone. In fact, according to Stern (1983),
affective aspects of L2 learning may be even more important than the cognitive
aspects.

Among various affective variables, students’ attitudes, motivation, anxiety,
and self-concept have been considered as key factors. In his Affective Filter
Hypothesis Krashen (1982) claims that motivation, self-confidence, and anxiety are
substantially important factors which act as barriers or bridges to the ‘acquisition’ of
a new language. Krashen makes a distinction between ‘learning’ and ‘acquisition’.
Acquisition is a subconscious process very similar to the process children undergo
when they acquire their native language. It requires meaningful and natural
interaction in the target language in which speakers are concentrated not in the form
of their utterances, but in the communicative act. Learning is the product of formal
instruction and it comprises a conscious process which results in conscious
knowledge 'about' the language, for example knowledge of grammar rules.
According to Krashen, acquisition is more important than learning. He claims that if
students have high self-esteem, they are more likely to view themselves as capable

learners and, as a result, will have a greater probability of taking risks. If students are
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motivated to learn, they are more focused on communication and inclined to take
risks. If the level of anxiety is high, they are more likely to focus on forms and rules,
rather than communication.

The relationship between motivation and language learning success has been
a major focus of SLA research. Gardner and Lambert (1972) have been particularly
influential in introducing the concepts of attitudes and motivation as predictors of
success in second language learning. Gardner (1985) defines motivation as consisting
of effort, desire to achieve the goal of learning, and favorable attitudes towards
learning the language. The Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB), developed by
Gardner and his colleagues (Gardner and Smythe, 1981), assesses motivation with
respect to the goal for which the L2 is learned, the learner's interest and desire to
learn the language, the intensity with which it is learned, and the attitudes towards
learning the language and the target culture.

Although students may be equally motivated to perform a task, the sources of
their motivation may vary. In their socio-educational model of second language
learning Gardner and Lambert (1972) have made a distinction between ‘integrative
motivation’, which occurs when the learner wishes to identify with the culture of the
target language, and ‘instrumental motivation’, which occurs when motivation arises
from external goals, such as passing exams, financial rewards, or furthering a career.
Gardner and Lambert argued that integrative orientation caused higher proficiency
than did instrumental motivation.

Earlier studies of motivation have generally verified the superiority of
integrative motivation over instrumental motivation in predicting achievement.
Gardner and Lambert (1959), using 75 eleventh-grade high school students in
Montreal, reported integrative motivation to be a stronger predictor of French
achievement than instrumental motivation. In a follow-up study with 83 tenth-grade
students of French, Gardner (1960) similarly found that the integrative motivation
was important, especially for the development of communicative skills. He also
concluded that aptitude was another important factor in the acquisition of second
language skills acquired by means of direct instruction. Furthermore, Gardner,
Smythe, Clement, and Gliksman (1976) confirmed the importance of integrative
motivation in grades 7 to 11 French classes in Montreal. They found that measures of

integrative motivation tended to correlate more highly with students’ speech
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measures than with grades. Also, integrative motivation was a better predictor of
French proficiency than was instrumental motivation. Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, and
Todesco (1978) also suggested that students identified as integratively motivated
were more willing to participate in foreign language classes.

On the other hand, later research carried out in different cultural and
educational settings by and large suggested the otherwise or inconclusive findings
(Chihara and Oller, 1978; Dornyei, 1990; Au, 1988; Oller, Baca, and Vigil, 1977;
Clément and Kruidenier, 1983; Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; Ely, 1986; Kraemer,
1993; Lukmani, 1972; Muchnick & Wolfe, 1982). For example, in a study with 337
American high school students of Spanish, Muchnick and Wolfe (1982) could not
distinguish students’ motivation as either integrative or instrumental. Lukmani
(1972), who used Marathi-speaking high school students learning English in India as
subjects, found that their source of motivation to learn the language was mainly
instrumental and this type of motivation correlated significantly with their
achievement measures. Oller, Baca and Vigil (1977) in their research with Mexican
women living in the United States found that instrumentally motivated learners
scored highest on the proficiency test. Bastiirkmen (1990), in a study carried out with
Turkish university freshman students of EFL, found that students’ motivational
orientations were mainly instrumental than integrative. Similarly, Dérnyei (1990), in
a study with Hungarian students, noted that learners with a high level of instrumental
motivation and need for achievement were more likely than others to attain an
intermediate level of proficiency.

The main argument against Gardner’s theory is that the integrative and
instrumental orientations of students are difficult to pin down and not clearly
distinguishable. Clément and Kruidenier (1983) warn against the ambiguity in
Gardner’s definition of motivation and state that contextual factors such as ethnicity,
milieu, and the target language need to be taken into consideration when carrying out
research into motivation and attitudes. As Muchnick and Wolfe (1982) argue,
Gardner’s distinction tends to be applicable only in settings like bi-lingual Canada,
where conditions might be such that integrative motives are more powerful. Unlike
ESL situations, in-class motivation in EFL situations may involve several other non-
social factors, which raises the question of whether this conceptualization actually

captures the full spectrum of student motivation. As Brown (1996) contents, perhaps,
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these two types of motivation are not necessarily mutually exclusive and that most
situations may involve a combination of the two types of motivation.

Another classification of motivation in theories of educational psychology is
the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation proposed by Deci and Ryan
(1985), which, as Brown (1996) states, seems to be more easily identified and more
applicable to EFL contexts than the integrative-instrumental continuum. Much in the
same way as instrumental motivation has often been construed as detrimental or
opposed to integrative motivation, extrinsic and intrinsic motives are also frequently
perceived as being in an antagonistic relationship. Brown (1996) argues that intrinsic
motivation - involvement with the activity to receive enjoyment, and internally
rewarding consequences from it - is a much more significant source of learning
energy than extrinsic motivation- involvement with the activity in anticipation of
extrinsic rewards such as, money, prizes, grades, and so forth.

Research on intrinsic-extrinsic motivation supports the superiority of intrinsic
motivation over extrinsic motivation (Crookes and Schmidt, 1991). However,
research also suggests that the two can interact positively when combined with
sufficient amounts of self-determination on part of the individual (Ddrnyei, 1994,
1998). In a study, Noels, Clément, and Pelletier (1999) looked at the connection
between intrinsic motivation and whether learners had autonomy and received useful
feedback. Their study revealed that intrinsic motivation was related to greater
language success, greater motivational intensity, greater perceived competence, and
less anxiety, and that learners whose teachers were restraining and permitting them
little autonomy were less intrinsically motivated.

Although Gardner opposes (1996) views that associate integrative-
instrumental motivation with intrinsic-extrinsic motivation since, as he claims, doing
so would underestimate the influence of community on motivation, there seems to be
several analogies between the two distinctions. Pointing to the similarity between
integrative and intrinsic motivation, Schmidt, Boraie, and Kassabgy (1996) state that
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation bear resemblances to integrative and instrumental
motivation, but are not identical with them in that the integrative and the
instrumental motives are actually extrinsic since both of them aim at reaching goals.
They also point out that intrinsic and integrative motivation differ such that learners

who learn a language in order to relate with native speakers may not enjoy learning
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it, while someone with no integrative goal may still learn a language because of the
pleasure found in doing so.

The integrative/instrumental and intrinsic/extrinsic approaches have been
influential in motivation research until recently. In an effort to broaden the narrow
and rigid concept of motivation, Dornyei (1994) proposed a more eclectic and
comprehensive construct drawing on concepts like self-determination, attribution
theory, learned helplessness, self-efficacy theory, and the need for achievement.
Also acknowledging the basic principles of previous motivation theories, he
introduced a somewhat more educational perspective which consisted of a three-level
model: language level, learner level, and situation level with further subcomponents
under each level as summarized in Table 2. Dérnyei’s model apparently provides a
more in-depth approach to the construct of motivation and has implications as far as
the practice of classroom L2 teaching is concerned.

The definition of language learning motivation and the classification of
motivational factors has been one of the central issues of SLA research. Different
researchers have reached different conclusions about hypothesized associations
depending upon various cultural and educational contexts, verifying the complex and
dynamic nature of L2 motivation. Al in all, it appears that although the different
motivational orientations and the contextual factors remain as central issues of SLA
research, it is important that the very essence of motivation, i.e., strength of
motivation or the effort expended in reaching the goal (Gardner, 1985), be
emphasized perhaps more than the underlying reasons or sources of motivation.
Given that it is actually the effort dimension of motivation, regardless of the types of
motivational orientations, that leads one to take action to reach a goal, it is important
to assess the strength or intensity of motivation in relation to L2 success. Addressing
this issue, Ely (1986) asserts that:

It is also important to investigate the strength of that motivation: that
is, to distinguish the goal toward which concerted activity is directed
and the effort or persistence demonstrated in the process of striving for
the goal (p.28).

Along this line of discussion, many researchers have begun to prioritize the
“strength of motivation”, also including factors which surround and influence learner

motivation.
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Table 2
Components of Motivation (Dornyei, 1994)

LANGUAGE LEVEL
Integrative Motivational Subsystem
Instrumental Motivational Subsystem
LEARNER LEVEL
e NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT
o SELF-CONFIDENCE
0 Language use anxiety
0 Perceived L2 competence
0 Attributions about past experiences
0 Self-efficacy
SITUATION LEVEL
e COURSE-SPECIFIC MOTIVATIONAL COMPONENTS
O Interest
0 Relevance
0 Expectancy
o0 Satisfaction
o TEACHER-SPECIFIC MOTIVATIONAL COMPONENTS
0 Affiliative drive
O Authority type
0 Socialization of student motivation

=  Modeling
= Task presentation
=  Feedback

e  GROUP-SPECIFIC MOTIVATIONAL COMPONENTS
0 Goal-orientedness
0 Norm and reward system
0  Group cohesion
0 Classroom goal structures

The concept of motivation used in this study has been identified based on

previous pilot studies carried out at EUSFL which suggested three components:

‘effort’ to learn English (extent of effort exerted by students to study English in both

formal school contexts and through their individual efforts outside school), ‘interest’

in learning English (extent to which students like and are interested in learning

English), and ‘value’ attached to learning English (extent of value attached by

students to learning English with respect to its educational, personal, and practical

usefulness). The current study adopts a somewhat simple and straightforward

definition of motivation in its research design. The conceptualization of motivation

does not stem from a specific motivation theory, yet the three components of

motivation (interest, value, and effort) identified through factor analyses based on
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data from previous pilot studies bear certain resemblances to traditional approaches
to motivation.

Gardner (1985) gives a broad definition of motivation as “the extent to which
the individual works or strives to learn the language because of a desire to do so and
the satisfaction experienced in this activity” (p.10). The three general components of
motivation suggested by Gardner, i.e., effort expended for achieving a goal, a desire
to learn the language, and satisfaction with the task of learning the language, appear
to have been reflected, though somewhat differently, in the factorial structures of two
of the motivation scales used for the purposes of the study. As such, the items in the
first component, which was labeled effort, was similar to what Gardner called “effort
made for achieving a goal” in his definition. The second component, which was
labeled interest, consisted of items representing the “desire to learn the language”
and “satisfaction with the task of learning the language” aspects of Gardner’s
definition in a single factor. Thus, the two components of motivation used in the
current study (effort and interest) are suggestive of Gardner’s broad definition of
motivation. In addition to being reminiscent of Gardner’s conceptualization, the
interest and value components identified through factor analyses also seem to be in
line with the intrinsic/extrinsic orientations proposed by Deci and Ryan. As such, the
interest dimension with its items representing enjoyment, satisfaction, and interest is
similar to students’ intrinsic orientations. On the other hand, the items in the value
component, which primarily focus on practical and pragmatic usefulness of studying
English, stand for what Deci and Ryan call extrinsic motivation. Thus, the three
components of motivation, together with the other two affective components
(speaking anxiety and self-concept), constitute the affective aspects of student
characteristics of this research design. An account of the relevant SLA literature
regarding anxiety and self-concept is what follows.

An important aspect of the affective domain of SLA research is language
learning anxiety. Many learners can experience anxiety in various academic settings.
However, one of the subject areas in which anxiety is most conspicuous is
second/foreign language learning as students must learn a completely new way to
communicate, which can be quite anxiety provoking. Past research have by and large

pointed to significantly higher levels of anxiety in language classes as compared to
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other academic subjects, supporting the existence of a separate and unique language
learning anxiety construct.

Foreign language anxiety has been defined as “the feeling of tension and
apprehension specifically associated with second language contexts” (Maclntyre and
Gardner, 1994, p. 284). Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) state that foreign
language anxiety is “a distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and
behaviors related to classroom language learning arising from uniqueness of the
language learning process” (p.128). Brown (1996) states that “anxiety is associated
with feelings of uneasiness, frustration, self-doubt, apprehension, or worry” (p.141)
and it is intertwined with self-esteem, inhibition, and risk taking. The effects of
anxiety can contribute to an affective filter, which prevents students from receiving
input, which in turn impedes language acquisition in both classroom and outside
classroom settings (Krashen, 1980, 1981, 1985; Dulay, Burt, and Krashen, 1982).

To further clarify the definition of foreign language anxiety it is important to
distinguish trait anxiety and state anxiety. Trait anxiety is a person’s predisposition to
be permanently anxious. In this sense, it is related to one’s personality and cannot be
influenced by the contextual factors alone. Therefore, language anxiety should be
identified as a form of state anxiety which is experienced in relation to a particular
event or act (Brown, 1996). Supporting this view, analysis of anxiety as a situation
specific behavior has generally produced more significant results on performance as
opposed to when taken as a trait unrelated to specific situations (Gardner, 1985;
Horwitz, 1986).

Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) identified three types of foreign language
anxiety: communication apprehension, test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation.
The most widespread and also the most relevant to language learning contexts is
probably anxiety experienced in communication situations. Foreign language anxiety
has also been found in all phases of the language learning process: input, processing,
and output. As suggested by Tobias (1986), at the input stage learners can experience
apprehension or worry when they are presented with new information, which can
lead to loss of concentration and undermine the ability to encode the linguistic
stimuli. Anxiety at the processing stage can debilitate cognitive operations and
memory processes. Therefore, learners may experience reduced ability to understand

messages and learn new vocabulary. At the output stage, anxiety can obstruct the
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retrieval of previously learned material and may prevent the students' ability to
produce the language.

In addition to its debilitative effects, however, anxiety may also facilitate
learning. Facilitative anxiety motivates learners to expend greater effort to reach the
goal, while debilitative anxiety hinders successful second language learning (Scovel,
1991). In Bailey’s (1990) study, analyses of diaries of French learners suggested that
anxiety and competitiveness motivated students to work harder on some occasions
(facilitative anxiety), while on other occasions causing avoidance behaviors
(debilitative anxiety). Similarly, Chastain (1975) reported that a mild level of anxiety
could prove to be advantageous for better test scores. Thus, an optimal level of
anxiety can have a motivating effect and may facilitate performance in situations
where the increased effort makes up for the reduced productivity of the cognitive
processing.

As well as being considered a separate entity, the construct of foreign
language anxiety has recently been included within frameworks of theories of
attitudes and motivation. In his revised socio-educational model, Gardner (1985)
considers situational anxiety as a potentially important variable in explaining learner
performance, stating that a model which excludes anxiety would probably be flawed.
Similarly in their models of motivation, Clement et al (1994) and Dd&rnyei (1994)
give anxiety a specific focus as a component of self-confidence. Drawing on Dulay
and Burt’s (1977) affective filter hypothesis, Krashen (1980, 1985) postulates that
low anxiety, high self-confidence and positive attitudes trigger a mental device,
which enables linguistic input to be used for acquisition.

Maclntyre and Gardner (1991) state that, "anxiety provides some of the
highest correlations of attitudes with achievement" (p. 103). Several studies have
documented language anxiety as one of the significant predictors of second/foreign
language  learning, reporting  significant negative  correlations  with
attitudinal/motivational variables and several measures of achievement (e.g. Aida,
1994; Horwitz, 1986; Saito & Samimy, 1996; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, and Daley,
2000). Horwitz (1986), for example, found that higher scores on the FLCAS (Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety Scale) were significantly correlated with lower actual
final grades as well as expected grades. Onwuegbuzie, et al. (2000) reported that

anxiety was the second best predictor of final achievement grades, following a
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measure of overall academic achievement. Crookall and Oxford (1991) also reported
associations between anxiety, self-confidence, and risk-taking ability, which were
also significantly related to proficiency.

In one study, Ganschow et al. (1994) investigated differences between low,
average, and high-anxious college foreign language learners enrolled in an
introductory Spanish course in terms of their aptitude and foreign language
performance. They reported significantly negative correlations of anxiety (FLCAS)
with overall proficiency (averaged course grades) and the foreign language aptitude
measure (MLAT). They also stated that foreign language anxiety, rather than being a
cause of lower levels of proficiency, was in fact a by-product of lower levels of
aptitude, which Maclntyre (1995) criticized as being too simplistic and reducing
down the whole concept of anxiety to the status of an undesired side effect.

In another study, Gardner, Smythe, Clément, and Gliksman (1976) reported
high negative correlations between French classroom anxiety and achievement tests
in eleven of fifteen studies carried out in Canada. MacIntyre and Gardner (1994)
examined the language anxiety level felt during the three stages (input, processing,
and output) among 97 college students learning French as a Second Language. They
found that language anxiety and language proficiency were strongly related in each
of the stages. The strength of relationship throughout these stages also seemed to
depend on task difficulty. Scott (1986), using Brazilian learners of English as
subjects, provided evidence, though slight, for debilitating effects of anxiety on
outcomes throughout different stages of both oral and written tests. In their study
with 75 university students in introductory Spanish classes Horwitz, Horwitz, and
Cope (1991) reported that most of the learners found foreign language learning in
classroom situations stressful and that anxiety was typically present in listening and
speaking situations. Likewise, Price (1991) who analyzed students’ perceptions of
anxiety-provoking situations in class, reported that almost all of the students were
anxious about having to speak in front of the class, making pronunciation mistakes,
and being laughed at. In his study with a class of first and second year Spanish
learners, Ely (1986) identified the construct of Language Class Discomfort (an aspect
of language anxiety), which seemed to have a negative impact on students’
willingness to take risks and in turn their levels of class participation and oral

proficiency. Argaman and Abu-Rabia (2002), using 68 Hebrew-speaking secondary
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school students as subjects, investigated the influence of language anxiety on
achievements in English writing and reading comprehension tasks. Their findings,
similarly, indicated significant negative correlations between language anxiety and
both reading and writing skills.

In her study with Turkish high school students, Berberoglu (2001)
investigated the effects of leaning styles and several affective characteristics of
students on achievement in English across grade levels of 9 through 11. The findings
indicated that the anxiety component of affective characteristics was a substantial
determinant of student achievement at all grade levels, showing negative
relationships. In a study, using Turkish university students in Cyprus as subjects,
Agazade (2000) identified several affective, cognitive, and demographic factors as
predictors of English achievement. Following ‘English learning strategies’, ‘anxiety
about learning English’ was the second best predictor of English achievement. The
model also included motivation, exposure to English, and socio-economic status as
significant predictors of the criterion. In another study carried out with Turkish
university students, Zhanibek (2001) reported a significant negative relationship
between students’ perceptions of their class participation and foreign language
anxiety as measured by the FLCAS

In light of theoretical discussions in the literature and the findings of the
studies reviewed above, there appears to be negative relationships between anxiety
and several language learning outcomes. In general, foreign language anxiety seems
to be more strongly related to oral proficiency (yielding correlation coefficients
around -.30) than to overall proficiency. In the present study foreign language
anxiety is conceptualized from the viewpoint of what Horwitz et al. (1985) called
communication anxiety (anxiety with any real or anticipated interaction) and social-
evaluative anxiety (apprehension that others will value oneself negatively), which,
was thought, would be relevant for the purposes of this study.

Another important aspect of the affective domain of SLA research concerns
self-related perceptions of students, which includes concepts like self-esteem, self-
confidence, self-efficacy, self-image, and so on. Although there are slight conceptual
differences among these terms, depending on the underlying theory, they are
basically related with students’ judgments of their capability in relation to

performing a task. Regardless of specific labels, it is clear that such self-related
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perceptions or judgments of learners do have a strong impact on their performance,
and are essential for successful learning. For the purposes of this study, the term self-
concept, which was borrowed from the general educational literature drawing on the
work by Marsh (1990), is adopted and used as an umbrella term covering various
self-related variables mentioned in the SLA literature.

In the educational literature, self-concept has been recognized as an important
factor contributing to educational outcomes as well as being an important outcome in
its own right (Marsh, 1990a, 1990b). A related construct, self-efficacy, has been
reported to be influential in determining task selection, level of effort, persistence,
and achievement (Bandura, 1982). In general, past research suggests a causal
relationship and this relationship is mutual in nature (Hay, 1997; Helmke & Aken,
1995; Marsh & Yeung, 1997; Muijs, 1997; Covington, 1989). In other words, self-
concept appears to be both the cause and the consequence of achievement (Diener
and Dweck, 1978, 1980, cited in Wenden, 1998).

Broadly defined, self-concept is a person’s perception of himself/herself
which, as (Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton, 1976) state, is “...formed through his
experience with his environment and influenced especially by environmental
reinforcements and significant others” (p. 411). According to the model proposed by
Shavelson et al (1976), there is a self at the top of the hierarchy, which is divided into
academic and non-academic aspects. Under the non-academic aspect are social,
physical, and emotional self-concepts whereas under the academic aspect are self-
concepts in various academic domains such as English, math, and so forth. Further
down the hierarchy below the academic and non-academic aspects may be self-
concept in even more specific areas, such as the four skills (listening, speaking,
reading, writing) in English.

Researchers agree that academic self-concept is a multidimensional and
hierarchical structure and that academic achievement is substantially correlated with
specific academic self-concept, less correlated with general academic self-concept,
and almost not correlated with non-academic self-concept (Byrne, 1984; Marsh,
1990b; Marsh, Byrne, and Shavelson, 1988; Shavelson and Bolus, 1982). Thus, it
appears that self-concept of ability and achievement are related and this relationship
is strengthened when self-concept measures are linked to specific content or skill

areas.
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Recent research in the multidimensional study of self-concept has primarily
focused on the investigation of domain-specific self-concepts, rather than the overall
construct of academic self-concept, in an attempt to compare results in different
domains (subject areas) and investigate interrelationships. The Academic Self-
Description Questionnaire-ASDQ (Marsh, 1990), which was also adapted for the
current study, is one of the instruments developed as a consequence of the emphasis
on measuring a diverse range of domain-specific academic perceptions in school
curricula.

In the SLA literature, the self-related perceptions of learners have been a
major focus of interest of theory and empirical research. According to Brown (1977),
“the person with high self-esteem is able to reach out beyond himself more freely, to
be less inhibited, and because of his ego strength, to make the necessary mistakes
involved in language learning with less threat to his ego” (p. 352). Brown (1996) also
points out that “no successful cognitive or affective activity can be carried out
without some degree of self-esteem, self-confidence, knowledge of yourself, and
belief in your own capabilities for that activity” (p.136). Chastain (1976) claims that
learners with low self-perceptions are likely to avoid learning situations that they feel
uncomfortable with, suggesting links between motivation, anxiety, self-concept, and
achievement. Krashen (1982, 1985) considers self-confidence, along with motivation
and anxiety, as an important factor contributing to ‘affective filter’. Clement,
Dornyei and Noels (1994) regard linguistic self-confidence as a major component of
personal dimension of motivation and that it has both direct and indirect influences
on students’ attitudes and motivation.

Many researchers have revealed that self-related variables are important
factors in second language learning (Naiman, et al. 1977; Clement, Dornyei, &
Noels, 1994; Clement, Gardner, & Smythe, 1977, 1980; Oxford, 1990; Heyde, 1979;
Gardner and Lambert, 1972; Watkins, et al, 1991; Brodkey and Shore, 1976).
Naiman, et al. (1977), in their study concerning the teachers’ views of good and bad
language learners, reported that teachers felt that poor learners in the classroom
lacked self-confidence. Drawing on ‘good language learner’ studies (Naiman, et al,
1977; Rubin, 1975; Stern, 1975), a large body of learner-strategy research (Oxford
1990, 1993; O'Malley and Chamot 1990; Oxford and Ehrman, 1993) similarly

suggested positive self-related perceptions as important predictors of success in
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second/foreign language learning and that active strategy training could assist
learners in overcoming affective barriers that they might experience throughout the
process of language learning. For example, it is possible, according to Oxford
(1990), that self-esteem can be fostered through use of affective learning strategies

99 <¢

like “lowering your anxiety” “encouraging yourself” and “taking your emotional
temperature” along with several other cognitive and metacognitive strategies to plan
and organize learning.

In a study with Hungarian high school students, Clement et al (1994) have
shown that English achievement, attitude, and effort were related to self-confidence,
motivation, and the learning environment. They also suggested that greater chances
of being in closer contact with L2 users and believing that one is able to use English
outside the classroom made self-confidence an even more important determinant of
attitudes and effort expended in L2 learning. Oller, Hudson, and Liu (1977), in their
study of Chinese-speaking ESL students in the US, found that positive self-
perceptions were correlated with performance on a cloze test. They concluded that
the more positive a learner’s self-concept, the higher their achievement in ESL. In
her study with American college students learning French as a foreign language,
Heyde (1979) investigated the relationship between self-esteem and oral production.
The findings suggested significant positive relationships of the three levels of self-
esteem (global, situational, and task-specific) to the teacher-rated oral production of
students, task-specific self-esteem being indicative of the strongest relationship. In an
EFL Turkish university setting, Kaya (1995) investigated the contributions of several
affective variables in explaining students’ levels of class participation. Her findings
indicated that among motivation, anxiety, and personality traits of
introversion/extroversion, self-confidence accounted for the greatest amount of
variance in class participation. In another study conducted in Turkey, i¢bay (2001)
explored relationships of self-concepts in Turkish, maths, science, social sciences,
and foreign language to achievement of secondary level students. The findings
revealed significant positive relationships between students’ levels of self-concept
and achievement in all subject matter areas.

Thus, the research, a brief review of which has been presented above,
generally supports the notion that self-concept is one of the powerful affective

factors in predicting language learning success and should be fostered and guided in
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the positive direction during the learning process. In this study, the construct of self-
concept is conceptualized as the students’ perceptions of their capabilities as
language learners prior to instruction in the setting of this study (EUSFL) and is used

as one of the affective predictor variables of the research design.

Demographic Student Characteristics

In addition to the affective and cognitive variables, various background and
demographic characteristics of students have also been suggested to influence
learning outcomes in the SLA literature. Among the most frequently cited factors are
those concerning students’ academic background, socio-economic status, age,
gender, and similar other factors which have been shown to relate to language
learning success directly or via interactions with various cognitive, affective, and
contextual factors.

An important aspect of second language acquisition theory involves the
consideration of age-related factors. Early theorists held that younger, rather than
older learners, are better equipped to learn a foreign language. Lennenberg (1967)
hypothesized that the most optimal age at which acquisition occurs is from early
childhood until puberty. In his Critical Period Hypothesis (CPH), Lenneberg stated
that the development of language is the result of brain maturation. Although both
hemispheres of the brain are equal at birth, the function of language gradually settles
in the dominant left hemisphere of the brain after biological maturation or the critical
period. Scovel (1969) suggested that the plasticity of the brain prior to puberty
enables children to acquire ‘authentic’ (native-like) pronunciation. Beyond puberty
the ease of acquiring fluent control of the target language significantly diminishes.

Lenneberg proposes lateralization by puberty (age 15), while Krashen (1973)
maintains that it is completed at around age five. Long (1990) suggests that age six
represents the beginning of the decline for phonology. As for morphology and
syntax, the critical period seems to be around age fifteen. Seliger's proposal (1978) is
that there may be multiple critical or sensitive periods for different aspects of
language. The period during which a native accent is easily acquirable appears to end

earlier than the period governing the acquisition of a native grammar. Despite
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disagreements among researchers as to when lateralization actually takes place,
research, as well as anecdotal evidence, generally confirms differentials of
attainment among learners in terms of phonology and morphology due to age-related
factors.

In a study concerning age differences, Johnson and Newport (1989) used
Chinese and Korean ESL learners of different age groups as subjects to investigate
their responses to grammaticality of sentences in a test of syntax and morphology.
Their findings indicated that younger learners were significantly more successful
than older learners in acquiring the target language. They also suggested that
performance gradually diminished from about age seven on until adulthood, covering
a later age span, unlike Lenneberg had claimed. Tahta, Wood and Loewenthal (1981)
reported that learners who began learning L2 at age 12 attained more accented
speech compared to those who began at age 11. In Oyama’s study (1976) in which
subjects’ naturalness of accents were judged by native speakers, the findings
suggested that younger arrival in the United States had a significant effect on
acquiring more natural pronunciation. In an experimental study, Cochrane (1980),
who wused Japanese children and adults as subjects, reported that children
outperformed the adults in the pronunciation of the problematic English sounds, /1/
and /l/. However, in a follow-up study, after the subjects were given specific
instruction on the phonemic distinction between the two sounds, adults outperformed
the children.

Several researchers have also argued that older students have an advantage in
cognitive maturity and conscious awareness, which enable them to use more optimal
strategies for mastering the target language especially as far as structural aspects of
language is concerned (Ausebel, 1964; Burstall et al, 1974, Cummins, 1981; Collier ,
1988; Schachter, 1989). Ehrman and Oxford (1995) maintain that younger students
are more likely to attain fluency, whereas older students are more able to
comprehend and apply grammatical rules and to bring their previous experiences into
the language learning contexts. In Krashen’s (1985) view “...older acquirers progress
more quickly in early stages because they obtain more comprehensible input, while

younger acquirers do better in the long run because of their lower affective filters”

(p-12).
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Ervin-Tripp (1974), in comparison of 4 to 6 and 7 to 9 year old students in
terms of phonological and syntactic features in French as a second language, reported
that the older group of students was significantly better than their younger
counterparts after nine months of instruction. Snow and Hoefnagel-Hohle (1982)
reported a study that they carried out to test the pronunciation grammar, vocabulary,
verbal memory, and translation skills in Dutch as a second language by English
speakers of various ages in a longitudinal study. Their findings revealed that the 12
to 15-year-olds and the adults outperformed the children on every measure except
auditory discrimination in the first testing. Over time, however, the differences
between the youngest learners and the others decreased and the youngest learners
caught up the older learners in terms of pronunciation. Fathman (1975) found that 11
to 15-year-olds performed better than 6 to 15-year-olds in pronunciation,
morphology and syntax measures after one year of instruction. After three years of
instruction, however, younger learners caught up and eventually outperformed older
learners on the same measures of attainment. Reviewing several studies, Krashen,
Long, and Scarcella (1979) concluded that in terms of rate of language learning older
learners were more successful while younger learners were better in the long run.

Several other researchers also questioned the irrelevancy of age as a variable
to influence attainment. For example, White and Genesee (1996) found that age
made no difference in grammatical and phonological achievement. Likewise,
Birdsong (1992) reported that some late learners were as proficient as younger
learners on a grammaticality judgment test. Bongaerts (1999) found that late learners
could also master native-like pronunciation and accent as well as younger learners,
refuting the notion of a critical period. Bialystok (1997) maintains that age
differences in second language acquisition abilities are inconsistent, sometimes to the
advantage of older learners, but appearing only on certain kinds of tasks that assess
specific aspects of knowledge. She argues that:

The case that the descriptive statement regarding the general success
of younger learners in acquiring a second language is true. However,
the evidence does not provide convincing support for the claim that
this advantage is the reflection of a sensitive period in learning
(Bialystok, 1997, p. 133).

The controversial issue of age and the underlying critical period hypothesis

has also been debated from the psychological and social perspectives. In explaining
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differentials among younger and older learners, Guiora (1972) proposed the notion of
“language ego”. He maintained that an adaptive language ego (accepting the new
mode of thinking and identity developed during the process of L2 learning) might
enable learners to lower their inhibitions that impede success. An ego conflict, on the
other hand, leads to building of defensive ego boundaries and negative attitudes that
block acquisition. Given that the child's ego is dynamic and much less vulnerable to
threats or inhibitions caused by the learning environment, adaptation to the language
ego is made relatively easily in childhood. However, the physical, emotional, and
cognitive changes brought about by puberty result in a defensive mechanism in
which the language ego becomes protective and defensive, making language
acquisition more difficult from then on.

Ethnocentricity and stereotypes developed towards the culture and people of
the target language have also been suggested to exert damaging effects on language
learning (Gardner and Lambert, 1972). Negative attitudes and stereotypes towards
different cultures, which can hardly be altered even with direct interventions, become
gradually stabilized usually after age ten and become firmly rooted in adulthood
(Armstrong, 1984; Byram et al., 1991; Chambers, 1994; Coleman, 1996). Younger
children who are not developed enough cognitively to possess attitudes toward races,
cultures, ethnic groups, classes of people, and languages are relatively unaffected.
Thus, a critical age factor appears to be important for fostering an awareness of and
appreciation for cultural diversity among children. Similarly, Weatherford (1986)
claims that “foreign language study tends to help dissolve misconceptions and often
helps to create feelings of sympathy for native speakers of the language, especially if
the study is begun early and pursued for a long period of time” (p. 4).

Despite the inconclusiveness of age-related issues due to mixed findings and
concerns expressed on methodological limitations of the available research, it is
generally accepted that age is one of the most significant factors in second/foreign
language learning. Current research, as well as common sense, seems to confirm the
existence of a relationship between age and pronunciation and fluency related aspects
of the language, favoring younger learners. Furthermore, the notion that maturational
factors associated with older age puts older learners at an advantage over younger
learners receives considerable support from the available research and makes

intuitive sense. In light of discussions in the literature, especially those regarding
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maturational and affective considerations, age factor is considered to be a potentially
important predictor of the language leaning outcomes in the present study, assuming
direct and indirect relationships with the predictors and the outcome measures.

Sex or gender-related differences among second/foreign language learners
have also received considerable interest in SLA research. Several neurolinguistic,
behavioral, socio-cultural, and attitudinal differences between males and females
have been hypothesized as potential factors to account for differentials in second
language learning (Morris, 2003). The neurolinguistic basis for gender differences
are mainly attributed to brain lateralization, i.e., earlier left-brain development in
girls, which puts them at an advantage over boys in terms of linguistic or verbal
ability. Social reasons have also been claimed for such differences. For example, the
closer contact of girls with their mothers is likely to enable faster development of
verbal abilities in girls.

Given the importance of social experiences and interactions in the L2
classroom, as well as in natural settings outside the classroom, the SLA research
which included gender as a variable have generally adopted socio-cultural or
attitudinal perspectives rather than biological ones. As Oxford (1994) contends
gender differences in the context of second/foreign language learning are likely to be
associated mainly with socio-cultural development rather than being due to innate
biological differences.

The research into gender differences suggest that females are better learners
than males in almost all aspects of language learning, except listening vocabulary
(Boyle, 1987), but the effect of gender is indirect, through the learning styles,
anxiety, attitudes and motivations typically associated with gender (Coleman, 1997).
Similarly, Ellis (1994) states that female learners generally do better than males and
that they tend to have more positive attitudes toward second languages. He also
comments that gender interacts fundamentally with other social variables like social
class and ethnicity.

Most of the findings regarding gender differences in SLA literature are from
learner strategy studies (O’Malley and Chamot 1990; Oxford 1990). These studies,
which compared learner strategy use of male and female students along with several
other factors, consistently suggest superiority of females (Politzer, 1983; Ehrman,

1990; Oxford, Nyikos and Ehrman, 1988; Ehrman and Oxford, 1989; Oxford and
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Nyikos, 1989, Oxford and Ehrman, 1995, Lee, 1994). A study by Politzer (1983), for
example, which investigated self-reported language learning behaviors of 90
undergraduate college students, revealed that female students used greater variety of
social learning strategies and more often than males. In another study with 374
Puerto Rican tertiary level students, Green and Oxford (1995) found higher levels of
strategy use among females than males. Female students were also more successful
than their male counterparts. In a Korean setting, Lee (1994) investigated the factors
that affect the use of language learning strategies of middle, high, and college
students. She reported that girls made more frequent use of strategies than boys in
middle school, but not in high school and college. Oxford et al. (1993) reported that
girls showed higher levels of motivation and frequency of strategy use among high
school students which led to higher achievement in a Japanese as a foreign language
course in the USA.

Investigating the language learning strategies of 79 adults, (Oxford, et al.
1988) found that “women in the study exhibited greater use of self-management
strategies, which involve taking charge of one’s own learning through self-
monitoring, self-evaluation, identifying goals, planning language tasks, and so on”
(p. 325). In a large-scale study with 1200 American university students, Oxford and
Nyikos (1989) reported that; female learners used formal rule-related practice
strategies, general study strategies, and conversational input elicitation strategies
more frequently than did male learners. Ehrman and Oxford (1989), using students
and instructors at the U.S. Foreign Service Institute as subjects concluded that
compared with males, females reported significantly greater use of language learning
strategies in four areas: general study strategies, functional practice strategies,
strategies for searching for and communicating meaning, and self-management
strategies.

Thus, the findings of considerable body of research seems to suggest the
superiority of females over males in second language learning, which, according to
Labov (1991), can be attributed to higher linguistic sensitivity and self-awareness of
females. Other reasons like differences in attitudes (Burstall 1975), motivation
(Gardner and Lambert 1972), and learning styles (Boyle, 1987) also seem to be
plausible explanations. Whatever the underlying reasons may be, it is apparent that

female learners make use of more varied and frequent use of learning strategies
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which seem to provide them with greater chances of success in the long run. In light
of above considerations, the gender variable is considered as another potentially
important predictor of the language learning outcomes in the context of the current
study.

It has been widely accepted that the level of proficiency attained in second
language is directly influenced by the amount of students’ previous exposure to the
target language through both formal instruction, or schooling, and time spent in
natural target language settings. It makes intuitive sense to assume that students’
beliefs and attitudes, as well as their background knowledge and cognitive skills, as a
result of their previous language learning experiences, would be influential in
shaping their attitudes and motivation, ways of approach the learning tasks, use of
learning strategies and, in turn, the learning outcomes.

Various research studies have been carried out comparing the language
proficiency and the amount of exposure to the target language operationalized either
as number of years of formal instruction in a school setting or residence or time spent
in informal settings where the target language is spoken. For example, Krashen,
Seliger, and Hartnett (1974), Krashen and Seliger (1975), and Krashen, Jones,
Zelinski, and Usprich (1978) found that more previous formal instruction means
higher proficiency in second language learning. Their findings also suggested that
more informal exposure did not make as much contribution to language proficiency
as formal exposure did.

The relationship between students’ affective characteristics and their previous
experiences with the target language through formal or informal exposure has also
been discussed in the literature. According to Bandura (1982), “attributions about
past experiences” is a primary determinant of self-efficacy or perceived L2
competence. Similarly, “attributions about past failures” constitutes an important
aspect of Dornyei’s (1990) model of motivation. Regarding language anxiety, it is
suggested that previous learning experiences in a classroom setting can be a
significant source of anxiety (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986; Onwuegbuzie,
Bailey, and Daley, 1999). Although not directly relevant to the SLA literature, a
number of researchers have also shown relationships between length of previous
formal exposure to foreign language study and math and verbal SAT scores. The

findings of this body of research (Carrol, 1962; Lambert, 1974; Eddy, 1981; Cooper,
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1987) which indicated consistent positive correlations, can also be interpreted in
support of a relationship between previous formal exposure and later success in the
target language, given that, as discussed previously, there also seems to be a
relationship between overall language proficiency and various general achievement
measures (Genesse, 1976, Oller, 1981; Onwuegbuzie, et al, 2000; Hart, 1993).

Thus, several variables pertaining to students’ past experiences with learning
the target language seem to relate directly or indirectly to the language learning
outcomes. The conceptualization of exposure in the present study is somewhat
simplistic due to practical considerations, in that it only uses whether or not students
have taken preparatory English instruction, without using number of years of prior
English study as the unit of analysis or distinguishing between formal and informal
exposure. However, in light of the implications of available research, similar
directions of relationships are expected also in the setting of this study.

It has been noted by several researchers that several home background
characteristics associated with socio-economic status, such as parents’ occupation,
parents’ education level and household income significantly affect students’
development and academic achievement (Coleman, 1991; Laosa, 1975; Soto, 1992;
Wong-Fillmore, 1991). It is a commonly held belief that differential access to
financial resources is a significant predictor of student achievement, given that well-
off families are in a better position to afford the financial costs of schooling.
Furthermore, there appears to be strong effects of parental cultural background or
educational level on student learning outcomes. It is suggested that parents who are
themselves highly educated and knowledgeable about academic requirements are
better able to provide their children with support and encouragement throughout their
schooling. The benefits of parental support and encouragement have been
extensively dealt with throughout the broader educational literature which generally
suggests improved academic achievement, enhanced verbal skills, improved in-
school behavior, increased cognitive growth, and improved personal relations
(Epstein, 1987).

In the SLA literature, similarly, parental encouragement is suggested as one
of the significant predictors of language learning outcomes (Coletta et al., 1983;
Skehan, 1989; Gardner et al, 1976). The attitudes and motivation that students bring

into the educational setting is partly determined by their parents and the
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characteristics of the home environment (Gardner, 1985; Cummins, 1981). Self-
confidence as a general personality characteristic is also linked to various home
background characteristics and parental influences (Clement, 1986). Several research
studies seem to lend support to the importance of parental influences on student
motivation and subsequent language learning outcomes. For example, research
conducted by Moore, Walton and Lambert (1992) indicated that approximately 25 %
of 2000 high school students studying Chinese as a foreign language in the US
reported parental interest as one of the main reasons for taking classes. Similarly, in a
survey of high school students studying Japanese as a foreign language, Jorden and
Lambert (1991) reported that students were mainly motivated by their parents’
interest in foreign languages. In another study, Kim (1992) reported that parental
attitudes exerted significant influences on students’ attitudes and motivation towards
learning Korean as a heritage language.

In relation to educational outcomes, the impact of parents’ educational level
is suggested as one of the most important factors among various socio-economic
factors. Several researchers, as well as anecdotal evidence, seem to support this view.
For example, in a longitudinal study carried out in Turkey, Oner (1986) found that
parents’ level of education was a significantly better determinant of parents’ attitudes
towards child rearing than other SES variables. In a large-scale study conducted with
nation-wide samples of 14 to 18 year old students in the US, Grissmer, Kirby,
Berends, and Williamson (1994) reported that, controlling for several socio-
economic variables, parental education level turned out to be the greatest positive
influence in explaining the academic achievement of the students. Using data from
the 1996 National Household Education Survey, Nord (1998) found a similarly
strong correlation between parents’ education level and children’s academic success.
Although no such data or research findings could be obtained for the Turkish setting
to confirm similar relationships, the current study assumes that the level of parental
education may have a strong influence on parental attitudes, the amount of support
and encouragement they provide, and in turn, on students’ language learning
outcomes. Thus, mother’s education level and father’s education level are included in
the research design of this study as two separate predictor variables to assess the
significance of parental influences on the specified language learning outcomes.

Along the same line of discussion, student residence (whether the student lives with
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their family or not) is included as another demographic predictor of the study,
assuming that parental or family influences in the form of support or encouragement

might be evident as a consequence of sharing the same home environment.

Classroom Environment

In addition to the affective, cognitive, and demographic characteristics that
students bring into the educational setting, it is also important to consider the
psychosocial, instructional/managerial, physical, and course-related materials aspects
of the classroom environment. Given that much of the learning takes place in a
context where the students interact with the teacher, the learning materials, the
physical environment, and among themselves, it is crucial to explore the impact of
such variables on learning outcomes in order to have a better understanding of how
learning is affected.

In relation to the classroom context, the word “environment” is defined as
“shared perceptions of the students and sometimes the teachers in that environment”
(Fraser, 1986, p.l1). The study of learning environments is concerned with
“conceptualizing, assessing, and investigating what happens to students during their
schooling" (Fraser & Fisher, 1994, p. 23). Generally, the classroom environment has
been studied in terms of two broad aspects: the physical environment (the material
setting of the classroom concerning furniture, lighting, seating arrangements, etc.)
and the psycho-social environment (student-teacher and student-student interactions
in shaping the social and instructional quality of the classroom). The psychosocial
aspect of the classroom environment has received considerable interest over the last
few decades, and most available research point to the importance of creating and
maintaining a positive classroom environment for the cognitive and affective
development of the student (Fraser, 1986; Haertal, Walberg and Haertal, 1981;
McRobbie and Fraser, 1993; Moos, 1980)

Research into the learning environment has generally built upon the work in
psychology and sociology, which attempted to relate individual perceptions and
several social process variables, and was influenced specifically by the theoretical

framework drawn by Rosenshine (1970). Rosenshine posited a distinction between
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‘low inference’ measures and ‘high inference’ measures. Low inference measures are
concerned with specific, directly observable aspects of the classroom environment
such as frequency of student questions, teacher statements, turn-takings, etc. High
inference measures, on the other hand, aim at identifying relatively abstract
evaluations or perceptions of students concerning the classroom environment, such
as their feelings or satisfaction about the learning process, the nature of social
interactions in the classroom, and so forth. Most of the research has naturally focused
on ‘“high inference” measures of students in their conceptual and operational
definitions of classroom environment.

