AN INVESTIGATION OF LEARNER AUTONOMY AND STRATEGIES FOR
COPING WITH SPEAKING PROBLEMS IN RELATION TO SUCCESS IN
ENGLISH SPEAKING CLASSES

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

BURCU GOKGOZ

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF ARTS
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHING

AUGUST 2008



Approval of the Graduate School of Social Sciences

Prof. Dr. Sencer AYATA
Director

I certify that this thesis satisfies all the requirements as a thesis for the degree of
Master of Arts.

Prof. Dr. Wolf KONIG
Head of Department

This is to certify that we have read this thesis and that in our opinion it is fully
adequate, in scope and quality, as a thesis for the degree of Master of Arts.

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Golge SEFEROGLU
Supervisor

Examining Committee Members

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ahmet Ok (METU, ELT)
Assoc. Prof. Dr. Golge Seferoglu (METU, EDS)
Dr. Perihan Savas (METU, ELT)




I hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. I also declare
that, as required by these rules and conduct, I have fully cited and referenced
all material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last Name : Burcu Gokgoz

Signature

i1



ABSTRACT

AN INVESTIGATION OF LEARNER AUTONOMY AND STRATEGIES FOR
COPING WITH SPEAKING PROBLEMS IN RELATION TO SUCCESS IN
ENGLISH SPEAKING CLASSES

Gokgoz, Burcu
M.A., Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Golge Seferoglu

August 2008, 114 pages

The present study was conducted at Dumlupinar University, Department of Foreign
Languages Preparatory Classes to investigate the relationship between degrees of
learner autonomy, use of strategies for coping with speaking problems and success in

speaking class of the participants.

To determine the degree of correlation among degree of learner autonomy, use of
strategies for coping with speaking problems and success in speaking class, 102
participants were distributed a questionnaire. The questionnaire asked the
participants to self report the strategies they use when they have problems during
speaking English and also to report their degree of learner autonomy as an English
language learner by choosing one of the items on the questionnaire. Following the
completion of the questionnaire the quantitative data analysis method was performed
via SPSS (Statistical Package of Social Sciences) 13.0 by conducting ANOVA and
MANOVA tests and some descriptive statistics.

v



As a result, the results of the study revealed that learners with low speaking grades
are worse than learners with high speaking grades during the use of strategies for
coping with speaking problems on the whole. Similarly, learners with low speaking
grades also reported themselves as less autonomous when compared to high
proficiency learners of English, although the difference is not significant between the

group of learners in average speaking grade level and high grade level.

Keywords: Learner Autonomy, Strategies for Coping with Speaking Problems in
English



0z

OGRENEN OZERKLIGININ VE KONUSMADA YASANAN GUCLUKLERLE
BASA CIKMA STRATEJILERININ INGILIZCE KONUSMA DERSLERINDEKI
BASARIYLA ILISKILI OLARAK INCELENMESI

Gokgoz, Burcu
Yiiksek Lisans, Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Golge Seferoglu

Agustos 2008, 114 sayfa

Bu ¢alisma Dumlupinar Universitesi Yabanci Diller Boliimii Hazirlik simiflarinda,
katilmeilarin 6grenen 6zerkliginin derecesi, konugmada yasanan giicliiklerle basa
cikma stratejilerinin kullanimi ve konusma dersinde aldiklar1 notlar arasindaki

iliskileri aragtirmak amaciyla uygulanmistir.

Ogrenen ozerkliginin derecesi, konusmada yasanan giicliiklerle basa c¢ikma
stratejilerinin kullanimi ve konusma dersinde aldiklari notlar arasindaki iligkilerin
derecesini 6lgmek icin 102 katilimcinin bir anket doldurmasi istenmistir. Anket
katilimeilarin Ingilizceyi konusmada giigliik yasadiklarinda kullandiklar stratejileri
ve Ingilizce 6grenen bir kisi olarak 6zerklik derecelerini anketteki maddelerden birini
secerek Dbelirtmeleri istenmistir. Anketin tamamlanmasindan sonra, ANOVA;
MANOVA testleri ile SPSS 13.0 (Sosyal Bilimler i¢in Istatistiksel Paket Programlar)
kullanilarak yapilmstir.

vi



Sonug olarak, calismanin sonuglar1 konusma notu diisiik olan 6grenci grubunun,
konusma notu yiiksek olan 6grenci grubuna gore konusmada yasanan giicliiklerle
basa c¢ikma stratejilerinin kullaniminda da diisiik degerler verdigi goézlenmistir.
Benzer sekilde, ankete verilen cevaplardan notu diisiik olan 6grenci grubunun ayni
zamanda konugsma notu yliksek olan 6grenci grubuna gore kendilerini daha az
otonom (0zerk) olarak ifade ettikleri sonucu ¢ikmistir. Bununla beraber, bu farklilik,
konusma notu orta derecede olan grupla konusma notu yiiksek olan dgrenci grubu

arasinda ayni derecede 6nemli ¢ikmamustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogrenen dzerkligi, ingilizce konusmada yasanan giicliiklerle bas

etme stratejileri
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

1.0. Presentation

This chapter starts with the background information to the study carried out, together
with the purpose of the study. It also states the research questions and points out the
significance of the study in addition to limitations of the study. Finally, definitions of

the terms used in the study are supplied.

1.1. Background to the study

The dynamic field of language learning and teaching has been taking many steps
forward in accordance with the pivotal advancements in technology and economical
and political situations on the world. Theories, strategies and practices of language
teaching and learning in the recent decades are subject to change in a way to focus
more on the communicative, functional and individual aspect of language. The thing
that matters in the current trend is the individual so; the teacher and the learner roles
seem to be reassigned. (Little, 1991, Benson & Voller, 1997 as cited in Thanasoulas,

2000) All these novelties have their roots in Communicative Approach
(Communicative Language Teaching). As communicative language teaching (CLT)
suggests, in communicative activities there is supposed to be a desire to
communicate, a communicative purpose, no teacher intervention, and no materials
control. The level of teacher intervention is kept at minimum level during
communicative activities however the teacher is to promote the use of

communicative language by giving immediate answers to the students in the



relatively uncontrolled conversations (Harmer, 2001). As is seen, to a certain extent
similar theories and practices in the classroom go hand in hand in the recent decades,
supporting each other to a certain extent. Learner autonomy is one of those relatively
recent and much debated concepts as scholars have difficulty in defining and
applying it. The difficulty of the concept is actually correlated with the difficulty of
breaking habits. Teachers as well as learners are having difficulty in reassigning the
roles of actors in a classroom. When we consider the fact that much of the learning
takes place outside the formal setting, then it can be stated that the learners are not
accustomed to be in the center of their own learning. Therefore, at this very point,
there arises a problem to be solved. To what extent the students in the classroom are

aware of the role of autonomy and strategy use while they speak in English.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study in question is to find out the degree of autonomy of the
participants as language learners and correlate them with the results of the use of the
strategies applied by the students while coping with the speaking problems they face
in the foreign language they learn. In addition to that, students’ cumulative grades in
their speaking exams throughout the year will be correlated with the variables
mentioned. Therefore, the relationship between speaking coping strategies, degree of
autonomy, and speaking grade levels will be investigated. The result will
demonstrate us whether there is a direct relationship between those variables. Basic

purposes of the study may be shortened as follows:

1