Early classroom environment instruments were concerned with students’
perceptions of actual classroom environment, while more recent studies have
included students’ (as well as teachers’) perceptions of both actual and preferred
classroom environments (Fraser, 1998). Several instruments have been developed for
assessing the qualities of the classroom environment across various subject matter
areas and grade levels. Of these, the Learning Environment Inventory (LEI- Fraser,
Anderson and Walberg, 1982), Classroom Environment Scale (CEQ- Moos and
Trickett, 1974), the Individualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire (ICEQ-
Fraser, 1989), My Class Inventory (MCI- Fraser, Anderson and Walberg, 1982),
College and University Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCEI- Fraser,
Treagust, & Dennis, 1986), Questionnaire on Teacher Interaction (QTI- Wubbels,
Brekelmans, & Hooymayers, 1991) Science Laboratory Environment Inventory
(SLEI- Newby and Fisher, 1996), and What is Happening in this Class?
questionnaire (WIHIC- Fraser, McRobbie and Fisher, 1996), can be mentioned to
name a few.

According to the classification proposed by Moos (1974) the classroom
environment instruments address three basic dimensions of interactions with the
environment: Relationship Dimensions (which identify the nature and intensity of
personal relationships within the environment and assess the extent to which people
are involved in the environment and support and help each other), Personal
Development Dimensions (which assess basic directions along which personal
growth and self-enhancement tend to occur), and System Maintenance and Change
Dimensions (which involve the extent to which the environment is orderly, clear in

expectations, maintains control and is responsive to change). An overview of the
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major instruments used in classroom environment research is presented in Table 3
(after Fraser, 1998), which is laid out by the grade levels they are intended for,
scales, and the classification of the scales suggested by Moos (1974).

The broad range of approaches and dimensions of measurement instruments
facilitate use of classroom environment research for addressing a variety of
educational issues like investigations of associations between student outcomes and
environment, educational innovations, differences between student and teacher
perceptions of actual and preferred environment, program evaluations, and so forth
(Fraser, 1998). Past research has generally been concerned with the development and
use of instruments to assess the qualities of the classroom environment from the
perspective of the student in relation to various cognitive and affective student
outcomes. Several of the more recent instruments have also considered the teachers’
perceptions, as well as introducing “actual” and “ideal” forms of the instruments in
order to investigate associations from a “person-environment fit” perspective.

According to Fraser (1994), students’ perceptions of the -classroom
environment account for considerable amount of variance in learning outcomes even
after the effects of various student background characteristics are controlled for.
Fraser (1994) reviewed 40 past studies from various countries which investigated
science students’ perceptions of classroom environments across various grade levels.

The findings consistently support associations between various student
outcomes and their perceptions of such characteristics of the classroom environment
as cohesiveness, goal direction, and democracy. Reviewing studies which examined
perceptions of 17,805 students in 823 classes, Haertal, Walberg and Haertal (1981)
state that the qualities of the classroom environment characterized as cohesiveness,
friendliness, satisfaction, goal direction, and organization consistently predict higher
gains in cognitive and affective outcomes.

To mention some of the studies for example, in a study with 225 high school
students in 15 classes in Australia, using ICEQ, Rentoul and Fraser (1980) found that
student enjoyment of lessons was enhanced in classrooms perceived as having
greater personalization and participation. They also reported that classroom
individualization was related more strongly to an affective outcome than to a

cognitive outcome.
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Table 3
Some of the Classroom Environment Instruments

Moos’s classification of scales

Instrument Level Relationship Personal Development System
Dimension Dimension Maintenance and
Change Dimension
Learning Environment Secondary  Cohesiveness Speed Diversity
Inventory (LEI) Friction Difficulty Formality
Favoritism Competitiveness Material
Cliqueness Environment
Satisfaction
Apathy
Classroom Environment ~ Secondary  Involvement Task Orientation Organization
Scale (CES) Affiliation Competition Rule Clarity
Teacher support Teacher Control
Innovation
Individualized Classroom Secondary  Personalization Independence Differentiation
Environment Participation Investigation
Questionnaire (ICEQ)
My Class Inventory Primary Cohesiveness Difficulty
MCI Friction Competitiveness
Satisfaction
College and University University Personalization Task orientation Innovation
Classroom Involvement Individualization
Environment Inventory Student
(CUCEI) cohesiveness
Satisfaction
Computer Laboratory ~ Secondary, Student Open-Endedness Rule Clarity
Environment Inventory University ~Cohesiveness Integration Material
(CLED) environment
Questionnaire on Secondary Helping/Friendly Leadership
Teacher Interaction Understanding Student
(QTDH Dissatisfied responsibility and
Admonishing Freedom
Uncertain
Strict
What is Happening in ~ Secondary  Student Investigation Equity
this Classroom? Cohesiveness Task orientation
(WIHIC) Teacher support ~ Cooperation
Involvement

Adapted from Fraser (1998)

Using the same instrument with 116 science students in Tasmania, Fraser,
Nash and Fisher (1983) reported that student anxiety could be reduced by fostering
class participation and rule clarity, and decreasing classroom investigation,

competition, and teacher control.
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In Indonesia, Fraser, Pearse and Azmi (1982) and Fraser (1985) used an
Indonesian translation of a modified version of all scales in the ICEQ and four scales
of the CES with a sample of 373 students in 18 coeducational social studies classes at
the grade 8 and 9 levels. Their findings indicated that student satisfaction of classes
was greater in classes perceived as having less independence and greater
involvement. Students’ level of anxiety was also lower in classes perceived as having
greater differentiation, involvement, and affiliation.

In a study conducted in India by Walberg, Sigh, & Rasher (1977) averaged
end-of-course achievement scores of 3000 tenth grade science and social sciences
students were correlated with their scores on an IQ test and the Learning
Environment Inventory (LEI). They concluded that the students’ perceptions of the
social environment had significant indirect influences on cognitive and attitudinal
learning. O’Reilly (1975) investigated the relationship between achievement and
classroom environment in 48 mathematics classes in Canada and found that the LEI
scales accounted for a large amount of variance in achievement scores.

More recent studies also support the existence of associations between
classroom environment variables and student outcomes. Fraser and McRobbie (1995)
investigated the effect of laboratory classroom environment on student outcomes
using SLEI with a sample of 233 high school students in Australia. The findings
indicated that student cohesiveness, integration, rule clarity, and material
environment aspects of the SLEI showed consistent positive correlations with student
outcomes. Using and adapted version of the CES, Teh and Fraser (1995) reported
associations between computer assisted classroom environment, achievement, and
attitudes among a sample of 671 high school geography students in 24 classes in
Singapore. Similarly, Waldrip and Wong (1996) explored laboratory classroom
environment and student attitudes towards science with 592 grade 10 chemistry
students in Singapore and reported rule clarity and Integration dimensions of SLEI to
be positively related to attitudes towards chemistry.

By using the QTI with 489 senior high school biology students in Australia,
Fisher, Fraser and Rickards (1997) found associations between student outcomes and
perceived pattern of teacher-student interaction. In the Netherlands, Wubbels,
Brekelmans, & Hooymayers (1991) investigated the relationship between students’

perceptions of interaction in the classroom and student learning outcomes using the
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QTI. Regarding students' cognitive outcomes, the more that teachers demonstrated
strict leadership and supportive and friendly behaviors, the higher were cognitive
outcome scores. Conversely, student responsibility and freedom, uncertain and
dissatisfied behaviors were related negatively to achievement.

Kim, Fisher, and Fraser (1999) used a Korean version of the CLES with 1083
science students in 12 schools. Their findings indicated significant relationships
between classroom environment and student attitudes, suggesting that favorable
student attitudes could be promoted in classes where students perceive more personal
relevance, share control with the teachers, and negotiate the learning. Chionh and
Fraser (1998) used WIHIC to investigate associations between classroom
environment and student outcomes with 2310 high school students in Singapore and
Australia. The findings revealed higher exam scores in geography and mathematics
classrooms where students perceived the environment as more cohesive. It was also
found that self-esteem and attitudes were more favorable in classrooms perceived as
having more teacher support, task orientation and equity.

Telli, Rakici, and Cakiroglu (2003) used a Turkish version of the WIHIC
questionnaire with a sample of 1250 students from grades 9 and 10 in Turkey. Of the
seven scales of the instrument, teacher support, involvement, task orientation, and
equity scales were positively correlated with students’ attitudes towards biology. In
addition, all the seven scales were positively correlated with students’ GPA scores.
Kesal (1996) explored relationships between Turkish EFL learner’s perceptions of
classroom environment and their end of course achievement levels. Her findings
indicated that ‘achievers’ had more positive perceptions of their classroom
environment than their non-achieving counterparts with respect to student
interactions, physical environment and materials, class activities, order and
organization, teacher support, task orientation, use of innovative teaching strategies,
and participation in class activities.

In another study carried out in a Turkish university EFL setting, Turanh
(1999) found associations through qualitative analyses among teachers’ orientations
to classroom management, students’ responses to classroom management behaviors,
and the learning environment. His findings suggested that a well-organized, better-
controlled, warm, and orderly classroom environment contributes to fostering

learning and students’ feelings of security. In an attempt to explore the extent to
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which the characteristics of constructivist classrooms exist in EFL departments in
Turkey, Kesal (2003) used an adapted version of The University Social
Constructivist Learning Environment Survey (USCLES) in her study. In addition to
depicting the current situation in the institutions evaluated, the analyses of the
qualitative data also indicated that the students and the instructors perceived
constructivist learning activities and evaluation strategies to be more useful
compared to the traditional ones, a finding which can be interpreted to be in
corroboration with the overall contention of the classroom environment research.

Along a similar line of research, Akar (2003) investigated through an
experimental study the impact of constructivist learning process on preservice
teacher education students’ performance, retention, and attitudes in a classroom
management course in a Turkish university. The findings suggested that the
treatment of a ‘constructivist’ classroom environment had a significant effect on
students’ retention and change of perceptions of leadership, individual differences,
and learning towards a more positive direction. The factors such as active learning,
meaningful and enjoyable learning environment, and the positive attitudes of
instructors emerged as significant themes, which are attributable to what the current
body of classroom environment research suggests.

It appears from the review of the above-mentioned studies that, various
factors pertaining to the relationship, personal development, and system maintenance
and change dimensions of the classroom environment (as classified by Moos, 1974)
emerge as significant variables. By and large, the relationship dimension, which is
basically formed by the teacher, appears to be of crucial importance in creating and
maintaining a classroom environment for effective learning. As also supported by
several other lines of educational research (Weinstein, 1983; Soar and Soar, 1983;
Crocker and Brooker, 1986; Kutnick, 1988; Terenzini and Pascarella, 1991; Reid,
1999; Astin, 1993, Sano et al, 1984; Legutke and Thomas, 1991) positive teacher-
student relationships play important roles in fostering a non-threatening, friendly,
and learner-centered classroom environment which is indispensable for motivating
students and helping them become responsible, self-directed, and effective learners.

In addition to the psychosocial aspects, it appears that several organizational
influences of the teacher on the classroom environment concerning instructional and

classroom management-related practices seem to contribute to explaining several
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environment-outcome relationships. Supporting such relationships, the general
educational literature also suggests that the level of achievement is determined in the
first place by the amount of learning opportunities provided by the teacher (Brophy
and Evertson, 1976; Fisher et al, 1980; Stallings, 1975; Brophy and Good, 1986). As
Brophy and Good (1986) state, these opportunities are present when teachers are
business-like and task-oriented, emphasize instruction as their basic role, expect
students to master the curriculum, use classroom time basically to achieve the
learning objectives, use classroom organization and management strategies to
promote on-task behaviors, and actively supervise and monitor student work and
assignments. In order to establish effective organization and structure in the
classroom, the relevant literature also suggests that certain class rules and procedures
be announced, enforced, and routinized by the teacher (Brophy, 1986; Doyle, 1986;
Kounin, 1970; Brophy and Good, 1986; Emmer, Evertson, Clements, and Worsham,
1994) so that effective learning can take place.

The importance of the material or physical environment is also emphasized
by several authors (Fraser, 1986; Ames, 1992; Taylor, 1993; Pierce, 1994; Bowers
and Burkett, 1989). However, these aspects seem to be excluded in most instruments
and research designs. Therefore, the current literature does not seem to enable an
assessment of the importance of the physical environment relative to the
psychosocial environment due to paucity of research considering these two aspects
simultaneously. Furthermore, students’ perceptions of the course-related materials
(i.e., coursebooks and other instructional materials), which have been considered as a
major component of instruction (Allwright, 1990; Littlejohn and Windeatt, 1989),
appear to have been underestimated in most studies which sought environment-
outcomes relationships. Apparently, these aspects of the classroom environment also
need to be taken into account for a clearer picture of possible relationships.

As in any other subject matter area, the role of the classroom environment in
influencing learning outcomes should be taken into consideration in second/foreign
language learning. According to Richards and Rodgers (1986) the nature of language
learning should respond to two basic questions: “What are the psycholinguistic and
cognitive processes involved in language learning?” and “What are the conditions
that need to be met in order for these learning processes to be activated?” Analyzing

the motivational theories in SLA literature Oxford and Shearin (1994) state that

55



environmental support, especially those regarding teacher and peer support, consists
of an important aspect of second language motivation. A large body of research in
the affective domain of SLA consistently emphasizes the importance of psychosocial
characteristics of the classroom environment in fostering motivation and self-esteem,
and reducing anxiety. As mentioned previously, attitudes, motivation and anxiety can
play significant roles in the language learning classroom. Krashen (1985) points out
that affective factors can play important roles in learning a new language and that
successful learning depends on whether several affective conditions, like positive
attitudes, self-confidence, low anxiety are maintained in the classroom environment.
Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) consider the classroom as a major source of
language anxiety and points to the importance of the teacher’s role in providing a
stress-free and supportive classroom environment. Ely (1986) suggests that students
who experience “language class discomfort” are less likely to take risks related to
learning and be sociable in the target language which are essential elements in the
language learning classroom. Studies by Young (1990) and Price (1991), similarly,
stress the role of the instructor in alleviating the amount of student anxiety by
creating a friendly, supportive, and warm classroom environment.

Several researchers (Sano et al. 1984; Underhill, 1989; Legutke and Thomas
1991) consider “trust” as one of the essential ingredients of second language
learning. According to Sano et al., (1984) “warm-hearted” teacher-student and
student-student interaction in the classroom environment is the most essential
element for successful language learning. Several approaches and methodologies in
second/foreign language learning emphasize the important role of the teacher in
providing a positive classroom environment which is conductive to effective
learning. For example, the role of the teacher as a “counselor” in the classroom as
assumed by the principles of the Community Language Learning Approach (Curran,
1976), seems to help learners form group solidarity, overcome their emotional
barriers and anxiety, and lead to increased levels of attitudes and motivation (Curran
and Tirone, 1984; Samimy and Rardin, 1994). Furthermore, a considerable body of
‘learner strategy’ research (Oxford 1990, 1993; O'Malley and Chamot 1990; Oxford
and Ehrman, 1993) point to the importance of active strategy training in the affective,

cognitive, and meta-cognitive domains with direct intervention of the teacher in
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order to overcome various affective and cognitive difficulties students may encounter
in the classroom.

Thus, it appears that many authors who adopt humanistic or learner-centered
views of teaching point to the importance of the teacher in promoting classroom
environments, which is also supported by a number of studies especially from the
affective domain of SLA research. Despite the abundance of studies which
emphasize the importance of affective factors in the classroom environment and the
teacher’s role in providing such an environment, no studies were found to the
researcher’s knowledge that represent direct application of classroom environment
research approaches or instruments, as mentioned in the previous pages of this
review, to the field of SLA research.

Drawing on insights gained from a broad range of previous classroom
environment studies carried out in different subject matter areas, as well as
considerations stemming from the current research setting, this study adopts an
approach which addresses the psychosocial, instructional/managerial, physical, and
course-related materials aspects of the classroom environment for its purposes. The
psychosocial dimension consists of two subdimensions; teacher supportiveness (the
amount of help, concern, and friendship the teacher shows to students), and student
cohesiveness (the extent to which students help each other, get to know each other
easily, and enjoy working together). In the instructional/managerial dimension the
following subdimensions are included: involvement (the extent to which students
have attentive interest and are involved in classroom activities and tasks), task
orientation and organization (the degree of importance given by the teacher to the
completion of specified objectives and tasks and the degree to which the classroom
activities are planned and organized), and class order (the degree to which order and
discipline is maintained in the classroom). The physical environment dimension is
concerned with students’ perceptions of the physical conditions of the classroom
with respect to such qualities as workspace, seating arrangement, comfort, and
attractiveness. Finally, the course-related materials dimension aimed at identifying
students’ perceptions of the extent to which they are satisfied with the coursebook,
its components, and the supplementary materials used in the core program.

Thus, a somewhat broader perspective of classroom environment is adopted

for this study, including also the physical and course-related materials dimensions in
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its research design, along with psychosocial and instructional/managerial
dimensions. These dimensions and the operational definitions of the scales for each
of the classroom environment variables have been identified in light of theoretical
discussions and various instruments to be found in the literature and through
statistical analyses based on pilot studies carried out at the research setting of this
study.

In addition to adopting a somewhat more comprehensive approach to
classroom environment, one of the strengths of the current study is that, it also takes
into account various affective, cognitive, and demographic entering characteristics of
the students assessed prior to instruction so that the effects of the classroom
environment variables can be explored in a more fine-tuned way. As is probably also
the case for most educational research, there seems to be a paucity of research in
SLA literature for the simultaneous consideration of student characteristics and
classroom environment variables in order to account for differentials in learning
outcomes. In a larger multivariate context such as this, it is assumed that the unique
effects of the classroom environment variables controlling for various student
characteristics, as well as the unique effects of student characteristics controlling for
classroom environment variables, can yield more reliable estimates of the effect sizes
of the predictors on the outcome variables.

To this end, the variables used in this study have been categorized within
three broad dimensions in line with the “Input-Context-Outcome” research
framework which was adapted from (Astin, 1983) for the purposes of this study. The
“Input-Environment-Outcome” assessment model proposed by Astin describes the
development of students as being an interaction of the educational environment and
the characteristics students bring in with them. This model of assessment has been
used in a variety of educational contexts (especially at the college level) using
several variables. Assuming a similar approach, this study consists of several
affective, cognitive, and demographic entering characteristics of students (Input
dimension), and their experiences of several aspects of the classroom environment
(Context dimension) for the prediction of the outcomes (Outcome dimension) in an
EFL setting. The outcome variables assessed in this study consist of class
participation (the students’ perceptions of their degree of active participation in class

activities and tasks), study habits (students’ perceptions of their outside-class study

58



habits and behaviors) and English achievement (average of students’ scores on the
grammar and reading components of four monthly exams administered at EUSFL).

A host of variables pertaining to student characteristics and the educational
environment have been highlighted by many scholars and researchers as potential
predictors of the learning outcomes. This chapter has provided a portion of
theoretical discussions regarding student characteristics and classroom environment
and a review of the relevant literature from a broad spectrum of both general
educational literature and the SLA literature. Most of the studies to be found in the
literature, however, appear to be sporadic in their approaches of variable selection
and lack the simultaneous consideration of student characteristics and classroom
environment variables in relation to the outcomes. Thus, this study is an attempt to
address the needs, as voiced by many researchers, for the inclusion of both groups of
variables in a single research design, and the consideration of greater number of
relevant variables in a larger multivariate research context using somewhat more
sophisticated statistical methods. The Input-Context-Outcome model, together with
uses of several applications of multiple regression analyses, help in providing
consideration of and statistical control for both groups of variables for a better
assessment of the unique influences of student characteristics and classroom
environment variables on the outcome variables.

This chapter presented a theoretical background and a review of the relevant
literature. The following chapter provides a detailed account of the methodology of

the study.

59



CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter presents first a brief description of the overall design of the
study followed by the research questions, description of population and sample
selection, development and/or selection of data collection instruments, and data

collection and analysis procedures.

Overall Design of the Study

This study has been designed to explore the contributions of several affective,
cognitive, and demographic entering characteristics of EFL learners and their
experiences of the various aspects of the classroom environment in predicting foreign
language learning outcomes. The “Input-Context-Outcome” framework used for the
purposes of this study classifies the predictor variables into two broad categories
(Input and Context) and investigates their contributions, in relation to each other, to
the prediction of the specified language learning outcomes (Outcome), which serve
as the criterion variables. The predictor variables in the Input category represent the
students’ entering characteristics that they bring into the educational setting prior to
instruction and consist of affective (speaking anxiety in English, effort/motivation to
learn English, interest in learning English, value attached to English, and English
self-concept), cognitive (Overall Academic Achievement of students inferred from
the Student Selection Examination - OSS scores), and demographic (exposure to
English: whether student has previously taken English preparatory class, Residence:
whether student lives with their family, father’s education, mother’s education, age,
and gender) variables.

The data regarding the entering/input characteristics were collected from the
students prior to instruction. The predictors in the context category, on the other
hand, represent the various aspects of the classroom environment the students

experience during the process of instruction. The context variables are concerned
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with students’ perceptions of the psychosocial (teacher supportiveness, student
cohesiveness), instructional and managerial (student involvement, task orientation
and organization, and classroom order), physical (physical conditions of the
classroom), and course-related materials (satisfaction with the coursebooks and
supplementary materials) aspects of the classroom environment that they experience.

The context data were gathered from the students during the process of
instruction. The outcome variables are the criterion variables which consist of
formative (class participation, study habits) and summative (English achievement)
measures gathered during and at the end of the specified instructional period. The
variables used for the purposes of this study have been selected on the basis of
theoretical insights gained from related literature, practical considerations stemming
from the research setting of the study, and the implications of pilot studies carried out
for the development of the data collection instruments.

To reiterate, the main purpose of this study is to identify the relative roles that
the entering characteristics of students (what students bring to the instructional
setting) and their classroom environment experiences (what happens or what they
experience in the classroom during the process of instruction) play on their
subsequent language learning outcomes. More specifically, an answer is sought to
the basic question as to which of the two broad categories of predictors (input-
context) and which particular components under each category are significant
predictors of foreign language learning outcomes in the context of EUSFL by
comparing the proportion of variance in students’ class participation, study habits,
and achievement measures explained by each possible combination of factors.

This study was conducted during the Academic Year 2001-2002 using
students at Erciyes University School of Foreign Languages (EUSFL) in Kayseri,
Turkey as subjects. Prior to actual data gathering procedures, pilot studies were
carried out which started in the Academic Year of 2000-2001 and continued into the
Academic Year of 2001-2002.

This study adopts an associational/correlational approach to research in that it
investigates relationships and predictions between various classes of variables based
on inferential statistics. To address the research questions formulated for this
research, multiple regression analyses were performed. In addition, for the
development of the data collection instruments and their validity and reliability
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estimations, factor analysis, regression analysis, and reliability analysis procedures
were carried out. A visual presentation of the overall design of the study is

reproduced in Figure 1.
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Research Questions

This study addresses the following research questions:
1. How well do the entering student characteristics variables (input variables) predict
the outcome variables,
a) class participation?
b) study habits?
¢) English achievement?

2. What are the unique contributions of each of the entering student characteristics
variables (input variables) to the prediction of the outcome variables,

a) class participation?

b) study habits?

c¢) English achievement?

3. How well do the classroom environment variables (context variables) predict the
outcome variables,

a) class participation?

b) study habits?

c¢) English achievement?

4. What are the unique contributions of each of the classroom environment variables
(context variables) to the prediction of the outcome variables,

a) class participation?

b) study habits?

c¢) English achievement?

5. Controlling for entering student characteristics variables (input variables), how
well do the classroom environment variables (context variables) predict the outcome
variables,

a) class participation?

b) study habits?

¢) English achievement?
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6. Controlling for entering student characteristics variables (input variables), what
are the unique contributions of each of the classroom environment variables (context
variables) to the prediction of the outcome variables,

a) class participation?

b) study habits?

c¢) English achievement?

7. How well do the entering student characteristics (input variables) and classroom
environment variables (context variables) predict the outcome variables,

a) class participation?

b) study habits?

¢) English achievement?

8. What are the unique contributions of each of the entering student characteristics
variables (input variables) and classroom environment variables (context variables)
to the prediction of the outcome variables,

a) class participation?

b) study habits?

c¢) English achievement?
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Population and Sample Selection

This study was carried out at Erciyes University School of Foreign
Languages (EUSFL) in Kayseri, Turkey, using a sample of 519 English preparatory
class students selected from among a population of approximately 1300 students in
the first semester of 2001-2002 Academic Year. Several groups of samples, which
were not included in the actual data gathering procedures, were also selected from
this population to be used for the piloting procedures of the data collection
instruments.

Erciyes University offers a one-year intensive training program in English at
EUSFL for the students of medicine, economics, engineering, architecture, civil
aviation, and tourism and hotel management majors prior to their freshman years. In
addition to the regular daytime instruction, evening classes are also provided at
EUFLS for the students of economics and engineering departments. At the beginning
of the Academic Year all the students of these departments are required to take an
English proficiency exam administered by the EUSFL. The students who pass this
exam are entitled to start their freshman year in their faculties. Those who fail the
exam take a placement test and are placed in either of the two different levels (B and
C) of the program. The levels can be characterized as: B, false beginners (students
with some knowledge of English); and C, complete beginners (students with nearly
zero knowledge of English). The programs offered by the school aims at bringing C-
group students to an upper-intermediate level and the B-group students to an
advanced level of English proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing
skills.

The 519 students in C-group daytime classes of the Academic Year 2001-
2002 distributed in 22 classes were the subjects of this study who were used for the
actual data gathering procedures. Other students (B-group students of daytime
classes and B and C-group students of evening classes) were used for the piloting
procedures only. Due to certain sample selection criteria to be explained in the
following sections, all of the students of tourism major and some of the students of
the economics major were not included in the study. In addition, students with
missing data on any of the variables were also excluded from the analyses to meet

66



the assumptions of the related statistical procedures. Background data regarding the
major and gender of the 519 students selected as subjects for the study are presented

below in Table 4.

Table 4
The Distribution of the Students by Gender and Major (N = 519)

N P

Gender

Female 139 73.2
Male 380 26.8
Major

Medicine 158 30.44
Engineering 166 31.98
Economics and Administrative Sciences 173 33.33
Civil Aviation 22 4.24

Data Collection Instruments and Piloting Procedures

In order assess the contributions of students’ entering/input characteristics
and their experiences of the classroom environment on subsequent language learning
outcomes three classes of variables were identified within the Input-Context-
Outcome model. All of the data collection instruments designed for this study were
self-report measures which were administered to students in Turkish at the beginning
and during the first semester of the 2001-2002 Academic Year. Data concerning the
Student Selection Examination (OSS) scores were obtained from the registrar’s
office. English Achievement scores were calculated based on data obtained from the
testing unit of EUSFL at the end of the first semester. Prior to actual administration,
all the relevant parts of the instruments were piloted on various student samples for
validity and reliability estimations. For all of the questionnaire items five-point
Lykert type response formats were used. This section presents the data collection
instruments and the piloting procedures used in their development. An overview of

the variables and the instruments used in the study is reproduced in Table 5.
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Table 5

The Components Assessed and the Instruments Used in the Study

Domain Dimensions Subdimensions/ Instrument/Data
Scales Source
INPUT Affective Speaking Anxiety The Affective
(Entering Student Characteristics Motivation Characteristics
Characteristics) Effort Questionnaire
Interest (ACQ)
Value

Self-Concept

Cognitive
Characteristics

2001 Student Selection
Examination (OSS)
Quantitative Scores

Records From
Registrar’s Office

Demographic
Characteristics

Age

Gender

Residence
Exposure

Parents’ Education

Bio-Data Form
Administered Along
with the ACQ +
School Records

CONTEXT
(Classroom Environment)

Psychosocial

Teacher Supportiveness
Student Cohesiveness

The Classroom
Environment
Questionnaire

(CEQ)
Instructional/ Involvement
Managerial Task Orientation and
Organization
Class Order
Physical Physical Conditions
Course-Related Satisfaction with Course
Materials Materials
OUTCOME Class Participation The Class
Participation and
Study Habits
Study Habits Questionnaire
(CPSHQ)
English Achievement Average of EUSFL
Monthly Tests
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Input Measures

The Affective Characteristics Questionnaire (ACQ)

The Affective Characteristics Questionnaire (ACQ) (Appendices A and
B) was designed by the researcher to gather data regarding the affective aspects of
students’ entering/input characteristics based on their previous language learning
experiences in secondary education. The ACQ includes 36 items which consists of
the following five dimensions (subscales). Items which belong to these dimensions
are indicated in parentheses as laid out in the original questionnaire form.

e English Speaking Anxiety (29 through 36)
Motivation
e Effort to Learn English (8, 10, 13, 15, 18, 21, 24, 27)
e Interestin English (7, 9, 11, 16, 19, 22, 26)
e Value Attached to English (12, 14, 17, 20, 23, 25, 28)
e English self-concept (1 through 6)

English speaking anxiety dimension consists of eight items used for
measuring students’ fear and apprehension of situations requiring them to speak and
engage in some sort of verbal interaction in English in the classroom. The construct
of motivation consists of three subcomponents: Effort to Learn English, Interest in
English, and Value Attached to English. The effort dimension consists of eight items
for measuring students’ perceptions of how much effort they exerted to study English
in both formal school contexts and through their individual efforts outside school. In
the interest dimension there are 7 items for measuring the extent to which students
like and are interested in learning English. The value dimension consists of 7 items
concerning how much value the students attach to learning English with respect to its
educational, personal, and practical usefulness. The English self-concept dimension
consists of the 6 items of the Academic Self Description Questionnaire (Marsh,
1990) which was adapted for this study to measure the students’ perceptions of their
capabilities as language learners. The ACQ adopts a five-point Lykert-type response
format ranging from 1-strongly agree to 5- strongly disagree.

Along with the ACQ, several student demographics questions were also used

for gathering data on various socio-economic status variables, parental education,
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previous exposure to English, age, gender, and so forth (Section 1 in Appendices A
and B). Some of the data obtained through these questions, however, were later

discarded or combined into more manageable data sets to avoid cumbersome data.

Piloting of the Affective Characteristics Questionnaire (ACQ)

The development of the Affective Characteristics Questionnaire (ACQ)
started with the pilot administration of an attitudes and motivation questionnaire
(Appendices C and D) to a sample of approximately 800 students at EUSFL during
the Academic Year of 2000-2001. The questionnaire consisted of three broad
sections pertaining to attitudes and motivation, anxiety, and self-concept, which as a
review of literature would suggest, appear to be the major aspects of affective student
characteristics. The items for attitudes and motivation and anxiety were adapted or
written by the researcher based on discussions in the literature concerning affective
domain of SLA (see Brown, 1996 for a review) and various similar instruments. For
the assessment of English self-concept, Marsh’s (1990) Academic Self Description
Questionnaire (ASDQ) was adapted with slight modifications.

At the outset, a pool of 90 items, which consisted of positively and negatively
formulated statements, were generated for the attitudes and motivation and English
anxiety dimensions. The attitudes and motivation items aimed at identifying
students’ general attitudes (favorable or unfavorable) and motivational orientations
towards learning English. As suggested by Gardner (1985), the items addressed the
perceived value, interest, enjoyment, satisfaction, usefulness attached to the study of
English, as well as effort and commitment shown in learning English. Drawing on
Horwitz et al. (1986), the anxiety items were concerned with communication anxiety
(anxiety with any real or anticipated interaction), test anxiety (any evaluative
situation, including peer evaluation), and social-evaluative anxiety (apprehension
that others will value oneself negatively). Some of the items addressed students’ fear
and apprehension of situations requiring their use of speaking skills, comprehension,
and verbal participation in classroom activities, while others were concerned with

more general aspects of English anxiety.
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Since the intended audience of the instrument would be somewhat different in
the actual administration, i.e. the students of 2001-2002 Academic Year, and the
instrument would be administered to the actual sample prior to instruction, the items
were designed in a way that they could be applicable and relevant to both current and
future student populations. To this end, three English instructors at EUSFL were
consulted for their opinions on each item as to whether they would be meaningful to
students they are currently teaching, as well as to those prospective students at the
beginning of the 2001-2002 Academic Year. Consequently, based on their
recommendations 30 of the items were deleted and some of the remaining items were
reworded taking into consideration the purposes of the study and the profiles of the
current and future student populations. The subsequent 60 items were then translated
into Turkish by these three instructors. Next, the Turkish translations of the items
were back translated into English by another group of three English instructors to
check whether they would be consistent with the original English items. The original
English version and the back translations were compared and a few changes were
made on both the English and the Turkish versions. It was decided that the items in
both forms were similar in what they purported to measure and, thus, the Turkish
translation of the items justified inclusion in the instrument for the pilot
administration.

The other part of the instrument, The Academic Self Description
Questionnaire-ASDQ (Marsh, 1990) was adapted to assess the English self-concepts
of students. The ASDQ has been extensively used in the literature for the
examination of self-concept in various subject matter areas (e.g., math, sciences,
English) or skill subdivisions (e.g., listening, speaking, reading, writing in English).
A global, higher-order English self-concept is assessed in this study rather than with
respect to each of the four skill areas. For piloting purposes, however, the six items
on the ASDQ were repeated across the four skill areas, alongside a global English
self-concept construct. In order to investigate the factorial structure of each of the
self-concept dimensions, factor analysis procedures were utilized for construct
validity estimations. To this end, the self-concept in each specific area was inferred
from the original six items of the ASDQ (Section 3 in Appendices C and D). These
items were adapted to the five self-concept constructs with slight modifications.
Thus, for example, for the global English self-concept, the first item would read
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“Compared to other students of my age | am good at English” whereas the item for
listening would read “Compared to other students of my age I’m good at listening”.

The items for the ASDQ were translated into Turkish using the same
translation and back translation procedures mentioned previously. The items were
integrated into the questionnaire form, which altogether consisted of three sections.
The first section contained several items for gathering data on demographic
characteristics of students, the second section 60 items for attitudes and motivation
and anxiety, and the third section 30 items pertaining to the self-concept constructs.

The questionnaire was piloted in one session during regular class hours using
a sample of approximately 800 C-group students at EUSFL in the first week of May
2001. Students took approximately 30 minutes to answer all of the questions. Due to
missing data 630 of the returned sheets were usable for the statistical analyses.

Two separate analyses were carried out for the second and third sections of
the questionnaire. First, the data gathered from the students’ responses to the ASDQ
items in the third section were analyzed in order to identify the dimensionality of the
30 items. Applying the Kaiser criterion (eigen-value-greater-1), and the scree test, a
principle components analysis was conducted to determine the number of underlying
factors. The Kaiser criterion extracted 6 factors and the scree test indicated 4 factors.
Based on the a priori hypothesis that there were five dimensions making up the
instrument, five factors were rotated using a VVarimax rotation procedure. The rotated
solution, as shown in Table 6, yielded five interpretable factors, which accounted for
69,06 % of the total variance. Factor 1 (English self-concept in listening), factor 2
(English self-concept in writing), factor 3 (English self-concept in speaking), factor 4
(English self-concept in reading), and factor 5 (overall English self-concept)
accounted for 14.8 %, 14.6 %, 14.3 %, 14.2 %, and 11.1 % of the item variance,
respectively. No items loaded on another factor with a factor loading greater than
40. The reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alphas) were quite high: listening self-
concept, .92; writing self-concept .92; speaking self-concept, .91; reading self-
concept, 91; and overall self-concept, 86. The individual items yielded moderate to
strong correlations (corrected item-total correlation) with the other items of their
scales. The skewness and kurtosis values and the histograms also indicated that the

data for all of the scales were approximately normally distributed.
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Table 6
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for the ASDQ (N = 630)

Factor Loadings

Item Listening Writing self- Speaking Reading Overall self-
self-concept concept self-concept  self-concept concept

69 .87 .05 .07 A1 15
70 .87 .06 .06 .09 10
72 .83 .09 A2 .09 .10
67 82 .08 A1 10 A2
71 .80 .09 .76 A1 .16
68 -74 10 -12 -.08 -.05
88 .09 .82 21 15 A7
87 .07 .81 22 .18 .16
85 .10 .80 21 17 21
89 .09 .78 22 .20 21
90 12 .78 .16 19 .23
86 -.08 -72 -.16 -.16 -.06
73 .10 .18 .81 10 .26
75 12 .18 .80 A1 .24
77 .07 17 a7 .16 22
76 A3 24 .76 15 .23
78 14 .23 72 17 19
74 -.07 -19 -71 -17 -12
82 14 .20 .09 .82 A7
81 15 .16 .18 .80 19
83 A1 14 A3 .79 .28
79 .09 12 .18 79 15
84 10 24 A1 74 21
80 -.08 -17 -15 -73 -12
65 A3 19 .23 .26 .69
63 .18 19 .26 17 .68
61 .16 17 .30 .18 ,67
66 .06 .20 A3 .23 .64
62 -12 -.23 -25 -.23 -.62
64 27 14 .36 17 .61
Eigenvalues 11.53 3.44 2.44 2.08 1.23
% of variance 14.79% 14.60% 14.33% 14.21% 11.13%

Note. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold

The next stage of the analyses conducted for the piloted instrument was for
the attitudes and motivation and anxiety items in section two. A principle
components analysis of the responses to the 60 items by 630 students extracted 11
factors and the scree test indicated 5 factors. Consequent factor analyses with
varimax rotation and forced extraction of between 5 to 11 factors did not yield
interpretable solutions since most of the items loaded on more than one factor and

appeared to be complexly determined.
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Analyzing the factorial structure and the interpretability of the items in the
eleven-factor solution, 46 items which loaded most meaningfully on the first five
factors were chosen for subsequent factor analyses. These five factors appeared to be
composed of items pertaining to “like/dislike, interest” (16 items), “anxiety” (15
items), “effort” (7 items), “value” (5 items), and “overall anxiety” (3 items),
respectively. Although there were similarities between the anxiety items in the
second and the fifth factors, the items in the fifth factor seemed to represent a
somewhat more global aspect of anxiety. It appeared that the other 6 categories were
by and large meaningless clusters of conceptually different items most of which also
loaded strongly (greater than .40) on at least one other factor.

Next, the dimensionality of the 46 items selected from the initial analysis was
analyzed. The principle components analysis extracted 6 factors and the scree test
suggested 5 factors. Consequently, five factors were rotated using a varimax
procedure. The rotated solution accounted for 51.16 % of the total variance. The first
factor, which was basically concerned with interest in learning English, accounted
for 19.28 % of the item variance. The second factor, which was labeled as speaking
anxiety, consisted of 13 items and accounted for 13.69 % of the variance. The third
factor, effort, consisted of 5 items and accounted for another 7.28 % variance. The
fourth factor, overall anxiety, was composed of five items and accounted for 5.63 %
variance. The fifth factor, value, consisted of 5 items and accounted for 5.27 %
variance.

As can be seen in Table 7, several items appeared to load significantly
(greater than .40) on more than one factor. When the content of such items were
analyzed, it was decided that they might be considered for deletion, since they did
not seem to relate conceptually to the factors in which they were found. In order to
lend support to the theoretical/conceptual considerations regarding the
appropriateness of these items in the resulting five factors, item analysis using the
reliability procedure was also conducted. In this procedure information regarding the
correlation of each specific item with the sum of the other items in each scale
(corrected item-total correlation) was used to be able to decide whether any of the
items were to be excluded from the scales. If the correlation of an item with the sum

of the other items is moderate or high (.40 or above), it makes a good component of
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Table 7
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for the Attitudes and
Motivation Questionnaire (N = 630)

Factor Loadings

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
8 -.76 A2 -11 -.02 .03
16 -.75 A2 =12 .06 -.05
19 -.75 A1 -11 .01 -.16
29 .73 -.10 .33 -.09 .13
7 -71 .09 .06 .01 -.05
1 .70 -.03 .23 -.20 -.02
20 .68 -.07 27 -11 .16
2 -.65 .08 -.17 .23 .09
17 .63 -.03 .32 .09 17
6 .62 -.01 A2 -.02 17
5 -.62 .05 -.04 .03 -.13
32 -.61 .09 .10 .06 -.32
13 .59 -12 .26 -.06 .06
60 -.57 .01 -.20 .15 -.16
21 .56 -.10 .38 -.07 .23
11 .55 .01 .19 .02 .24
24 .48 -.14 42 -.16 .02
33 .46 14 .22 -.01 .22
52 -.06 .82 -.16 .06 .01
51 .04 .76 .05 -.06 -.01
50 -.05 .76 -.06 .04 -.01
53 -.08 71 -.06 .15 -.02
56 -.13 .68 -.04 .20 .02
46 -11 .67 -.09 -.08 -.07
41 .09 .67 -.07 21 -.01
57 -12 .62 -.01 .15 -.02
45 .01 .59 .09 .20 .10
36 .18 -.53 .23 -.30 14
48 -.19 .50 -.15 .38 .01
a7 .06 -.49 -12 -.38 .02
59 -.09 .45 13 43 .13
34 31 .01 .75 -.01 .10
15 .35 -.02 71 -.02 .08
35 43 -.06 .63 -.09 .19
14 .35 -.22 .56 -.10 .02
23 51 -.01 .54 .06 .08
44 -11 .36 -.10 .61 -.02
43 -17 .38 -.01 .60 -.02
39 -.03 A1 -.26 .58 -.08
49 -.26 A7 -.04 .52 -.05
42 .06 43 A7 .49 -.01
31 .40 -.04 -.03 -12 .69
27 -.03 -.08 -.14 13 -.66
30 .21 -.01 .08 -.02 .63
18 .46 .01 -.02 .01 .58
3 .16 -.09 .13 A7 .46
Eigenvalues 12.25 6.43 1.86 1.58 1.42
% of variance 19.28% 13.69% 7.28% 5.64% 5.27%

Note. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold
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the summated rating scale. Items with low correlations do not fit into the scale and
may be considered for deletion or modification. In addition, the individual
contribution of each item to the reliability of the scale (alpha if item deleted) needs to
be checked.

The results of the item analysis procedure suggested deletion or modification
of several items. In order to check whether the dimensionality of the scales would be
refined by deleting some of these problematic items, subsequent factor analyses and
reliability analyses procedures were rerun. Although some improvement was
observed in the factorial structures of the scales when certain items were deleted, it
was concluded that it would be worthwhile to rethink the conceptualization of the
dimensions and make revisions in the content of the instrument by deleting or
rewording some of the items plus selecting or writing additional items based on the
implications of the analyses carried out so far.

Thus, in light of the dimensions suggested by the first form of the instrument
and by reviewing the related literature, several modifications were made and a
shorter 36-item form (Affective Characteristics Questionnaire- ACQ henceforth) was
developed (Appendices A and B). The proposed dimensions in the ACQ were
“interest (like/dislike or enjoyment) in studying English”, “value attached to
English”, “effort exerted to learn English”, and “speaking anxiety in English”. In
addition, the six-item overall English self-concept scale which was adapted from the
Academic Self Description Questionnaire -ASDQ (Marsh, 1990) was incorporated
into this modified instrument. The validity and reliability of the overall English self-
concept scale, as reported above, had been established previously.

In the ACQ, the scope of the anxiety component was narrowed down to
speaking anxiety by deleting previously formulated overall anxiety, comprehension
anxiety, and test anxiety items which seemed to be somewhat different conceptually.
Having referred to the foreign language anxiety literature which suggests that foreign
language anxiety typically centers on speaking anxiety, it was decided that it would
be best to retain speaking anxiety items for the purposes of the study and delete those
pertaining to other aspects of it. Thus, a more situation specific aspect of anxiety, i.e.
speaking anxiety, was adopted which focused on students’ fear and apprehension of

situations requiring them to speak and engage in some sort of verbal interaction in
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English in the classroom. In this reconceptualized dimension there were 8 items
which were obtained from the first form with slight modifications in the wording.

In the interest dimension there were 7 items which were concerned with how
much students like and are interested in learning English. All of the items in this
dimension were taken from the previous form without modifications. The effort
dimension consisted of 8 items which aimed at measuring students’ perceptions of
how much effort they have exerted so far to study English in both formal school
contexts and through their individual efforts, if any, outside school. Four of the items
for this dimension were newly written (items 10, 15, 24, 27) and four of them were
borrowed from the previous form with slight changes in the wording. The value
dimension consisted of 7 items which were concerned with how much value the
students attached to learning English with respect to its educational, personal, and
practical usefulness. Two of the items in this dimension (items 20 and 23) were
newly written. The other five items were taken from the previous form, with one
item (item 28) changed from positive to negative wording. The last dimension,
overall English self-concept, consisted of the 6 ASDQ items adapted for this study.
As in the previous form, the first section of the ACQ included questions for gathering
data on various student demographics.

In order to investigate whether the hypothesized dimensions would be
confirmed through factor analysis, the ACQ was piloted using a sample of 396
students at EUSFL at the beginning of the 2001-2002 academic year. The
questionnaire was administered to students in the first week of October (October, 3.
2001), five days before the instruction began. The sample (N = 396) consisted of
students randomly selected from the B and C groups of evening classes and B groups
of daytime classes. These students were used only for the piloting procedures.

The responses of the 396 students to the 36-item ACQ were factor analyzed.
A principle components analysis extracted 6 factors and the scree test suggested 5
factors. Next, a factor analysis with varimax rotation and forced extraction of five
factors was run on the data. The number of factors was limited to five because it was
hypothesized that the instrument was composed of five dimensions. The result of this
analysis yielded 5 interpretable factors which accounted for 54.72 % of the total
variance. The first factor, speaking anxiety (8 items), accounted for 12.67 %, effort
(8 items) 11.70 %, interest (7 items) 10.77 %, value (7 items) 10.41 %, and self-
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concept (6 items) 9.17 % of the variance. None of the items loaded on another factor
with a factor loading greater than .40. Table 8 presents the factor loadings of the
individual items in each dimension.

Next, the reliabilities of each of the five scales were analyzed using
coefficient alpha (Cronbach). The speaking anxiety, effort, interest, value, and self-
concept scales yielded quite satisfactory alpha coefficients: .87, .84, .89, .80, and .83,
respectively. In the effort scale the alpha coefficient increased to .85 when item 27 (I
would never want to study prep class if it weren’t compulsory) deleted. However,
since this item vyielded a sufficiently strong correlation (corrected item-total
correlation) with its own scale (.48) and seemed to be rationally and theoretically
related to the construct, it was not deleted from the scale.

Thus, the findings of the statistical analyses and the theoretical considerations
referred to throughout the development of the ACQ provided the framework for
establishing the validity and reliability of each of the five scales. Factor analysis was
used to address the concern of construct validity. Analyzing the factorial structure of
the instrument, it appeared that the items in each scale were primarily associated with
the particular construct of interest as hypothesized. Each dimension was distinct
enough from the other dimensions to be considered separate.

Establishing the validity of an instrument through statistical analyses alone
would not be sufficient. As such, naming of the categories and item selection or
writing should be based on theoretical considerations. As discussed previously, the
proposed dimensions of the ACQ and the item development procedures were based
on relevant theories, implications of past research body, and evaluations of the
applicability of current theories to the research setting of the study. In this way, the
content validity criterion was addressed throughout the development stages of the
instrument.

The reliability of the instrument was addressed through Cronbach’s alpha,
which is basically a way of measuring the correlations between items to demonstrate
internal consistency of the scales. The results presented high alpha coefficients,
ranging from .80 to .89, which indicated good scale homogeneity.

To sum up, as inferred from the findings of the above-mentioned statistical
procedures and theoretical considerations, the five dimensions of the 36-item ACQ
appeared to be valid and reliable scales to be used for the purposes of this study. The
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Table 8
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for the Affective
Characteristics Questionnaire (N = 396)

Factor Loadings

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
29 .76 -12 -.09 .09 -.14
30 .76 -.03 -03 -.01 -.10
31 .76 -.04 -.18 -.04 -11
32 .75 .02 .01 -.02 -17
33 .68 -.08 -.08 -.04 -.23
34 .66 -.23 -.18 -.01 -.09
35 .65 -.20 -.08 .01 -14
36 .60 .04 -.07 -.13 -.18
8 -.07 71 .30 A7 .04
10 17 -.68 -.20 -.30 -.05
13 .01 .67 .18 .23 .09
15 .19 -.67 -.08 -.02 -.03
18 -.01 .64 .22 21 .08
21 -.03 .61 .19 .36 .10
24 .10 -.54 -.23 -.39 .06
27 A7 -44 -.30 -.20 .16
11 -15 .29 .73 .20 17
7 -.04 .20 .70 A1 .29
9 17 -.23 -.66 -.30 -.15
22 .16 -.26 -.65 -.25 -.10
16 A1 -.34 -.64 -.38 -.08
19 A1 -31 -57 -.35 -17
26 =21 .37 .52 .21 .15
17 .05 .15 .09 .70 .07
12 -.04 .24 .18 .69 -.03
25 -.01 .18 .02 .67 .09
20 .02 31 .15 .63 .01
23 -.01 31 .28 .59 .05
14 .02 -.01 .30 .53 -.01
28 13 -.15 -.22 -44 .03
3 -.20 .01 .07 .06 .79
1 -11 -11 -.09 .03 g7
5 -.25 .59 .16 .01 74
4 -.37 14 .19 .01 .67
6 -.18 14 .32 -.03 .62
2 .18 -.07 -.24 -.06 -.49
Eigenvalues 10.30 4.67 2.13 1.41 1.86
% of variance 12.67% 11.70% 10.77% 10.41% 9.17%

Note. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold

final form of the instrument which was used for the actual data gathering procedure
is presented in Appendices A and B.

79



The Student Selection Examination (OSS) Scores

The Student Selection Examination (OSS) scores of students, specifically
their quantitative composite scores, were used in this study as a cognitive variable to
be used in the prediction of the specified language learning outcomes. OSS, which is
administered by the Student Selection and Placement Center (OSYM), is basically
used in the selection of candidates who are considered for placement in the two or
four- year undergraduate programs in Turkish universities. As discussed previously,
OSS scores can also be considered as an indicator of one’s general academic ability
or aptitude, justifying inclusion as a cognitive variable in the research design of this
study.

OSS comprises two tests: one of them aims at measuring the students’ verbal
abilities, and the other, their quantitative abilities. The verbal section of the test is
composed of Turkish and Social Sciences subtests, and the quantitative test is
composed of Math and Sciences subtests. The number of correct and incorrect
answers in both the verbal test and the quantitative test, as well as their subtests are
separately counted and the raw score for each section is obtained by subtracting ¥ of
the number of incorrect answers from the number of correct answers.

Following a transformation procedure of the raw scores into standard scores
(with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10), three different composite scores
are calculated for each candidate. These are verbal, quantitative, and equally
weighted OSS scores. The verbal OSS scores are calculated by multiplying the
verbal standard score by 1.8, and the quantitative standard score by 0.4, and adding
the resulting two scores. For the quantitative OSS scores, verbal standard score is
multiplied by 0.4, and the quantitative score is multiplied by 1.8, and the result is
added. As for the calculation of equally weighted OSS scores, the Turkish subtest
standard score is multiplied by 0.8, the Social Sciences subtest score is multiplied by
0.3, the Math subtest is multiplied by 0.8, and the Sciences subtest is multiplied by
0.3, and the resulting scores are added.

In the 2001 OSS exam a minimum composite score of 120.000 points was
required for qualification to be considered for placement in a four-year

undergraduate program. Those candidates who obtained composite scores between
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105.000 and 119.999 points, were offered a restricted choice of higher education
programs.

For placement decisions, each candidate’s standardized high school grade-
point average (GPA) is also added to their composite scores using special
weightings. Depending on the quotas (number of places available) as well as the
special requirements (the type of OSS score required) of each higher education
program, students who have obtained sufficient scores are entitled to be placed in
one of the programs they have indicated on their preference forms.

In the Turkish secondary education system, students are channeled into either
verbal or quantitative areas according to their interests and aptitude. Thus, the
students who prepare for the OSS specialize primarily in either of the verbal and
quantitative areas of the test according to majors they intend to pursue.

EUSFL gives English training to students of Medicine, Economics and
Business Administration, Engineering, Architecture, Civil Aviation, and Tourism
and Hotel Management majors. Students in these majors are required to have
obtained sufficient quantitative (Medicine, Engineering, Civil Aviation, and
Architecture), equal weight (Economics and Business Administration), or verbal
(Tourism and Hotel Management) composite scores on the test for entering one of
these departments. However, certain departments, which normally require equal
weight scores, also accept students with verbal or quantitative scores. This is also the
case for the faculty of Economics and Business Administration at Erciyes University.
Thus, including those students of Economics and Business Administration who took
the quantitative component of the OSS, the majority of students at EUSFL had
comparable quantitative scores which were used as a measure of the cognitive input
characteristics in this study.

Consequently, all of the students at EUSFL who have taken the quantitative
component of the OSS to be able to enter a department at Erciyes University have
been selected as subjects for this study. Within the research model of this study,
students’ OSS quantitative composite scores (without high school GPA used in the
calculation) serves as the cognitive dimension of the input characteristics and is used
as one of the predictor variables in the regression analyses. The data for the students’
quantitative OSS scores were obtained from the Erciyes University registrar’s office
as provided by the University Selection and Placement Center (OSYM).
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Demographic Student Characteristics

Although a number of demographic characteristics information regarding,
age, gender, several aspects of students’ socio-economic status, accommodation, and
previous exposure to English have been gathered from the students at the outset of
the study, later most of this data were either combined into more manageable data
sets or discarded.

Following a data selection and refinement procedure, age, gender, mother’s
education, father’s education, exposure to English (whether student has taken
preparatory English classes before), and residence (whether student currently lives
with their family) have been selected as demographic predictors of the study.

The data on demographic characteristics were gathered from the students
through questions included in the first section of the Affective Characteristics
Questionnaire. The age variable was used as an interval variable, while the others
were used as dummy coded dichotomous or categorical variables in the prediction of

each of the outcome variables.

Context Measures

The Classroom Environment Questionnaire (CEQ)

The Classroom Environment Questionnaire (CEQ) (Appendices E and F) was
developed by the researcher to gather data for the context domain of the study, which
focused on the psychosocial, instructional and managerial, physical, and course-
related materials aspects of the classroom environment. The scope of evaluation of
the classroom environment in this study is confined to the 16-hour C-group core
program carried out at EUSFL. Thus, in their responses to the CEQ items concerning
the classes, the teacher, and the materials, the students were required to take into
consideration only the core program (coursebook classes), the teacher in charge of
the core program (coursebook teacher), and the coursebooks (English File series-

OUP) and its supplementary materials used in the core program. Other components
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of the curriculum, i.e. reading, writing, CALL, and video and speaking classes, were
not included in the research design due to reasons of feasibility.

The psychosocial dimension of classroom environment in this study is
referred to as the climate or atmosphere of the class as a social group that is likely to
influence the learning outcomes. It is inferred by asking students their perceptions of
the affective and social relations among the class members and with the teacher, The
instructional/managerial dimension refers to the organizational influences of the
teacher on the classroom environment as inferred from students’ perceptions of the
instructional and classroom management practices carried out by the teacher in their
class and the nature of the students’ involvement in the classroom activities. The
physical dimension is concerned with the quality of physical conditions as to whether
the classroom is a comfortable, well-organized, clean, and attractive physical
environment. Course-related materials dimension is related with the extent to which
the students are satisfied with the learning materials in meeting their needs and
expectations.

The CEQ consists of a total of 48 items for the following seven dimensions.
Items which belong to these dimensions are given in parentheses as laid out in the

original questionnaire form.

e Teacher Supportiveness (3, 6, 8, 11, 21, 25, 27, 31)

e Student Cohesiveness (4, 13, 19, 23, 24, 29, 34)

e Involvement (1,5, 9, 16, 26, 28, 33)

e Task Orientation and Organization (2, 7, 10, 12, 15, 18, 22)
e Classroom Order (14, 17, 20, 30, 32)

e Physical Conditions (35 through 39)

e Satisfaction with Course-related materials (40 through 48)

Teacher Supportiveness dimension of the CEQ is concerned with the amount
of help, concern, and friendship the teacher shows to students. The eight items in this
dimension aim at identifying the extent to which the teacher helps, befriends, and is
interested in their students. Student Cohesiveness dimension relates to the nature of
relationship and cooperation among students. The seven items in this dimension

pertain to the extent to which students help each other, get to know each other easily,
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and enjoy working together. Involvement dimension, which consists of seven items,
refers to the extent to which students have attentive interest, enjoy, and are involved
in classroom activities and tasks. Task orientation and organization dimension is
operationalized through eight items pertaining to the degree of importance given by
the teacher to the completion of specified objectives and tasks and degree to which
the classroom activities are planned and organized. Classroom order dimension
consists of seven items pertaining to the degree to which order and discipline is
maintained in the classroom. Physical conditions dimension with its five items aims
at identifying the extent to which the classroom is a comfortable, well-organized,
clean, and attractive physical environment. Finally, the satisfaction with course-
related materials dimension, which consists of nine items, is concerned with
students’ perceptions of the extent to which the C-group core program materials
(English File series coursebooks- OUP, including its audiocassettes, and
supplementary materials) are satisfactory in meeting students' needs and
expectations.

The four broad dimensions (i.e., the psychosocial, instructional and
managerial, physical, and course-related materials dimensions), which were
hypothesized to make up the context dimension of this study, were based on the
literature on classroom environment, as well as discussions with language specialists
at EUSFL as to their relevance and applicability to the research setting of the study.
Theoretical considerations and the statistical analyses conducted throughout the
piloting procedures yielded the above-mentioned 7 dimensions and the 48 items used
in operationalizing these dimensions. Presented below is the piloting procedures

carried out to give the CEQ its final shape prior to actual administration.

Piloting of the Classroom Environment Questionnaire (CEQ)

In order to represent the four broad dimensions of the classroom environment
(psychosocial, instructional and managerial, physical, and course-related materials
dimensions) inferred for the context domain of the research design, seven dimensions
were identified based on theoretical considerations and various similar instruments.

Tentatively, these dimensions were “teacher supportiveness”, “student
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cohesiveness”, “involvement in classroom activities”, *“task orientation”,
“organization and order”, “physical conditions”, and “satisfaction with course-related
materials”.

Next, a total of 53 items were generated for the hypothesized dimensions.
Some of the items were adapted from various similar instruments and some of them
were written by the researcher. Three English instructors at EUSFL were consulted
for their opinions regarding the suitability of the items to the research setting and the
purposes of the study. Based on their recommendations, slight changes were made in
the wording of some of the items. Next, the items were translated into Turkish by
these three instructors. Another group of three instructors were then asked to
translate the Turkish items back into English. Finally, the two versions were
compared and a few changes were made on both the English and the Turkish
versions.

Following the translation and back translation procedures, the Turkish
version of the CEQ was piloted using a sample of 317 students. The sample used in
this pilot study consisted of B-group students of daytime and evening programs, and
C-group students of the evening program at EUSFL distributed in a total of 15
classes. This preliminary version of the CEQ was administered to the students during
one class session within the fifth week of November in the academic year of 2001-
2002. The questionnaire was administered by instructors who were not teaching their
own classes and they were briefed about the questionnaire and the purposes of the
study. The students were informed both verbally and on the questionnaire itself that
confidentiality was guaranteed. Alongside the CEQ, another questionnaire designed
for gathering data on two of the outcome measures (class participation and study
habits) was also piloted. Details on this questionnaire are presented in the proceeding
section. To complete the both questionnaire forms (Appendices G and H), which
consisted of a total of 83 items, students took approximately 40 minutes.

Following the pilot administration of the CEQ, the data were used for validity
and reliability estimations. Due to time limitations, the data gathered from this pilot
administration could be analyzed only for the psychosocial and instructional and
managerial dimensions of the CEQ. The physical conditions and course-related
materials dimensions, as well as the questionnaire designed for class participation
and study habits dimensions, were analyzed using the data gathered from a second
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pilot administration. Throughout the statistical procedures carried out for the pilot
administrations of the CEQ, the data were considered as three distinct sets and were
analyzed separately in three stages. Following are the analyses conducted for the first
set of data- psychosocial and instructional/managerial dimensions of classroom
environment- (Section 1 of the CEQ- Appendices G and H) which was hypothesized
to be made up of five components: Teacher Supportivenes, Student Cohesiveness,
Involvement, Task Orientation, and Organization and Order. The statistical
procedures utilized for the data consisted of factor analyses and reliability analyses.

First, the dimensionality of the first section of the CEQ (34 items) was factor
analyzed. Three criteria were considered for evaluating the most appropriate number
of factors to extract: eigenvalues-greater-than-one, scree test, and the a priori
hypothesis about the number of underlying factors. A principle components analysis
of the students’ responses to the 34 items extracted 7 factors and the scree test
indicated 4 factors. Thus, between 4 to 7 factor solutions were rotated to obtain an
interpretable solution.

As hypothesized, the best interpretable solution appeared to be a five-factor
solution. The factor analysis with varimax rotation and forced extraction of 5 factors
accounted for 50.67% of the total variance on the data. Each factor accounted for
13,96 %, 11,08 %, 10,04 %, 9,92 %, and 5,65 % of the variance, respectively. As can
be seen in Table 9, the first factor was composed of 8 items pertaining to
“Involvement”. Item 1 in this factor (Most of the students willingly participate in the
classes of this teacher) also loaded on the second factor with a factor loading greater
than .40. The second factor was composed of 6 “Teacher Supportiveness” items.
Items 10 (The teacher is more like a friend than an authority) and 25 (The teacher
gets along well with the students in this class) in this factor also loaded significantly
on the first factor. The third factor, which was composed of 10 items, included “Task
Orientation and Organization” items. Item 19 (The teacher expects students to give
their whole attention to the class) in this category also loaded on the second factor
with a factor loading greater than .40. In the fourth factor there were 6 “Students
Cohesiveness items”. Finally, the fifth factor appeared to be made up of 4
“Organization” items, which were concerned specifically with aspects of classroom

order and discipline. This factor was labeled “Classroom Order”.
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Table 9
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Section 1 of the
Classroom Environment Questionnaire (N = 317)

Factor Loadings

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
17 -.76 -.21 -.07 .03 .14
31 -74 -.16 -.08 .01 17
6 -72 -.04 -.20 .03 .08
13 72 .38 .23 -.04 -.01
1 .67 .45 .04 -.02 -.02
26 -.59 -.36 -11 -.10 13
28 .55 .34 .15 .18 -.20
8 52 .24 14 .19 -.15
27 31 .69 .25 .09 -.01
21 .19 .67 .25 -.02 -13
10 .40 .64 .07 .01 .18
3 .29 .64 12 .03 .21
30 .21 .58 .16 -.02 -.14
25 A7 .49 .28 .06 -.03
7 .08 .03 .67 .04 .02
18 -.05 .24 .60 -.03 -.21
15 A7 -11 .60 -.01 -.03
2 .20 .23 .59 .02 .20
14 .03 -12 -55 .02 .21
9 17 .18 52 14 .07
33 .19 .26 .49 .05 -.03
19 A1 42 43 .03 .01
4 -.10 -.25 -.39 .02 .24
23 .07 13 .32 .10 .29
34 .05 .03 -.02 81 -13
32 .01 22 -.04 .79 -12
11 .03 .01 .01 .76 .09
5 12 -.08 -.01 74 -.08
24 .01 -.05 .20 .64 .01
16 .30 -.15 -.07 -47 .30
20 -.30 .09 .04 -.13 .64
29 -.35 -.10 -.35 -.09 .54
12 =21 .07 -.01 -.40 .54
22 -.23 -.38 -.26 -12 .52
Eigenvalues 8.72 3.42 2.30 1.70 1.10
% of variance 13.96% 11.08% 10.04% 9.92% 5.65%

Note. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold

In this five-factor solution, as apposed to the a priori hypothesis, items
pertaining to task orientation and organization appeared to cluster around a single
factor. Also, items pertaining to classroom order, which had been conceptualized as
coexisting with organization items created a single factor.

The next step of the statistical analyses carried out for the data aimed at
identifying which items to include or exclude from the instrument. To this end, the
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reliability of each of the resulting five dimensions and the appropriateness of the
items in their corresponding scales were analyzed. The internal consistency
reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) of the five scales were .89, .83, .75, .81, and .67,
respectively. Checking the corrected item-total correlation of the individual items, it
appeared that some of the items did not yield sufficiently strong correlations (i.e.,
smaller than .40) with their corresponding scales, which, as a result, suggested
elimination. However, keeping in mind that depending solely on the findings of the
statistical analyses for item selection might be misleading at this stage, qualitative
judgments regarding how the individual items would rationally and theoretically
relate to the constructs were also taken into consideration. As such, questions raised
by the students during the pilot administration as reported by the teachers, the
opinions of the teachers themselves, and the researcher’s judgments as to the
relevance of the items in each dimension were also taken into consideration in
evaluating the appropriateness of the items. After the administration of the
questionnaire informal interviews were held with the instructors who had
administered the questionnaire. They were asked whether they had received any
feedback from the students concerning the wording of any of the items and whether
they had any comments themselves about the relevance of the items.

It was reported by some of the teachers that during the administration of the
instrument several students asked for clarification of item 33 (The teacher wants to
make sure that the work scheduled is accomplished). It was thought that it would be
best to delete this item since, as also expressed by some of the students and teachers,
the students might not have an idea about the amount or kind of work scheduled by
the instructor for a given class. Some of the instructors expressed that item 4 (The
teacher skips some of the sections/exercises in the coursebook) did not seem to be
relevant to the EUFLS setting since the instructors are given some sort of flexibility
in skipping or putting off some of the parts depending on their own pacing rather
than sticking to the coursebook syllabus rigidly. Therefore, this item was also
deleted. Similarly, item 23 (Turkish is seldom used in the classes of this teacher) was
deleted because it raised concerns among some instructors who expressed that there
are no clearly defined limitations or established criteria as to when and how much
Turkish is allowed in classes. Item 16 (Students prefer to compete with each other
rather than working in cooperation) was also deleted in order to economize on the
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number of items because there was a similar item with positive wording in this
dimension. Item 22 (The classes of this teacher are disorganized) was reworded as
“The teacher plans and organizes class activities well” since it was thought that the
previous wording might be mistakenly perceived by students as an aspect of
classroom order or discipline although it was originally intended to represent an
aspect of the Task Orientation and Organization dimension. To eliminate potential
misunderstandings this item was reworded as such.

Consequently, deleting or rewording several problematic items and adding
newly written items in light of theoretical considerations and the statistical
procedures carried out so far, a new 38-item form was developed around a somewhat
different conceptualization. In the first form of the instrument “Organization and
Order” dimension had been conceptualized as a single dimension. In the revised form
“Order” was considered as a separate dimension and the items pertaining to “Task
Orientation” and “Organization” dimensions were combined to create a new
dimension labeled “Task Orientation and Organization”. The items representing each
of the five dimensions in the revised form are presented in Appendices | and J.

Nine days after the first pilot study (the second week of December), the
revised form of the CEQ was administered to another sample of 363 C-group
students enrolled in the evening classes of EUSFL. Along with the revised sections
(38 items), “the physical conditions” and “course-related materials” dimensions (9
items each), which could not be analyzed previously were included once again in this
second pilot administration. In addition, the Class Participation and Study Habits
Questionnaire (CPSHQ) which was designed for gathering data for the two outcome
measures, namely, “Class Participation” and “Study Habits”, was reintroduced for
piloting with this sample of students since it had not been possible to analyze the data
gathered from the first pilot study. Details on the CPSHQ and the statistical analyses
carried out for it are presented in the proceeding section, outcome measures.
Including the 30 items of the CPSHQ, the combined instrument consisted of 86 items
in total to which students responded in about 40 minutes in one class session. The
following presents, first, the analyses carried out for Section 1 of the CEQ. The
analyses for Sections 2 and 3 (physical conditions and course-related materials

dimensions), which were considered as two separate sets of data, are presented next.
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A factor analysis with varimax rotation and forced extraction of 5 factors on
the 38 items of the revised section of the CEQ accounted for 55.37% of the total
variance. Each factor accounted for 13.43 %, 12.27 %, 10.94 %, 10.61 %, and 8.12
% of the variance, respectively. Factor loadings of individual items are presented in
Table 10. The first factor was composed of the 8 “Teacher Supportiveness” items.
None of the items in this factor loaded significantly (greater than .40) on another
factor. The second factor was composed of 9 “Involvement” items. Item 30 (Students
really enjoy the classes of this teacher) also loaded significantly on the first factor.
Item 34 (The teacher expects students to give their full attention to the class) in this
factor appeared to load almost equally also on the fourth factor. The third factor
consisted of 7 Student Cohesiveness items. The fourth factor, Task Orientation and
Organization, was composed of 8 items. Item 16 (The teacher consistently enforces
certain rules in order to maintain class order and discipline) which had been
conceptualized as a “Class Order” item loaded on this factor rather than it was
supposed to. The last factor consisted of 6 items pertaining to “Class Order”.

Next, internal consistency estimates of reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for each
of the five scales were computed. Overall, the analysis yielded satisfactory alpha
coefficients for the teacher supportiveness, involvement, student cohesiveness, task
orientation and organization, and class order scales: .90, 90, .87, .82, and .77,
respectively. Next, item analysis using the reliability procedure was conducted in
order to decide whether any of the items needed to be excluded from the scales. For
this, information regarding the correlation of each specific item with the sum of the
other items in each scale (corrected item-total correlation) was taken into
consideration. In addition, the individual contribution of each item to the reliability
of the scale (alpha if item deleted) was checked. The analyses suggested problematic
items in the second, fourth, and fifth factors. Also keeping in mind theoretical
considerations as to the appropriateness of these items along with the implications of
the statistical analyses, four items were deleted in order improve the validity and
reliability of the scales.

First, item 30 (Students really enjoy the classes of this teacher) in the second
factor was deleted because it loaded greater than .40 also on the first factor. This
might undermine the validity of the scale. Although this item was strongly correlated
(.79) with its own scale, it also appeared that in terms of content, i.e.,

90



Table 10
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Revised Section 1 of the
Classroom Environment Questionnaire (N = 363)

Factor Loadings

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
11 .73 .34 .08 .07 .02
8 72 .28 12 .08 -.09
3 71 .32 .07 13 -.05
6 .70 .20 14 27 -.14
22 .66 .24 .09 .20 -.04
26 .65 .30 12 31 -.14
29 .63 .29 A1 .32 -.14
35 .61 12 13 .30 =17
37 -.32 -73 .05 -.08 13
5 -.23 -.69 -.06 -17 .10
31 .34 .68 .16 .22 -.15
17 -.34 -.65 -.15 -.07 12
9 .25 .64 .18 22 -.24
30 .50 .64 .15 .18 -.19
1 .38 .58 .04 21 -.09
28 -.16 -.58 -.16 -17 .22
34 13 .38 .09 37 -.08
32 .09 .04 .85 .01 -.04
38 .14 A1 .80 .02 .04
25 .07 .03 .79 .08 -.08
24 .08 -.09 g7 .04 -.04
4 A1 .23 .70 -.13 -11
13 .01 .08 .64 .06 -.10
20 .14 A7 .60 .04 -.02
10 14 .05 -.03 77 -.07
23 .32 21 .13 .68 -.02
19 .16 A2 -.02 .64 .08
15 -.06 -.18 .03 -.63 -12
7 14 12 .01 .62 .06
2 .30 .02 A2 .58 -17
12 .34 21 .07 49 -.10
16 .05 .24 -.14 42 -.34
18 -.03 -.15 -.15 .02 .78
14 -12 -.08 -.03 A7 74
21 -.10 -.24 -.04 14 .68
36 -.27 -12 -.02 -.04 .60
33 -.10 -.37 -.05 -.22 .57
27 .05 .03 -.13 -.32 .51
Eigenvalues 11.32 3.70 2.74 1.99 1.29
% of variance 13.43% 12.27% 10.94% 10.61% 8.12%

Note. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold

enjoyment, it was somewhat different from the other involvement items found in the
same category. In order to ensure a cleaner structure, which would, in turn, improve

the validity of the scale, it was thought that it would be best to remove this item from
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the scale. Second, item 34 in the second factor (The teacher expects students to give
their full attention to the class) was deleted because it also loaded almost equally on
the fourth factor. Although the correlation of this item with its own scale was within
an acceptable range (< .40), the reliability of the scale would improve if this item was
to be deleted. Third, item 16 (The teacher consistently enforces certain rules in order
to maintain class order and discipline) which had been originally conceptualized as
an “Order” item loaded on the fourth factor (Task Orientation and Organization). The
correlation of this item with its scale was low (.37) and the reliability of the scale
would also increase when deleted. Hence, this item was also deleted. Finally, item 27
(The teacher is too tolerant with disruptive behavior) yielded a poor correlation (.32)
with the other items in the fifth factor and the reliability of the scale would improve
when deleted. This item was also eliminated.

Having deleted the above-mentioned items, another factor analysis was run
with the remaining 34 items. A forced extraction of five factors with varimax
rotation accounted for 57.44 % of the total variance. Each factor accounted for
14.65%, 12.10%, 11.37%, 10.93%, and 8.40% of the variance, respectively. The first
factor contained 8 Teacher Supportiveness items, the second factor 7 Student
Cohesiveness items, the third factor 7 Involvement items, the fourth factor 7 Task
Orientation and Organization items, and the fifth factor 5 Order items. Table 11
presents the individual contribution of the items (factor loadings) in each scale. The
internal consistency reliabilities of the scales indicated alphas .90, .87, .88, .82, and
.79, respectively. These estimates were acceptably high. Consequently, considering
the results of the statistical analyses along with theoretical discussions throughout the
development process, it was concluded that the resulting five scales could be
considered valid and reliable for the purposes of this study.

Another dimension of the classroom environment proposed for this study is
concerned with the nature of “physical conditions” as perceived by the students,
which basically focuses on such physical properties of the classroom as, work space,
seating arrangement, comfort, and cleanliness. The five items used for
operationalizing the construct of physical conditions (Section 2 of CEQ in
Appendices E and F), have been selected based on the findings of the second pilot
study carried out for the CEQ. Although a nine-item form of the Physical Conditions
dimension of the CEQ), as well as the course-related materials dimension
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Table 11
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Section 1 of the Revised
CEQ-Items 16, 27, 30, 34 deleted (N = 363)

Factor Loadings

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
11 74 .08 .32 .08 -.01
3 .73 .07 31 A1 -.03
8 .73 A2 .26 .08 -.01
6 72 13 A7 .26 -.13
22 .68 .09 .22 .18 -.03
26 .65 13 .26 .33 -.16
29 .64 A1 .25 .32 -.16
35 .60 .13 A1 31 -.18
32 .08 .85 .03 .01 -.05
38 .15 .80 A1 .01 .05
25 .07 .79 .04 .08 -.07
24 .09 77 -12 .03 -.03
4 12 71 21 -12 -.13
13 .01 .64 .07 .07 -.10
20 13 .61 .18 .05 -.02
37 -.35 .04 -72 -.07 13
5 -.23 -.06 -.70 -.18 12
17 -.35 -.15 -.65 -.08 .14
31 .37 17 .64 .22 -17
9 .27 .18 .62 .23 -.26
28 -.18 -.16 -.59 -17 .21
1 .39 .05 .57 .22 -11
10 12 -.03 .05 .79 -.07
23 .33 13 .19 .69 -.02
19 12 -.02 .16 .67 .09
15 -.05 .04 -.21 -.64 -.14
7 .14 .01 .09 .64 .03
2 .30 A2 .01 .58 -.17
12 .34 .08 .19 .50 -.10
18 -.02 -.15 -.13 -.01 .79
14 -.08 -.04 -.04 12 .78
21 -.08 -.04 -.22 .10 72
36 -.21 -.03 -13 -.10 .63
33 -11 -.05 -.38 -.21 .54
Eigenvalues 10.24 3.62 2.69 1.73 1.25
% of variance 14.65% 12.10% 11.37% 10.93% 8.40%

Note. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold

(Appendices G and H), had been administered to the students in the first pilot
administration (the fifth week of November), the data from this administration could
not be analyzed. Therefore, the same items were reintroduced in the revised form
(Appendices | and J). Below are the analyses carried out for the Physical Conditions
dimension of the CEQ using the data obtained from the second pilot administration
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At the outset, the construct of Physical Conditions was conceptualized
tentatively as the degree to which the classroom is a comfortable, well-organized,
clean, and attractive physical environment taking into consideration such physical
properties as classroom arrangement, lighting, heating, ventilation, furniture, etc., as
perceived by the students.

The data obtained from the responses of the 363 students to the 9 items were
analyzed using item analysis, reliability analysis, and factor analysis procedures.
First, item analysis using the reliability procedure was carried out. For this, the
correlation of each item with the total score of the scale (corrected item-total
correlation) was checked. The reliability analysis revealed that four of the nine items
did not seem to fit in the scale due to low corrected item-total correlations (>.40).
Starting with item 39 which had the lowest correlation with the scale (.28), the
problematic items were deleted one by one and alphas and corrected item-total
correlations were checked at each step. As a result, the items 39 (The classroom is
usually stuffy), 42 (Lighting is adequate in the classroom), 40 (Temperature of the
classroom is appropriate), and 47 (The classroom is too crowded) were deleted.

The remaining five items seemed to correlate acceptably high with the scale.
The internal consistency estimate of reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale was
.77, which was satisfactory. The result of a principle components factor analysis also
suggested a one-factor solution with 52.23 % of the variance explained which was
interpreted in support of the validity of the scale. Consequently, it was decided that
the Physical Conditions scale could be used as a valid and reliable instrument for this
study.

Another section of the CEQ which was hypothesized to represent yet another
aspect of the classroom environment in this study was concerned with course-related
materials. More specifically, this dimension aimed at exploring the students’
perceptions of the extent to which the coursebooks, the workbooks, audiocassettes,
and supplementary materials used for the C-group core program at EUSFL are
satisfactory in meeting their needs and expectations. The 9-item scale consisted of
statements for evaluating the coursebook (The English File series -OUP), its
workbooks, audiocassettes, and the materials designed to supplement the C-group

core program (Section 2 in Appendices E and F).
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The items for this dimension were designed based on similar instruments
found in the ESL literature and the opinions and recommendations of the language
specialists at EUSFL. Although a preliminary version of the scale had been
administered to the sample of students used for the first pilot study of the CEQ, as
was the case for the physical conditions scale and the outcome measures, the
statistical analyses for validity and reliability estimations could be conducted using
the data only from the second pilot administration. However, one of the items used in
the first form, “The coursebook is way above my current level of English” (item
number 47 in Appendices G and H), was not used in the revised form (Appendices |
and J) since, as also expressed by some of the instructors, it appeared to be somewhat
irrelevant in terms of content.

The statistical procedures used for the data consisted of reliability analyses
and factor analyses, which were used for validity and reliability estimations. An item
analysis procedure revealed that all of the nine items yielded acceptably strong
correlations (greater than .40) with the scale and the scale had an internal consistency
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of .87, which was quite satisfactory. This finding was
interpreted in support of the reliability of the scale.

Next, a factor analysis using principle components analysis indicated a one-
factor solution with 49.46 % of the total variance explained, which, although slight,
supported the a priori hypothesis that the instrument was composed of a single
dimension. This finding suggested a validity indication of the scale.

An additional validity estimate was suggested through a strong-moderate
correlation (r = .66, p < .001) of the scale with the class participation scale (one of
the outcome measures to be explained in the proceeding section), meaning that
students who were more satisfied with the coursebooks and its components
participated more in class activities. This finding was interpreted as a predictive
validity indication of the scale since such a relationship made conceptual sense.
Based on the implications of the above-mentioned analyses, it was decided that the
satisfaction with course-related materials scale could be considered as a valid and
reliable instrument to be used for this study.

Consequently, in light of the findings of the statistical procedures and the
theoretical considerations referred to throughout the development stages of the CEQ,
the resulting seven scales appear to be valid and reliable instruments to be used for
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the purposes of this study. The final form of the CEQ which was used for gathering
the data to address the research questions of the study is presented in Appendices E
and F.

Outcome Measures

The outcome domain of this study consists of class participation, study habits,
and English achievement dimensions, which serve as the criterion variables in the

proposed research model.

The Class Participation and Study Habits Questionnaire (CPSHQ)

The Class Participation and Study Habits Questionnaire (CPSHQ)
(Appendices E and F) consisted of a total of 26 positively and negatively formulated
items, 13 items each for the Class Participation and Study Habits dimensions. The
construct of Class Participation (items 49 through 61) in this study was
conceptualized as the students’ perceptions of their degree of active participation in
class activities which consists of such behaviors as, listening to the teacher and other
students attentively, doing their share of work in pair and group activities,
volunteering in whole class activities, and speaking in the target language during
pair, group, and whole class activities. In other words, it is the degree to which the
students perceive themselves being on task. It should be noted that the construct of
Class Participation is conceptualized somewhat differently from the Involvement
scale (one of the subscales of the CEQ which was explained in the preceding section)
in that class participation is concerned with how each student views himself/herself
in terms of level of class participation, while the Involvement scale is concerned with
his/her perceptions of the other students’ (their classmates’) level of involvement in
what goes on in the classroom.

The Study Habits dimension of the CPSHQ (items 62 through 74) is
concerned with students’ outside-class study habits or behaviors with respect to
efficient use of time, motivation to study, whether they take time to do revision of
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lessons regularly, whether they do assigned homework, workbook sections, or

readings on time, preparation for tests, and so forth.

Piloting of the Class Participation and Study Habits Questionnaire (CPSHQ)

The conceptual definitions of class participation and study habits dimensions
of the CPSHQ were basically shaped by the opinions and suggestions of instructors
at EUSFL. At the initial stages of development of the instrument, several instructors
were asked through informal interviews to express their opinions as to what kind of
appropriate behaviors or habits they would expect from their students regarding class
participation and outside class study habits. Based around common themes generated
from their responses and also reviewing similar instruments in the literature, a 50-
item pool containing positively and negatively worded statements was created.
Following an elimination procedure, 15 items for each of the dimensions were
selected. Since the items had originally been written English, the same translation
and back translation procedures mentioned previously were carried out to prepare the
Turkish version of the instrument for piloting.

The analyses carried out for the validity and reliability estimations of the
questionnaire were based on the data gathered from the second pilot study
(Appendices | and J), which had been conducted during the second week of
December. Although the CPSHQ had been administered to the students along with
the Classroom Environment Questionnaire during the first pilot study (Appendices G
and H), it was not possible to analyze the data due to time restrictions. Below are the
findings of statistical procedures utilized for the data.

First, the responses of the 363 students to the 15 items in the Class
Participation scale (items 57 through 71) were analyzed using the reliability
procedure in order to establish the convergent validity and reliability of the scale.
Analyzing the information regarding the correlation of each individual item with the
total of other items (corrected item-total correlation), and the changes in alpha when
items are deleted (alpha if item deleted), it appeared that two of the items needed to
be considered for modification or deletion. The corrected item-total correlation of the
items 58 (During classes | speak only when | am called on or asked a question by the
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teacher) and 68 (I take regular notes during classes) were quite low: .21 and .26,
respectively. Starting with the item which had the lowest correlation (item 58), these
problematic items were deleted and reliability analyses were rerun. Consequently,
the remaining 13 items seemed to correlate acceptably high with the scale. The
internal consistency reliability (alpha) of the scale was .90, which was quite
satisfactory.

Next, a factor analysis procedure was run with the 13 items in order to check
whether the scale was unidimensional as hypothesized. A principle components
analysis extracted 2 factors and the scree tests suggested a one-factor solution. A
varimax rotated two-factor solution accounted for 55,7 % of the data. The first factor
which was composed of 8 items accounted for 30.3 % and the second factor
accounted for the remaining 25.4 % of the variance with its 5 items. Item 63 (I
participate in the class activities eagerly) on the first factor also loaded significantly
on the second factor (see Table 12).

Analyzing the contents of the two factors, however, it appeared that the items
in the two factors were not conceptually different from each other to be considered as
truly separate dimensions. Therefore, despite what has been suggested by the factor
analysis, it was decided that the scale was unidimensional in terms of its structural
composition. Thus, the factor analysis procedure did not yield a result which could
be interpreted in favor of the validity of the scale.

In search of further validity evidence, however, the predictive power of the
scale was investigated by checking its relationship with students’ monthly test
average scores (English Achievement), which is another criterion variable in the
research design. Drawing on the related body of research, as well as the researcher’s
intuition, it was hypothesized that high levels of class participation would be
correlated to high English Achievement scores, which could be used as a predictive
validity estimate of the scale, as well as of the English Achievement measure. The
English Achievement scores in this analysis was the average of the three monthly test
scores on grammar and vocabulary sections the students had received up until the
time when the pilot study was conducted.

As hypothesized, students who reported that they participated more in class
activities tended to have higher English Achievement scores. Based on the
magnitude of the correlation coefficient, accuracy in predicting the English
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Table 12
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Class Participation Items (N = 363)

Factor Loadings

Item Factor 1 Factor 2
64 .73 .28
62 71 .15
71 -.69 -.33
65 -.69 -.09
57 .68 37
66 .66 .14
63 .61 .50
70 -.61 -.36
61 .20 a7
59 .29 T7
60 .08 72
69 .35 71
66 .23 .57
Eigenvalues 5.93 1.31
% of variance 30.32% 25.36%

Note: Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold

Achievement scores of students was sufficiently strong: .61, t (361) = 14.70, p =
.001. Class Participation accounted for approximately 37 % of linear relationship
with English Achievement, which was interpreted as a ‘good’ predictive validity
estimate of the scale in predicting the desired outcome.

The statistical procedures mentioned above were also conducted for the
validity and reliability estimations of the Study Habits scale (items 72 through 86).
First, the item analysis using the reliability procedure was run. Correlations of items
74 (If I get bored when I study, I give it up quickly or postpone it) and 75 (When I sit
down to study, | usually can’t decide what exactly | need to study) with the total of
other items (corrected item-total correlation) were below the acceptable .40 range:
22 and .39, respectively. These items were deleted from the scale and the item
analysis procedure was rerun with the remaining 13 items, which yielded satisfactory
correlations of the items with the scale with an overall internal consistency (alpha)
estimate of .90. Thus, the sufficiently strong correlations of the individual items with
the scale, as well as a high alpha indicating the scale’s internal consistency, was
interpreted in support of the scale’s validity and reliability.

A factor analysis procedure carried out for the study habits scale, however, as

was the case for the Class Participation scale, did not support the a priori hypothesis
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Table 13
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Study Habits Items (N = 363)

Factor Loadings

Item Factor 1 Factor 2
75 .79 -.07
85 74 -.14
77 72 -.33
76 .68 -.36
86 .67 -.34
82 .61 -41
73 .55 -.29
84 -51 43
81 -11 T7
79 -.16 72
83 -.37 .64
80 -.37 .62
72 -.45 .55
Eigenvalues 6.01 1.07
% of variance 31.11% 23.35%

Note: Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold

that the instrument was unidimensional in terms of its structural composition. A
principle components analysis of the 13 items extracted 2 factors while the scree test
suggested a single factor. When two factors were rotated using a Varimax procedure
54.5 % of the data was accounted for. The first factor consisted of 8 items and
accounted for 31.1 % of the variance. The second factor was composed 5 items and
accounted for the 23.3 % of the rest of the variance. Items 82 (I do homework and
assignments properly), 84 (I rather crib from others rather than spend time on
homework), and 72 (I do other things-like watching TV, reading, loafing, etc.-when 1
should be studying) appeared to load on both factors (see Table 13). However, when
the item compositions in both scales were checked, a two-factor solution did not
make conceptual sense as all the items were similar in what they purported to
measure. Therefore, the finding of the factor analysis appeared to be uninterpretable
and was ignored.

As a further estimate of validity, the correlation of the scale to the students’
monthly exam average scores (English Achievement) was checked. It was
hypothesized that better study habits would be related to higher English Achievement

scores, which, if turned out so, could be used as a predictive validity estimate of the

100



scale. To this end, a linear regression analyses procedure was conducted. As
hypothesized, students who reported to have good study habits tended to be better
achievers on the monthly exams (.64, t (361) = 15.87, p = .001). Study Habits scale
accounted for 41 % of linear relationship with English Achievement, which was
interpreted as a ‘good’ predictive validity estimate in the hypothesized direction.
Consequently, the findings of the statistical analyses have led the researcher
to conclude that the two scales of the CPSHQ would serve the purposes of this study

as valid and reliable instruments.

English Achievement

The construct of English Achievement in this study is operationalized as the
students’ average scores on the grammar and vocabulary components of the four
monthly exams administered at EUSFL during the first semester of 2001-2002
Academic Year. A variety of tests are designed and administered by the testing unit
of EUSFL throughout the Academic Year, which are averaged using different
weights to assess the academic standing of students at the end of the first and second
semesters. In addition, several other assessment techniques, like weekly quizzes,
outside reading quizzes, portfolio assessment, grading of assignments, and the
assessment of the students’ overall standing by the teachers are also used for this
purpose. The monthly exams are administered to students every month as a battery of
tests, which consists of the standard grammar and vocabulary, and reading sections,
and either one of the listening, writing, and speaking sections administered along
with the standard test every other month.

In order to avoid potential validity and reliability threats of the other test
sections and the subjective assessment techniques, only the grammar and vocabulary
component of the monthly exams whose validity and reliability are analyzed and
reported on a regular basis at EUSFL were thought to be appropriate in the
calculation of an English Achievement measure for this study. Also, considering that
the core curriculum at EUSFL is primarily organized around a structural (grammar)
and a lexical (vocabulary) syllabus, as is probably the case in most English

preparatory programs, focusing exclusively on the grammar and vocabulary
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component would be more relevant and feasible, as well as addressing the concern of
selecting a global measure of English achievement over isolated skill measures.

The grammar and vocabulary sections of the 4 monthly exams used for this
study consisted of 50 items each, which were developed by the testing unit of
EUSFL based on specification charts representing the important grammar and
vocabulary points covered by the end of each month throughout the first semester.
The test constructors at EUSFL, with whom the researcher works in collaboration as
part of his position, discuss among themselves and with other instructors regarding
how each test is representative and comprehensive of the units of learning. In this
way, they aim at eliminating potential threats to the content validity of the tests.
Following the qualitative judgments procedure regarding what should be the content
coverage of the tests, items, which have previously gone through statistical analyses,
are selected from various categories of item pools in line with specification charts.

The testing unit of EUSFL, though limited in scope, also applies an on-going
process of item analysis and reliability analysis procedures. Based on data gathered
from previous administrations, item difficulty and the discrimination power (biserial
correlation) of the items and the distractors are checked and items with acceptable
values are placed in item pools for future use. The items in the monthly exams used
for this study have also gone through these statistical procedures, which are thought
to indicate the reliability of the tests. As reported by the testing unit, the internal
consistency reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) of each of the four monthly tests
(grammar and vocabulary components) were .87, .88, .87, and .89 respectively.

In addition to the content validity considerations discussed above, predictive
validity of the average scores on the first three monthly exams has also been
investigated through correlations with the other two outcome variables used in this
study, i.e., class participation and study habits scales. As presented in the previous
section regarding the procedures for the validity and reliability estimations of the
class participation and study habits scales, the magnitudes of correlations of the
averaged three monthly exams with class participation scale (.61, t (361) = 14.70, p =
.001.) and with study habits scale (.64, t (361) = 15.87, p = .001) were sufficiently
strong. English Achievement scores accounted for approximately 37 % and 41 % of
linear relationships with Class Participation and Study Habits scales, respectively. As
hypothesized drawing on implications of SLA research, these strong associations
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suggested that students who did well on the monthly exams also participated more in
classroom activities and had better study habits. This finding was interpreted in
support of the predictive power of the English Achievement scores, as well as of the
Class Participation and Study Habits scales. Thus, drawing on the qualitative
judgments and the implications of statistical procedure presented above, it was
decided that the average of students’ scores on the four monthly tests used for
operationalizing the construct of English achievement would be a valid and reliable

measure to serve the purposes of this study.

Data Collection Procedures

The data for this study were gathered from the students of preparatory classes
at EUSFL during the first semester of 2001-2002 Academic Year. The data gathering
procedure started with the administration of the Affective Characteristics
Questionnaire (ACQ) (Appendices A and B) to a sample of 553 C- group students on
the first day of instruction in the second week of October 2001. The ACQ consisted
of a total of 36 items for gathering data on the five affective student characteristics
dimensions specified for this study: speaking anxiety, three components of
motivation (namely, effort exerted to learn English, interest in English, value
attached to English), and English Self-concept. In addition to these 36 items, several
questions were included in the questionnaire form for gathering data on various
demographic characteristics of students. From among these demographic questions,
six of them were later selected as individual variables to represent the demographic
characteristics dimension of the input variables. They were: age, gender, mother’s
education, father’s education, exposure to English (whether students had previously
taken preparatory English classes), and residence (whether student lives with their
family in Kayseri).

A five-point Lykert-type response format (1- Strongly agree to 5- strongly
disagree) was used for all of the questionnaire items. The ACQ was administered in
one session and students took approximately 30 minutes to respond to all the items.

The students were informed both orally by the teachers and on the questionnaire
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itself about the purposes of the study and that confidentiality was guaranteed. All of
the students agreed to participate in the study.

The second phase of the data collection procedure was carried out within the
fifth week of December 2001 when the Classroom Environment Questionnaire
(CEQ) and the Class Participation and Study Habits Questionnaire (CPSHQ) were
administered to students as a combined form. The CEQ which represented the
Context domain of the study consisted of a total of 48 items for 7 dimensions:
Teacher Supportiveness, Student Cohesiveness, Involvement, Task Orientation and
Organization, Classroom Order, Physical Conditions, and Satisfaction with Course-
related materials. The CPSHQ aimed at gathering data for two of the criterion
variables of the outcome domain of the study. The instrument consisted of a total of
26 items, 13 items each for the Class Participation and Study Habits dimensions.

Prior to the administration of the instruments, students were given
information about the purposes of the study and they were guaranteed that their
responses would be kept strictly confidential if they agreed to participate. All of the
students volunteered to participate in the study. The subjects consisted of 574 C-
group preparatory class students enrolled in the daytime classes of EUSFL. The
questionnaire form was administered to students in one session during regular class
hours by instructors who were not teaching these classes. Students took
approximately 30 minutes to respond to all of the items.

The data for the cognitive characteristics dimension, which was the students’
quantitative composite scores on the Student Selection Examination (OSS), was
collected from the registrar’s office. The English Achievement data, which was the
average scores of students on the grammar and vocabulary sections of the four
monthly exams, was gathered from the testing unit of EUSFL at the end of the first
semester of the 2001-2002 Academic Year. Table 14 presents in visual form the
timetable of the data gathering procedures and the sample sizes used in analyses for

both the pilot studies and the actual study.
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Table 14

The Timetable of the Data Gathering Procedures and Sample Sizes Used in

Analyses

May
2001

Oct
2001

Nov
2001

Dec
2001

Feb
2002

Week 1

Weekl | Week 2

Week 5

Week?2

Week 5

Week 5

Attitudes and Motivation
Questionnaire + Academic Self
Description Questionnaire

U
N=630

Affective Characteristics
Questionnaire

N=396 | N=553

Classroom Environment
Questionnaire (Psychosocial and
Instructional and Organizational
dimensions only)

N=317

Classroom Environment
Questionnaire (All dimensions)
+ Class Participation and Study
Habits Questionnaire

N=363

English Achievement scores

N=519

Overall Academic Achievement
(OSS) Scores

N=519

Note. (1) Denotes pilot administration of instruments or preliminary data
collection. (e ) Denotes actual administration of instruments or final data

collection. Due to missing data on all variables combined, sample size usable in

final analyses is 519.

Data Analysis Procedures

The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and inferential statistics.

First, the data collected for all of the 24 variables were combined in a single SPSS
spreadsheet matched across the id numbers of the students. Since some of the
students did not have complete data on all of the variables, the number of cases used
was 519. Next, the data were analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequencies,
means, and standard deviations) to present an overall picture of the available data
and to check, where necessary, the assumptions of the statistical procedures (e.g.,
normality of distributions, linearity, absence of multicolinearity, etc.) used for
answering the research questions. Except for the demographic characteristics, which
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were dummy coded dichotomous variables (gender, exposure, and residence), all the
variables were represented as continuous interval data in the analyses.

The inferential statistics used for answering the research questions mainly
consisted of multiple linear regression (MLR) analyses. MLR analysis is used to
account for (predict) the variance in an interval dependent, based on linear
combinations of interval, dichotomous, or dummy coded independent variables. Two
different applications of MLR analyses were used in this study: as independent sets
of predictors and as ordered (hierarchical) sets of predictors. With the first
application, the variables in the input domain (affective, cognitive, and demographic
entering characteristics) and the variables in the context domain (classroom
environment variables) were used as separate sets of predictor variables in the
prediction of each of the criterion variables (class participation, study habits, and
English achievement). These analyses aimed at determining the predictive power of
the variables in each set as a whole, as well as in isolation in order to assess the
unique contribution of each single predictor in the presence of others. To assess the
overall significance of the regression models F values and associated Significance (p)
values were reported. Adjusted R square (R adj) values were used for reporting the
amount of variance accounted for by a given set of predictors. In order to make
comparisons and to assess the strength of the relationship between each predictor to
the criterion variable, Standardized Beta coefficients (Beta) and corresponding
Significance (p) values were reported. The simultaneous method (enter method in
SPSS), which considers all the variables at the same time, was used for specifying
the order of entry of the variables into the regression analyses.

The second application of the MLR, which used the predictors as ordered sets
(also called Hierarchical MLR analysis), aimed at examining the incremental validity
of the second set of predictors (Context variables), over and above the first set, i.e.
the Input variables. In this way, controlling for the input variables, the true
contribution of the context variables to the prediction of each of the criterion
variables was investigated. This question was addressed by observing the R? change
by the two equations. The overall validity of the context variables were reported
through Adjusted R square (R? adj) and associated Significance (p) tests. The unique
contribution of each single predictor was assessed through Standardized Beta
coefficients (Beta) and corresponding Significance (p) values.
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Finally, relationships among the three criterion variables were investigated
and the findings of the regression analyses were compared across the three criterion
variables. It was hoped that different patterns of relationships of the predictors across
the three separate regression models, rather than a single model, would enable
comparisons and in this way provide greater insights into the interpretation of the
findings.

Thus, in line with the research questions formulated for this study, the
analyses aimed at exploring the impact of students’ entering characteristics and their

classroom environment experiences on language learning outcomes.

Limitations of the Study

The findings of this study should be interpreted in light of potential
limitations. First, the sample population in the study was limited to students of 2001-
2002 academic year at EUSFL. This raises the question of generalizibility of findings
to all university students at preparatory schools in Turkey. Furthermore, the data
collected for the classroom environment predictors and the outcomes criteria covered
only one semester of the instructional period. A study which covers a two-semester
period might yield different findings.

The classroom environment variables assessed in this study were confined
only to the 16-hour, C-group day-time core program, excluding the separated skill
classes (reading, writing, video and speaking, and CALL). Furthermore, the students
in the evening classes and B-group students of day-time classes were altogether left
out of the scope of the study. This being the case, a full evaluation of the EUSFL
program would have required inclusion of these aspects of the program, as well as
samples of students from the evening-classes of both B and C groups. As some of the
students in this population were used only for the piloting procedures, the sample
size was somewhat limited. Increasing the number of students would have provided
greater confidence in evaluating the findings.

As regards statistical analyses, although Multiple Linear Regression analysis
is powerful statistical tool, it is not without disadvantages on the grounds that it may
fall short of explaining causation. More advanced follow-up statistical procedures
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like path analyses or structural equation modeling might be needed to provide greater
insights into reciprocal relationships. This, however, would probably be needed in
follow-up studies as this study is only a preliminary step in exploring such
relationships. More valid and reliable findings would be obtained in further studies,
having established a sound theoretical framework and by taking the above-mentioned
limitations into consideration.

This chapter presented an account of the methodology of the study with
descriptions of the research design, the research questions, the research setting, the
data collection instruments, the data collection procedures for the pilot study and the
actual study, and several potential limitations of the study. The following chapter
reports the results of the statistical analyses used for answering the research

questions.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Overview of the Study

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of two broad classes of
variables (Input and Context variables) on foreign language learning outcomes
(Outcome) within the Input-Context-Outcome framework of the proposed research
design. The input variables serve as the affective (speaking anxiety in English,
effort/motivation to learn English, interest in learning English, value attached to
English, and English self-concept), cognitive (Overall Academic Achievement
measure based on the Student Selection Examination-OSS quantitative scores of
students), and demographic characteristics of students (whether student has
previously taken English preparatory class, whether student lives with their family,
father’s education, mother’s education, age, and gender) that they bring into the
educational setting prior to instruction.

The context variables are concerned with students’ perceptions of the
classroom environment that they experience during the process of instruction and
consist of the psychosocial (teacher supportiveness, student cohesiveness),
instructional and managerial (student involvement, task orientation and organization,
classroom order), physical (physical conditions of the classroom), and course-related
materials (satisfaction with the coursebooks and supplementary materials)
dimensions.

The outcome variables are the three criterion variables (class participation,
study habits and English achievement) to which the overall and the individual

contributions of the predictors are assessed.
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Overview of the Analytical Procedures

The findings of this study are presented in two sections. In the first section,
the relevant descriptive statistics are depicted. The second section reports the
findings of the inferential statistics procedures (multiple linear regression analyses)
used for answering the research questions.

The descriptive statistics were used to present an overall picture of the
available data and to check, where necessary, the assumptions of the inferential
statistics procedures to follow such as, normality of distributions, linearity, absence
of multicolinearity, etc. For this, the range of possible scores/values, frequencies,
means, standard deviations, measures of skewness and kurtosis, reliability
coefficients, and bivariate correlations of the variables were reported.

The inferential statistics procedures consisted of Multiple Linear Regression
analyses which investigated the contributions of the input and context variables to
the prediction of the three outcome variables. The analyses were carried out for each
of the criterion (outcome) variables using the same predictors and following the same
analytical phases.

In the first phase of the Multiple Regression procedures, the predictors in
each of the input and context groups were used as separate sets in the prediction of
each of the outcome measures. For these analyses, the effect sizes (adjusted R?) of
the overall regression models, the associated significance tests (p), and the individual
contribution of each predictor (Beta) in a given set were reported. In Multiple Linear
Regression Analysis, R is a measure of the correlation between the observed and the
predicted value of the criterion variable. In this study, it is the correlation between
the predictors (the variables in the input or context categories) and a given criterion
variable (one of the outcome variables). R Square (R?) is the square of this measure
of correlation and indicates the proportion of variance accounted for by a model. In
other words, it is a measure of how good a prediction can be made by knowing the
predictor variables. Since the R and the R Square are somewhat biased estimates of
their corresponding population values, an Adjusted R Square (Rzadj), which takes into
account the number of variables and the observations (cases), was taken into
consideration for each of the models. As a rule thumb an adjusted R square of above

.75 is considered as very good; .50 to .75 as good; .25 to .50 as poor but acceptable;
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and below .25 as very poor and perhaps unacceptable. The F statistic (ANOVA) and
the associated significance test (p) provide an indication of the significance of the
model in predicting the criterion.

The standardized regression coefficients (Beta-f3) enable a comparison of the
relative contribution of each predictor variable, controlling for the other predictors, in
relation to the criterion. Unlike unstandardized regression coefficients (B), the
standardized regression coefficients adjusts for differences among variables of
different metrics and dispersion by transforming them into standardized scores (z-
scores) and thereby making relative direct influences of predictors on the criterion
clearer. By convention, standardized regression coefficients greater than .80 indicate
large, .50 moderate, and less than .20 small effect sizes. The simultaneous method,
which considers all the variables in a given set at the same time, was used as the
method of entry of the predictors into the equations throughout the first phase of
multiple regression analyses utilized for this study.

The next phase employed hierarchical analyses of the multiple regression
procedures, which enters sets of predictors into the equations in a specified order
based on theoretical and logical considerations. In these analyses, the input variables
were entered as the first block (Step 1), followed by the entry of the context variables
as the second block (Step 2). Entering the input variables first partitioned out or
controlled for the input variables (students’ entry characteristics) so that the
predictive value of the context variables (students’ experiences of the classroom
environment) could be more closely examined. In other words, entering the sets of
predictors in this fashion allowed for a stronger interpretation of the unique causal
influences of the context variables on the outcome variables after statistically
removing the impact of the input variables.

Throughout the analyses, first the overall contribution of the input variables
(Step 1) to the prediction of an outcome variable was assessed through adjusted R
Squares (Rzadj)‘ Following the entry of the context variables into the models,
significant R* changes were observed. The R® changes indicated the extent of
additional contribution of the context variables to the equation over and beyond the
input variables. The statistical significance of each final model (both sets of
predictors considered) was assessed through adjusted R® and the corresponding

significance test value (p). As for the unique explanatory power of each predictor
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variable, the magnitudes of the standardized regression coefficients (Beta) in the

final models were compared and interpreted based on their relative rankings.

Findings of the Study

Descriptive Statistics

Table 15 displays the descriptive statistics for the variables involved in the
study; range of possible scores or values, frequencies, means, standard deviations,
reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha), and skewness and kurtosis statistics.

The histograms created for the metric (interval) variables did not indicate any
serious deviations from normality. Confirming the distribution patterns observed in
the histograms, the skewness and kurtosis statistics suggested approximately normal
distributions, as they all fell within the ranges of 2 times the standard error of
skewness (ses) and the standard error of kurtosis (sek). By and large, the normal
distribution assumption of multiple regression analysis was met. A scatterplot matrix
also indicated linear patterns of relationships between the predictors and each of the
criterion (outcome) variables, satisfying the assumption of linearity.

Levene’s homogeneity of variances tests calculated for the dummy coded
dichotomous predictors (gender, residence, and exposure) did not reject the null
hypothesis that the variances of all groups were equal. The probabilities associated
with the Levene’s tests were greater than the .05 significance level, suggesting that
the requirement for equal variances (homoscedasticity) of these variables was met.

The zero-order correlations (Pearson’s r) between the predictor variables and
the criterion variables, as well as those between the predictor variables are presented
in Table 16. Several significant (p < .05) correlations emerged among the variables,
which ranged from moderate to moderate-strong correlations in magnitude. Of the
input variables, residence (students who live with their families), overall academic
achievement, effort/motivation, interest, value, and self-concept were positively
correlated with class participation. Speaking anxiety and previous exposure to
English (those who previously had English preparatory classes) yielded negative

correlations. As for the associations between each of the input variables and study
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Table 15

The Input-Context-Outcome Variables: Descriptive Statistics (N=519)

Variables/Scales Min-Max P M SD  « Sk K
values (307)*  (A414)**

Age 17-27 19.76 2.35 961 395
Gender

Male 1 73.2

Female 0 26.8
Father’s education 4.02 1.52 -.101 -.843

Primary school 1-0 35.8

Secondary school 1-0 243

High school 1-0 20.4

University 1-0 19.5
Mother’s education

Primary school 1-0 66.7

Secondary school 1-0 15.6

High school 1-0 12.7

University 1-0 5.0
Exposure (Prep. Class) 1-0

Yes 1 26

No 0 74
Residence (With Family)

Yes 1 32.8

No 0 67.2
Overall Academic 111.75- 148.76  14.79 -.148 -.760
Achievement- 178.54
0SS quantitative scores
Speaking anxiety 9-40 25.12 6.55 .87 -.002 =372
Effort/Motivation 8-38 17.36 583 .84 .604 221
Interest in English 7-34 15.83 5.81 .89 573 -.198
Value attached to English 7-33 15.20 546 .80 582 -.108
English self-concept 6-29 16.61 474 .83 .052 -479
Teacher Supportiveness 8-40 19.78 7.40 .90 S15 -.241
Student Cohesiveness 7-35 17.15 6.35 .87 587 -.102
Involvement 7-35 19.29 6.39 .88 316 -.503
Task Orientation and 7-35 15.77 5.65 .82 578 .035
Organization
Class Order 5-25 17.62 476 .79 -.454 -.532
Physical Conditions 5-25 14.15 412 .77 .248 -.096
Satisfaction with Course 9-45 23.21 7.09 .87 258 -432
Materials
Class Participation 13-65 32.65 10.56 .90 518 .061
Study Habits 13-65 35.99 1042 .90 -.040 -.628
English Achievement 0-100 63.87 17.48 .88 -.132 =772

Note. * Standard error of skewness ** Standard error of kurtosis

habits, residence (those who live with their families), overall academic achievement,

effort/motivation, interest, value, and self-concept indicated positive, while gender

(males) and speaking anxiety indicated negative correlations. The same variables,

with the same directions of relationships, were also significantly correlated with

English achievement.
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With regard to the relationships between the context variables and the
outcome variables, all of the context variables indicated significant positive
correlations with each of the outcome variables. Several variables in the input and
context categories were significantly correlated among themselves, as well as across
the two categories, in the expected directions. Such correlations made theoretical
sense since most of the predictor variables were conceptually similar and would be
expected to covary together. As expected, the outcome variables also yielded
significant moderate-strong correlations among themselves.

None of the correlations among the predictors reached .80 to violate the
multicolinearity assumption of the multiple regression procedure. Further discussion
on the multicolinearity assumption as well as the assumptions regarding residual
scores used for assessing the appropriateness of the regression models are presented

in the proceeding section.
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Table 16
Correlation Matrix of Input-Context-Outcome Variables (N=519)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Age 1.000

2. Gender .022 1.000

3. Father’s education -.014 .009 1.000

4. Mother’s education .032 .010 137%* 1.000

5. Previous exposure to English .049 -.048 .095%* .061 1.000

6. Accommodation .037 -.245%* .100* .067 .063 1.000

7. Overall Academic Achievement -.022 .055 .058 -.013 170%* .047 1.000

8. Speaking Anxiety .013 -.020 .034 -.015 .006 -.099%* -.062 1.000

9. Effort (Motivation) .061 .017 .008 .076 - 187** 123%* .059 - 247** 1.000

10. Interest -.023 .006 -.049 -.006 -.035 .062 .056 -.214%* 293 %* 1.000

11. Value -.016 -.004 .014 .076 -.085 .066 .045 - 122%* 313%* 223%* 1.000
12. Self-concept .065 -.092* .065 .048 -.005 A73%* 122%* - 462%* 284%* A81%* 185%*
13. Teacher Supportiveness .025 -.041 -.006 -.039 - 122%* .186%* .159%* -.263%* 250%* 220%* 176%*
14. Student Cohesiveness -.055 .082 .033 .060 -.020 142%* 128%* -.203** 206%* .083 172%*
15. Involvement -.005 -.061 -.003 -.019 -.126** 175%* J125%* -258%* .299%* 211%* A81%*
16. Task orientation and organization -.081 -.092%* -.019 -.005 -.091* J122%* 143%* -219%* 230%* 210%* .106*
17. Class order .028 .038 -.052 -.012 .026 -.067 -.075 .093* -.063 -.078 -.076
18. Physical conditions -.026 -.047 .017 .003 -.012 d15%* .009 -.106* 152%* .102%* .020
19. Coursebook satisfaction -015 - 125%* -.016 .038 -.038 182%* A57** -210%* 229%* A51%* 219%*
20. Class participation 011 -.069 -.016 -.030 - 171%* 233%* .193%** - 411** A401** 270%* 256%*
21. Study habits -.022 - 192%* .009 -.003 -.011 406** .260%* -.266** 276%* 203** 176%*
22. English achievement .005 -.109* .010 .022 224%* 245%* 497** - 285%* 208%* A73%* .190**

**p<.001 *p<.05
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Table 16 (Continued)
Correlation Matrix of Input-Context-Outcome Variables (N=519)

Variable 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
12. Self-concept 1.000

13. Teacher Supportiveness 284** 1.000

14. Student Cohesiveness 175%* 278%* 1.000

15. Involvement 234 .605** 403%* 1.000

16. Task orientation and organization 194 A462%* 182 A479%* 1.000

17. Class order -.039 -343%%F L 277FF S 467FF - 187F* 1.000

18. Physical conditions J125%* 143%%* 255%%* 225%% J133%* -.073 1.000

19. Coursebook satisfaction 256%* .380%* 298%* A422%* 301** - 173%* 328%* 1.000

20. Class participation A424%%* J132%%* .399%* .684%* S14%* - 302%* 275%%* S41%* 1.000

21. Study habits 312%* 372%* 2061%* A61%* 334%x 0 -204%*%  136%* 340%* .600%* 1.000

22. English achievement .399%* 492%* 240%* A47** 330%*  -194**  ]158** A401%* O651%* .632%* 1.000

**p<.001 *p<.05
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Findings of Multiple Regression Analyses

In order to investigate the research questions formulated for this study, three
sets of hierarchical multiple regression analysis were conducted using class
participation, study habits, and English achievement scales as separate criterion
variables. Prior to analyses, multicolinearity and normality and homogeneity of
variances assumptions of the residuals were checked via related statistics and
inspection of residual plots. As was also suggested by the preliminary inspection of
the correlation matrix (Table 16), no problems of multicolinearity (strong
correlations among the predictors reaching .80) appeared for any of the models. The
Durbin-Watson test values were within the recommended 1.5 to 2.5 range (2.05 to
2.08), not higher than the 3.0 level, which might otherwise suggest problems of
multicolinearity. Similarly, the tolerance levels were all above the .02 level and the
variance inflation factors (VIF) were well below the dangerous 10 level, indicating
further support for the absence of multicolinearity.

It is assumed in multiple regression that the residuals (predicted minus
observed values) are normally distributed (i.e., follow the normal distribution) and
they are homoscedastic (i.e., have equal variances at all values of the predictors). The
inspection of the histograms and normal probability plots of the residuals for each of
the regression models did not indicate any serious deviations from normality. The
histograms of residuals indicated approximately normal (bell-shaped) distributions
with no significant outliers (data points with more than appropriate distance from the
regression line) and the data appeared to cluster around the nearly 45-degree straight
lines on the normal probability plots. Highly skewed and kurtotic distributions on the
histograms and serious departures from the straight lines on the normal probability
plots would have indicated violations of the normal distribution assumption.

Examination of the residual plots showed no indications of major violations
of the linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions connected with the models, as the
plots of residuals versus fitted values appeared to scatter randomly around O (the
horizontal line), with no obvious patterns, such as a bow-tie or a fan shape. There
were no serious outliers which could require data transformations. Hence, it was
decided that the following models complied with the assumptions of the multiple

regression procedure.
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Findings of Multiple Regression Analyses for Class Participation

The first set of multiple regression analyses was performed for class
participation, with the input variables entered in Step 1 and the context variables in
Step 2 (Table 17). In the first step of this analysis the research questions la “How
well do the entering student characteristics (input variables) predict class
participation?” and 2a “What are the unique contributions of each of the entering
student characteristics (input variables) to the prediction of class participation?”
were addressed. In response to research question la, taken together the input
variables accounted for 38 % (R’ adj = .375) of the variance in class participation, F
(12, 506) = 26.95, p < .001. Regarding research question 2a, age, gender, father’s
education, and mother’s education did not appear as significant explanatory variables
in this model, as was also evident in the bivariate correlations (Table 16). Of the
significant predictors, speaking anxiety appeared to make the strongest contribution
to the prediction of class participation (f = -.223 p <.001), followed by self-concept
(B = .192 p < .001), effort/motivation (B = .187 p < .001), overall academic
achievement (f = .159 p < .001), value (B = .090 p < .05), and interest (f = .088 p <
.05). Two of the dummy coded categorical variables, previous exposure to English
and student’s residence, were also significant predictors of the criterion: f = -.156
p <.001 and B =.142 p <.001, respectively. As expected speaking anxiety yielded a
negative correlation with the criterion. Contrary to what would be expected, previous
exposure to English (students who previously attended English preparatory classes)
was negatively correlated with the criterion.

Thus, considering the input predictors on their own, students with lower
levels of speaking anxiety, who had higher levels of self-concept, motivation, and
overall academic achievement, who attached more value to and were more interested
in learning English prior to instruction appeared to exhibit higher levels of class
participation at EUSFL. They also lived with their families and had no previous
preparatory class experience. Considering the magnitudes of the standardized
regression coefficients (betas) in the model, affective entry (input) predictors, by and
large, seemed to play a somewhat more important role in this relationship than did

the other significant input predictors.
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Table 17
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Class Participation (N = 519)

Adjusted Significance
Variable B SE B B t p R’ R? AR’ AR’
Model 1 390 375 390 .001
Age .009 .035 .002 .056 955
Gender (Male) -.942 .082 -.040 -1.091 276
Father’s Education
Secondary School -414 .989 -.017 -419 .676
High School -.584 1.039 -.022 -.562 574
University 783 1.071 .029 731 465
Mother’s Education
Secondary School .801 1.052 0.28 762 447
High School 412 1.153 .013 358 721
University 2.868 1.728 .059 1.659 .108
Exposure (Studied Prep. Class) -3.743 .083 -.156 -4.267 .001
Residence (Student Lives with Family) 3.187 .078 142 3.855 .001
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores 113 .036 159 4.429 .001
Speaking Anxiety -.359 .040 -.223 -5.556 .001
Effort/Motivation 338 .040 187 4.694 .001
Interest in English .160 .037 .088 2.368 .018
Value Attached to English 175 .037 .090 2.429 .015
Self-concept 427 .041 192 4.664 .001
Model 2 748 738 358 .001
Age .055 .023 .012 531 .595
Gender (Male) -.193 .054 -.008 -.337 736
Father’s Education
Secondary School -.325 .645 -.013 -.504 .614
High School 112 .677 .004 165 .869
University .003 697 .001 .046 .963

Note. Hierarchical regression, variables entered in two blocks. Final model: R’ adj = -738, F (19,499) =77.81, p <.001.
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Table 17 (Continued)
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Class Participation (N = 519)

Adjusted Significance
Variable B SE B B t p R’ R’ AR? AR’

Mother’s Education

Secondary School .583 .686 .020 .850 .396

High School 262 751 .008 .349 127

University 1.776 1.129 .037 1.573 116
Exposure (Studied Prep. Class) -1.735 .054 -.072 -3.018 .003
Residence (Student Lives with Family) 177 .052 .035 1.426 154
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores .034 .024 .048 2.009 .045
Speaking Anxiety -.176 .026 -.109 -4.141 .001
Effort/Motivation 144 .026 .080 3.026 .003
Interest in English .020 .024 011 453 .651
Value Attached to English .057 .025 .030 1.209 227
Self-concept 225 .027 101 3.749 .001
Teacher Supportiveness 530 .030 371 12.190 .001
Student Cohesiveness A11 .026 .067 2.558 011
Involvement 357 .034 216 6.415 .001
Task Orientation and Organization 172 .027 .092 3.385 .001
Classroom Order .050 .026 .023 .862 .389
Physical Conditions 130 .025 .051 2.071 .039
Satisfaction with Course-related Materials 234 .027 157 5.778 .001

Note. Hierarchical regression, variables entered in two blocks. Final model: R* agj = - 738, F (19, 499) = 77.81, p <.001.
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Prior to entry of the context variables into the hierarchical analysis in Step 2,
a separate multiple regression analysis (without controlling for the input variables)
was conducted to investigate the independent effects of the context variables on the
criterion (Table 18). This analysis was carried out to answer the research questions
3a “How well do the classroom environment variables (context variables) predict
class participation?” and 4a “What are the unique contributions of each of the
classroom environment variables (context variables) to the prediction of class
participation?”

It was found in response to research question 3a that the overall model was
significant F (7, 511) = 167.12, p < .001, accounting for 69 % (R’ adj = .692) of the
variance. Concerning research question 4a, class order, which had indicated a
significant bivariate correlation with the criterion, was not a significant predictor in
this model although a trend was apparent (p = .056). Comparing the standardized
regression coefficients, teacher supportiveness (a psycho-social aspect of the
classroom environment) appeared to be the strongest predictor of class participation
(B = .431 p < .001), followed by involvement (B = .259 p < .001), coursebook
satisfaction (B =.196 p <.001), task orientation and organization (p =.117 p <.001),

student cohesiveness (f =.096 p <.05), and physical conditions.

Table 18

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis with Context Variables for Predicting
Class Participation (N =519)

Variable B SEB B t p

Teacher Supportiveness 615 046 431 13.387 .001
Student Cohesiveness 159 046 096 3.484 .001
Involvement 428 059 259  7.198 .001
Task Orientation and Organization 219 054 117 4.062 .001
Classroom Order A19 062 .054 1.915 .056
Physical Conditions 140 .067 .055 2.073 .039

Satisfaction with Course-related Materials 292 043 196 6.842 .001
R* 696

R® . 692

F(7,511)=167.12, p<.001.
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Students who participated more in class activities were those who felt they
received higher levels of support from their teacher. They reported they were in a
class where students were highly involved in class activities and tasks. They
expressed higher levels of satisfaction with the coursebook and the related materials
in meeting their needs and expectations. They perceived their class teacher as highly
task-oriented and organized. They reported they were in a classroom, which was
physically more appealing to them. Finally, they perceived higher levels of
cohesiveness among students in their classes.

The following reports the findings of analyses carried out for answering the
research questions 5a “Controlling for entering student characteristics variables
(input variables), how well do the classroom environment variables (context
variables) predict class participation?”, 6a “Controlling for entering student
characteristics variables (input variables), what are the unique contributions of each
of the classroom environment variables (context variables) to the prediction of class
participation?”, 7a “How well do the entering student characteristics (input
variables) and classroom environment variables (context variables) predict class
participation?”, and 8a “What are the unique contributions of each of the entering
student characteristics variables (input variables) and classroom environment
variables (context variables) to the prediction of class participation?”.

With the addition of the context variables in Step 2 of the hierarchical
analysis, a somewhat different picture emerged (Table 17). With regard to research
questions 5a and 7a, controlling for the input variables, the context variables
provided a 36 % (R? -change = .358) increase (F-change (7, 499) = 101.06, p <.001)
in the variation of class participation explained by the model, such that the final
model (i.e., all variables entered simultaneously) accounted for 74 % (R adj = .738)
of the total variance observed, F (19, 499) = 77.81, p <.001.

Overall, this finding indicated the unique importance of the context variables
above and beyond the input variables in the prediction of class participation.
However, with the effects of the input variables statistically controlled in Step 2, the
incremental contribution of the context variables to the full model as a group, as well
as the explanatory powers of the individual predictors, was much less compared to
the findings of the separate analysis carried out for the context predictors. It appeared

that both input and context variables, overall, had shared and somewhat equally
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important contributions to the prediction of class participation. In other words, the
finding suggested that the extent to which students participated in class activities was
due to both what they brought with them to the instructional setting (entry
characteristics) and what they encountered in the context of instruction (classroom
environment) at EUSFL.

Addressing research questions 6a and 8a, when class participation scores
were regressed on the full set of predictors in Step 2, student residence, interest, and
value predictors from the input category did not remain as significant explanatory
variables in the presence of context variables. Similar to the findings of the separate
analysis, each predictor in the context category, except for the class order scale,
made unique significant contributions to the prediction of the criterion. The
standardized regression coefficients (betas) found in Table 17 allow for comparison
of the relative contribution of each of the predictors in the final model. As indicated
by the magnitudes of the beta weights, teacher supportiveness was the strongest
predictor of class participation (p = .371 p < .001), followed by involvement ( =
216 p <.001), coursebook satisfaction (B = .157 p < .001), speaking anxiety (f = -
.109 p <.001), self-concept (p =.101 p <.001), task orientation and organization (3
=.092 p <.001), effort/motivation (B =.080 p <.01), student cohesiveness (B = .067
p <.01), physical conditions (B =.051 p <.05), and overall academic achievement (3
=.048 p < .05). Exposure to English, a categorical variable, also made a significant
contribution to the prediction of the criterion in the negative direction (f =-.072 p <
.01).

These findings suggested that the students who participated more in class
activities and tasks were those who did not receive preparatory English training prior
to EUSFL. They appeared to perceive higher levels of teacher supportiveness, were
in a classroom with higher student involvement in activities and tasks, and were
more satisfied with the coursebook and the related materials. They were less anxious
about speaking and more confident in their capabilities as language learners prior to
instruction at EUSFL. They perceived their teachers as highly goal oriented and
organized. They had higher levels of motivation towards English at the outset of
instruction at EUSFL. They reported being in a classroom with higher student

cohesiveness, friendship, and cooperation and they perceived their classroom as a
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less cramped and more appealing physical environment. Finally, they had higher

overall academic standings among their peers in terms of their quantitative skills.

Findings of Multiple Regression Analyses for Study Habits

In the next series of analyses the same sets of variables were used in the
prediction of the study habits criterion. As in the previous analysis, a hierarchical
regression analysis was run with the input variables entered in Step 1, followed by
the context variables in Step 2 (Table 19). The findings of the analyses in response to
research questions 1b “How well do the entering student characteristics (input
variables) predict class participation?” and 2b “What are the unique contributions of
each of the entering student characteristics (input variables) to the prediction of
class participation?” are presented below.

The entry of the input variables in Step 1 accounted for 32 % (R* adj = .321)
of the variance in study habits F (12, 506) =21.42, p <.001. Age, father’s education,
mother’s education, and exposure variables were not significantly related to the
criterion, as was also revealed by the correlational analyses (Table 16). Although the
interest and value predictors yielded significant bivariate correlations with the
criterion, they did not appear as significant predictors in the model. Among the
categorical demographic variables, residence (B = .320 p < .001) and gender (B = -
.121 p <.001) appeared to be the significant predictors of study habits. The cognitive
variable, overall academic achievement, was a major contributor (f = .224 p <.001)
among the significant input characteristics, followed by the affective variables:
effort/motivation (p = .125 p < .01), speaking anxiety (p = -.118 p <.01), and self-
concept (B = .111 p <.01). Thus, students with higher overall academic standings,
who were more motivated, less anxious about speaking, and who had higher levels of
self-concept prior to instruction at EUSFL reported to have better study habits. These
students were also females living with their families.

In order to investigate the contributions of the context variables to the
prediction of the criterion, independent of the input variables, a separate multiple
regression analysis was carried out (Table 20). In response to research questions 3b

“How well do the classroom environment variables (context variables) predict study
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Table 19
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Study Habits (N = 519)

Adjusted Significance
Variable B SE B B t p R’ R? AR’ AR’
Model 1 337 321 337 .001
Age 152 162 .034 936 .350
Gender (Male) -2.838 .889 -.121 -3.194 .001
Father’s Education
Secondary School -.950 1.017 -.039 -.934 351
High School -.482 1.067 -.019 -.452 .652
University 1.073 1.101 .041 975 330
Mother’s Education
Secondary School .002 1.081 .001 .021 938
High School 1.114 1.184 .036 .940 .347
University 963 1.776 .020 .542 .588
Exposure (Studied Prep. Class) .872 902 .037 967 334
Residence (Student Lives with Family) 7.106 .850 320 8.355 .001
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores 158 .026 224 5.998 .001
Speaking Anxiety -.187 .067 -.118 -2.812 .005
Effort/Motivation 223 .074 125 3.008 .003
Interest in English 133 .070 .074 1.904 .057
Value Attached to English 101 .074 .053 1.359 175
Self-concept 244 .094 A11 2.587 .010
Model 2 418 .396 .081 .001
Age 110 155 .025 713 476
Gender (Male) -2.421 .855 -.103 -2.831 .005
Father’s Education
Secondary School =727 966 -.030 =752 452
High School .104 1.014 .004 .103 918
University .688 1.044 .026 .659 510

Note. Hierarchical regression, variables entered in two blocks. Final model: R’ adj = -396, F (19, 499) = 18.84, p <.001.
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Table 19 (Continued)
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Study Habits (N = 519)

Adjusted Significance
Predictors B SE B B T p R’ R’ A R? AR?

Mother’s Education

Secondary School 214 1.027 .007 208 .835

High School 1.068 1.124 .034 950 .343

University 821 1.692 .017 485 .628
Exposure (Studied Prep. Class) .013 .861 .001 .015 .988
Residence (Student Lives with Family) 6.185 816 279 7.576 .001
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores 125 025 177 4.907 .001
Speaking Anxiety -.102 .064 -.064 -1.599 A11
Effort/Motivation 126 .071 .070 1.756 .080
Interest in English .078 .067 .043 1.172 242
Value Attached to English .047 .071 .025 .657 Sl11
Self-concept .189 .090 .086 2.096 .037
Teacher Supportiveness .015 .065 .010 224 .823
Student Cohesiveness .057 .065 .035 .881 379
Involvement 393 .083 241 4.717 .001
Task Orientation and Organization 115 .076 .062 1.507 133
Classroom Order 011 .087 .005 123 .902
Physical Conditions .070 .094 .028 746 456
Satisfaction with Course-related Materials .087 .061 .059 1.426 154

Note. Hierarchical regression, variables entered in two blocks. Final model: R’ adj = -396, F (19, 499) = 18.84, p <.001.
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habits?” and 4b “What are the unique contributions of each of the classroom
environment variables to the prediction of study habits?” the analysis yielded a
significant overall model, F (7, 511) = 25.53, p <.001, which accounted for 25 % (R
adj = -249) of the variance. Of the seven context variables, involvement (B =.280 p <
.001), coursebook satisfaction (B = .144 p < .001), and task orientation and
organization (B = .109 p < .05) were the only significant predictors, although the
correlational analyses (Table 16) had indicated significant bivariate correlations for
all of the context variables. The regression model suggested that the students with
better study habits were those who perceived higher levels of student involvement in
their classes, were more satisfied with the coursebook and related materials, and

perceived their class teachers as highly task-oriented and organized.

Table 20
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis with Context Variables for Predicting
Study Habits (N = 519)

Variable B SEB B t p

Teacher Supportiveness 123071 .087 1.732  .084
Student Cohesiveness 18 .070  .072  1.699  .096
Involvement 456 092 280 4.984 .001
Task Orientation and Organization 202 .083 109 2424 016
Classroom Order 044 .096 .020 462  .644
Physical Conditions -45 104 -.018 -431 .667

Satisfaction with Course-related Materials 212 066 .144 3.225 .001
R* 259

R® . 249

F(7,511)=25.53, p<.001.

Concerning research questions 5b  “Controlling for entering student
characteristics variables (input variables), how well do the classroom environment
variables (context variables) predict study habits?”, 6b “Controlling for entering
student characteristics variables (input variables), what are the unique contributions
of each of the classroom environment variables (context variables) to the prediction
of study habits?”, 7b “How well do the entering student characteristics (input

variables) and classroom environment variables (context variables) predict study
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habits?”, and 8b “What are the unique contributions of each of the entering student
characteristics variables (input variables) and classroom environment variables
(context variables) to the prediction of study habits?”, the answers were as follows.

In response to research question 5b, the entry of the context variables in Step
2 of the hierarchical analysis (Table 19), controlling for the input variables, provided
an increment of 0.81 % (R” -change = .081) in the variance explained in study habits
(F-change (7, 499) = 9.90, p < .001). Regarding research question 7b, the overall
model including the input and context variables accounted for 40 % (R2 adj = -396) of
the total variance, F (19, 499) = 18.84, p <.001. The explanatory contribution of the
input and context variables to the overall model was relatively slight, leaving about
60 % of the variance unexplained. Furthermore, the context variables offered only a
modest contribution to the prediction of study habits above and beyond the input
variables. Despite the relatively small percentage of the variance explained in the
final model, the results suggested that the input variables were more important than
the context variables in the prediction of study habits.

With respect to research questions 6b and 8b, the only significant variable
from the context category when the input variables were controlled for was
involvement, which, however, made the greatest amount of contribution to the model
(B=.241 p <.001) among others. The input variables effort/motivation and speaking
anxiety, which were significant predictors in Step 1, did not remain so in Step 2
when all the predictors were considered in the full model.

A comparison of the relative importance of the predictors through
standardized regression coefficients in the final model (Table 19) suggested that,
residence and gender, two of the categorical demographic characteristics from the
input category, were substantially important predictors of the criterion: p = .279 p <
.001, and B =-.103 p < .01, respectively. Of the interval variables, involvement (=
.241 p <.001), overall academic achievement (B =.177 p <.001), and self-concept (3
=.086 p < .05), were the other significant explanatory variables. Thus, the findings
implied that the students with better study habits were females who were living with
their families. They reported higher levels of student involvement in class activities

and tasks in their classes. They appeared to be academically better achievers than
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their counterparts. Finally, they were students who had higher self-concept levels
prior to instruction at EUSFL.

Findings of Multiple Regression Analyses for English Achievement

In the final series of multiple regression analyses English achievement scores
(average of four monthly exams at EUSFL) were regressed on the input (Step 1) and
context variables (Step 2) using the hierarchical method (Table 21). In the first step
of the analysis the research questions lc “How well do the entering student
characteristics (input variables) predict English Achievement?” and 2¢ “What are
the unique contributions of each of the entering student characteristics (input
variables) to the prediction of English achievement?” were considered. In response
to research question lc, the input variables (students’ entry characteristics) which
were entered into the first step of the analysis as a group accounted for 44 % (R* adj =
.436) of the unique variance in predicting English achievement, F (12, 506) = 34.40,
p <.001.

Concerning research question 2c, age, father’s education, mother’s education,
effort/motivation, and interest, were not significant predictors in the model, like they
had not revealed significant bivariate correlations with the criterion. Although
effort/motivation and interest variables had indicated significant bivariate
correlations with English achievement (Table 16), they did not appear as significant
predictors in this model. Of the categorical variables, exposure, residence, and
gender made significant contributions to subsequent English achievement scores:
=.170 p<.001; B =.137 p<.001; and B =-.071 p < .05, respectively. Regarding the
effects of the interval variables, the overall academic achievement, a cognitive
variable, appeared to be the most important predictor of English achievement (p =
423 p <.001), followed by the other affective variables: self-concept (fp = .232 p <
.001), speaking anxiety, (B = -.102 p < .01), and value (B = .320 p < .01) as
significant predictors.

Thus, students with higher English achievement scores were those who had
higher overall academic achievement scores, higher levels of self-concept, lower

levels of speaking anxiety, and who attached more value to learning English at the
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Table 21

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting English Achievement (N = 519)

Adjusted Significance
Variable B SE B B t P R’ R? AR? AR’
Model 1 449 436 449 .001
Age -.102 248 014 -472 .680
Gender (Male) -2.805 1.358 -.071 -2.065 .039
Father’s Education
Secondary School -.987 1.552 -.024 -.636 525
High School 1.043 1.629 .024 .640 522
University -3.116 1.681 -.071 -.1.854 .064
Mother’s Education
Secondary School -.395 1.650 -.008 -.239 811
High School -1.277 1.808 -.024 -.706 480
University -1.647 2.711 -.021 -.607 .544
Exposure (Studied Prep. Class) 6.787 1.379 170 4.921 .001
Residence (Student Lives with Family) 5.085 1.300 137 5912 .001
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores .500 .040 423 12.441 .001
Speaking Anxiety =272 102 -.102 -2.674 .008
Effort/Motivation 210 113 .070 1.857 .064
Interest in English 120 .106 .040 1.124 261
Value Attached to English 290 113 .091 2.562 011
Self-concept .856 .144 232 5.946 .001
Model 2 579 .563 130 .001
Age -117 221 -.016 -.528 .598
Gender (Male) -1.817 1.220 -.046 -1.489 137
Father’s Education
Secondary School -1.151 1.378 -.028 -.836 404
High School 513 1.446 .012 355 723
University -2.362 1.489 -.054 -1.586 113

Note. Hierarchical regression, variables entered in two blocks. Final model: R’ adj = -563, F (19, 499) = 36.09, p <.001.
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Table 21 (Continued)
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting English Achievement (N = 519)

Adjusted Significance
Variable B SEB B t p R’ R’ A R? AR’

Mother’s Education

Secondary School -.294 1.465 -.006 -.201 .841

High School -.867 1.604 -.017 -.540 .589

University -.242 2413 -.003 -.100 920
Exposure (Studied Prep. Class) 8.884 1.229 223 7.229 .001
Residence (Student Lives with Family) 2.856 1.165 .077 2.453 .015
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores 427 .036 361 11.774 .001
Speaking Anxiety -.104 .091 -.039 -1.144 253
Effort/Motivation .032 102 011 316 752
Interest in English .023 .095 .008 246 .806
Value Attached to English 179 101 .056 1.762 .079
Self-concept .658 129 178 5.118 .001
Teacher Supportiveness .556 .093 235 5.975 .001
Student Cohesiveness 071 .093 .026 767 444
Involvement 476 119 174 4.003 .001
Task Orientation and Organization .051 .108 .017 471 .638
Classroom Order .088 124 .024 .708 479
Physical Conditions .076 134 .018 .569 .570
Satisfaction with Course-related Materials 254 .087 103 2.926 .004

Note. Hierarchical regression, variables entered in two blocks. Final model: R adj = -563, F (19, 499) = 36.09, p <.001.
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outset of instruction at EUSFL. They were also female students living with their
families and had previously taken English preparatory training.

Before entering into the second step of the hierarchical model, the unique
influence of the context variables on the predictor, without taking the input variables
into consideration, was assessed through a separate multiple regression procedure
(Table 22) in order to address research questions 3¢ “How well do the classroom
environment variables (context variables) predict English achievement?” and 4c
“What are the unique contributions of each of the classroom environment variables
(context variables) to the prediction of class participation?”

The analysis, which considered all of the context variables simultaneously in
response to research question 3c resulted in a significant overall model, F (7, 511) =
33.91, p < .001, with 31 % (R2 adj = .308) of the total variance accounted for.
Regarding research question 4c, teacher supportiveness (B = .296 p < .001),
coursebook satisfaction (B =.201 p <.001), and involvement (f =.158 p <.01) were
the significant predictors of English achievement among the seven context variables.
Students with higher English achievement levels were those who perceived their
teachers as highly supportive, expressed higher levels of satisfaction with the
coursebook and its supplementary components, and perceived higher levels of

involvement of their classmates in class activities and tasks.

Table 22
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis with Context Variables for Predicting
English Achievement(N = 519)

Variable B SEB B t p

Teacher Supportiveness 700 114 296 6.143  .001
Student Cohesiveness 093 114 034 822 412
Involvement 433 147 158 2938 .003
Task Orientation and Organization 176 134 057  1.317 .189
Classroom Order JA33 154 036 .863  .389
Physical Conditions 001 .167 .001 005  .996

Satisfaction with Course-related Materials 496 106 .201 4.688 .001
R? 317

R® . .308

F(7,511)=33.91, p<.001.
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Presented below are the findings concerning the second step of the
hierarchical regression analyses in response to research questions 5¢ “Controlling
for entering student characteristics variables (input variables), how well do the
classroom environment variables (context variables) predict English achievement?”,
6¢ “Controlling for entering student characteristics variables (input variables), what
are the unique contributions of each of the classroom environment variables (context
variables) to the prediction of English achievement?”, 7¢ “How well do the entering
student characteristics (input variables) and classroom environment variables
(context variables) predict English achievement?”, and 8b “What are the unique
contributions of each of the entering student characteristics variables (input
variables) and classroom environment variables (context variables) to the prediction
of English achievement?”.

With regard to research questions 5S¢ and 7c¢, the entry of the context variables
into the hierarchical analysis in Step 2 (Table 21) provided an incremental R* of 13 %
(R? -change = .130) in the amount of variance accounted for. The full set of
predictors in the overall model accounted for 56 % (R2 adj = .563) of the unique
variance in English achievement, F (19, 499) = 36.09, p <.001.

Concerning research question 6¢, with the effects of the input variables
partialled out, teacher supportiveness, involvement, and satisfaction with course-
related materials from the context category appeared to be the significant predictors
of English achievement, as was also the case in the previous separate analysis.

Considering the individual contribution of each predictor in the final model in
response to research question 8c, gender, speaking anxiety, and value predictors,
which were significant on their own in Step 1, did not remain so in the presence of
context variables in Step 2. Two categorical variables from the input category,
exposure and residence remained significant predictors of the criterion: f = .223 p <
.001 and B = .077 p < .05, respectively. Overall academic achievement appeared to
be the strongest predictor of English achievement (f = .361 p <.001), followed by
teacher supportiveness (B = .235 p < .001), self-concept (B = .178 p < .001),
involvement (B = .174 p <.001), and satisfaction with course-related materials (p =
.103 p <.01). Considering the overall contribution of the input and context predictors

at each step and the relative magnitudes of the individual predictors in the final

133



model, students’ entry characteristics, by and large, seemed to play a more important
role than the context variables in predicting students’ English achievement scores.

The findings suggested that the students who were better achievers in the
averaged monthly exams at EUSFL were those who had had previous English
preparatory class experience and those who were living with their families. In
addition to these characteristics, they appeared to have higher overall academic
standings among their peers and they perceived their class teachers at EUSFL as
highly supportive. They were more confident of their abilities to learn English prior
to instruction at EUSFL. They perceived themselves in a class with higher levels of
student involvement and they were more satisfied with the course-related materials in
meeting their needs and expectations.

Having addressed the research questions, a summary of the final regression
models is reproduced in Table 23, which depicts the unique contributions of
significant input and context predictors towards accounting for variances in each of
the outcome variables.

This chapter presented the findings of the statistical procedures carried out to
address the research questions of the study. Conclusions based on these findings and
implications for pedagogical practices and further research are presented in the

following chapter.
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Table 23

Summary of Final Regression Models with Significant Predictors of the Outcomes

Depicted Only (N = 519)

B SE B B t p
Predictors of Class Participation
Exposure (Studied Prep. Class) -1.735 054  -072 -3.018 .003
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores .034 .024 .048 2.009 .045
Speaking Anxiety -.176 026 -.109 -4.141 .001
Effort/Motivation 144 .026 .080 3.026 .003
Self-concept 225 .027 101 3.749 .001
Teacher Supportiveness 530 .030 371 12.190 .001
Student Cohesiveness 11 .026 .067 2.558 011
Involvement 357 .034 216 6.415 .001
Task Orientation and Organization 172 .027 .092 3.385 .001
Physical Conditions 130 .025 .051 2.071 .039
Satisfaction with Course-related Materials 234 .027 157 5.778 .001
R® 748
R . 738
F (19, 499)=77.81,p <.001.
Predictors of Study Habits
Gender (Male) -2.421 855 -.103  -2.831 .005
Residence (Student Lives with Family) 6.185 816 279 7.576 .001
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores 125 .025 177 4.907 .001
Self-concept 189 .090 .086 2.096 .037
Involvement 393 .083 241 4.717 .001
R® 418
R®.i 396
F (19, 499) = 18.84, p <.001.
Predictors of English Achievement
Exposure (Studied Prep. Class) 8.884 1.229 223 7.229 .001
Residence (Student Lives with Family) 2.856 1.165 .077 2.453 .015
Overall Academic Achievement-OSS scores 427 .036 .361 11.774 .001
Self-concept .658 129 178 5.118 .001
Teacher Supportiveness .556 .093 235 5.975 .001
Involvement 476 119 174 4.003 .001
Satisfaction with Course-related Materials 254 .087 .103 2.926 .004

R? .579
R*. -563
F (19, 499) = 36.09, p < .001.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This conclusion chapter discusses the results presented in the previous
chapter, relates the findings to the current body of literature, and suggests
implications for pedagogical practices and further research directions.

The purpose of this study was to explore the contributions of several entering
characteristics (input variables) of EFL students at EUSFL prior to instruction and
their experiences of several aspects of the classroom environment (context variables)
during instruction with respect to subsequent class participation, study habits, and
English achievement measures (outcome variables).

In order to address the research questions of this study, correlational analyses
and various applications of multiple regression procedures were utilized. First,
separate multiple regression analyses were carried out which considered the input
and context variables on their own in relation to each of the criterion variables. The
overall contribution of the two sets of predictors and the individual contribution of
each predictor in these sets in relation to the criterion variables were assessed.

Next, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted which entered the
input predictors in the first step, and then entered the context predictors in the second
step controlling for the effects of the input predictors. In this way, the genuine effects
of the input and context variables (as opposed to when considered separately) on the
criterion variables were determined. The unique explanatory strengths of individual
predictors from both input and context categories in the final models were interpreted
based on their relative rankings.

Summary and Discussion of Findings

A number of significant findings emerged from this study. A comparison of
the findings obtained through simple correlations versus multiple regression analyses

revealed that, although some of the independent variables indicated significant
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bivariate correlations with the outcome measures on their own, they did not appear as
significant predictors in the regression models. Such inconsistencies should be
expected and are obviously due to differences between univariate and multivariate
techniques which tend to yield different results with respect to effect sizes and
statistical significance. Unlike univariate analyses (e.g. simple correlations),
multivariate analyses (e.g. multiple regression) take into account any possible
intercorrelations among the variables and in this way yield more reliable estimates of
the effect sizes of predictors on the criterion variables.

Furthermore, when the two classes of predictors (input and context) were
considered simultaneously in the prediction of the outcomes, as opposed to when
they were considered as separate sets on their own, somewhat different findings were
obtained. As such, with the simultaneous consideration of the two groups of
predictors, some of the predictors in the final models were no longer significant and
the effect sizes of some of them seemed to diminish due to shared variances. Thus, in
an attempt to extend previous research, the inclusion of greater number of relevant
variables in a larger multivariate context is believed to have resulted in more reliable
estimates of the effect sizes of the predictors on the outcomes. Addressing the
apparent need of examining relationships among variables simultaneously through
multivariate procedures rather than in isolation (Gardner et al., 1997), the current
study makes an important contribution to the related body of literature in this respect.

The overall results of the final regression analyses suggested that several
entering characteristics of students (input variables) and their experiences of several
aspects of the classroom environment (context variables) were significant predictors
of the subsequent foreign language learning outcomes. The contributions of these
predictors, however, were not equivalent across the three outcomes.

Regarding the combined overall contributions of the input and context
variables to the prediction of each of the outcomes, the final regression models
suggested that the predictors used for this study (same predictors were used
throughout) explained the greatest amount of variance in class participation (Rzad,- =
.738), followed by English achievement (R%,; = .563), and study habits (R%qj = .396).
Considering the norms mentioned previously regarding the strengths of overall effect
sizes of regression models, the model for the class participation criterion (74 %)
could be evaluated as close to being ‘very good’, the model for the English
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achievement criterion (56 %) as ‘good’, and the model for the study habits criterion
(40 %) as “poor but acceptable’.

As for the additional variances accounted for by the context variables above
and beyond that of the input variables (i.e., with the effects of the input variables
controlled for), there also appeared different patterns of relationships for each of the
three outcome measures. In other words, the students’ entering characteristics (input
variables) and their experiences of the classroom environment (context variables)
seemed to play somewhat different roles in the prediction of each of the language
learning outcomes.

Of the two broad classes of predictors, the input variables accounted for
modest and somewhat varying degrees of overall variances across the three criterion
variables with different combinations of predictors. The unique overall contribution
of the input predictors was the strongest in relation to English achievement (R? adj =
1436), followed by class participation (R? .g; = .375), and study habits (R? a5 = .321).
The amount of additional contributions made by the context variables to the full
models was the greatest for class participation, which provided an additional 36 %
(R? -change = .358) increase in the amount of variance accounted for, followed by
English achievement with an additional 13 % (R? -change = .130), and study habits
with an additional 8 % (R?-change = .081).

A major finding based on the comparison of the relative contributions of the
two broad classes of predictors to the prediction of the three outcomes is that both
input and context variables were somewhat equally important in the prediction of
class participation, while the input variables appeared to be more important than
context variables in the prediction of English achievement and study habits
outcomes. The finding regarding the study habits criterion, however, needs to be
interpreted cautiously since a substantial amount of its variance (60 %) remains
unaccounted for by the current predictors, which probably calls for inclusion of
additional predictors in future research.

Considering the relative strengths of the affective and cognitive dimensions
of the input predictors across the three outcomes in the final regression models,
affective entering characteristics seemed to play a major role in the prediction of
class participation, while overall academic achievement (a cognitive factor) turned
out to be more conspicuous in the prediction of English achievement and study habits
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outcomes. Although overall academic achievement was also a significant predictor of
class participation, it proved to be the least important one in the presence of other
predictors. Based on these findings it is suggested that cognitive factors similar to
that of the present study may play a more important role in the prediction of
outcomes (in this case study habits and English achievement) which are somewhat
more cognitively demanding. On the other hand, affective variables might come into
play in the prediction of outcomes (in this case class participation) which are
primarily affective in nature.

In support of this interpretation, the findings of several studies which
considered cognitive and affective variables simultaneously in multivariate contexts
generally suggest that achievement is influenced most importantly by two variables:
aptitude and motivation. Despite the difficulty of making generalizations as to the
relative importance of these two main classes of variables due to paucity of research,
it has generally been accepted that the language learning context and the status of the
target language play important roles in determining such relationships. For example,
in EFL contexts which typically put greater emphasis on the formal and structural
aspects of language mastery and the target language is mostly perceived as a school
subject, the measures which assess such outcomes seem to be influenced primarily
by the cognitive properties of the learners such as general ability or aptitude. On the
other hand, as far as the more communicative aspect of language learning is
concerned, as is generally the case in ESL contexts, the affective variables seem to
play a dominant role. Although this study does not focus on an ESL/EFL distinction
as such, the two outcome variables (English achievement and class participation) do
represent the formal and less formal aspects of the current language learning setting
in EUSFL. Taken from this formal/informal perspective, the current findings, which
illustrated the apparent distinctive role of the cognitive predictor in accounting for
variances in English achievement and class participation, seem to lend support to this
interpretation.

Along the same lines, the overall findings may also be interpreted within the
framework of the conceptual distinction drawn by Krashen (1981) between
‘learning’ and ‘acquisition’ which suggests that much of what is termed aptitude or
analytic ability is directly related to the conscious and explicit learning processes,
while attitudinal or affective factors may be more closely linked to the sub-conscious
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and implicit acquisition processes. In this respect, to the extent that this distinction is
applicable to English achievement (as learning) and class participation (as
acquisition), this finding may provide support to Krashen’s position.

Several researchers have discussed the impact of various general cognitive
skills like intelligence, verbal ability, native language aptitude, foreign language
aptitude, and so forth on achievement in foreign languages. For example, there is
some evidence of relationship between traditional measures of aptitude, such as the
Modern Language Aptitude test, and differential success of learners of English
(Robinson, 1997; Sasaki, 1993; Skehan, 1989). It has also been suggested that the
level of first language proficiency has a direct impact on the development of second
language proficiency (Sparks and Ganschow, 1991, 1993 a & b; Cummins, 2000;
Saville-Troike, 1984; Hakuta, 1990). Edwards, Wells, and Wechse (1982) also found
support for a relationship between intelligence and foreign language aptitude.

Thus, to the extent that the cognitive predictor utilized in this study
(University Entrance Exam- OSS quantitative composite scores) can be considered a
measure of overall academic ability or achievement, the finding of this study
regarding the relationship between overall academic achievement and English
achievement seems to be in general agreement with the above-mentioned
researchers. Although no studies were found in the literature, which used an overall
academic achievement measure based on students’ university entrance exam scores
as a cognitive predictor, a few studies which used high school GPA and school
entrance grades (somewhat similar predictors) seem to be in accordance with the
findings of the current study. For example, the finding that overall academic
achievement was the best predictor of English achievement (average of grammar and
vocabulary components of monthly exams at EUSFL) is consistent with the findings
of Onwuegbuzie et al. (2000) who reported that GPA, among other affective and
demographic variables, accounted for the greatest amount of proportion of the
variance in foreign language achievement based on students’ averaged course grades.
Probably of more relevance to the current study, Hart (1993) discovered that math
and language components of students’ high school entrance exam scores were the
most significantly correlated factors with foreign language achievement. In another

study Ehrman and Oxford (1995) reported that a class of cognitive strategies utilized
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by the learners in the target language were the ones used by successful students in
their study.

Despite the fact that there are also several other factors involved in language
learning that have little or nothing to do with cognition or aptitude for conceptual
understanding, one of the major findings of this study is that an overall cognitive
factor which was operationalized as the students’ quantitative (math and sciences)
composite scores on the University Entrance Exam explains the greatest amount of
reliable variance in English achievement, supporting the importance of a cognitive
dimension in predicting especially the formal and structural aspects of language
learning outcomes in this population. Regardless of what specific underlying
cognitive properties seem to be more plausible in accounting for differentials in
foreign language success, it is possible, at least in the educational setting of the
current study, that a global cognitive measure of ability be used as a predictor of
English achievement or similar outcomes.

Regarding the affective aspects of the input variables (entering student
characteristics), speaking anxiety, self-concept, and effort subdimension of
motivation, among other input variables, were substantial predictors of class
participation in the final regression model. These three predictors appeared to be
more important than the cognitive variable (overall academic achievement) in the
prediction of class participation. However, as far as the English achievement and
study habits outcomes were concerned they were of secondary importance, since
only one predictor form the affective subdimension, i.e., self-concept, was significant
and it accounted for much less variances compared to that of the cognitive predictor
in both models. This finding is in general agreement with those of Oxford and
Ehrman (1995) and Onwuegbuzie, et al (2000) who concluded that affective
variables play a secondary role in predicting foreign language achievement.
However, as it was discussed previously, this pattern of relationship seems to be
reversed for an outcome like class participation, which emphasizes the more
‘informal” and communicative aspects of foreign language learning rather than
‘formal’ and structural aspects of it. Thus, depending on the type of outcome being
evaluated, or more specifically on what side of the formal-informal continuum the
outcome is, it can be concluded that the relative importance of the affective and

cognitive predictors is likely to vary.
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Regardless of their ranking across the three regression models, a major
implication of this study concerning affective student characteristics in general is that
they are also as much important predictors of language learning outcomes as
cognitive ones, supporting Mcintyre’s (1995) view, that they are not mere side
effects of experiencing cognitive difficulties in mastering the target language as
implied by Sparks and Ganschow (1991).

Among the affective input characteristics assessed in this study, speaking
anxiety was the strongest predictor of class participation in the final regression
model, indicating an inverse relationship as expected. Higher levels of speaking
anxiety experienced by students prior to instruction was related to lower levels of
class participation at EUSFL. Despite being a significant predictor in the separate
regression models, speaking anxiety did not prove to be so for study habits and
English achievement outcomes in the final regression models where the effects of the
classroom environment variables (context variables) were also involved.

Thus, the initial assumption made while constructing the research design of
the study that the effects of anxiety experienced while speaking could also be evident
in other areas, which may not directly require or involve verbal interaction in
English, was not confirmed by the current findings. Given that the literature by and
large indicates that the strongest correlations between affective variables and several
achievement measures involve anxiety (Maclntyre et al. 1972), it can be speculated
that a somewhat different conceptualization of anxiety, rather than focusing on
speaking alone, might also indicate significant relations for the study habits and
English achievement outcomes. Therefore, based on the current findings it might be
misleading to infer that anxiety does not matter in the prediction of study habits and
English achievement. Perhaps, inclusion of a global construct of anxiety, along with
the more situation-specific speaking anxiety, could have illustrated these expected
relationships.

Considerable research (Aida, 1994; Bailey, 1990; Crookal and Oxford, 1991,
Ely, 1986; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986; Krashen, 1985b; Macintyre, 1995;
Maclintyre & Gardner, 1991; Price, 1991; Young, 1990) has consistently revealed
that anxiety can impede foreign language production and achievement. Language
anxiety experienced by language learners poses potential problems "because it can
interfere with the acquisition, retention and production of the new language”
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(Maclintyre & Gardner, 1991, p. 86). Krashen (1985) maintains that anxiety inhibits
the learner's ability to process incoming language and short-circuits the process of
acquisition. Crookall and Oxford (1991) also claim that serious language anxiety
may cause other related problems with self-esteem, self-confidence, and risk-taking
ability, and ultimately hampers proficiency in the second language. The literature
also suggests that anxiety matters to students especially when there is heavy ego-
involvement (Bailey 1983; Price, 1991; Horwitz et al., 1986; Young, 1990), as in
oral examinations (Tobias, 1980) and in situations which require participation of
students in oral classroom activities (Horwitz et al, 1991). Ely (1986) also contends
that anxious students are less likely to volunteer answers and to participate in oral
classroom activities.

Thus, the finding of this study that lower levels of speaking anxiety predicts
higher levels of class participation, in general, mirrors the body of related literature.
On the other hand, although the literature suggests a relationship between anxiety
and a host of several achievement measures, the failure to include anxiety in the
models for study habits and English achievement, which was most likely due to the
fact that a more pertinent dimension of anxiety was not represented in the research
design for these outcomes, appears to be a drawback of this study.

Another affective dimension of the input variables used in this study was self-
concept, which appeared to be a significant predictor of all three outcomes. Higher
levels of self-concept, which was conceptualized as the students’ beliefs in their
capabilities as language learners prior to instruction, were related to higher levels of
class participation, English achievement, and better study habits.

Using more or less similar self-related variables like self-esteem, self-
confidence, and self-efficacy several researchers have shown relationships with
motivational and  personality factors like anxiety, motivation, and
intoversion/extroversion and various language learning outcomes. Krashen (1981)
who developed the construct of affective filter, consisting of the variables anxiety,
motivation, and self-confidence asserts that these psychological variables may
strongly enhance or inhibit second language acquisition by playing a critical
intermediary role between the linguistic input available in the educational setting and

the student's ability to learn. Brown (1977) similarly points to associations between
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self-esteem, inhibition, ego strength, and risk taking which are all crucial factors in
successful language learning.

A study carried out by Clement (1986) identified self-confidence, among
various attitudinal and motivational factors, as the best predictor of foreign language
proficiency. Heyde (1979) similarly reported a positive relationship between oral
production and self-esteem. Watkins et al (1991), Brodkey and Shore (1976), and
Gardner and Lambert (1972) who included measures of self-esteem in their studies
also established relationships with various foreign language learning outcomes.

Thus, the findings of the present study regarding the relationship between
self-concept and the language learning outcomes, in general, appears to lend support
to the related body of literature. In particular, the finding that self-concept dimension
of the affective variables used in this study was a significant predictor of all three
outcome measures, and that it was the only affective predictor of English
achievement and study habits outcomes, also highlights its importance in the setting
of this study and suggests that it can represent a more global aspect of students’
affective characteristics than the other affective predictors.

Other findings regarding the affective entering characteristics concern the
motivational variables. The concept of motivation adopted for the purposes of this
study consists of three components: effort to learn English (extent of effort exerted
by students to study English in both formal school contexts and through their
individual efforts outside school), interest in learning English (extent to which
students like and are interested in learning English), and value attached to learning
English (extent of value attached by students to learning English with respect to its
educational, personal, and practical usefulness).

By their definitions, interest and value components draw on Deci and Ryan
(1985) who suggested the intrinsic/extrinsic dichotomy, two underlying sources of
motivation. Intrinsic motivation is the involvement with the activity to receive
enjoyment and internally rewarding consequences from it. Extrinsic motivation, on
the other hand, is involvement with the activity in anticipation of extrinsic rewards
such as, money, prizes, grades, and so forth. As suggested by factor analyses based
on data gathered from previous pilot studies, the interest dimension in this study with
its items representing enjoyment, satisfaction, and interest is similar to students’

intrinsic orientations. On the other hand, the items in the value component, which
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primarily focus on practical and pragmatic usefulness of studying English, stand for
what Deci and Ryan call extrinsic motivation. The effort dimension, regardless of
underlying reasons, is concerned with the effort shown to reach a goal, or more
specifically, the actual outcome of these driving sources.

Gardner’s (Gardner and Lambert, 1972) socio-educational model, which has
been influential in most motivational research, similarly proposed two basic sources
of motivation: integrative and instrumental orientations. The motivation is
instrumental if the learner is oriented towards such practical advantages as studying
or getting a good job in the country where the target language is spoken. On the other
hand, the motivation is integrative if the learner has a sincere and personal interest in
the people and the culture of the target language. Gardner and Lambert (1972)
suggested that integrative motivation is more effective than instrumental motivation,
which has been verified on several occasions. On the other hand, later research
carried out in different cultural and educational settings generally suggested
contradictory findings (Chihara & Oller, 1978; Ddornyei, 1990; Au, 1988; Oller,
Baca, and Vigil, 1977; Clément and Kruidenier, 1983), which led to a questioning of
Gardner’s concept of motivation.

According to Brown (1996) intrinsic and extrinsic orientations seem to be
more easily distinguishable than integrative-instrumental motivations, as well as
being more applicable to EFL contexts. However, just like the integrative-
instrumental distinction, the intrinsic-extrinsic distinction has also been criticized on
the grounds that it does not seem to address the dynamic and variable nature of
motivation (Ddrnyei, 1998).

Although the concept of motivation is frequently used in SLA contexts, there
seems to be little agreement among experts as to its exact meaning, and the factors
underlying it. What most scholars seem to agree on, though, is that motivation is one
of the key factors that influence the rate and success of second/foreign language
learning. As Ddrnyei (1998) states, “motivation provides the primary impetus to
initiate learning the L2 and later the driving force to sustain the long and often
tedious learning process ” and it “can make up for considerable deficiencies both in
one’s language aptitude and learning conditions” (p. 117).

In light of discussions concerning motivational theories in the SLA literature,
it can be inferred that it is actually the strength or intensity of motivation that seems
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to matter rather than the type or reasons underlying it. As Ely (1986) argues it is
important that motivation be discussed primarily with regard to the level of strength
or intensity, how much the students are motivated, simply and directly. Along the
same line of discussion, of the three aspects of motivation (effort, interest, value), the
effort dimension is given a particular focus in this study, since it is believed that no
matter how a learner is oriented in learning the target language, it is the motivational
intensity or effort that actually determines how motivated a learner is and how much
it, in turn, predicts the outcomes.

Providing partial support for this assumption is the finding that the effort
dimension of motivation, which was conceptualized as the students’ perceptions of
how much effort they exerted to study English in both formal school contexts and
through their individual efforts outside school prior to instruction at EUSFL, was the
only significant motivational predictor of class participation. Despite being also
significant predictors of class participation in the separate analysis, though to a much
lesser extent, the interest and value dimensions lost their significance with the
inclusion of classroom environment variables in the final model.

Although one may assume that students’ initial levels of effort, as are the
other affective characteristics, would likely be modified by certain contextual factors
throughout students’ exposure to the instructional process, it proved to have enough
power to continue being an important predictor of class participation even in the
presence of classroom environment variables, at least over a one-semester period at
EUSFL. This indicates the unique and independent importance of student’ previous
effort levels, among other significant input and context variables, as a predictor of
how much they participate in class activities and tasks.

Thus, it can be suggested that the intrinsic (interest) or extrinsic (value)
orientations of students for learning English do not really count as important as the
levels of effort they exert towards explaining subsequent class participation in this
setting. Perhaps the students’ intrinsic or extrinsic orientations, although may be
instrumental to some extent in shaping students’ perceptions of the importance of
English, are not really as useful and informative factors as effort when it comes to
predicting an outcome like class participation in such an educational setting.

Regarding the study habits and English achievement outcomes, however,

none of the motivational variables were significant in the final regression models. In
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the separate regression analyses where the input variables were considered as a
single set of predictors, the effort and value components were significant predictors
of study habits and the value component was a significant predictor of English
achievement. However, they were no longer so in the presence of classroom
environment variables in the final models. Perhaps, the effects of students’ previous
motivations are only apparent as far as a somewhat communicative aspect of
language learning, such as class participation, is concerned and such effects are
probably more directly attributable to the strength or intensity of motivation than the
type or underlying reasons of motivation.

Although the literature on SLA motivation has been dominated until recently
by the integrative-instrumental and intrinsic-extrinsic distinctions, research on the
relationship between motivation and second language acquisition is ongoing with the
inclusion of several other individual and contextual factors depending on particular
research settings. Owing to the complex nature of motivation, and the diversity and
inconclusiveness of the current body of research, which make it difficult to identify
common themes and lead to generalizations, the findings of this study concerning
motivational variables do not seem to be directly comparable to any specific studies
found in the literature. At a broad level of discussion, though, the finding for class
participation seems to be in accordance with the general contention of the literature
that motivation is one of the key factors in explaining L2 learning (Krashen, 1985;
Brown, 1996; Gardner, 1985; Ely, 1986; Ddrnyei; 1994, 1998). At a more specific
level of discussion, it can be concluded that whatever reasons are at the root of
students’ motivations to learn English, the extent of ‘effort” expended by students to
reach that goal appears to play a significant role in determining students’ levels of
active participation in class activities and tasks. Despite the limited focus of this
study, which may have left out other potentially important aspects of motivation, this
finding highlights the importance of effort over students’ orientations (interest and
value) and supports Ely’s (1986) argument in this respect.

To sum up the discussion regarding affective entering characteristics involved
in this study, speaking anxiety, self-concept, and motivation appear to be significant
predictors of class participation. The self-concept dimension was also a significant
predictor of the study habits and English achievement outcomes. Krashen (1985)

similarly highlights the importance of motivation, self-confidence, and anxiety in
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predicting various language learning outcomes which are somewhat similar to those
used in this study. Krashen further posits that these affective variables matter
especially as far as the more implicit and unconscious process of ‘acquisition’ (as
opposed to explicit and conscious ‘learning’) is concerned. Given the finding that the
affective predictors of this study were important primarily in relation to class
participation, which can be assumed to roughly correspond to acquisition, Krashen’s
claim is supported. Furthermore, the fact that the affective variables were important
even after about a one-semester period, and in the presence of the classroom
environment variables, points to their unique and persistent impact.

Apart from the cognitive and affective variables, several variables which
were collectively labeled as demographic characteristics constituted yet another
dimension of the entering (input) student characteristics in this study. They were:
age, gender, father’s education, mother’s education, exposure to English (whether
student has previously attended preparatory English classes or not), and residence
(whether student lives with their family or not).

Age has been a major area of interest in SLA research. Extensive research by
and large suggests that the rate of learning a second/foreign language is strongly
influenced by the age of the learner (e.g. Krashen, 1985; Ehrman and Oxford, 1995;
Snow and Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1977; Tahta, Wood and Loewenthal, 1981; Johnson and
Newport, 1989; Seliger, 1978). Several short-term studies have shown that when the
length of instruction is held constant younger learners seem to outperform older
learners in the pronunciation and fluency related aspects of language learning. On the
other hand older learners learn faster than younger learners as far as the rule-
governed or formal aspects of language learning are concerned which have been
attributed to an advantage in cognitive maturity, greater world knowledge, and
enhanced learning capabilities (Ausubel, 1964; Burstall, et al., 1974; Cummins,
1981; Collier, 1988; Schachter, 1989; Ehrman and Oxford; 1995)

However, other studies have suggested that eventually younger learners may
be more proficient in the long run, particularly in the area of oral communication,
even if older learners are quicker in the short run (Krashen, Long, and Scarcella,
1979). There appears to be a general consensus that younger learners are far more

likely to attain and retain native-like pronunciation than are older learners.
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In light of the general suggestion of the literature that age is one of the
important factors in language learning, it was assumed that, taken from the
perspective of maturity, age differences among students at EUSFL might also
contribute to the explanation of the outcomes. However, the age variable used in this
study did not prove to be significant predictor of any of the outcomes, nor did it
indicate any significant correlations with the outcomes or other predictors. This was
probably due to the narrow age range of the subjects who participated in the study.
Students, most of whom were young adults, did not indicate marked variations in
terms of their ages. Given that much of the studies in the literature appear to have
used data of large dispersions or separate age groups (e.g. children versus adults or
pre-puberty versus post-puberty), perhaps the lack of significant associations
attributable to age in this study should not be surprising. However, regardless of
comparisons with other research findings, this finding is significant on its own,
suggesting that age, as is, does not play an important role in explaining the language
learning outcomes in this setting.

Gender was included in the research design of this study as another
potentially important variable in the prediction of the language learning outcomes.
Differences in language learning outcomes as an influence of gender has mainly been
attributed to cognitive and social factors. One widely-discussed cognitive difference
between the two genders is attributed to brain lateralization, when the left brain,
which controls most language functions, develops faster in females than in males. It
is not completely clear, however, whether early lateralization of language function
among girls actually provides them with a cognitive advantage over boys in the long
run.

Recent studies into gender differences have mainly focused on various
attitudinal, social, and cultural factors, which appear to be more relevant than
biological explanations given the importance of learners’ social experiences and
interactions in L2 learning. Oxford (1994), for example, points to a primarily
sociocultural basis to gender differences, rather than innate biological differences.

Research concerning individual language learner differences due to gender
generally indicates that females tend to show greater integrative motivation, more
positive affect towards learning, are keener to seek out authentic input and are more
willing risk-takers (Oxford, 1993; Ehrman & Oxford, 1995). Oxford and Nykios
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(1989) discovered that female college students, contrasted with males, used more
strategies to elicit conversation from others. Boyle (1987) reported that female
university students were superior in general language proficiency through the effects
of learning styles, anxiety, attitudes and motivations which are typically associated
with gender. Burstall (1975) described that girls had substantially higher scores than
boys on all French achievement tests in British primary schools. In general the
literature suggests that females tend to be better language learners than males.

In this study gender appeared to play a significant role in the prediction of
study habits but it was not a significant predictor of class participation or English
achievement. Females had considerably better study habits than males. Although
females also seemed to outperform males with regard to English achievement scores
in the regression analysis which considered the input predictors only, this was not so
in the final regression analysis. As far as class participation was concerned gender
did not seem to matter at all.

Thus, given that study habits can be considered a somewhat global measure
of learning strategies, the finding that females appear to have better study habits than
males can be interpreted as partial support to the studies which reported that females
tend to use more optimal strategies than males (Oxford and Nykios; 1989, Oxford,
1993; Ehrman & Oxford, 1995).

Exposure to English was another demographic variable used for the
prediction of the outcomes in this study. It was assumed that students’ previous high
school experiences of English, more specifically whether or not they had attended
preparatory English classes prior to EUSFL, would be related to several affective
factors and in turn would exert an impact on the language learning outcomes.
Furthermore, students’ familiarity with English as a consequence of having taken
preparatory English instruction at high school would likely have an impact on the
subsequent outcomes, assuming a facilitative role of this prior background
knowledge in increasing the speed and rate of learning at EUSFL.

Krashen and Seliger (1976) and Krashen, Seliger, and Hartnett (1974)
pointed to a relationship between students’ number of years of previous formal
instruction in a school setting and higher gains in English proficiency. Along a
similar line, prior high school experience with foreign language has been claimed to

be one of the significant predictors of foreign language anxiety (Onwuegbuzie,
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Bailey, & Daley, 2000; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). It is generally suggested
that prior exposure to foreign language instruction relates to foreign language
achievement via various affective factors like anxiety and motivation, which
manipulate affective filters (Krashen, 1981) and thereby makes students receptive or
unreceptive to language input.

The results of this study indicated that previous exposure to English was a
significant predictor of class participation and English achievement. Interestingly, the
mean class participation scores of students who had previously taken preparatory
English classes were significantly lower than those who had not, indicating a
negative relationship. The students with this experience seemed to be more likely to
avoid taking part in class activities and tasks. On the other hand, as expected,
students with the experience of preparatory English instruction seemed to outperform
their counterparts who had no such experience in terms of English achievement.

The finding that previous exposure was a significant predictor of English
achievement in this study seems to lend support to the general contention of the
literature, and in particular to those of Krashen and Seliger (1976) and Krashen,
Seliger, and Hartnett (1974), that exposure to previous formal instruction is another
important factor in accounting for variances in foreign language learning outcomes.

On the other hand, the finding that exposure had a negative impact on class
participation appears to be somewhat counter-intuitive, as one would normally
expect that students with prior experience of preparatory English classes would be
more self-confident, less inhibited, and as a result would be more willing to take part
in what was going on in class. However, the results indicated the otherwise. Perhaps,
the often-heard comments by such students (and occasionally echoed by their
teachers) that they are bored with doing the same things, and the program at EUSFL
does not introduce much of a novelty in motivating this group of students to continue
leaning English, may explain this finding. In-depth qualitative investigations are
needed to be able to make further comments on this issue. Whatever the underlying
reasons might be, however, it is apparent that students’ previous experience of
English preparatory instruction at secondary education level in general does not
appear to be a positive one, as it negatively influences students’ levels of class

participation later on at EUSFL.
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Overall, the findings emerged for the two outcomes suggest that although
students’ prior exposure may prove to be beneficial with respect to the formal an
structural aspects of learning (English achievement), it does not readily guarantee
positive gains, and in fact appear to be even detrimental, as far as a somewhat
informal and communicative aspect of language learning (class participation) is
concerned.

Most educational research suggests that higher socio-economic status (SES)
is associated with greater academic achievement. Being a global indicator of SES,
parents' education level is also claimed to be strongly associated with student
achievement. In general, children of parents with higher levels of education seem to
perform better, on average, on assessments of academic achievement. In the field of
SLA, similarly, parents’ level of education is considered an important factor in
explaining outcomes. It is generally believed that parents play a very important role
in attitude development (Gardner, 1985). Parents’ level of education is related to the
extent of encouragement they provide which in turn has an influence on students’
attitudes and motivation (Coletta, Clement, and Edwards, 1983; Skehan, 1989).

In this study father’s education and mother’s education were also included in
the research design as potentially important demographic predictors of the outcomes.
The results, however, were not indicative of any significant relationships with any of
the predictors or the outcome variables. It can be speculated that such associations
might have been apparent with younger subjects who are more dependent on their
parents, unlike the subjects of this study who are somewhat more independent as
most of whom are away from their families.

Another dimension of the demographic input predictors used in this study
was student residence, more specifically whether the students lived with their
families in Kayseri during their study at EUSFL. It was assumed that students who
live with their families, as opposed to those living in a dormitory or in a flat away
from their families, would receive greater support and encouragement from their
parents or other family members, which would in turn have a positive impact on their
language learning outcomes, especially with respect to study habits. The findings of
final regression models indicated that students living with their families were
significantly better than their counterparts with respect to study habits and English
achievement outcomes. Although the same direction of relationship was also
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suggested in the separate regression analysis carried out for the class participation
outcome, it did not turn out to be a significant predictor of this outcome in the final
regression model. A comparison of the magnitudes of beta weights across the two
outcomes also suggested that residence was a much more substantial predictor of
study habits than it was of English achievement. This finding makes particular sense,
as one would logically expect it to be relevant in the first place to an outcome like
study habits where the influences of parental support and encouragement would be
most conspicuous.

Context (classroom environment) variables were the other broad set of
variables used in the prediction of the three language learning outcomes, which
consisted of psychosocial (teacher supportiveness, student cohesiveness),
instructional/managerial (involvement, task orientation and organization, class
order), physical (physical conditions), and course-related materials (satisfaction with
coursebooks) dimensions.

Various aspects of classroom environment have often been found to influence
learning outcomes (Fraser, 1986; Haertal, Walberg & Haertal, 1981; McRobbie &
Fraser, 1993) often over and above various student characteristics (Fraser, 1986). A
meta-analysis carried out by Haertel, Walberg, & Haertel (1981) revealed students’
perceptions of classroom environment as a critical factor in determining certain
aspects of student outcomes such as motivation, achievement and student
satisfaction. Their findings reviewed by Haertal et al., (1981) clearly support a strong
association between several student cognitive and affective learning outcomes and
students' perceptions of various characteristics of classroom environments. They
concluded that gains in cognitive and affective learning outcomes were consistently
associated with classrooms, which were perceived as having greater cohesiveness,
satisfaction, goal direction, organization, and less friction.

An overall finding of this study was that, controlling for the entering student
characteristics (input variables), the set of classroom environment variables (context
variables) appeared to make varying degrees of additional contributions to the final
models with 36 %, 13 %, and 8 % of the overall variances accounted for the class
participation, English achievement, and study habits outcomes, respectively. Except
for class order, all the dimensions of classroom environment were represented as

significant predictors of class participation in the final model. In terms of English
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achievement, teacher supportiveness, involvement, and coursebook satisfaction were
the significant predictors. As for study habits, involvement was the only significant
classroom environment predictor. Considering the overall magnitudes, as well as the
number of significant predictors involved in the models, the classroom environment
variables by and large seemed to be more strongly associated to class participation
than they were to English achievement and study habits. This finding makes sense, as
the effects of classroom environment would be expected to relate in the first place to
what was going on in the classroom where various forms of interactions and group
dynamics are involved.

Teacher supportiveness, a psychosocial aspect of the classroom environment,
was the strongest predictor of class participation, even after the effects of the input
variables and the other classroom environment variables were controlled for. In the
model for English achievement, it was the second best predictor following the
cognitive input predictor (overall academic achievement). Although there was a
positive moderate correlation between teacher supportiveness and study habits, it was
not a significant predictor neither in the separate nor final regression analyses. Thus,
teacher supportiveness, which was operationalized in this study as the amount of
help, concern, and friendship the teacher shows to students, appears to be a key
factor in explaining how much students participate in class activities and, to lesser
degree, how successful they are in terms of English achievement.

The literature consistently suggests associations between a low-anxiety
classroom environment, which is basically established by the teacher, and greater
participation of learners in the language learning process (e.g. Fraser, Nash, and
Fisher, 1983; Krashen, 1985; Sano et. al., 1984; Ely, 1986). Although much of the
classroom environment research are from other subject matter areas, which use
different variables and different measurement instruments, the findings of this study
regarding teacher supportiveness in general corroborate the findings of the related
body of literature which emphasizes the importance of the teacher in maintaining a
non-threatening, supportive classroom environment.

Another psychosocial dimension of the classroom environment was student
cohesiveness which was operationalized as the extent to which students help each
other, get to know each other easily, and enjoy working together. Student

cohesiveness was a significant predictor of class participation suggesting that
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students who perceived higher levels of cohesiveness in their classes similarly
reported participating more in class activities and tasks. The effect of student
cohesiveness, however, was minor compared to other predictors involved in the final
regression model. Furthermore, although student cohesiveness was significantly
correlated with study habits and English achievement, it did not prove to be a
significant predictor in the regression models.

Thus, it appears that students’ perceptions of cohesiveness exert a unique
influence on class participation, but does not seem to matter in explaining study
habits or English achievement in this setting. With regard to class participation, this
relationship makes sense as it would be plausible to expect students to be less
anxious in a cohesive environment and in turn be more willing participants in class
interactions. The lack of significant association between student cohesiveness and
English achievement is not surprising probably because such a relationship between
what goes on in the classroom in terms of student relations and results of formal tests
would not be as straightforward. Perhaps, such a relationship, if any, may be
observable indirectly rather than directly. On the other hand, the finding that there
was no significant association between student cohesiveness and study habits seems
to be somewhat counter intuitive. Although it makes sense to assume that higher
levels of friendship and cooperation among students would likely be a positive
influence on their study habits, the results indicated no such relationship. Perhaps a
friendly climate among students does not necessarily mean that they have positive
attitudes towards studying outside class, and in fact they may even share counter
educational attitudes making them indifferent and limiting the time they spend
studying outside class. Given the finding that student residence (a demographic
predictor) is a considerably important factor, while student cohesiveness does not
seem to matter at all, it can be concluded that support or encouragement provided by
the family environment as a result of living together, rather than what is contributed
by the cohesiveness level of the classroom environment, is what really counts in
predicting the extent to which students have better outside class study habits in this
population.

Considerable body of research indicates that the student cohesiveness aspect
of classroom environment is an important factor in explaining outcomes, particularly

affective ones, in various subject matter areas (Haertel, Walberg, & Haertel, 1981;
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Fraser, 1998). Although this study is not directly comparable to any studies in the
ESL /EFL literature due to paucity of research focusing on classroom environment
with similar variables, the finding of the current study that student cohesiveness is a
significant predictor of class participation seems to be in agreement with the general
body of classroom environment research.

An instructional/managerial aspect of the classroom environment in this study
was student involvement which was operationalized as the students’ perceptions of
the extent to which their classmates have attentive interest and are involved in
classroom activities and tasks. The results of regression analyses indicated that
student involvement was a significant predictor of all three outcomes which
suggested that students who perceived higher levels of involvement of their peers in
their classes also perceived themselves as students with higher levels of class
participation, better outside class study habits, and had higher English achievement
scores. Following teacher supportiveness, student involvement was the second most
important predictor of class participation in the final regression model. With regard
to the study habits criterion, it was the most important predictor in the final model
and also the only significant predictor from the classroom environment category. As
for the English achievement criterion, student involvement also proved to be a
significant predictor, yet was of a lesser degree of importance among others. Of the
five significant interval variables (exposure and residence are categorical variables
and are only comparable among themselves) it ranked the fourth important predictor
of English achievement. It is noteworthy of mention that student involvement
appears to have the broadest scope of influence, among other dimensions of the
classroom environment, since it is associated with all three outcomes of the study. In
addition to being associated with the more immediate outcome, i.e., class
participation, it also has an impact, though relatively slight, in explaining the levels
of study habits and English achievement.

Research into classroom environment suggests that greater class involvement
is one of the significant predictors of a positive classroom environment which in turn
predicts various attitudinal and cognitive outcomes (Haertel, Walberg, & Haertel,
1981; Fraser, Nash, & Fisher, 1983; Fraser, Pearse, & Azmi, 1982; Rentoul and
Fraser, 1980). The current study similarly highlights the importance of high levels of
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class involvement in this research setting and supports the findings of previous
research.

Another instructional/managerial aspect of classroom environment in this
study was task orientation and organization, which was conceptualized as the
students’ perceptions of the degree of importance given by the teacher to the
completion of specified objectives and tasks and the degree to which the classroom
activities are planned and organized. Task orientation and organization was a
significant predictor of class participation in the final regression model, which
suggested a positive relationship. Its effect, however, was considerably lower than
that of other classroom environment variables.

Although it was also a significant predictor of study habits in the regression
model which considered the classroom environment variables only, it did not turn out
to be a significant predictor in the final regression model. As for English
achievement, it did not prove to be a significant predictor neither in the separate nor
final regression models, although correlational analysis yielded a significant positive
correlation between the two variables.

Educators have generally accepted that classrooms characterized by high
degrees of teacher expectation, direction, structure, and organization tend to produce
the most favorable student outcomes. In general, research into effective teacher
characteristics suggests that achievement is improved when teachers structure and
organize the material, present clear instructional objectives, have high levels of
expectations from the students, emphasize instruction as their basic role, and apply
effective classroom management strategies (Brophy & Evertson, 1976; Fisher, et al.,
1980; Stallings, 1975) On the other hand, several studies which investigated the
emotional climate in the classroom point to the importance of the teacher in
maintaining primarily a warm, friendly, supportive, and communicative environment
in accounting for higher gains especially in various attitudinal outcomes (Weinstein,
1983; Soar & Soar, 1983; Crocker & Brooker; 1986; Kutnick, 1988).

Although it is not that clear whether the affective or the structural influences
of the teacher on the classroom environment actually leads to better learning, the
literature suggests that attitudinal outcomes are primarily associated with non-
cognitive or affective outcomes like class participation while cognitive outcomes like

summative achievement tests seem to relate to more structural functioning of the
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classrooms (Haertal et al., 1981). Apparently, several contextual variables also
appear to play mediating roles in these relationships across different educational and
cultural settings.

Given that a positive classroom environment is shaped primarily through
psychosocial interactions in the classroom and is associated in the first place with the
processes (what goes on in the classroom in terms of affective relationships) rather
than with the cognitive outcomes, the finding that the task orientation and
organization dimension plays a subordinate role to that of teacher supportiveness in
the prediction of an affective variable (i.e., class participation) makes sense and is in
general agreement with the overall contention of the literature.

Along the same line of discussion, although a relationship would be expected
between task orientation and organization and the cognitive outcome (English
achievement) and this relationship would be in the opposite pattern (i.e., task
orientation and organization being more strongly related to the criterion than teacher
supportiveness), no such relationship was observed in the final regression model. In
fact teacher supportiveness also proved to be a substantial predictor of English
achievement, though to a lesser degree, being the second best predictor in the model
following the cognitive entry characteristic (overall academic achievement).

Thus, as it appears from these findings it can be inferred that in the setting of
this study the teacher’s affective influence on the classroom environment matters
more than their structural, organizational influence and it relates not only to the
affective outcome (class participation) but also to the cognitive one (English
achievement), suggesting a broader scope of impact.

Closely associated with the managerial (structural) aspect of the classroom
environment, class order has generally been considered under the broad
conceptualization of classroom organization in the field of classroom environment
research, often labeled as organization and order. In this study, drawing on the
findings of previous pilot studies, class order was considered as a single factor,
distinct from the organization dimension, which was conceptualized as the students’
perceptions of the degree to which order and discipline is maintained in the
classroom.

Research on effective management consistently suggests that classroom
structures are successfully established when certain class rules and procedures are

158



announced, enforced, and routinized in the classroom (Brophy, 1986; Doyle, 1986;
Kounin, 1970; Brophy and Good, 1986; Emmer, Evertson, Clements, & Worsham,
1994). Although there seems to be no direct association with cognitive outcomes like
achievement, research carried out especially with younger learners by and large
suggest that traditional classrooms (as opposed to more open forms of classrooms)
with higher levels of order and organization and fewer incidents of disruptive
behavior are associated with lower levels of anxiety and positive efficacy
expectations (Trickett, 1983; Fraser, Nash, & Fisher (1983), which in turn is likely to
facilitate optimal learning conditions. The literature also suggests that more flexible
classrooms with lesser degrees of teacher control tend to be positively associated
with affective outcomes (Horowitz, 1979) especially with the older learners (Arlin,
1976).

In this study class order did not appear as a significant predictor in any of the
regression models, despite the fact that it was significantly correlated in the expected
negative direction with all three outcomes. Thus, although the existence of slight
associations can be inferred between lower levels of disorder and higher levels of
class participation, better study habits, and higher achievement as indicated by
correlational analyses, this variable does not seem to have unique significant
contributions in explaining any of the outcome variables in the final regression
analyses.

Aspects of the classroom environment pertaining to physical conditions have
often been cited as significant contributing factors to student self concept (Fraser,
1986; Ames 1992; Taylor 1993) as well as to the degree of student satisfaction and
achievement (Pierce, 1994; Bowers and Burkett; 1989). It is generally suggested that
purposeful attention to the physical classroom environment can improve student
attitudes and motivation toward their education (Ames, 1992). Research investigating
the role of the physical conditions together with the psychosocial and instructional
aspects of the classroom environment is scarce. In this study the physical conditions
dimension which focused on such physical properties of the classroom as, work
space, seating arrangement, comfort, and attractiveness was included in the research
design as another potentially important aspect of the classroom environment.

The results of regression analyses revealed that physical conditions
dimension was a significant predictor of class participation, which however indicated

159



a minor effect size, ranking the second least important predictor among others,
slightly above overall academic achievement. Despite significant correlations at the
bivariate level, it was not a significant predictor of study habits or English
achievement in the regression models.

To sum up, in general agreement with the findings of the current body of
research, the physical aspects of the classroom environment as conceptualized in this
study appear to be partly responsible in explaining the levels of class participation. It
is suggested that students with perceptions of more spacious, comfortable, and
visually appealing classrooms also report higher levels of class participation.
Although the literature also suggests associations between similar physical aspects of
the classroom and various cognitive (achievement) outcomes, this was not the case
for the English achievement or study habits outcomes in the setting of this study. As
discussed previously, that classroom environment variables tend to be more pertinent
predictors of affective outcomes rather than cognitive ones, also seem to apply for
the physical aspects of the classroom environment.

Another dimension of the classroom environment in this study concerns
course-related materials, which explored students’ perceptions of the extent to which
the coursebook (English File Series, OUP), its components (audio cassettes,
workbooks, etc), and the supplementary materials are satisfactory in meetings their
needs and expectations. Despite paucity of research which considered the learning
materials dimension along with other aspects of the classroom environment, it has
generally been accepted that students perceptions’ of the course-related materials
also make significant contributions to shaping students’ attitudes and motivation,
which in turn have an impact on various outcomes. Allwright (1990) argues that
coursebooks are the center of instruction and in many cases one of the most
important influences on what goes on in the classroom as teachers and students
generally rely heavily on coursebooks, which determine the components, methods,
and procedures of learning. Littlejohn and Windeatt (1989) argue that materials have
a hidden curriculum that includes attitudes toward knowledge, attitudes toward
teaching and learning, attitudes toward the role and relationship of the teacher and
student.

Thus, it becomes clear that perceived satisfactoriness of the coursebooks is
likely to be one of the determining factors of the classroom environment and in turn
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the subsequent outcomes via students’ attitudes and motivation. In support of this
assumption the results of the regression analyses indicated that satisfaction with
course materials was a significant predictor of class participation and English
achievement. Although a significant bivariate correlation was indicated between
satisfaction with course materials and study habits and it was a significant predictor
of study habits in the separate regression analysis, it did not turn out to be a
significant predictor in the final regression model. Thus, higher levels of satisfaction
with course materials expressed by students appear to be a significant determinant of
higher levels of class participation and higher English achievement in this setting.

The findings of this study regarding the individual contributions of the
specified predictors towards the prediction of the three outcome variables, as
indicated by standardized regression coefficients (beta) in the final regression
models, are summarized below. A visual summary of the predictors of each of the
outcomes is also presented in Figures 2, 3, and 4.

Accordingly, the determinants of higher levels of class participation, in

descending order of importance, are as follows:

1. Teacher supportiveness: Students perceive higher levels of help, support,
concern, and friendship from the teacher.

2. Involvement: Students perceive higher levels of attentive interest and
involvement of their classmates in classroom activities and tasks

3. Satisfaction with course materials: Students express higher levels of
satisfaction with course materials (coursebooks and its components) in
meeting their needs and expectations

4. Speaking anxiety: Students express lower levels of speaking anxiety prior
to instruction at EUSFL

5. Self-concept: Students perceived themselves as more capable learners of
English prior to instruction at EUSFL

6. Task orientation an organization: Students perceive higher levels of task-
orientedness and importance attached to the completion of class
objectives, activities, and tasks by their teachers. They also have
perceptions of higher levels of planning, organization, and structure in the
classes of their teachers.
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7. Effort (Motivation): Students reported that they exerted higher levels of
effort to learn English prior to instruction at EUSFL.

8. Student cohesiveness: Students perceive higher levels of friendship and
cooperation among students in their classes.

9. Physical conditions: Students perceive better physical conditions in their
classes characterized by higher levels of comfort, cleanliness,
attractiveness, and spaciousness

10. Overall academic achievement. Students have higher overall academic
standings based on their University Entrance Examination- OSS 2001

quantitative composite scores.

In addition to the predictors listed above, a dichotomous (two-level)
demographic entering characteristic variable, i.e., previous exposure to English, is
another predictor of class participation. Being a dichotomous variable, previous
exposure to English is not comparable in terms of its effect size to the other interval
variables in the study, and therefore is considered separately. Although the effect
size, on its own, indicated a very small influence on the criterion it was statistically
significant. Students with higher levels of class participation are those who had not

attended a preparatory English program prior to EUSFL.

The following predictors, in descending order of importance, characterized
better study habits:

1. Involvement: Students perceive higher levels of attentive interest and
involvement of their classmates in classroom activities and tasks

2. Overall academic achievement. Students have higher overall academic
standings based on their University Entrance Examination- OSS 2001
quantitative composite scores.

3. Self-concept: Students perceived themselves as more capable learners of
English prior to instruction at EUSFL

In addition to the interval variables, the following dichotomous demographic
variables, in descending order of importance, were also significant predictors of
study habits.
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1. Residence: Students who live their families

2. Gender: Female students

As for the English achievement criterion, the following variables, in

descending order of importance, were the significant predictors:

1. Overall academic achievement. Students had higher overall academic
standings based on their University Entrance Examination- OSS 2001
quantitative composite scores.

2. Teacher supportiveness: Students perceived higher levels of help, support,
concern, and friendship from the teacher.

3. Self-concept: Students perceived themselves as more capable learners of
English prior to instruction at EUSFL

4. Involvement: Students perceive higher levels of attentive interest and
involvement of their classmates in classroom activities and tasks

5. Satisfaction with course materials: Students express higher levels of
satisfaction with course materials (coursebooks and its components) in

meeting their needs and expectations

In addition to the interval variables, the following dichotomous demographic
variables, in descending order of importance, were also significant predictors of
English achievement.

1. Previous exposure to English: Students had attended a preparatory

English program prior to EUSFL.

2. Residence: Students who live their families
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INPUT VARIABLES

| Aca
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| Fed || Med |

Anx- Speaking Anxiety

Eff- Effort/Motivation

Int- Interest in English

Val- Value attached to English

S-C- Self-concept

Aca- Overall academic achievement
Exp- Exposure to English

Gen- Gender

Res- Student's residence

Age- Age

Fed- Father's education

Med- Mother's education

Ts- Teacher supportivenes

Sc- Student cohesiveness

Inv- Involvement

Tor- Task orientation and organization
Ord- Class order

Phy- Physical conditions

Cb- Satisfaction with coursebook
Part- Class participation

CONTEXT VARIABLES

Figure 2. Diagram depicting relations of input and context variables to class
participation. Only significant standardized regression coefficients (beta) are shown.
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Figure 3. Diagram depicting relations of input and context variables to study habits.
Only significant standardized regression coefficients (beta) are shown.
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Figure 4. Diagram depicting relations of input and context variables to English
achievement. Only significant standardized regression coefficients (beta) are shown.

Implications for Practice

This study reveals that several aspects of students’ entering characteristics
and their experiences of the classroom environment affect each of the outcomes in
various ways. On the whole, the findings are consistent with considerable prior
research which investigated the impact of various student characteristics and
classroom environment variables on student outcomes. Unlike most previous
research, the current study explored these two broad classes of variables
simultaneously controlling for each other’s effects, and in relation to three different
types of outcomes, rather than a single one. In this way, the findings are believed to
have resulted in more reliable estimates of the effects of the predictors, as well as
enabling comparisons of effect sizes across the three different types of outcomes.

In addition to its contributions to some theoretical issues in the literature as
discussed above, the findings regarding the effects of the predictors on the outcomes
have several practical implications, which could provide useful information on how
to tackle several organizational and instructional problems at EUSFL, as well as in
various similar educational contexts. Given that gaining an understanding of the roles
of the students’ entering characteristics and the classroom environment in explaining

outcomes is essential in planning and adjusting various curricular and instructional
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activities, program coordinators and teachers at EUSFL could benefit from the
findings of this study. It should, however, be noted that, since this is an exploratory
study and the results are to be replicated through further confirmatory studies,
caution should be taken to avoid premature inferences or overgeneralizations.

Regarding class participation, lack of which is considered to be the one of the
most problematic issues by teachers at EUSFL, it appears that maintenance of a
suitable classroom environment is conductive to higher levels of student
participation. The teacher has an important role and responsibility in achieving this
goal, in the first place, by providing students with support, help, and friendship, as
well as encouraging higher levels involvement and on-task behaviors in class, being
task-oriented and organized, encouraging friendship and cooperation among
students, and attending to physical qualities of the classroom. Teachers could be
sensitized to the importance of these factors through various in-service programs and
evaluation procedures, which especially focus on the affective characteristics of the
classroom environment.

Another important factor concerning the classroom environment is the
students’ satisfaction with the course-related materials, which contributes to
increasing student class participation. Although the course materials cannot be
expected to appeal to everyone, it is important that the coursebooks, its components,
and the supplementary materials be selected or developed in a way that they appeal
to a broad spectrum of student learning styles and interests. The school
administration and the materials selection / development unit should take this fact
into consideration and utilize continuous materials evaluation and development
procedure. Teachers, on their parts, can also be encouraged to make use of various
other resources to serve the individual needs of their classes rather than relying only
on what the available coursebooks and supplementary materials have to offer.

In addition to the environmental variables, several entering student
characteristics, which (continue) appear to play important roles in explaining levels
of student class participation, are to be taken into consideration both by teachers and
program coordinators at EUSFL. Of these, the importance of the affective variables
is to be highlighted. It appears that students’ entering levels of anxiety, self-concept,

motivation, and to a much lesser degree, their overall academic standings, and
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previous exposure to English are also significant determinants of how much they
participate in classes, regardless of their perceptions of the classroom environment.

Although various cognitive and demographic student characteristics are
somewhat stable and resistant to change, it is possible that teachers with information
regarding these affective characteristics of their students might plan and utilize
strategies for dealing with especially at-risk students on an individual basis by
providing them extra help and support in order to reduce their “affective filters”.
Thus, collection of data regarding students’ affective characteristics at the outset of
instruction, along with data on other cognitive and demographic characteristics, and
providing teachers with this information could prove useful in anticipating and
preventing potential problems caused by such factors. In this respect, the creation
and maintenance of an appropriate classroom environment should also depend on the
teacher’s awareness of who their students are and how they feel at the beginning of
instruction so that appropriate instructional and managerial strategies can be planned
ahead of time. Based on such data, school administration could also make better-
informed decisions regarding the distribution of students into classes at the beginning
of the academic year, rather than depending solely on student placement test scores.
Further studies investigating differences of student outcomes among classes of
various student compositions could be particularly useful in rethinking the current
approach at EUSFL of distributing students into classes.

As regards English achievement, overall academic standings of students,
teacher supportiveness, self-concept, involvement, satisfaction with course materials,
previous exposure to English, and residence appear as important predictors.
Although overall academic achievement seems to have a minor impact, if any, on
class participation, it appears to be the most important predictor of English
achievement. This suggests that students with lower overall academic standings
might be at a disadvantage probably because they lack various cognitive skills
required in mastering especially the formal and structural aspects of the target
language.

Keeping this potential disadvantage in mind program designers might
consider incorporating explicit cognitive strategy training into the curriculum (along
with several affective and social strategies) in order to promote cognitive abilities
and study skills of such at-risk students. Briefly put, language learning strategies are
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the conscious thoughts or behaviors used by language learners to enhance the
acquisition, storage, retention, recall, and use of new information. A variety of
instructional models for foreign language strategy training have already been
developed and implemented in a variety of educational settings in order to
compensate for such deficiencies in learners.

Although achievement as conceptualized in this study cannot be considered
synonymous with English proficiency and is not necessarily a more valued outcome
in its own right (though students tend to attach more value to grades), it is important
that increases in student grades facilitated through cognitive strategy training could
be instrumental in enhancement of student self-concept, which would in turn lead to
greater motivation, spiraling to even higher self-concept, greater motivation, and so
on. Given that affective variables which act as barriers or bridges to language
learning can be modified over time as learners gain higher levels of achievement,
such pedagogical interventions as learner strategy training which target helping
particularly at-risk students improve their grades could prove useful in modifying
their attitudes, as it has also been shown by considerable research to produce positive
results in various educational settings.

Thus, taking into consideration primarily the information regarding overall
academic achievement standings of students along with their levels of self-concept,
previous exposure to English, and residence status, students who may be potentially
at disadvantage in terms of English achievement can be identified for compensatory
strategy training. Although many coursebooks, as do the current ones used at
EUSFL, embed strategy training throughout their syllabuses, it is questionable
whether they serve their intended purposes as they may not be properly explained,
modeled, or reinforced by the teachers. In fact, students may not even be aware that
they are using strategies at all. Perhaps, rather than relying on only what the
coursebooks provide, program designers might consider intervention programs in the
form of separate class hours for the explicit instruction of this kind of training based
upon comprehensive assessment of specific student needs. As mentioned above, the
school administration might also consider distribution of students into more or less
homogenous classes at the outset of instruction based on information regarding these
entering characteristics so that such remedial instruction could be provided more
systematically and efficiently.
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Regarding the impact of the classroom environment on English achievement,
higher levels of teacher supportiveness, involvement, and student satisfaction with
course materials appear as significant factors, as they also are for class participation.
Thus, along the same lines of recommendations made for class participation, it is
important that at least these three aspects of the contextual (classroom environment)
variables be taken into consideration by the teachers and the school administration in
their efforts to help students improve their English achievement levels.

Despite the considerably lower magnitude of the overall variance explained
for the study habits outcome, the findings also highlight the importance of several
individual predictors. Of these, the involvement dimension of the classroom
environment appears to be the most important. The teacher’s impact on improving
better study habits via promoting higher levels of involvement in class activities and
tasks is one that should be taken into consideration in the first place. As for entering
student characteristics, higher levels of overall academic achievement and self-
concept, gender (being female), and residence status (living with family) also seem
to make significant contributions to the prediction of better study habits and should
be given consideration by teachers and program coordinators. In this respect, based
on information regarding these entering student characteristics identification of
students who may be at risk could lead the way for considering appropriate curricular
adjustments and other instructional interventions for such students. However,
bearing in mind that a considerable amount of the overall variance in study habits
remains unaccounted for, several other variables need to be included in follow-up
studies before being able to suggest conclusions and specific implications for
practice.

In summary, the findings of this study, overall, might provide useful pointers
for teachers and those in charge of program design and evaluation in order to
sensitize themselves to the positive and negative influences of the entering student
characteristics and classroom environment on outcomes as suggested by the current
findings. For more fine-grained conclusions and educational implications, however,

future research is needed. The following section touches on this issue.
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Implications for Research

This study has identified several aspects of students’ entering characteristics
and their perceptions of the classroom environment as predictors of the specified
language learning outcomes. Building on previous research which investigated some
variables pertaining to student characteristics or classroom environment in isolation
or as small groups of variables, the current study brings together both classes of
variables along with a wider coverage of relevant subdimensions of these classes in
its research design in order to assess their effects simultaneously.

Being an exploratory study, however, the findings of this study need to be
confirmed through cross validation studies at EUSFL and should be replicated in
similar other preparatory school settings. Furthermore, extension of this research by
including several other variables, which were not included in this study, should also
be considered. In addition to those highlighted by the current study, the researchers
should investigate the contributions that could be made by several other cognitive,
affective, demographic, and classroom environment variables to the prediction of
foreign language outcomes. This is especially needed for the study habits outcome as
only a minor percentage in its variance has been accounted for by the current
predictors.

The current study has used classroom environment and outcomes data
gathered at the end of only a one-semester period at EUSFL due to practical
limitations. Therefore, it is not clear whether a study which covers the full
instructional period (two semesters) would produce similar results. Further studies
might as well take this issue into consideration. In addition, this study has focused on
a portion of the curriculum, the 16-hour C-group core program. Other studies could
also focus on each of the separated skills programs such as writing, reading,
speaking, and CALL, or combinations of them in relation to various outcomes.

The measurement instruments used in this study have been developed for and
piloted in the EUSFL setting. Further studies into validity and reliability of these
instruments and comparisons across other similar instruments currently used in the
field would be necessary. Furthermore, although multiple regression analysis is a
strong multivariate technique and is commonly used in similar research designs, it

may fall short of establishing causation. As such, the directions of causality as

170



specified in the regression models in this study may in fact be more intricate than
they appear with underlying indirect influences of the predictors on the outcomes. It
is also possible that the influences of the predictors on the outcomes may in part be
due to the influences of the outcomes on the predictors. As such, like self-concept
may be cause of achievement, a reciprocal direction of causation also may also be
true. Thus, as follow-up to multiple regression analyses, more advanced statistical
procedures like structural equation modeling or path analysis could be used so that
the directions of relationships among the variables may be more correctly specified.

Second/foreign language learning is a complex phenomenon involving a
broad range of variables and intricate relationships and there is a great deal that is
still unknown about it. Overall, the findings of this study and those of others
reviewed herein support this fact. Despite its context-specific nature and the potential
limitations mentioned previously, this study makes several contributions to the
related fields of research and application.

First and foremost, several entering characteristics and classroom
environment variables were identified which were significantly related to the
specified outcomes. On the whole, in line with the conclusions of most previous
research, the importance of several variables regarding entering student
characteristics and class environment are justified. Although these findings need to
be validated through further research, they provide some insight into issues related to
class participation, study habits, and English achievement that teachers, school
administrators, and in-service trainers could make use of. At a broad level, it can be
suggested that teachers and those in charge of program design and evaluation
continually discuss and re-examine their stated curricular goals, course syllabuses,
and instructional activities against what characteristics students bring into the
educational setting and how they perceive the classroom environment in which they
are taught. The predictors highlighted by this study provide some input as to what
kind of factors should be taken into consideration and to what extent they are
responsible for explaining the outcomes in the setting of EUSFL. More specific and
concrete use of the findings in the context of EUSFL as well as in similar other
settings remains an issue to be worked out by further research.

Another contribution of this study is the development of the measurement

instruments that can be used in future research. The scales, which were used for
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operationalizing the constructs of this study, were identified as valid and reliable
instruments based on data gathered from previous pilot studies. As they are open to
revision and are still vulnerable to validity and reliability issues, with further testing
they can be given their final shapes to be used in similar future studies. It is also
possible that the research design and the measurement instruments of this study can

be used for other subject matter areas with slight modifications and revisions.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

AFFECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

PART ONE (Biodata form)
(Please indicate on the questionnaire form)

1) Name: Surname:
2) Student No:

3) Class:

4) Sex: Male Female

5) Age:

6) Faculty/College:

7) Department:

8) What was your University Entrance Exam (OSS) Score type?
Quantitative  Verbal Equal weight
9) What was the order of preference of your current department?:

10) What kind of high school (lycée) did you graduate from?

Regular lycée Vocational and/or Technical lycées
Anatolian lycée Anatolian Vocational and/or Technical lycées
Super lycée Science lycée

Private lycée (Please SPeCify) .....ccooveeviieeeiiieeiniiee e
Other (Please SPecify) .......cccouvvveeeiiiiiiiereiiiiieeenn
11) What is your father’s level of education?

llliterate Literate Primary Secondary Lycée
Undergraduate Master/PhD

12) What is your mother’s level of education?
llliterate Literate Primary Secondary Lycée
Undergraduate Master/PhD

13) What is your father’s job? (Please indicate fully. If retired, indicate his former job)

14) What is your mother’s job? (Please indicate fully. If retired, indicate her former job)

15) What is your father’s approximate level of income?

less than 200 million 200-400 million 400-600 million
600-800 million 800 mil.-1 billion more than 1 billion
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16) What is your mother’s approximate level of income?

less than 200 million 200-400 million 400-600 million
600-800 million 800 mil.-1 billion more than 1 billion

17) What is your family’s approximate level of income?

less than 200 million  200-400 million 400-600 million 600-800 million
800 mil.-1 billion 1-1.5 billion 1.5-2 billion more than 2 billion
18) How many brothers or sisters have you got? brother(s) sister(s)

No brothers or sisters

19) Where does your family live? (If your family resides in a province leave the other options blank. If the
place of residence is a subdistrict or village, fill in the province and district blanks as well.

Example: Province : __ (Kayseri)__ District: __ (Gesi)__ Subdistrict : Village: _(K. Burnguz)

Province: District: Subdistrict : Village:
20) How many people live in your house including yourself? :
21) Where do you live in Kayseri?
With my family Alone in rental house With friends in rental house

Private dorm State dorm Other (Please specify)

22) How many books have you got including your coursebooks?

0-10 11-24 25-50 51-100 More than 100
23) Have you got a computer in your house?
Yes No
24) Have you studied prep class in secondary or high school?
Secondary school: Yes No
High school: Yes No

25) How many years have you studied English in secondary and high school?

Classes taught by teachers whose branch was English:
Secondary school: year(s) High school : year(s)

Classes taught by teachers whose branch was not English:
Secondary school: year(s) High school : year(s)

26) Upon completion of preparatory education at EUSFL, what do you think your
average grade point will be? Please indicate on the 100-point scale below.

0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100
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PART TWO
ATTITUDES TOWARDS ENGLISH

Below you will find statements concerning attitudes towards English. Please tick the
appropriate box to indicate how much you agree with each of these statements. Copy your
answers on the optical answer sheet.

a- Strongly agree

b- Agree

c- Undecided

d- Disagree

e- Strongly disagree

Compared to other students of my age I’m good at English

I’m hopeless when it comes to English

| have always done well in English

Work in English is easy for me

I get good marks in English

I learn things quickly in English

Learning English is enjoyable

N0~ W IN

Even if there were no homework, | would try to study outside class

9. 1 hate learning English

10. I study English only to the extent that | can pass exams

11.1 love learning English

12. English is an important part of my university education

13.1 try to save time to study English on my own

14. English is necessary for getting a good job

15. When | study English | only look at topics which are likely to be asked in exams

16. I’m not willing to learn English

17. 1 couldn’t really claim to be educated without knowing English

18. 1 try to work hard to learn English

19. | have no interest in learning English at all

20. English will enable mo to broaden my viewpoint of life

21.1 try to learn English not only in class but also from various other sources

22.1 think learning English is dull

23. English will help me to develop myself personally

24. | want to take less English classes

25. English is necessary for university education

26. | like all kinds of activities related with English

27. 1 would never want to study prep class if it weren’t compulsory

28. English is not really needed in daily life

29. | feel anxious when | know that 1’m going to be called on in English classes

30. 1 am afraid that other students will laugh at me when | speak English

31. | feel very self-conscious about speaking English in front of other students

32. 1 panic when | have to speak without preparation in English classes

33. I never feel quite sure of myself when speaking in English classes

34. | feel nervous and confused when | speak in English classes

35. Except for those questions directed at me, | avoid volunteering answers in English classes

36. | keep thinking that other students speak better English than | do
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APPENDIX B

AFFECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE (TURKISH VERSION)

BIRINCi BOLUM (KiSISEL BILGILER)
(Soru kagidi Gizerinde tamamlayiniz)
1) Ad: Soyad:
2) Hazirlik Okulu Ogrenci No:
3) Sinif:
4) Cinsiyet: Bay Bayan
5) Yas:

6) Fakiilte/Yiiksek Okul:

7) Bolim:

8) 0SS sinavina hangi puan tiiriinden girdiniz?
Sayisal Sozel Esit agirhkl

9) Boliimiiniiz tercih siralamanizda kaginci siradaydi?:

10) Ne tiir bir liseden mezun oldunuz?

Duz lise Meslek ve Teknik liseleri (Ticaret, imam Hatip, vb)
Anadolu lisesi Anadolu Meslek ve Teknik liseleri
Super Lise Fen lisesi

Ozel lise (Litfen belirtiniz) ..........c.cccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeennn
Diger (Lutfen belirtiniz) .......ccccoeeiivieiieee e,

11) Babanizin egitim diizeyi nedir? )
Okur yazar degil Okuryazar llkokul Ortaokul Lise
Universite Y.Lisans/Doktora

12) Annenizin egitim diizeyi nedir? )
Okur yazar degil Okuryazar llkokul Ortaokul Lise
Universite Y.Lisans/Doktora

13) Babanizin meslegi nedir? (Litfen tam olarak belirtiniz. Emekli ise dnceki isini de
belirtiniz)

14) Annenizin meslegi nedir? (LUtfen tam olarak belirtiniz. Emekli ise dnceki isini de
belirtiniz)

15) Babanizin aylik geliri yaklagik ne kadardir?
200 milyondan az 200-400 milyon 400-600 milyon
600-800 milyon 800 mil.-1 milyar 1 milyardan fazla
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16) Annenizin aylik geliri yaklagik ne kadardir?

200 milyondan az 200-400 milyon 400-600 milyon
600-800 milyon 800 mil.-1 milyar 1 milyardan fazla
17) Ailenizin toplam aylik geliri yaklagik ne kadardir?
200 milyondan az 200-400 milyon 400-600 milyon 600-800 milyon
800 mil.-1 milyar 1-1.5 milyar 1.5-2 milyar 2 milyardan fazla
18) Kag kardesiniz var?: kiz erkek Kardesim Yok

19) Aileniz nerede yasiyor? (Aileniz il merkezinde ikamet ediyorsa diger segenekleri bos birakiniz. lkamet
edilen yer kasaba/belde yada kdy ise, il ve ilge segeneklerini de doldurunuz)
Ornek: II: __(Kayseri) lice: __ (Gesi) Nahiye/belde : Koy: _ (K. Buriinguz)____

il: ilge: Nahiye/belde : Koy:

20) Ailenizin evinde siz dahil kag kisi yagiyor? :

21) Kayseri’de nerede ikamet etmektesiniz?

Ailemin yaninda Yalniz bagima kirada Arkadaslarimla kirada
Ozel yurtta Devlet yurdunda Diger (Lutfen Belirtiniz)
22) Kendinize ait ders kitaplar da dahil ortalama kag kitabiniz var?
0-10 11-24 25-50 51-100 100’den fazla
23) Evinizde bilgisayar var mi?
Evet Hayir
24) Ortaokul ve lisede hazirhk okudunuz mu?
Ortaokul: Evet Hayir
Lise: Evet Hayir

25) Ortaokul ve lisede kag yil ingilizce dersi gordiiniiz?

ingilizce brang 6gretmenlerinin girdigi dersler:
Ortaokul: yil Lise : yil

Bransi ingilizce olmayan 6gretmenlerin girdigi dersler:
Ortaokul: yil Lise : yil

26) Goreceginiz egitim sonunda hazirlik sinifi not ortalamanizin ne diizeyde olacagini
tahmin ediyorsunuz? Asagida verilen 100 puanlik 6l¢ek lizerinde belirtiniz.

0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 5160 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100
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~IKINCI BOLUM
INGILIZCEYE YONELIK TUTUMLAR
Asagida ingilizceye yonelik tutumlar ile ilgili cesitli ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Bu ifadelerin

her birine ne oranda katildi§inizi belirtmek i¢in size en uygun secgenegi isaretleyiniz.
Cevaplarinizi optik okuyucu cevap formuna aktariniz.

a- Kesinlikle katiliyorum
b- Katiliyorum

c- Karasizim

d- Katilmiyorum

e- Kesinlikle Katiimiyorum

Yasitlarim olan diger dgrencilere nazaran ingilizcede iyiyimdir

Ingilizce s6z konusu olunca iimitsizim

Ingilizcede hep basarili olmusumdur

Ingilizce ile ilgili etkinlikler ve calismalar benim icin kolaydir

Ingilizcede iyi notlar alirrm

Ingilizcede konular1 cabuk dgrenirim

Ingilizce 6grenmek zevklidir

Sl el P Rl Pl el Ead fa

Yapacak ddev olmasa da, ders disinda Ingilizce ¢aligmaya caba gosteririm

9. Ingilizce 6grenmekten nefret ediyorum

10. Sadece derslerden gecmeye yetecek kadar Ingilizce ¢alisirrm

11. ingilizce grenmeyi seviyorum

12. ingilizce iiniversite egitimimin énemli bir pargasim olusturmaktadir

13. Kendi kendime Ingilizce calismak icin zaman ayirmaya calisirim

14. Ingilizce iyi bir is sahibi olabilmem i¢in gereklidir

15. Ingilizce ¢alisirken sadece smavlarda sorulmasi muhtemel konulara bakarim

16. ingilizce dgrenmeye istekli degilim

17. ingilizce bilmeden kendimi gerg¢ek anlamda egitimli sayamam

18. Ingilizce 6grenmek icin cok ¢aligmaya gayret ederim

19. ingilizce dgrenmeye hig ilgi duymuyorum

20. Ingilizce hayata bakis agimi genisletebilmemi saglayacaktir

21. Ingilizceyi sadece smifta degil, diger kaynaklardan da grenmeye ¢alisirim

22. Ingilizce dgrenmenin sikict oldugunu diiiiniiyorum

23. Ingilizce kendimi gelistirebilmemi saglayacaktir

24. Daha az Ingilizce dersleri almak istiyorum

25. Ingilizce {iniversite egitimim igin gereklidir

26. Ingilizce ile ilgili her tiir etkinlik hogsuma gider

27. Zorunlu olmasaydi hazirlik okumak istemezdim

28. Ingilizce giinliik yasamda pek bir ise yaramaz

29. Ingilizce derslerinde bana séz verilecegini anladigimda kendimi tedirgin hissederim

30. ingilizce konusurken diger dgrencilerin bana giileceginden gekinirim

31. Diger dgrencilerin 6niinde Ingilizce konusmaktan cok sikilirim

32. ingilizce derslerinde hazirliksiz konusmak zorunda kaldigimda panige kapilirrm

33. Ingilizce derslerinde konusurken higbir zaman tam olarak kendimden emin degilimdir

34. Ingilizce derslerinde konusurken kendimi gergin ve kafam karigmis hissederim

35. Ingilizce derslerinde dogrudan bana yoneltilmis sorular haricinde cevap vermekten ¢ekinirim

36. Hep diger dgrencilerin benden daha iyi Ingilizce konustuklarini hissederim
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APPENDIX C

ATTITUDES AND MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

PART ONE (Biodata form)
1) Name: Surname: Class:
2) Student No:
3) Sex: Male Female

4) Faculty and department:

5) What kind of high school did you graduate from ?
State High School Vocational High School Anatolian High School
Private High School (College) Other (Please indicate) ........ccccccvveevviicvvvnennnnn.

6) What is your father’s education level?
No schooling Primary School Secondary school High school
University Master/Ph.D.

7) What is your mother’s education level?
No schooling Primary School Secondary school High school
University Master/Ph.D.

8) What is the monthly income of your family?
less than 200 million 200-400 million 400-600 million
600-800 million more than 1 billion

8) How many brothers or sisters have you got?
No brothers or sisters 1 2-3 4-5 6 and above

9) Where do your parents live?
Metropolitan city center of province center of county town  Village

10) Where do you live in Kayseri?
With my parents Alone in a rental flat/house In my own flat/house
In a rental flat/house with my friends Private dorm State dorm

11) Do you have a separate study room in the place where you live?

Yes No
12) Including coursebooks, approximately how many books do you have?
0-10 11-24 25-100 more than 100
13) Have you studied prep class at secondary and high school?
Secondary school: Yes No
High school Yes No

14) How many years of English have you studied at secondary and high school,
excluding English lessons taught by teachers whose branches are not English?
Secondary school : years High school : years
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PART TWO
(Attitudes and motivation towards English; English anxiety)

Below there are several statements concerning attitudes towards English
Please read each statement carefully and indicate your choice by putting an X in the
the appropriate box.

1. Learning English is enjoyable

2. |think learning English is dull

3. English is necessary for daily life

4. English is necessary for professional life

5. Iwould rather spend my time on subjects other than learning English

6. 1 would like to continue learning English after prep class

7. 1would never want to learn English if it weren't compulsory

8. lam not willing to learn English

9. English is necessary for getting a good job

10. Knowing English is a very valuable asset

11. If English were not provided here, | would search for ways of obtaining English lessons elsewhere
12. Learning English is not practically useful for anything more than passing some required exams
13. 1like all kinds of activities related with English

14. 1try to read things in English other than coursebooks and course-related materials
15. | try to work hard to learn English

16. | hate learning English

17. 1 would like to spend more time to improve my English

18. English is an important part of my university education

19. 1 have no interest in learning English at all

20. | would like to learn new things related with English

21. ltryto learn as many things as possible in English

22. | don't like speaking English

23. |try to save time to study English on my own

24. Learning English is like a hobby to me

25. English is necessary for one’s self-development

26. | like watching films and programs in English

27. 1think people could be successful in life without knowing English

28. 1 would like to meet and communicate with English-speaking foreigners and tourists
29. Ilove learning English

30. | couldn't really claim to be educated without knowing English

31. English is necessary for university education

32. Learning English is a waste of time

33. 1 would like to invest a great deal of time and energy in learning English in the future
34. Even if there were no homewaork, | would try to study outside class

35. | try to do the best | can to learn English well

36. | feel myself very relaxed and self-confident in English classes

37. English is a nightmare for me

38. | feel uncomfortable while learning English

39. | feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to learn to speak English

40. |don't understand why some people get so upset over English

41. | panic when | have to speak without preparation in English classes

42. English classes move so quickly and | worry about getting left behind

43. Learning English is stressful

44, Trying to understand English makes me nervous

45, | am afraid of making mistakes while using English

46. Except for those questions directed at me, | avoid volunteering answers in English classes
47. | usually feel at ease during English tests

48. | have doubts that | will succeed in English
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PART TWO (Continued)

49. Learning English so far has been a stressful experience for me

50. |feel very self-conscious about speaking English in front of other students

51. |am afraid that other students will laugh at me when | speak English

52. |feel anxious when | know that I'm going to be called on in English classes

53. | never feel quite sure of myself when speaking in English classes

54. | get nervous when the teachers immediately correct the mistakes | make in English classes
55. | don't think | would be nervous speaking English with native speakers

56. |feel nervous and confused when | speak in English classes

57. | keep thinking that other students speak better English than | do

58. | feel worried about the consequences of failing in English

59. |feel worried when | don’t understand every word the teacher says in English classes
60. |want to take less English classes

PART THREE
(English self-concept)

Global English-self concept

61. Compared to other students of my age I'm good at English
62. I'm hopeless when it comes to English

63. | have always done well in English

64. Work in English is easy for me

65. | get good marks in English

66. |learn things quickly in English

Self-concept in listening

67. Compared to other students of my age | am good at listening in English
68. I'm hopeless when it comes to listening in English

69. | have always done well in listening in English

70. Work in listening in English is easy for me

71. |1 get good marks in listening in English

72. | learn things quickly in listening in English

Self-concept in speaking

73. Compared to other students of my age | am good at speaking in English
74. I'm hopeless when it comes to speaking in English

75. | have always done well in speaking in English

76. Work in speaking in English is easy for me

77. 1 get good marks in speaking in English

78. |learn things quickly in speaking in English

Self-concept in reading

79. Compared to other students of my age | am good at reading in English
80. I'm hopeless when it comes to reading in English

81. |have always done well in reading in English

82. Work in reading in English is easy for me

83. | get good marks in reading in English

84. |learn things quickly in reading in English

Self-concept in writing

85. Compared to other students of my age | am good at writing in English
86. I'm hopeless when it comes to writing in English

87. | have always done well in writing in English

88. Work in writing in English is easy for me

89. | get good marks in writing in English

90. Ilearn things quickly in writing in English

206




APPENDIX D

ATTITUDES AND MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE (TURKISH VERSION)

BIRINCi BOLUM
1) Ad: Soyad: Sinif:
2) Ogrenci No:
3) Cinsiyet:  Erkek Bayan

4) Fakiilte ve boliim:

5) Ne tiir bir liseden mezun oldunuz? )
Genel lise Meslek lisesi (Ticaret, Imam Hatip, vb) Anadolu lisesi
Ozel lise (Kolej) Diger (Lutfen belirtiniz) .......ccccceeeiiviiiiieeeeee s

6) Babanizin egitim duzeyi nedir? i
Okur yazar degil Ilkokul Ortaokul Lise Universite
Y .Lisans/Doktora

7) Annenizin egitim duizeyi nedir? )
Okur yazar degil Ilkokul Ortaokul Lise Universite
Y .Lisans/Doktora

8) Ailenizin aylk geliri yaklasik ne kadardir?

200 milyondan az 200-400 milyon 400-600 milyon
600-800 milyon 1 milyardan fazla
8) Kag kardessiniz?
Kardesim Yok 1 2-3 4-5 6 ve Ustu
9) Aileniz nerede yasiyor? )
Buylk Sehir Il lice Kasaba Koy
10) Kayseri’de nerede ikamet etmektesiniz?
Ailemin yaninda Yalniz bagima kirada Kendi evimde
Arkadaslarimla kirada Ozel yurtta Devlet yurdunda

11) Kaldiginiz yerde ¢alismak igin ayri bir odaniz var mi?

Evet Hayir
12) Kendinize ait ders kitaplari da dahil ortalama kag kitabiniz var?
0-10 11-24 25-100 100’den fazla
13) Ortaokul ve lisede hazirlik okudunuz mu?
Ortaokul: Evet Hayir
Lise: Evet Hayir

14) ingilizce bransi diginda égretmenlerin girdigi ingil_izce derslerini saymaksizin
ortaokul ve lisede toplam olarak yaklasik kag¢ yil Ingilizce dersi gérdiiniz?
Ortaokul: yil Lise : yil
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IKINCi BOLUM

Asagida ingilizceye yoénelik tutumlar ile ilgili gesitli ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Bunlarin her
birini okuyarak size en uygun gelen secenege X isareti koyunuz.

1. Ingilizce égrenmek zevklidir

2. Ingilizce dgrenmenin sikici oldugunu diistiniyorum

3. ingilizce giinliik yasam icin gereklidir

4. Ingilizce mesleki yasam icin gereklidir

5. ingilizce d3renmek yerine zamanimi bagka konulara ayirmak isterim

6. Hazirlik sonrasinda ingilizce égrenmeye devam etmek isterim

7. Zorunlu olmasaydi kesinlikle ingilizce égrenmek_istemezdim

8. Ingilizce dgrenmeye istekli degilim

9. Ingilizce iyi bir i sahibi olmak igin gereklidir

10. Ingilizce bilmek gok degerli bir vasiftir

11. Hazirlik egitimi verilmeseydi baska yerlerden ingilizce dersleri almanin yollarini arastirirdim
12. Ingilizce égrenmek zorunlu bir takim sinavlari gegmenin disinda pratikte pek bir ise yaramaz
13. Ingilizce ile ilgili her tiir etkinlik hosuma gider

14. Ders kitaplari ve ders materyalleri diginda ingilizce bir seyler okumaya caligirim
15. Ingilizce égrenmek icin cok calismaya gayret ederim

16. _Ingilizce égrenmekten nefret ediyorum

17._ingilizcemi geligtirmek icin daha fazla zaman ayirmak isterim

18. _ingilizce tiniversite egitimimin dnemli bir parcasini olugturmaktadir

19. Ingilizce égrenmeye hig ilgi duymuyorum

20. ingilizce ile ilgili yeni bir seyler 63renmek isterim

21. Ingilizcede miimkiin oldugunca ok sey égrenmeye calisirim

22. ingilizce konusmayi sevmem

23. Kendi kendime ingilizce calismak igin zaman ayirmaya calisirim

24. Ingilizce 63renmek benim igin bir hobi gibidir

25. _ingilizce insanin kisisel gelisimi igin dnemlidir

26. Ingilize filmler ve programlar seyretmeyi severim

27. Insanlarin Ingilizce bilmeden de hayatta basarili olabilecegini diisiiniiyorum

28. Ingilizce konusan yabancilarla ve turistlerle tanismak ve iletisim kurmak isterim
29. Ingilizce dgrenmeyi seviyorum

30. ingilizce bilmeden kendimi gercek anlamda egitimli sayamam

31. ingilizce iiniversite egitimi icin gereklidir

32. ingilizce 3renmek zaman kaybidir

33. ingilizce dgrenmeye ileride epey bir zaman ve enerji sarf etmek isterim

34. Yapacak ddev olmasa bile, ders diginda Ingilizce galismaya caba gésteririm
35. _ingilizceyi iyi bir sekilde 6grenmek icin elimden geleni yapmaya galisirim

36. Ingilizce derslerinde kendimden gok emin ve rahat oldugumu hissederim

37. Ingilizce benim igin korkulu riiyadir

38. ingilizce 6grenirken kendimi rahatsiz hissederim

39. ingilizce konusmak icin dgrenilmesi gereken kurallarin coklugu beni bunaltiyor
40. Bazi insanlarin ingilizce konusunda bu kadar kaygilanmalarina anlam veremem
41. Ingilizce derslerinde hazirliksiz konusmak zorunda kaldigimda panige kapilirim
42. Ingilizce dersleri cok hizli ilerler ve ben geride kalmaktan endiselenirim

43. ingilizce d3renmek streslidir

44. ingilizceyi anlamaya galigmak beni endigelendiriyor

45. Ingilizceyi kullanirken hatalar yapmaktan korkarim

46. Ingilizce derslerinde dogrudan bana yéneltilmis olan sorular haricinde cevap vermekten gekinirim
47. Ingilizce sinavlari esnasinda genellikle kendimi rahat hissederim

48. Ingilizcede basarili olacagim konusunda stiphelerim var
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IKINCi BOLUM (devam)

49. Su ana kadar Ingilizce égrenmek benim icin stresli bir deneyim olmustur
50. Diger ddrencilerin 6niinde ingilizce konusmaktan cok sikilirim
51. ingilizce konusurken diger dgrencilerin bana giileceginden korkarim
52. ingilizce derslerinde bana sz verilecegini anladigim da kendimi tedirgin hissederim
53. ingilizce derslerinde konugurken higbir zaman tam olarak kendimden emin degilimdir
54. ingilizce derslerinde dgretmenin yaptigim hatalari hemen diizeltmesinden rahatsizlik duyarim
55. Ana dili ingilizce olan insanlarla ingilizce konusmaktan tedirginlik duyacagimi sanmiyorum
56. Ingilizce derslerinde konugurken kendimi gergin ve kafam karismis hissederim
57. Hep diger égrencilerin benden daha iyi ingilizce konustuklarini hissederim
58. Ingilizcede basarisiz olmam durumunda ortaya ¢ikabilecek sonuglarla ilgili kaygi duyuyorum
59. ingilizce derslerinde dgretmenin her sdyledigini anlamadigim zaman endiselenirim
60. Daha az ingilizce dersleri almak isterim
UcUNCU BOLUM
61.  Yasitlarim olan diger égrencilere nazaran ingilizcede iyiyimdir
62. ingilizce sz konusu olunca mitsizim
63. ingilizcede hep basarili olmusumdur
64. ingilizce ile ilgili etkinlikler ve calismalar benim icin kolaydir
65. ingilizcede iyi notlar alirm
66. ingilizcede konulari gabuk 8grenirim
67. Yasitlarim olan diger 6grencilere nazaran ingilizcede dinlemede iyiyimdir
68. Ingilizcede dinleme sz konusu olunca limitsizim
69. ingilizcede dinlemede hep basarili olmusumdur
70. ingilizcede dinleme ile ilgili etkinlikler ve caligmalar benim icin kolaydir
71. ingilizcede dinlemede iyi notlar alirm
72. ingilizcede dinleme ile ilgili konulari gabuk dgrenirim
73.  Yasitlarim olan diger 6grencilere nazaran ingilizcede konusmada iyiyimdir
74. ingilizcede konusma s6z konusu olunca iimitsizim
75. Ingilizcede konusmada hep basarili olmusumdur
76. ingilizcede konugma ile ilgili etkinlikler ve calismalar benim icin kolaydir
77. ingilizcede konugmada iyi notlar alirim
78. ingilizcede konugma ile ilgili konulari cabuk 6grenirim
79. Yasitlarim olan diger dgrencilere nazaran ingilizcede okumada iyiyimdir
80. Ingilizcede okuma s6z konusu olunca iimitsizim
81. Ingilizcede okumada hep basaril olmusumdur
82. Ingilizcede okuma ile ilgili etkinlikler ve calismalar benim igin kolaydir
83. Ingilizcede okumada iyi notlar alirnm
84. ingilizcede okuma ile ilgili konulari cabuk 6grenirim
85. Yasitlarim olan diger 6grencilere nazaran ingilizcede yazmada iyiyimdir
86. Ingilizcede yazma séz konusu olunca timitsizim
87. Ingilizcede yazmada hep basarili olmusumdur
88. Ingilizcede yazma ile ilgili etkinlikler ve calismalar benim igin kolaydir
89. Ingilizcede yazmada iyi notlar alirm
90. Ingilizcede yazma ile ilgili konulari cabuk 6grenirim

209




APPENDIX E

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND CLASS
PARTICIPATION AND STUDY HABITS QUESTIONNAIRE
(ENGLISH VERSION)

Please mark the choice most relevant to your situation to indicate how much you agree
with each of the following statements. Do not forget to copy your answers on the optical
answer sheet.

a- Strongly agree

b- Agree

c- Undecided

d- Disagree

e- Strongly disagree PART ONE - CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT

1. Most of the students willingly participate in the lessons of this teacher

2. The teacher always comes to class planned and prepared

3. Students can easily consult the teacher when they have problems with the coursework or other
things

. Students in this class like each other

. Students often daydream in the lessons of this teacher

. Getting enough work done is very important for this teacher

4
5
6. The relations of the teacher with the students in this class are based on mutual love and respect
7
8

. The teacher takes personal interest in students

9. Most of the students listen attentively when the teacher speaks

10. The teacher sees to it that class time is not wasted

11. The teacher is more like a friend than an authority

12. The teacher plans and organizes class activities well

13. Students try to know each other in this class

14. The flow of lessons are sometimes interrupted due to disruptive behavior of some of the
students

15. The teacher often puts aside the lesson to talk about other things

16. In the classes of this teacher most students wait impatiently for the class period to end

17. Certain students misbhehave at any chance

18. The classes of this teacher start on time

19. Students enjoy working together in pair and group-work

20. The teacher often has to tell students to be quiet

21. The teacher considers students’ feelings, suggestions, and opinions

22. The teacher uses class time efficiently

23. | made good friends in this class

24. Students help each other in this class

25. The teacher gets along well with the students in this class

26. Only a few students really participate in the classes of this teacher

27. The teacher encourages students that they can be successful

28. In the classes of this teacher students give their whole attention to the class

29. Good friendships are made in this class

30. The teacher often loses control of the class

31. The teacher helps students who have problems with the coursework

32. There is often friction between the teacher and some of the students in the class

33. Most of the students feel sleepy in the classes of this teacher

34. There is cooperation among students in this class

210




PART TWO - PHYSICAL CONDITIONS OF CLASSROOMS AND
COURSE MATERIALS

35. There is enough workspace for each student in the classroom

36. Seating is comfortable in the classroom

37. Chairs are comfortable in the classroom

38. The classroom is a warm and comfortable place to work

39. The classroom is clean and tidy

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements taking into
consideration the books you have studied so far of the English File coursebook series

40. The coursebooks (English File series) in general are satisfactory to meet my needs and
expectations

41. The topics covered in the coursebooks are interesting and motivating

42. The coursebooks provide sufficient and relevant exercises for all of the four skills

43. The coursebooks contain samples of spoken and written language taken from real life

44, The overall design of the coursebooks (pictures, charts, figures) is attractive

45, The instructions in the coursebooks are clear and easy to understand

46. Audio cassettes of the coursebooks are satisfactory

47. The workbooks contain sufficient and relevant practice of points covered in the coursebooks

48. The supplementary materials handed out by the teacher in class are satisfactory

PART THREE - CLASS PARTICIPATION AND STUDY HABITS

49, During classes | listen to the teacher attentively

50. | volunteer to speak or to answer the teacher’s questions

51. I respond to the teacher spontaneously

52. | ask the teacher questions

53. During classes | listen to the other students attentively

54. | participate in the class activities eagerly

55. | try to perform the classwork properly

56. | feel sleepy during classes

57. 1 try to do my full share of work in pair and group activities

58. During classes | care to speak in English as much as possible rather than Turkish

59. | ask for the teacher’s help when | don’t understand something

60. | have no interest in class activities at all

61. | get bored in classes

62. | do other things (like watching TV, reading, loafing, etc.) when I should be studying

63. | have a definite, although not so rigid and precise, study schedule

64. After school, | recopy my lecture notes

65. If something very important does not interfere, | regularly revise the coursebook and
workbook sections, supplementary materials, and my notes

66. 1 do my homework and assignments on time

67. 1 often daydream when | study

68. | always start very late, in most cases the day before, to prepare for an exam

69. While studying, | am satisfied to have a look at things that are most likely to be asked in
exams

70. 1 do homework and assignments properly

71. 1 am often satisfied to have a rough understanding of important points rather than doing all the
exercises in the coursebooks / workbooks / supplementary materials

72. | rather crib from others rather than spend time on homework

73. | keep specially indexed files or notebooks to record new words, phrases, grammar rules, and
so forth

74. 1 study taking into consideration the teacher’s advice on how to study
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APPENDIX F

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND CLASS
PARTICIPATION AND STUDY HABITS QUESTIONNAIRE
(TURKISH VERSION)

Asagidaki ifadelerin her birine ne oranda katildiginizi belirtmek igin size en uygun gelen
secenegi isaretleyiniz. Cevaplarinizi optik okuyucu cevap formuna aktarmayi
unutmayiniz.

a- Kesinlikle katiliyorum

b- Katiliyorum

c- Kararsizim

d- Katilmiyorum o

e- Kesinlikle katiimiyorum  BIRINCI BOLUM - SINIF ORTAMI

Bu §gretmenin derslerinde 6grencilerin ¢ogu istekli bir sekilde derse katilir

Ogretmen her zaman derse hazirlikli ve planli olarak gelir

had il e

Ogrenciler derslerle ya da baska konularla ilgili problemleri oldugunda rahatlikla 6gretmene
danisabilirler

Bu sinifta 6grenciler birbirlerini severler

Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde 6grenciler sik sik hayallere dalarlar

Ogretmenin bu siniftaki dgrencilerle olan iliskileri karsilikli sevgi ve saygiya dayalidir

Yeterince ders islemek bu 6gretmen i¢in ¢ok dnemlidir

S R Fl Bl P

Ogretmen dgrencilerle bireysel olarak ilgilenir

9. Ogrencilerin ¢cogu 6gretmen konusurken dikkatle dinler

10. Ogretmen ders zamanimin bosa harcanmamasina dikkat eder

11. Ogretmen bir otorite olmaktan ¢ok bir arkadas gibidir

12. Ogretmen ders etkinliklerini iyi bir sekilde planlar ve organize eder

13. Bu sinifta dgrenciler birbirlerini tanimaya caligirlar

14. Baz1 6grencilerin sinif diizenini bozucu davraniglart yiiziinden derslerin akisi zaman zaman
kesintiye ugrar

15. Ogretmen sik sik baska konularda konusmak i¢in dersi bir kenara birakir

16. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde ¢ogu 6grenci sabirsizlikla dersin sona ermesini bekler

17. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde bazi 6grenciler her firsatta sinif diizenini bozucu davraniglarda
bulunurlar

18. Bu 6gretmenin dersleri zamaninda baglar

19. Bu sinifta 6grenciler esli ve grup calismalarinda birlikte ¢alismaktan hoslanirlar

20. Ogretmen sik sik dgrencilere sessiz olmalarini sdylemek zorunda kalir

21. Ogretmen dgrencilerin duygu, 6neri ve fikirlerini Snemser

22. Ogretmen ders zamanini verimli bir sekilde kullanir

23. Bu sinifta iyi arkadaslar edindim

24. Bu sinifta dgrenciler birbirleriyle yardimlagirlar

25. Ogretmen bu siniftaki dgrencilerle iyi gecinir

26. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde sadece bir ka¢ 6grenci derse gercek anlamda katilir

27. Ogretmen basarili olabilecekleri konusunda dgrencileri cesaretlendirir

28. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde 6grenciler tiim dikkatlerini derse verirler

29. Bu sinifta giizel arkadagliklar kurulur

30. Ogretmen sik sik smifin kontroliinii kaybeder

31. Ogretmen derslerde zorluk ceken dgrencilere yardim eder

32. Ogretmen ile siiftaki bazi 6grenciler arasinda sik sik gerginlikler yasanir.

33. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde cogu dgrenci kendini uykulu hisseder

34. Bu smifta 6grenciler arasinda igbirligi vardir
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iKINCi BOLUM- SINIFLARIN FiZIKSEL DURUMU VE DERS MATERYALLERI

35. Sinifimizda her 6grenci icin yeterince ¢alisma alan1 mevcuttur

36. Sinifimizin oturma diizeni rahattir

37. Sinifimizdaki sandalyeler rahattir

38. Sifimiz ders iglemek i¢in rahat ve hos bir mekandir

39. Siifimiz temiz ve diizenlidir

Takip etmekte oldugunuz ders kitabi (ENGLISH FILE ya da CUTTING EDGE) serisinin su ana
kadar gérmus oldugunuz kadarini g6z éniinde bulundurarak asagidaki ifadelere ne oranda
katildiginizi belirtiniz.

40. Ders kitab1 (English File ya da Cutting Edge ) genel olarak ihtiya¢ ve beklentilerimi
karsilamaktadir.

41. Ders kitabindaki konular ilging ve motive edicidir

42. Ders kitab1 dinleme, konusma, okuma ve yazma becerileri i¢in uygun ve yeterli alistirmalar
igcermektedir

43. Ders kitab1 gercek hayattaki konusma ve yazi dilinden 6rnekler icermektedir

44. Ders kitabinin genel tasarimi (resimler, tablolar, sekiller, vs.) ilgi ¢ekicidir

45. Ders kitabindaki alistirmalarin nasil yapilacagi ile ilgili agiklamalar net ve kolay anlagilir
niteliktedir

46. Ders kitabinin ses kasetleri tatmin edicidir

47. Calisma kitab1 (Workbook) ders kitabinda gegen konularla ilgili uygun ve yeterli alistirmalar
icermektedir

48. Ogretmenin sinifta dagittig1 ilave materyaller tatmin edicidir

UGCUNCU BOLUM - DERSE KATILIM VE GALISMA ALISKANLIKLARI

49. Derste dgretmeni dikkatli bir sekilde dinlerim

50. Derste konugmak, ya da dgretmenin sordugu sorulara cevap vermek icin goniillii olurum

51. Ogretmene kendiligimden, hemen yanit veririm

52. Derste dgretmene sorular sorarim

53. Derste diger 6grencileri dikkatli bir sekilde dinlerim

54. Dersteki etkinliklere istekli bir sekilde katilirim

55. Dersteki ¢aligmalari tam olarak yerine getirmeye c¢aligirim

56. Derslerde kendimi uykulu hissederim

57. Esli ve grup ¢aligmalarinda bana diisen gorevi tam olarak yerine getirmeye ¢aligirim

58. Derslerde miimkiin oldugunca Tiirkce yerine Ingilizce konusmaya dikkat ederim

59. Ders esnasinda bir seyi anlamadigim zaman dgretmenden yardim isterim

60. Derslerdeki etkinlikler hig ilgimi ¢ekmiyor

61. Derslerde ¢ok sikilirim

62. Ders calisiyor olmam gerekirken baska seylerle (TV seyretmek, kitap okumak, gezip eglenmek
gibi) ugrasirim

63. Cok kat1 ve kesin olmasa da, belirli bir ders ¢aligma programim vardir

64. Okuldan sonra ders notlarimi temize ¢ekerim

65. Cok 6nemli bir sey araya girmedikge ders kitabi ve galigma kitabindaki bolimleri, ilave
materyalleri ve ders notlarimi diizenli olarak gdzden gegiririm

66. Eve verilen ddev ve ¢aligmalar1 zamaninda yaparim

67. Ders caligirken sik sik hayallere dalarim

68. Sinavlara ¢alismaya hep gec¢, cogunlukla bir giin kala, baglarim

69. Ders calisirken sadece sinavda sorulma ihtimali en yiiksek olan konulara bakmakla yetinirim

70. Eve verilen ddev ve ¢alismalari hakkini vererek yaparim

71. Ders kitabi, workbook, ya da ilave materyallerdeki biitlin aligtirmalar1 yapmak yerine konular1
genel hatlariyla anlamakla yetinirim

72. Verilen ddevleri yapmak i¢in zaman harcamaktansa baskalarindan alip gecirmeyi tercih ederim

73. Ogrendigim kelimeler, ciimleler, gramer kurallari vs. ile ilgili, konulara gore ayirdigim dosyalar ya
da defterler tutarim

74. Ogretmenin nasil ders calismanz gerektigi ile ilgili nerilerini dikkate alarak caligirm
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APPENDIX G

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND CLASS
PARTICIPATION AND STUDY HABITS QUESTIONNAIRE- PRELIMINARY
FORM (ENGLISH VERSION)

Please mark the choice most relevant to your situation to indicate how much you agree
with each of the following statements. Do not forget to copy your answers on the optical
answer sheet.

a- Strongly agree

b- Agree

c- Undecided

d- Disagree

e- Strongly disagree PART ONE
CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT

1. Most of the students willingly participate in the lessons of this teacher

N

The teacher always comes to class planned and prepared

w

Students can easily consult the teacher when they have problems with the coursework or other
things

The teacher skips some of the sections/exercises in the coursebook

Students in this class like each other

Students often daydream in the lessons of this teacher

Getting enough work done is very important for this teacher

Most of the students listen attentively when the teacher speaks

O N |~

. The teacher sees to it that class time is not wasted

10. The teacher is more like a friend than an authority

11. Students try to know each other in this class

12. The flow of lessons are sometimes interrupted due to disruptive behavior of some of the
students

13. Students really enjoy the classes of this teacher

14. The teacher often puts aside the lesson to talk about other things

15. The teacher consistently enforces certain rules in order to maintain class order and discipline

16. Students prefer to compete with each other rather than to work in cooperation

17. In the classes of this teacher most students wait impatiently for the class period to end

18. The classes of this teacher start on time

19. The teacher expects students to give their full attention to the class

20. The teacher often has to tell students to be quiet

21. The teacher considers students’ feelings, suggestions, and opinions

22. The classes of this teacher are disorganized

23. Turkish is seldom used in the classes of this teacher

24.1 made good friends in this class

25. The teacher gets along well with the students in this class

26. Only a few students really participate in the classes of this teacher

27. The teacher encourages students that they can be successful

28. In the classes of this teacher students give their whole attention to the class

29. The teacher often loses control of the class

30. The teacher helps students who have problems with the coursework

31. Most of the students feel sleepy in the classes of this teacher

32. There is cooperation among students in this class

33. The teacher wants to make sure that the work scheduled is accomplished

34. Students help each other in this class

214




PART TWO
PHYSICAL CONDITIONS OF CLASSROOMS AND
COURSE MATERIALS

35. The classroom is usually stuffy

36. Temperature of the classroom is appropriate

37. There is enough workspace for each student in the classroom

38. Lighting is adequate in the classroom

39. Seating is comfortable in the classroom

40. Chairs are comfortable in the classroom

41. The classroom is a warm and comfortable place to work

42. The classroom is clean and tidy

43. The classroom is too crowded

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements taking into consideration
the books you have studied so far of the English File or Cutting Edge coursebook series

44. The coursebooks (English File or Cutting Edge series) in general are satisfactory to meet my needs
and expectations

45, The topics covered in the coursebooks are interesting and motivating

46. The coursebooks provide sufficient and relevant exercises for all of the four skills

47. The coursebook is way above my current level of English

48. The coursebooks contain samples of spoken and written language taken from real life

49. The overall design of the coursebooks (pictures, charts, figures) is attractive

50. The instructions in the coursebooks are clear and easy to understand

51. Audio cassettes of the coursebooks are satisfactory

52. The workbooks contain sufficient and relevant practice of points covered in the coursebooks

53. The supplementary materials handed out by the teacher in class are satisfactory
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PART THREE
CLASS PARTICIPATION AND STUDY HABITS

54. During classes | listen to the teacher attentively

55. During classes | speak only when | am called on or asked a question by the teacher

56. | volunteer to speak or to answer the teacher’s questions

57. 1 respond to the teacher spontaneously

58. | ask the teacher questions

59. During classes | listen to the other students attentively

60. | participate in the class activities eagerly

61. | try to perform the classwork properly

62. | feel sleepy during classes

63. | try to do my full share of work in pair and group activities

64. During classes | care to speak in English as much as possible rather than Turkish

65. | scarcely take notes during classes

66. | ask for the teacher’s help when | don’t understand something

67. 1 have no interest in class activities at all

68. | get bored in classes

69. | do other things (like watching TV, reading, loafing, etc.) when | should be studying

70. | have a definite, although not so rigid and precise, study schedule

71.1f | get bored when | study, | give it up quickly or postpone it

72. After school, | recopy my lecture notes as soon as possible

73. If something very important does not interfere, | regularly revise the coursebook and workbook
sections, supplementary materials, and my notes

74.1 do my homework and assignments on time

75. When | sit down to study, | usually can’t decide what exactly | need to study

76. | often daydream when | study

77. 1 always start very late, in most cases the day before, to prepare for an exam

78. While studying, | am satisfied to have a look at things that are most likely to be asked in exams

79. | do homework and assignments properly

80. I am often satisfied to have a rough understanding of important points rather than doing all the
exercises in the coursebooks / workbooks / supplementary materials

81. | rather crib from others rather than spend time on homework

82. | keep specially indexed files or notebooks to record new words, phrases, grammar rules, and so
forth

83. | study taking into consideration the teacher’s advice on how to study
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APPENDIX H

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND CLASS
PARTICIPATION AND STUDY HABITS QUESTIONNAIRE- PRELIMINARY
FORM (TURKISH VERSION)

Asagidaki ifadelerin her birine ne oranda katildiginizi belirtmek igin size en uygun gelen
secenegi isaretleyiniz. Cevaplarinizi optik okuyucu cevap formuna aktarmayi
unutmayiniz.

a- Kesinlikle katiliyorum

b- Katiliyorum

c- Kararsizim

d- Katilmiyorum o

e- Kesinlikle katilimiyorum BIRINCI BOLUM
SINIF ORTAMI

1. Bu §gretmenin derslerinde 6grencilerin ¢ogu istekli bir sekilde derse katilir

2. Opretmen her zaman derse hazirlikli ve planli olarak gelir

3. Ogrenciler derslerle ya da baska konularla ilgili problemleri oldugunda rahatlikla 6gretmene
danigabilirler

Ogretmen ders kitabindaki bazi1 boliimleri/alistirmalar1 yapmadan gecer

Bu sinifta 6grenciler birbirlerini severler

Bu §gretmenin derslerinde 6grenciler sik sik hayallere dalarlar

Yeterince ders islemek bu dgretmen i¢in ¢ok 6nemlidir

X[ ||

Ogrencilerin cogu dgretmen konusurken dikkatle dinler

9. Ogretmen ders zamaninin bosa harcanmamasina dikkat eder

10. Ogretmen bir otorite olmaktan ¢ok bir arkadas gibidir

11. Bu sinifta 6grenciler birbirlerini tanimaya calisirlar

12. Baz1 6grencilerin sinif diizenini bozucu davraniglart yiiziinden derslerin akisi zaman zaman
kesintiye ugrar

13. Ogrenciler bu 6gretmenin derslerinden gercekten hoslanirlar

14. Ogretmen sik sik baska konularda konusmak icin dersi bir kenara birakir

15. Ogretmen simif diizeni ve disiplinini saglamak i¢in belirli kurallar1 taviz vermeden ve tutarli bir
sekilde uygular

16. Bu sinifta 6grenciler yardimlagarak caligmaktansa birbirleriyle rekabet etmeyi tercih ederler

17. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde ¢ogu 6grenci sabirsizlikla dersin sona ermesini bekler

18. Bu 6gretmenin dersleri zamaninda baslar

19. Ogretmen dgrencilerin tiim dikkatlerini derse vermelerini bekler

20. Ogretmen sik sik dgrencilere sessiz olmalarini sdylemek zorunda kalir

21. Ogretmen dgrencilerin duygu, 6neri ve fikirlerini Snemser

22. Derslerde yapilan etkinlikler/caligmalar karigik ve diizensizdir

23. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde Tiirk¢e nadiren kullanilir

24. Bu sinifta iyi arkadaglar edindim

25. Ogretmen bu siniftaki dgrencilerle iyi gecinir

26. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde sadece bir ka¢ 6grenci derse gercek anlamda katilir

27. Ogretmen basarili olabilecekleri konusunda dgrencileri cesaretlendirir

28. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde 6grenciler tiim dikkatlerini derse verirler

29. Ogretmen sik sik sinifin kontroliinii kaybeder

30. Ogretmen derslerde zorluk ¢eken dgrencilere yardim eder

31. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde ¢ogu dgrenci kendini uykulu hisseder

32. Bu smifta 6grenciler arasinda igbirligi vardir

33. Ogretmen planladig1 konularin/sinif calismalarinin tamamlandigindan emin olmak ister

34. Bu sinifta 6grenciler birbirleriyle yardimlagirlar
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~ IKINCI BOLUM _
SINIFLARIN FIZIKSEL DURUMU VE DERS MATERYALLERI

35. Smifimiz genellikle havasizdir

36. Smifimizin 1s1s1 uygundur

37. Sinifimizda her 6grenci i¢in yeterince ¢alisma alan1 mevcuttur

38. Smifimizin 151k durumu uygundur

39. Sinifimizin oturma diizeni rahattir

40. Smifimizdaki sandalyeler rahattir

41. Simifimiz ders islemek icin rahat ve hos bir mekandir

42. Smifimiz temiz ve diizenlidir

43. Sinifimiz ¢ok kalabaliktir

Takip etmekte oldugunuz ders kitabi (ENGLISH FILE ya da CUTTING EDGE) serisinin su
ana kadar gormus oldugunuz kadarini g6z 6niinde bulundurarak asagidaki ifadelere ne
oranda katildiginizi belirtiniz.

44. Ders kitab1 (English File ya da Cutting Edge ) genel olarak ihtiyac ve beklentilerimi
kargilamaktadir.

45. Ders kitabindaki konular ilging ve motive edicidir

46. Ders kitab1 dinleme, konusma, okuma ve yazma becerileri i¢in uygun ve yeterli alistirmalar
icermektedir

47. Ders kitabi su anki Ingilizce diizeyimin cok iizerindedir

48. Ders kitab1 gercek hayattaki konugma ve yazi dilinden 6rnekler igermektedir

49. Ders kitabinin genel tasarimi (resimler, tablolar, sekiller, vs.) ilgi ¢ekicidir

50. Ders kitabindaki aligtirmalarin nasil yapilacagi ile ilgili agiklamalar net ve kolay anlasilir
niteliktedir

51. Ders kitabinin ses kasetleri tatmin edicidir

52. Calisma kitab1 (Workbook) ders kitabinda gegen konularla ilgili uygun ve yeterli aligtirmalar
icermektedir

53. Ogretmenin sinifta dagittig: ilave materyaller tatmin edicidir
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UGUNCU BOLUM
DERSE KATILIM VE CALISMA ALISKANLIKLARI

54. Derste 6gretmeni dikkatli bir sekilde dinlerim

55. Derste sadece bana soz verildiginde yada soru soruldugunda konusurum

56. Derste konusmak, ya da 6gretmenin sordugu sorulara cevap vermek i¢in goniillii olurum

57. Ogretmene kendiligimden, hemen yanit veririm

58. Derste dgretmene sorular sorarim

59. Derste diger dgrencileri dikkatli bir sekilde dinlerim

60. Dersteki etkinliklere istekli bir sekilde katilirnm

61. Dersteki caligmalari tam olarak yerine getirmeye caligirim

62. Derslerde kendimi uykulu hissederim

63. Esli ve grup caligmalarinda bana diisen gorevi tam olarak yerine getirmeye ¢aligirim

64. Derslerde miimkiin oldugunca Tiirkce yerine Ingilizce konusmaya dikkat ederim

65. Derslerde nadiren not tutarim

66. Ders esnasinda bir seyi anlamadigim zaman dgretmenden yardim isterim

67. Derslerdeki etkinlikler hi¢ ilgimi ¢ekmiyor

68. Derslerde ¢ok sikilirim

69. Ders calistyor olmam gerekirken baska seylerle (TV seyretmek, kitap okumak, gezip eglenmek
gibi) ugrasirim

70. Cok kat1 ve kesin olmasa da, belirli bir ders ¢aligma programim vardir

71. Ders calisirken canim sikilirsa, hemen vazgecerim ya da ertelerim

72. Okuldan sonra miimkiin olan en kisa zamanda ders notlarim1 temize ¢ekerim

73. Cok 6nemli bir sey araya girmedik¢e ders kitabi ve ¢aligma kitabindaki bolimleri, ilave
materyalleri ve ders notlarimu diizenli olarak gdzden ge¢iririm

74. Eve verilen ddev ve ¢aligmalar1 zamaninda yaparim

75. Ders ¢aligmaya oturdugumda ¢ogu zaman tam olarak ne ¢alismam gerektigine karar veremem

76. Ders caligirken sik sik hayallere dalarim

77. Sinavlara ¢alismaya hep gec¢, cogunlukla bir giin kala, baglarim

78. Ders calisirken sadece sinavda sorulma ihtimali en yiiksek olan konulara bakmakla yetinirim

79. Eve verilen ddev ve ¢alismalar1 hakkini vererek yaparim

80. Ders kitab1, workbook, ya da ilave materyallerdeki biitiin aligtirmalar1 yapmak yerine konulari
genel hatlariyla anlamakla yetinirim

81. Verilen 6devleri yapmak i¢in zaman harcamaktansa baskalarindan alip ge¢irmeyi tercih ederim

82. Ogrendigim kelimeler, ciimleler, gramer kurallari vs. ile ilgili, konulara gore ayirdigim dosyalar
ya da defterler tutarim

83. Ogretmenin nasil ders ¢alismamiz gerektigi ile ilgili dnerilerini dikkate alarak ¢aligirim
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APPENDIX |

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND CLASS
PARTICIPATION AND STUDY HABITS QUESTIONNAIRE- REVISED FORM

(ENGLISH VERSION)
Please mark the choice most relevant to your situation to indicate how much you agree with
each of the following statements. Do not forget to copy your answers on the optical answer
sheet.

a- Strongly agree

b- Agree

c- Undecided

d- Disagree

e- Strongly disagree PART ONE - CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT

. Most of the students willingly participate in the lessons of this teacher

1

2. The teacher always comes to class planned and prepared

3. Students can easily consult the teacher when they have problems with the coursework or other
things

Students in this class like each other

Students often daydream in the lessons of this teacher

The relations of the teacher with the students in this class are based on mutual love and respect

Getting enough work done is very important for this teacher

The teacher takes personal interest in students

O™ (N0 >

Most of the students listen attentively when the teacher speaks

10 The teacher sees to it that class time is not wasted

11. The teacher is more like a friend than an authority

12. The teacher plans and organizes class activities well

13. Students try to know each other in this class

14. The flow of lessons are sometimes interrupted due to disruptive behavior of some of the students

15. The teacher often puts aside the lesson to talk about other things

16. The teacher consistently enforces certain rules in order to maintain class order and discipline

17. In the classes of this teacher most students wait impatiently for the class period to end

18. Certain students misbehave at any chance

19. The classes of this teacher start on time

20. Students enjoy working together in pair and group-work

21. The teacher often has to tell students to be quiet

22. The teacher considers students’ feelings, suggestions, and opinions

23. The teacher uses class time efficiently

24. 1 made good friends in this class

25. Students help each other in this class

26. The teacher gets along well with students in this class

27. The teacher is too tolerant with disruptive behavior

28. Only a few students really participate in the classes of this teacher

29. The teacher encourages students that they can be successful

30. Students really enjoy the classes of this teacher

31. In the classes of this teacher students give their whole attention to the class

32. Good friendships are made in this class

33. The teacher often loses control of the class

34. The teacher expects students to give their full attention to the class

35. The teacher helps students who have problems with the coursework

36. There is often friction between the teacher and some of the students in the class

37. Most of the students feel sleepy in the classes of this teacher

38. There is cooperation among students in this class
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PART TWO
PHYSICAL CONDITIONS OF CLASSROOMS AND
COURSE MATERIALS

39. The classroom is usually stuffy

40. Temperature of the classroom is appropriate

41. There is enough workspace for each student in the classroom

42. Lighting is adequate in the classroom

43. Seating is comfortable in the classroom

44, Chairs are comfortable in the classroom

45, The classroom is a nice and comfortable place to work

46. The classroom is clean and tidy

47.The classroom is too crowded

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements taking into consideration
the books you have studied so far of the English File or Cutting Edge coursebook series

48. The coursebooks (English File or Cutting Edge series) in general are satisfactory to meet my
needs and expectations

49. The topics covered in the coursebooks are interesting and motivating

50. The coursebooks provide sufficient and relevant exercises for all of the four skills

51. The coursebooks contain samples of spoken and written language taken from real life

52. The overall design of the coursebooks (pictures, charts, figures) is attractive

53. The instructions in the coursebooks are clear and easy to understand

54. Audio cassettes of the coursebooks are satisfactory

55. The workbooks contain sufficient and relevant practice of points covered in the coursebooks

56. The supplementary materials handed out by the teacher in class are satisfactory
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PART THREE
CLASS PARTICIPATION AND STUDY HABITS

57. During classes | listen to the teacher attentively

58. During classes | speak only when | am called on or asked a question by the teacher

59. | volunteer to speak or to answer the teacher’s questions

60. | respond to the teacher spontaneously

61. | ask the teacher questions

62. During classes | listen to the other students attentively

63. | participate in the class activities eagerly

64. | try to perform the classwork properly

65. | feel sleepy during classes

66. | try to do my full share of work in pair and group activities

67. During classes | care to speak in English as much as possible rather than Turkish

68. | take regular notes during classes

69. | ask for the teacher’s help when | don’t understand something

70. 1 have no interest in class activities at all

71. 1 get bored in classes

72. 1 do other things (like watching TV, reading, loafing, etc.) when | should be studying

73. 1 have a definite, although not so rigid and precise, study schedule

74.1f | get bored when | study, | give it up quickly or postpone it

75. After school, | recopy my lecture notes

76. If something very important does not interfere, | regularly revise the coursebook and workbook
sections, supplementary materials, and my notes

77.1 do my homework and assignments on time

78. When | sit down to study, | usually can’t decide what exactly | need to study

79. | often daydream when | study

80. | always start very late, in most cases the day before, to prepare for an exam

81. While studying, | am satisfied to have a look at things that are most likely to be asked in exams

82. | do homework and assignments properly

83. | am often satisfied to have a rough understanding of important points rather than doing all the
exercises in the coursebooks / workbooks / supplementary materials

84. | rather crib from others rather than spend time on homework

85. | keep specially indexed files or notebooks to record new words, phrases, grammar rules, and so
forth

86. | study taking into consideration the teacher’s advice on how to study
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APPENDIX J

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND CLASS PARTICIPATION
AND STUDY HABITS QUESTIONNAIRE- REVISED FORM (TURKISH VERSION)
Asagidaki ifadelerin her birine ne oranda katildiginizi belirtmek igin size en uygun gelen
secenegi isaretleyiniz. Cevaplarinizi optik okuyucu cevap formuna aktarmayi
unutmayiniz.
a- Kesinlikle katiliyorum
b- Katiliyorum
c- Kararsizim

d- Katilmiyorum o
e- Kesinlikle katilimiyorum BIRINCI BOLUM-SINIF ORTAMI

Bu §gretmenin derslerinde 6grencilerin ¢ogu istekli bir sekilde derse katilir

Ogretmen her zaman derse hazirlikli ve planli olarak gelir

bed il e

Ogrenciler derslerle ya da baska konularla ilgili problemleri oldugunda rahatlikla gretmene
danigabilirler

Bu sinifta 6grenciler birbirlerini severler

Bu §gretmenin derslerinde 6grenciler sik sik hayallere dalarlar

Ogretmenin bu siniftaki dgrencilerle olan iliskileri karsilikli sevgi ve saygiya dayalidir

Yeterince ders islemek bu dgretmen i¢in ¢cok 6nemlidir

S R Fal Rl P

Ogretmen dgrencilerle bireysel olarak ilgilenir

9. Ogrencilerin cogu 6gretmen konusurken dikkatle dinler

10. Ogretmen ders zamanimin bosa harcanmamasina dikkat eder

11. Ogretmen bir otorite olmaktan ¢ok bir arkadas gibidir

12. Ogretmen ders etkinliklerini iyi bir sekilde planlar ve organize eder

13. Bu sinifta 6grenciler birbirlerini tanimaya calisirlar

14. Baz1 6grencilerin sinif diizenini bozucu davraniglart yiiziinden derslerin akisi zaman zaman
kesintiye ugrar

15. Ogretmen sik sik baska konularda konusmak icin dersi bir kenara birakir

16. Ogretmen simif diizeni ve disiplinini saglamak i¢in belirli kurallar1 taviz vermeden ve tutarli bir
sekilde uygular

17.Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde ¢ogu 6grenci sabirsizlikla dersin sona ermesini bekler

18. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde bazi 6grenciler her firsatta sinif diizenini bozucu davraniglarda
bulunurlar

19. Bu 6gretmenin dersleri zamaninda baslar

20. Bu sinifta 6grenciler esli ve grup ¢alismalarinda birlikte ¢aligmaktan hoslanirlar

21. Ogretmen sik sik dgrencilere sessiz olmalarini sdylemek zorunda kalir

22. Ogretmen dgrencilerin duygu, neri ve fikirlerini Snemser

23. Ogretmen ders zamanini verimli bir sekilde kullanir

24. Bu sinifta iyi arkadaglar edindim

25. Bu sinifta dgrenciler birbirleriyle yardimlasirlar

26. Ogretmen bu siniftaki dgrencilerle iyi gecinir

27. Ogretmen simif diizenini bozucu davramislara ¢ok fazla miisamaha gosterir

28. Bu 0gretmenin derslerinde sadece bir ka¢ 6grenci derse gercek anlamda katilir

29. Ogretmen basarili olabilecekleri konusunda dgrencileri cesaretlendirir

30. Ogrenciler bu 6gretmenin derslerinden gergekten hoslanirlar

31. Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde 6grenciler tiim dikkatlerini derse verirler

32. Bu simifta giizel arkadagliklar kurulur

33. Ogretmen sik sik sinifin kontroliinii kaybeder

34. Ogretmen dgrencilerin tiim dikkatlerini derse vermelerini bekler

35. Ogretmen derslerde zorluk ceken dgrencilere yardim eder

36. Ogretmen ile siiftaki bazi 6grenciler arasinda sik sik gerginlikler yasanir.

37.Bu 6gretmenin derslerinde cogu dgrenci kendini uykulu hisseder

38. Bu simifta 6grenciler arasinda igbirligi vardir
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~ IKINCI BOLUM _
SINIFLARIN FIZIKSEL DURUMU VE DERS MATERYALLERI

39. Smifimiz genellikle havasizdir

40. Sinifimizin 1s1s1 uygundur

41. Sinifimizda her 6grenci i¢in yeterince ¢aligma alani mevcuttur

42. Sinifimizin 151k durumu uygundur

43, Simifimizin oturma diizeni rahattir

44. Sinifimizdaki sandalyeler rahattir

45. Sinifimiz ders islemek icin rahat ve hos bir mekandir

46. Simifimiz temiz ve diizenlidir

47. Simifimiz ¢ok kalabaliktir

Takip etmekte oldugunuz ders kitabi (ENGLISH FILE ya da CUTTING EDGE) serisinin su
ana kadar gérmus oldugunuz kadarini g6z éniinde bulundurarak asagidaki ifadelere ne
oranda katildiginizi belirtiniz.

48. Ders kitab1 (English File ya da Cutting Edge ) genel olarak ihtiya¢ ve beklentilerimi
karsilamaktadir.

49. Ders kitabindaki konular ilging ve motive edicidir

50. Ders kitab1 dinleme, konugma, okuma ve yazma becerileri i¢in uygun ve yeterli alistirmalar
igcermektedir

51. Ders kitab1 gercek hayattaki konugma ve yazi dilinden 6rnekler icermektedir

52. Ders kitabinin genel tasarimi (resimler, tablolar, sekiller, vs.) ilgi ¢ekicidir

53. Ders kitabindaki aligtirmalarin nasil yapilacagi ile ilgili agiklamalar net ve kolay anlasilir
niteliktedir

54. Ders kitabinin ses kasetleri tatmin edicidir

55. Caligma kitab1 (Workbook) ders kitabinda gecen konularla ilgili uygun ve yeterli alistirmalar
igcermektedir

56. Ogretmenin sinifta dagittig1 ilave materyaller tatmin edicidir
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UGUNCU BOLUM
DERSE KATILIM VE GALISMA ALISKANLIKLARI

57. Derste 6gretmeni dikkatli bir sekilde dinlerim

58. Derste sadece bana soz verildiginde yada soru soruldugunda konusurum

59. Derste konusmak, ya da 6gretmenin sordugu sorulara cevap vermek i¢in goniillii olurum

60. Ogretmene kendiligimden, hemen yanit veririm

61. Derste gretmene sorular sorarim

62. Derste diger 6grencileri dikkatli bir sekilde dinlerim

63. Dersteki etkinliklere istekli bir sekilde katilirnm

64. Dersteki caligmalari tam olarak yerine getirmeye calisirim

65. Derslerde kendimi uykulu hissederim

66. Esli ve grup caligmalarinda bana diisen gorevi tam olarak yerine getirmeye ¢aligirim

67. Derslerde miimkiin oldugunca Tiirkce yerine ingilizce konusmaya dikkat ederim

68. Derslerde diizenli notlar tutarim

69. Ders esnasinda bir seyi anlamadigim zaman 0gretmenden yardim isterim

70. Derslerdeki etkinlikler hi¢ ilgimi ¢ekmiyor

71. Derslerde ¢ok sikilirim

72. Ders galistyor olmam gerekirken baska seylerle (TV seyretmek, kitap okumak, gezip eglenmek
gibi) ugrasirim

73. Cok kat1 ve kesin olmasa da, belirli bir ders ¢caligma programim vardir

74. Ders calisirken canim sikilirsa, hemen vazgecerim ya da ertelerim

75. Okuldan sonra ders notlarimi temize ¢ekerim

76. Cok onemli bir sey araya girmedikce ders kitab1 ve ¢aligma kitabindaki boliimleri, ilave
materyalleri ve ders notlarimi diizenli olarak gdzden gegiririm

77. Eve verilen ddev ve ¢aligmalar1 zamaninda yaparim

78. Ders caligmaya oturdugumda ¢ogu zaman tam olarak ne ¢aligmam gerektigine karar veremem

79. Ders caligirken sik sik hayallere dalarim

80. Smavlara caligmaya hep geg, cogunlukla bir giin kala, baglarim

81. Ders calisirken sadece sinavda sorulma ihtimali en yiiksek olan konulara bakmakla yetinirim

82. Eve verilen 6dev ve calismalar1 hakkini vererek yaparim

83. Ders kitabi, workbook, ya da ilave materyallerdeki biitiin aligtirmalar1 yapmak yerine konulari
genel hatlariyla anlamakla yetinirim

84. Verilen 6devleri yapmak i¢in zaman harcamaktansa baskalarindan alip ge¢irmeyi tercih ederim

85. Ogrendigim kelimeler, ciimleler, gramer kurallari vs. ile ilgili, konulara gore ayirdigim dosyalar
ya da defterler tutarim

86. Ogretmenin nasil ders calismamiz gerektigi ile ilgili dnerilerini dikkate alarak ¢aligirim
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APPENDIX K

TURKISH SUMMARY

Bu ¢alisma, Ingilizce’nin yabanci dil olarak 6grenildigi (English as a Foreign
Language) bir baglamda 6grencilerin egitim ortamina beraberlerinde getirdikleri
cesitli duyussal, biligsel ve demografik giris (Input) Ozeliklerinin ve egitim
stirecindeki sinif ortami (context) ile ilgili algilarinin, 6grenme iiriinlerini (outcome)
aciklamadaki rollerini arastirmay:r hedeflemistir. Kayseri Erciyes Universitesi
Yabanci Diller Yiiksek Okulu'nda bir yil (iki dénem) siireli yogun bir Ingilizce
hazirlik egitimi goren, Tip, Miihendislik, iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler, ve Sivil Havacilik
boliimlerine kayith 6grencilerin denek olarak kullanildigir arastirma, g¢aligma
kapsaminda gelistirilen “Input-Context-Outcome” (Giris-Ortam-Uriin) arastirma
modeli ¢ergevesinde yiirtitiilmiistiir.

Ogrencilerin giris (Input) 6zellikleri ile ilgili veriler, hazirlk egitimi
baslamadan hemen Once anket yOntemi ve okul kayitlarina basvurularak elde
edilmigtir. Duyussal giris Ozellikleri (Affective Entering Characteristics), kendi
icerisinde Ingilizce dgrenme icin gosterilen ¢caba (effort), Ingilizceye duyulan ilgi
(interest) ve Ingilizce dgrenmeye atfedilen deger (value) alt boyutlarindan olusan
Ingilizce Motivasyonu (English Motivation), Ingilizce konusma kaygist (speaking
anxiety) ve Ingilizce 6z-benlik (English self-concept) degiskenlerini kapsamaktadir.

Biligsel bir giris 06zelligi (cognitive entering characteristic) olarak
tanimlanmis olan Genel Akademik Basari’nin Olgiilmesinde 6grencilerin 2001-
Ogrenci Se¢me Smavi (OSS) sayisal puanlari kullanilmistir. Yas, cinsiyet, anne-baba
egitim durumu, 6grencilerin daha once hazirlik egitimi goriip-gérmemis olmalar: ve
ogrencilerin egitimleri sliresince aileleri ile yasayip-yasamadiklar: demografik giris
ozellikleri degiskenleridir.

Ortam (context) degiskenleri, 6grencilerin egitim siiresince (bir yariyil),
cesitli psikososyal etkilesimler, 6gretim ve sinif yonetimi, siniflarin fiziksel durumu
ve ders materyallerinden tatmin agilarindan, i¢inde bulunduklar1 smiflar1 nasil
algiladiklarina odaklanan sinif ortami (classroom environment) degiskenlerinden

olusmustur. Smif ortaminin psikososyal boyutu, ogretmen destegi (teacher
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supportiveness) ve Ogrenci yakinligi (student cohesiveness) degiskenlerinden
olusmaktadir. Ogretim ve smf yonetimi ile ilgili boyut ise dgrenci katihmcilig
(student involvement), gorev egilimi ve organizasyon (task orientation and
organization) ve swuif diizeni/disiplini (class order) degiskenleridir. Siniflarin fiziksel
durumu (physical conditions) boyutu 6grencilerin i¢inde bulunduklari siniflar1 tertip-
diizen, rahatlik, gibi a¢ilardan nasil algiladiklarina yoneliktir. Ders materyalleri
boyutu ise kullanilmakta olan ders kitaplariin ve ilave materyallerin 6grencilerin
gereksinim ve beklentilerini karsilamada ne derece tatmin edici olduklarini
belirlemek amaciyla kullanilmistir. Bu degiskenler ile ilgili veriler egitim siirecinin
sonlarina dogru anket yolu ile elde edilmistir. Giris 6zellikleri ve smif ortamina
ilisgkin degiskenler arastirmanin bagimsiz degiskenlerini (predictor variables)
olusturmaktadir.

Arastirmanin  bagimli degiskenlerini (criterion variables) olusturan dil
O0grenme Uriinleri (language learning outcomes), verileri egitim siirecinin sonlarina
dogru ve sonunda elde edilmis olan, sinif katilimi (class participation), ¢alisma
aliskanliklar  (study habits) ve Ingilizce basarisi (English achievement)
degiskenleridir. Smif katilmi degiskeni, Ogrencilerin derslerdeki calismalara ve
etkinliklere aktif olarak ne derecede katildiklarini ve iizerlerine diisen gorevleri ne
derecede yerine getirdiklerini 6l¢meyi amaglamistir. Calisma aligkanliklar1 degiskeni
ise, Ogrencilerin ders disinda olumlu caligma aligkanliklarina/davraniglarina ne
derecede sahip olduklarini belirlemeyi hedeflemistir. Bu iki degisken ile ilgili veriler
de, yine smif ortami ile ilgili veriler toplanirken anket yoluyla elde edilmistir.
Ingilizce basarisi, dgrencilerin birinci dénem boyunca Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu
dlgme degerlendirme birimi tarafindan verilmis olan dért adet aylik sinavin Ingilizce
gramer ve kelime bilgisini dlgen boliimlerinden aldiklar1 puanlarin, donem sonunda
alinmis ortalamasi olarak tanimlanmastir.

Ozetle, giris ozellikleri ve smif ortamina iligskin belirlenmis bu bagimsiz
degiskenlerin, her bir bagimli degiskeni agiklamada (yordamada) ne derece onemli
olduklart hem degisken gruplar1 ve alt gruplari hem de her bir degisken agisindan
arastirilmis ve yorumlanmistir. Calismada kullanilan boyutlar/degiskenler ve 6lgme
araclari, ilgili literatiiriin 15181inda genel hatlariyla belirlenmis ve pilot caligmalarla
son sekillerini almiglardir. Veri toplama araglart olarak kullanilan anketler,

literatlirdeki benzer anketlerdeki bazi maddelerin 6diing alinmasi ya da uyarlanmasi
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ve caligmanin amagclari, arastirmanin yapildigr ortamin 6zellikleri ve 6grenci profili
gibi faktorler g6z Oniline alinarak, arastirmaci tarafindan yazilmis maddelerden
olusmustur.

Toplam 36 madde ve 5 alt boyut igeren Duyussal Ozellikler Anketi (Affective
Characteristics Questionnaire-ACQ) o6grencilerin orta 6gretimdeki deneyimlerine
dayanarak, Ingilizce grenme konusundaki tutum ve duygularini belirlemeye yonelik
olarak tasarlanmistir. Anketi olusturan boyutlar ve maddeler, Mayis 2001°’den Ekim
2001’e kadar gecen siire igerisinde yapilmis pilot uygulamalar sonucunda elde edilen
verilerin faktor analizleri ve madde analizleri sonuglarina dayanilarak belirlenmistir.
Anketin Ingilizce konusma kaygisi alt boyutu 8 maddeden olusmus ve dgrencilerin
sinifta Ingilizce konusma ve iletisimde bulunmayi gerektiren durumlarda hissettikleri
korku ve kaygi diizeyini belirlemeyi hedeflemistir. Bu alt boyut ile ilgili maddeler
Horwitz ve arkadaglarinin (1986) gelistirdigi Ingilizce kaygisi ile ilgili kavramlara
dayanmaktadir. Duyussal Ozellikler Anketinin motivasyona iliskin alt boyutlar1 ilgili
literatiirde Gardner ve arkadaslar1 (1972, 1976, 1981) ve Deci ve Ryan (1985)
tarafindan ortaya atilan motivasyon kuramlarini temel almistir. Motivasyonun caba
(effort) alt boyutu 6grencilerin Ingilizce dgrenmek igin okulda ve okul disindaki
ortamlarda bireysel olarak sarf ettikleri ¢aba diizeyini belirlemeyi hedefleyen 8
maddeden olusmaktadir. Motivasyonun ilgi (interest) alt boyutu, 0Ogrencilerin
Ingilizceyi ne derece sevdiklerini ve Ingilizce 6grenmeye ne denli ilgi duyduklarimni
belirlemeyi amaglayan 7 madde igermektedir. Motivasyona iligkin bir diger alt boyut
olan deger (value) ise, dgrencilerin Ingilizce 6grenmeye egitimsel, kisisel ve faydaci
acilardan ne derece deger atfettiklerini belirlemeyi hedefleyen 7 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Tanimlar itibariyle motivasyonun ilgi ve deger boyutlar1 literatiirde
Deci ve Ryan’in igsel (intrinsic) ve dissal (extrinsic) motivasyon ve Gardner’in
instrumental (okuma, ¢eviri yapabilme ya da kariyer yapabilme gibi sebepler i¢in bir
yabanci dili 6grenme) ve integrative (hedef kiiltiire katilmak icin, dilin kiiltiiriinii
benimseyerek yabanci dil 0grenme) motivasyon egilimleri ile paralellikler
gostermektedir.

Duyussal Ozellikler Anketinin bir diger boyutu olan Ingilizce 6z-benlik,
Marsh’in (1990) Academik Oz Betimleme Anketi’nin (Academic Self Description

Questonnaire) 6 maddesinin bu calisma igin uyarlanmasiyla olusturulmustur. Oz-
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benlik degiskeni oOgrencilerin Ingilizce &grenme yetilerini nasil algiladiklarini
belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir.

Calismanin bilissel giris Ozellikleri boyutunu olusturan Genel Akademik
Basar1 6lciitii olarak, 6grencilerin OSS 2001 sayisal puanlari kullamlmistir. Bu
puanlar 6grencilerin orta 6gretim basart puanlarim1 icermemektedir. Sozel ve esit
agilikli puanlara sahip 6grenciler arastirmaya dahil edilmemislerdir. OSS puanlari ile
ilgili veriler OSYM nin sagladig1 sekilde 6grenci isleri biirosundan elde edilmistir.

Calismada kullanilan demografik 6grenci ozellikleri ile ilgili veriler,
Duyussal Ozellikler Anketi’nin giris béliimiinde &grencilere sorulmus olan ¢ok
sayida sorular arasindan segilerek birer degisken haline doniistiiriilmiistiir. Bir
ayiklama/segme siireci sonucunda, yas, cinsiyet, anne-baba egitim durumu,
ogrencilerin daha Once hazirlik egitimi goriip-gérmemis olmalar1 ve &grencilerin
egitimleri siiresince aileleri ile yasayip-yasamamalari, 6grencilerin demografik giris
Ozellikleri olarak belirlenmistir.

Duyussal Ozellikler Anketinde kullanilan maddelerin puanlanmasi i¢in 1°den
(Kesinlikle Katiliyorum) 5’e (Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum) kadar dereceli Likert tipi
cevap formati kullanilmistir. Ogrencilerin maddelere verdikleri cevaplar toplanarak
her bir degisken icin birer aralikli (interval) 6l¢ek puami olusturulmustur. Giris
ozelliklerinden OSS puanlari ve 6grenci yasi da birer aralikli dlgek puanlaridir.
Cinsiyet, anne-baba egitim durumu, 6grencilerin daha 6nce hazirlik egitimi goriip-
gormemis olmalar1 ve dgrencilerin aileleri ile yasayip-yasamamalar1 degiskenlerinin
her biri de analizlerde 1-0 olarak kodlanmis siniflama (Nominal) dlgekleridir.

Ogrencilerin egitim siirecinde/ortaminda (context) i¢inde bulunduklari smif
ortamlarin1 nasil algiladiklaria iliskin verilerin toplanmasi i¢in ilgili literatiire (or:
Fraser, 1986; Haertal, Walberg ve Haertal, 1981; Fraser ve Fisher, 1994; McRobbie
ve Fraser, 1993; Moos, 1980) ve cesitli 6lcme araglarina dayanilarak, arastirmaci
tarafindan gelistirilmis toplam 48 madde ve 7 alt boyuttan olusan Sinif Ortami
Anketi (Classroom Environment Questionnaire) kullanilmistir. Anketi olusturan
maddeler ve alt boyutlar1 2001 yil1 Kasim ve Aralik aylar1 arasinda gercgeklestirilmis
bir dizi pilot uygulamadan elde edilmis verilerin faktor analizleri ve madde analizleri
ile son seklini almstir.

Anketin Ogretmen Destegi (Teacher Supportiveness) ve Ogrenci Yakinlig

(Student Cohesiveness) alt boyutlarinin olusturdugu psikososyal boyutu, 6gretmen

229



ile Ogrenciler arasindaki ve Ogrencilerin kendi aralarindaki sosyal iletisimlerine
odaklanmaktadir. Ogretmen destegi alt boyutu, Ogretmenin Ogrencilere ve
sorunlarina karst ne derece yardimci, ilgili ve yakin oldugunu belirlemeyi amaglayan
8 madde icermektedir. Ogrenci yakinlig1 alt boyutu da dgrencilerin birbirlerine ne
denli yakin, yardimsever ve ne denli birlikte olmaktan ve ¢alismaktan hoslandiklarini
6lcmeyi hedefleyen 7 maddeden olugmaktadir.

Sinif Ortam1 Anketinin 6gretim ve sinif yonetimi ile ilgili boyutunu olusturan
Ogrenci Katilimeiligi (Student Involvement) alt boyutu, &grencilerin siniflarinda
bulanan diger 6grencileri genel olarak derslere karsi ne denli ilgili ve katilimci
gordiiklerini 6l¢cmeyi hedefleyen 7 maddeden olusmaktadir.

Gorev Egilimi ve Organizasyon (Task Orientation and Organization) alt
boyutu, siniflarda 6gretmenlerin 6grenme hedefleri ve amaclarina ulagsmaya ne
derece 6nem verdiklerini ve siniflarda 6grenme etkinliklerinin ne derece diizenli ve
planlt oldugunu belirlemeyi amaglayan 7 madde igermektedir. Sinif Diizeni/Disiplini
alt boyutu ise siiflarda diizen ve disiplinin ne derece saglandigina dair 5 maddeden
olusmaktadir.

Anketin Fiziksel Durum (Physical Conditions) boyutu, 6grencilerin iginde
bulunduklar1 siiflar1 ne derece rahat, iyi sekilde diizenlenmis, temiz ve cekici
bulduklarini belirlemeye yonelik 5 madde icermektedir. Ders Materyalleri boyutu ise
kullanilan ders kitaplarinin (English File-OUP serisi) ve ilave materyallerin
ogrencilerin beklenti ve ihtiyaglarmi karsilamada ne denli tatmin edici oldugunu
belirlemeyi hedefleyen 9 maddeden olusmaktadir.

Duyussal Ozellikler Anketinde oldugu gibi Stmf Ortam1 Anketinde de 1°den
(Kesinlikle Katiliyorum) 5’e (Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum) kadar dereceli Likert tipi
cevap format1 kullanilmisg ve puanlarin toplanmasi ile her bir degisken i¢in aralikli
(interval) 6l¢ek puanlar1 olusturulmustur.

Calismanim bagimli degiskenlerinden (Ogrenme Uriinleri) olan Derse Katilim
ve Caligma Aligkanliklar1 boyutlari, aragtirmaci tarafindan gelistirilmis olan Derse
Katilim ve Calisma Aligkanliklart Anketi (Class Participation and Study Habits
Questionnaire) ile tanimlanmistir. Derse Katilim boyutu 13 maddeden olugmakta ve
ogrencilerin kendilerinin derse ve smif etkinliklerine ne derece aktif olarak
katildiklarini, derslerde yapilan grup ve esli ¢aligmalarda kendilerine diisen gorev ve

davraniglar1 ne derece yerine getirdiklerini 6lgmeyi amaglamistir. Anketin Calisma
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Aligkanliklar1 boyutu ise ders disinda 6grencilerin verilen 6devleri ve ¢alismalar1 ne
derece diizenli ve zamaninda yaptiklarini, derslere ve smavlara ne derece
hazirlandiklarini belirlemeye yonelik 13 maddeden olusmustur. Bu ankette de 5’lik
Likert 6l¢egi kullanmastir.

Bir diger bagimli degisken olan Ingilizce Basaris1 (English Achievement), bu
calismanin amaclar1 dogrultusunda o6grencilerin birinci donem igerisinde Yabanci
Diller Yiiksekokulu 6lgme-degerlendirme birimi tarafindan hazirlanan ve uygulanan
4 adet aylik smavin gramer ve kelime bilgisi boliimlerinden aldiklar1 puanlarin
ortalamasi olarak belirlenmis ve analizlerde aralikli (interval) 6l¢ek puanlar1 olarak
kullanilmustir.

Calismanm denekleri, 2001-2002 akademik yilinda Erciyes Universitesi
Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulunda Ingilizce hazirlik egitimi gérmekte olan Tip, iktisadi
ve Idari Bilimler, Miihendislik Fakiilteleri ve Sivil Havacilik Yiiksekokulu’na kayitl
519 dgrenciden olusmustur. Calismaya katilan denekleri belirlemek igin 2001 OSS
simnavina sayisal boliimlerden girmis olmak ve hazirhik siniflariin giindiz C
gruplarina (temel diizey) kayitli olmak olgiitleri kullanilmistir. Ayrica, kullanilan
istatistik analizlerin 6n kosullarin1 yerine getirmek amaciyla, c¢alismanin
degiskenlerinden herhangi birinde eksik verileri olan 6grenciler ¢alismanin kapsami
disinda brrakilmigtir. Asil denek gurubu (N=519) disinda kalan 6grenciler yalnizca
Olgme araclarmin gegerlik ve giivenirlik c¢aligmalari amaciyla yapilan pilot
uygulamalarda kullanilmistir.

Bu calismada sinif ortamlari ile ilgili veriler, haftada 16 saatlik ana program
(core program), bu dersleri yiiriiten 0gretmenler ve bu derslerde kullanilan ders
materyalleri esas alinarak toplanmistir. Bu programa destek niteligindeki okuma,
yazma, video ve konusma ve bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenme programlar1 (haftada
toplam 8 saat) ¢alismanin boyutlar1 disinda birakilmistir.

Pilot caligsmalar icin veri toplama siireci Mayis-Aralik 2001 boyunca devam
etmistir. Asil veri toplama uygulamalarinin ilk asamasi egitimin basladig1 olan Ekim
aymin ikinci haftasmin ilk giiniinde, Duyussal Ozellikler Anketinin 553 &grenciye
uygulanmasiyla baglamistir. Veri toplama siirecinin ikinci asamasinda Siif Ortami
Anketi ve Derse Katilim ve Calisma Aliskanliklar1 anketi birlestirilmis bir form
olarak Aralik ayinin son haftasinda 574 6grenciye uygulanmistir. Subat aymin son

haftas1 olan iigiincii asamada biitiin anketleri eksiksiz yamtlayan ve OSS puanlari
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eksiksiz elde edilen 519 6grencinin Ingilizce Basar1 puanlar1 hesaplanmis ve veri
analizleri siirecine geg¢ilmistir.

Veri analizleri betimsel istatistik analizler (frekanslar, ortalamalar, standart
sapmalar) ve Korelasyon ve Coklu Regresyon Analizleri kullanilarak
gerceklestirilmistir. Calismanin arastirma sorular1 ¢ercevesinde, regresyon analizleri
iki sekilde gerceklestirilmistir: Her bir ana bagimsiz degisken gruplarini (Giris ve
Ortam degiskenleri) birbirinden bagimsiz setler olarak kullanarak ve sirali
(Hiyerarsik) setler olarak kullanarak. Birinci uygulamayla, giris ve ortam
gruplarindaki degiskenlerin her bir bagimli degiskeni agiklamadaki katkilar1 bir
biitiin olarak ve her bir degisken acisindan belirlenmistir. Kullanilan bagimsiz
degiskenlerin bir biitiin olarak bagimhi degiskenlerdeki varyansi ne oranda
acikladiklari, ayarlanmis R kare (R adj) degerleri ile rapor edilmistir. Her bir set
icindeki degiskenlerin bagimli degiskenleri agiklamadaki 6zgiin katkis1 (ne derece
onemli oldugu) ise standartlastirilmis beta katsayilar1 (Beta-3) ile belirlenmistir.

Hiyerarsik regresyon modellerinde ise giris degiskenleri analizlere ilk adimda
girildikten sonra, ikinci adimda dahil edilen ortam degiskenlerinin (birinci adimdaki
degiskenlerin etkisini kontrol altina alarak) modellerdeki varyansi agiklamaya ne
derece ek bir katki sagladig1 incelenmistir. Ortam degiskenlerinin, giris 6zelliklerinin
toplam etkisinden bagimsiz olarak sagladig1 ek katkilar R* degisimi (R*-change) ile
rapor edilmistir. Boylelikle, her iki ana degisken grubunun birbirlerinden bagimsiz
olarak bagimli degiskenleri ne oranda agikladigi belirlenmistir. Her iki degisken
grubunun birlikte ele alindig1 son (final) regresyon modellerinde biitiin degiskenlerin
toplam varyanslar1 agiklamadaki giicleri (R adj) ve her bir degiskenin bu varyanslar
aciklamaya ne derece katkida bulunduklar1 (Beta-3) rapor edilmis ve her bir bagimli
degisken icin gerceklestirilen analizlerin bulgular1 karsilastirilmis ve tartisilmustir.
Regresyon analizlerinin genel olarak ilgili 6n kosullar1 (varsayimlari) karsiladigi
gbzlemlenmistir.

Degiskenler arasindaki iligkilerin agiklanmasinda, basit korelasyon (Pearson)
analizleri ile regresyon analizlerinin farkli sonuglar ortaya koydugu goriilmiistiir.
Korelasyon analizlerinin bazi degiskenler arasinda anlamli korelasyonlara isaret
etmesine ragmen, bu iligkilerin regresyon analizlerinde giiclerini ya da
anlamliliklarin yitirdikleri goriilmiistiir. Ayn1 sekilde, giris ve ortam degiskenlerinin
birbirlerinden bagimsiz olarak ve hiyerarsik olarak incelendigi regresyon modelleri
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arasinda da sonuglarin farkliliklar gosterdigi, bazi degiskenlerin son modellerde
aciklayict gliglerinin  azaldigi ya da anlamhilik degerlerinin kayboldugu
gozlemlenmistir. Boylelikle, sadece basit korelasyonlar ile ya da kisith sayida
degiskenler kullanarak c¢esitli O6grenme {riinlerini agiklamayr hedefleyen
caligmalardan farkli olarak, bu ¢alismanin daha giivenilir sonuclar ortaya koyabildigi
diisiiniilmektedir. Ayrica, ¢alismada birden ¢ok bagimli degiskenin kullanilmasi,
bagimsiz degiskenlerin agiklayici rollerini daha net gosterebilmesi ve iliskilerin
cesitli desenlerini ortaya koyarak daha derinlemesine yorumlara olanak
saglayabilmesi a¢ilarindan 6nemlidir.

Calismada kullanilan degiskenlerin tiimii birlikte, derse katilim {irtiniindeki
toplam varyansin % 74 {inii (R2 adj = .738) , ¢alisma aliskanliklarinin % 40’1 (R2 adj
= .396) ve Ingilizce Basarisinin % 56 s (R adj = .563) aciklamaktadir.

Sadece giris Ozellikleri degiskenleri ele alindiginda derse katilim, ¢alisma
aligkanliklar1 ve Ingilizce basarisi iiriinlerinde agiklanan toplam varyans sirastyla %
38 (R® aqj = .375), % 32 (R® . = .321) ve % 44 (R* .5 = .436) olmustur. Ortam
degiskenlerinin son modellere yaptig1 ek katkilar derse katilim, ¢aligma aligkanliklar
ve Ingilizce basaris i¢in sirastyla % 36 (R* change = .375), % 08 (R* change = .081)
ve % 44 (R adj = -436) olmustur. Buna gore, ele alian giris 6zellikleri ve siif ortami
degiskenlerinin her bir 6grenme {iriinii agisindan farkli oranlarda agiklayici oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Son regresyon modellerinde ortaya ¢ikan sonuglara gore Derse Katilim
tirlinlinii agiklayan en 6nemli degisken, psikososyal bir siif ortami degiskeni olan
Ogretmen destegidir (B =.371 p <.001). Bunu takiben, 6grenci katilimcilig1 (B = .216
p < .001), ders materyallerinden tatmin (f = .157 p < .001), konusma kaygist (f = -
.109 p <.001), 6z benlik (B =.101 p <.001), gorev egilimi ve organizasyon (p = .092
p <.001), caba (B =.080 p <.01), 6grenci yakinlig1 (B = .067 p <.01), fiziksel durum
(B =.051 p <.05) ve genel akademik basar1 (f = .048 p < .05) degiskenleri de 6nem
sirasina gore derse katilimi agiklayan degiskenlerdir. Ayrica, siniflamali bir degisken
olan daha oOnce hazirlik egitimi alip-almamis olmak da anlamli bir agiklayici
degiskendir ( =-.072 p <.01).

Boylece, daha yiiksek diizeylerde derse katilan Ogrenciler, daha yiiksek
oranlarda Ogretmen destegi algilayan, ait olduklar1 smiflarda 6grencilerin ders

etkinliklerine ve gorevlerine genel olarak daha fazla ilgili ve katilimci oldugunu
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algilayan, ders kitaplar1 ve ilave materyallerden daha yiiksek diizeyde tatmin olan,
hazirlik egitimi Oncesi daha az konusma kaygisina, daha fazla yiiksek 6z-benlik
algisina sahip olan, 6gretmenlerini daha fazla gorev egilimli ve diizenli olarak
algilayan, hazirhk egitimi oncesi Ingilizce 6grenmek icin daha yiiksek diizeylerde
caba sarf eden, sinif arkadaslar1 arasinda daha yiiksek diizeyde yakinlik ve isbirligi
algilayan, icinde bulunduklar1 simnifi daha rahat ve cekici algilayan, daha yiiksek
genel akademik basar1 diizeylerine sahip 6grencilerdir. Ayrica bu 6grenciler daha
once hazirlik egitimi almamiglardir.

Calisma aligkanliklari tirtintinii agiklayan en dnemli degisken 6gretim ve sinif
yonetimi ilgili bir sinif ortam1 degiskeni olan 6grenci katihmciligidir (p = .241 p <
.001). Bunu, genel akademik basar1 (B =.177 p <.001) ve 6z-benlik (B =.086 p <.05
degiskenleri izlemektedir. Ayrica, siniflamali degiskenlerden 6grencilerin aileleri ile
birlikte yasayip-yasamamalar1 (B = .279 p < .001) ve cinsiyet (B = -.103 p < .01),
ogrencilerin caligma aligkanliklarini anlamli diizeylerde agiklamaktadir. Buna gore,
daha iyi calisma aliskanliklarina sahip olan Ogrenciler siniflarinda daha yiiksek
diizeyde 6grenci katilimi algilayan, daha yiiksek diizeyde genel akademik basariya
sahip ve hazirlik egitimi Oncesi Oz-benlik algilar1 daha yiliksek diizeyde olan
Ogrencilerdir. Ayrica bu 6grenciler aileleri ile yasayan bayan 6grencilerdir.

Arastirmanin Ingilizce basarisi iiriiniinii agiklayan en 6nemli degisken bilissel
bir giris 6zelligi olan genel akademik basaridir (B = .361 p <.001). Ogretmen destegi
(B=.235 p <.001), 6z-benlik (p =.178 p <.001), 6grenci katilimcilig1 (B =.174 p <
.001) ve ders materyalleri (B =.103 p < .01) diger aciklayic1 degiskenlerdir. Bunun
yaninda, Ogrencilerin daha 6nce hazirlik egitimi alip-almamis olmalar1 (f = .223 p <
.001) ve aileleri ile yasayip-yasamamalar1 (B = .077 p < .05) da Ingilizce basarisini
aciklayan siniflamali degiskenlerdendir.

Buna gore, daha yiiksek Ingilizce basarisina sahip dgrenciler, genel akademik
basar1 acisindan daha yiliksek konumda olan, daha yiiksek diizeylerde 6gretmen
destegi algilayan, hazirlik egitimi 6ncesi daha yiiksek 6z-benlik algisina sahip olan,
smiflarindaki 6grencilerin derse karsi daha fazla ilgili ve katilimci olduklarini
algilayan ve ders materyallerinden daha yiiksek diizeyde tatmin olduklarini ifade
eden Ogrencilerdir. Ayrica daha 6nce hazirlik egitimi almig ve aileleri ile birlikte

yasamakta olan dgrencilerdir.
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Bu arastirmanin sonuglari, genel olarak literatiirde ayni ya da benzer
degiskenleri kullanmis olan ¢alismalarin sonuglar ile paralellikler gostermektedirler.
Ancak, daha c¢ok bir 6n ¢alisma olmasi nedeniyle sonuglarin yorumlanmasinda belli
Olciide cekinceli yaklagsmakta yarar vardir. Bununla birlikte, elde edilen bulgularin
egitim ¢evrelerinde tartisilan bazi kavramlar agisindan ilgili literatiire katkida
bulundugu ve Erciyes Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu ve benzer egitim
kurumlarinda yararlanilabilecek bir dizi somut dneriler ortaya koydugu sdylenebilir.

Giris Ozellikleri ele alindiginda, c¢alismanin 6nemli bir genel bulgusu,
bagimsiz degiskenlerin her bir 6grenme iiriiniinii agiklamada farkli iliskiler ortaya
koydugudur. Ornegin, genel olarak duyussal giris 6zelliklerinin duyussal bir iiriin
olan derse katilm degiskenini Oncelikli olarak agiklamasi ve diger taraftan bilissel
bir giris 6zelligi olan genel akademik basarinin (OSS puanlari) yine biiyiik oranda
biligsel bir {iriin olarak kabul edilebilecek Ingilizce basarisi1 oncelikli olarak
aciklamasi dikkat cekicidir. Bu baglamda, ¢alismanin bu bulgusu, ilgili literatiirde
yaygin olarak tartisilan dilin formal ya da informal ozellikleri, ikinci dil ya da
yabanci dil ortaminda 6grenilmesi, 6grenme (learning) ya da edinim (acquisition)
gibi kavramsal ayrimlarin varligin1 destekler niteliktedir.

Arastirmanin duyussal girig 6zellikleri ile ilgili bulgular ilgili literatiirde de
onemi sik¢a vurgulanan kaygi, 6z-benlik, motivasyon gibi kavramlarin genel olarak
bu aragtirma baglaminda da 6nemli oldugunu ve benzer yonde iliskilere isaret ettigini
gostermektedir.

Calismanin 6nemli bir diger bulgusu, biligsel bir giris 06zelligi olarak
tanimlanan genel akademik basar1 kavraminin, dilin dncelikli olarak yapisal/biligsel
ozelliklerinin s6z konusu oldugu {irlinlerini agiklamada 6n plana ¢ikmasidir. Bu
bulgu ilgili literatiiriin genel yetenek, dil yetenegi, zeka gibi kavramlarla “6grenme”
arasindaki 1iligkileri siklikla ortaya koyan bulgularla paralellik gostermektedir.
Ayrica, OSS puanlarinin genel akademik basari 6lgiitii olarak kullanilabilecek gegerli
ve glivenilir bir 6lgme araci olabilecegi sonucu ¢ikarilabilir.

Calismanin demografik giris 6zelliklerinden, grencilerin daha énce Ingilizce
hazirlik egitimi goriip-gormemis olmalar1 degiskeni ilging bir sonu¢ ortaya
koymustur. Buna gore, her ne kadar daha 6nce hazirlik egitimi goérmiis olmak
ogrencilerin Ingilizce basarisi iizerinde olumlu bir etkiye sahip olsa da, derse katilim

agisindan tam tersi bir etkiye sahiptir. Bundan, orta 6gretimde Ingilizce hazirlik
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egitimi gérmiis olan 6grencilerin daha 6nceki deneyimlerinin duyussal agilardan pek
olumlu olmadig1 ve bu nedenle dgrencilerin derslere ve Ingilizce iletisim kurmaya
kars1 olumsuz tavirlar gelistirebildikleri sonucu ¢ikarilabilir. Ayrica, bu bulgunun iki
O0grenme Urlinii arasindaki kavramsal farkliligi bir nebze daha netlestirdigi de
sOylenebilir.

Istatistiksel olarak anlamli demografik giris 6zellikleri bulgularindan, bayan
Ogrencilerin daha iyi ¢alisma aliskanliklarina sahip olmalar1 ve aileleri ile birlikte
yasayan Ogrencilerin hem daha iyi calisma aligkanliklarina hem de daha yiiksek
Ingilizce basarisina sahip olmalar1 da genel olarak literatiirdeki benzer ¢alismalart
destekler niteliktedir.

Ortam ozellikleri ile ilgili sonuglara bakildiginda goze carpan onemli bir
genel bulgu, siif diizeni/disiplini degiskeni harig, biitiin ortam degiskenlerinin derse
katilim iirlinlinli  agiklamada oOnemli katkilarda bulundugu, ancak c¢alisma
aligkanliklar1 ve ingilizce basaris1 s6z konusu oldugunda bu denli etkili
olmadiklaridir. Dolayis1 ile, sinif ortami ile ilgili degiskenlerin 6ncelikli olarak sinif
ici katihm ile ilgili bir degiskenle iliskili olmasi dogal bir sonug¢ olarak
karsilanmalidir.

Smif ortaminin psikososyal boyutunu olusturan degiskenlerden 6gretmen
destegi, biitiin degiskenler arasinda derse katilim {iriiniiniin en 6nemli belirleyicisidir.
Bunun yaninda, Ingilizce basarisin1 da anlamli bir sekilde aciklamaktadir. Bu bulgu,
olumlu bir smif ortami olusturmada 6gretmenin 6nemli bir rolii ve sorumlulugu
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Siif ortaminin 6gretim ve smif yonetimi ile ilgili boyutlarindan 6grenci
katilmciligi da Onemli bir agiklayici degisken olarak goze carpmaktadir. Bu
degisken, biitiin 6grenme iiriinlerini agiklayici niteligi ile daha genis/yaygin bir etki
alanina sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Bunlara ek olarak, hem derse katilim1 hem de
Ingilizce basarisini aciklamasi ile ders materyalleri 6n plana ¢ikan diger bir simif
ortam1 boyutudur.

Genel olarak, bu calismanin sinif ortamu ile ilgili bulgulari, ilgili literatiirde
gecmis ¢alismalarin 6n plana ¢ikardigi degiskenleri ve bunlarin gesitli iiriinlerle olan
iliskilerinidestekler niteliktedir.

Bu calisma, 6grencinin giris 6zellikleri ve sinif ortamlarinin nitelikleri ile

ilgili literatiirdeki ¢esitli tartismalara katkida bulunmanin yani sira, Erciyes
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Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu ve benzeri egitim kurumlarinda
karsilagilabilecek egitimsel ve yonetimsel sorunlarla ilgili ¢6ziim Onerileri igin
yararlanilabilecek sonuglar ortaya koymaktadir.

Calismanin bulgular 1s18inda, uygun siif ortamlarinin yaratilmas: ve
stirdiiriilmesinin 6grencinin derse katilimini artirma agisindan olduk¢a 6nemli bir
etken oldugu sonucuna varilabilmektedir. Bunda, Ogretmenin rolleri ve
sorumluluklar1 birinci derecede onem tagimaktadir. Ogretmen, smif icinde
Ogrencilere destekleyici, yardimct ve cesaret verici davraniglar sergileyerek, derse
daha ¢ok sayida Ogrencinin aktif katilimini saglayarak, gorev egilimli ve diizenli
olarak, 6grenciler arasinda arkadaslik ve isbirligini tesvik ederek ve smifin fiziksel
kalitesini goz Onilinde bulundurarak daha olumlu bir simif ortami olusturabilir.
Ogretmenlerin, simf ortammnin 6zellikle duyussal 6zelliklerine odaklanan cesitli
hizmet i¢i egitim programlar1 yardimiyla biling ve duyarlilik diizeyleri artirilabilir.

Ders materyallerinin se¢iminde ya da gelistirilmesinde daha genis capta
Ogrenci ilgi ve Ogrenme stillerine hitap edebilecek bir yaklagimin, materyal
gelistirme/se¢me birimleri tarafindan esas alinmasi dnemlidir. Ayrica, sadece mevcut
ders kitaplarina ve materyallerine bagli kalmayarak, 6gretmenlerin siniflarindaki
ogrencilerin ilgi ve gereksinmelerine hitap edebilecek kaynaklardan yararlanmalari
tesvik edilmelidir. Smif ortamu ile ilgili bu degiskenlere ek olarak, 6grencilerin ¢esitli
girig Ozelliklerinin de 6gretmenler ve program koordinatorleri/idareciler tarafindan
g6z oniinde bulundurulmasi gereklidir. Bunlar arasinda 6grencilerin duyussal giris
ozelliklerinin oncelikli olarak tizerinde durulmalidir.

Her ne kadar belirli duyussal 6zellikler duragan ve degisime direngli ise de,
ogretmenlerin dgrencilerinin bu 6zellikleri ile ilgili bilgi sahibi olmas1 6zellikle risk
altinda olan Ogrencilerle bireysel diizeyde ilgilenebilmeleri ve bu konuda plan ve
stratejiler gelistirebilmeleri i¢in Onemlidir. Ayrica, Ogretmenin olumlu bir siif
ortami yaratabilmesi i¢in egitim baglamadan 6nce 6grencilerinin kim olduklar1 ve ne
hissettiklerine dair bilgi sahibi olmasi1 son derece yararli olacaktir. Okul idaresi ya da
egitim ile ilgili birimlerin egitim oncesi dgrencilerden bu konularda bilgi toplamasi
ve Ogretmenlerle paylasmasinin oldukca yararli olacagi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu tiir
veriler 1s1¢inda okul idaresi sadece seviye tespit sinavi sonuglarina dayanmayarak

ogrencilerin siniflara dagilimi konusunda daha saglikli kararlar alabilir.
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Ogrencilerin Ingilizce basaris1 s6z konusu oldugunda, genel akademik basar,
Ogretmen destegi, 6z-benlik, 6grenci katilimciligi, ders materyalleri ile ilgili tatmin,
daha 6nceki Ingilizce hazirlik deneyimleri ve &grencinin ailesi ile birlikte yasamasi
faktorleri on plana ¢ikmaktadir. Ozellikle Ogrencilerin genel akademik basar
durumlarinim Ingilizce basarisim belirleyen en dnemli faktdr olmas1 gergegi yabanci
dil 6grenmede dilin 6zellikle yapisal ve formal ozelliklerini 6grenmede akademik
acidan daha alt diizeydeki ogrencilerin bir dezavantaj iginde olabileceklerini
gostermektedir. Program koordinatorleri bu durumdaki 6grencilerin  bilissel
yeteneklerini ve calisma becerilerini gelistirebilmeleri i¢in egitim programlarina
dogrudan strateji egitiminin verildigi dersler ya da etkinliklerin dahil edilmesini
diistinebilirler.

Bu tiirden strateji egitimleri ile 6grenci basarisinda saglanabilecek artislar,
asil O6nemli olan Ogrencilerin 6z-benlik bilinglerinin gelistirilmesi, daha yiiksek
diizeyde motivasyon saglanmasi ve kaygi diizeylerinin azaltilmasinda etkili olabilir.
Okul yonetimi Ogrenci Ozellikleri ile ilgili elde edilmis verilerden yola ¢ikarak
Ogrencilerin gereksinimlerine daha sistematik ve etkili bir sekilde hizmet edecek
homojen yapilarda siniflar olusturmay1 da diistinebilir.

Smif ortami degiskenlerinden 6gretmen destegi, 68renci katilimciligr ve ders
materyallerinden tatmin faktorleri derse katilim agisindan onemli oldugu gibi
Ingilizce basaris1 agisindan da dikkate alinmalidir.

Calisma aligkanliklar iirliniinde agiklanan toplam varyansin olduke¢a diisiik
olmasima ragmen bununla ilgili bulgularda bazi agiklayici degiskenlerin onemine
dikkat ¢gekmektedir. Bunlarin i¢inden sinif ortaminin 6grenci katilimeiligi boyutu en
onemli degigsken olarak ortaya g¢ikmaktadir. Bdoylelikle, smiflarda genel 6grenci
katilimini artirmak suretiyle 6gretmen, 6grencilerin daha iyi calisma aligkanliklarina
sahip olmalarma katkida bulunabilir. Ogrenci giris 6zellikleri acisindan da genel
akademik basar1 0z-benlik, cinsiyet ve aile ile yasayip-yasamama faktorleri goz
onlinde bulundurulmalidir. Bu baglamda O6grencilerin girig Ozelliklerine dair bu
bilgiler ders ¢alisma aligkanliklart agisindan risk altinda olmas1 muhtemel 6grencilere
yonelik cesitli egitimsel ve yonetimsel uygulamalarin diizenlenmesinde yol gosterici
olabilir.

Bu caligmanin bulgulari, ¢esitli sinirliliklara ragmen, genel olarak dgretmen

ve egitim planlamasi ve degerlendirmesinden sorumlu kisilerin dikkatini 6grenci
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giris Ozellikleri ve siif ortamlarinin 6grenme iiriinlerini agiklamadaki potansiyel
rollerine ¢ekebilir. Bu konu ile ilgili yapilacak ileriki caligmalar gerek Yabanci Diller
Yiiksekokulunda gerekse benzer kurumlarda egitim planlamasi ve degerlendirilmesi

ile ilgili konularda daha somut onerileri miimkiin kilacaktir.
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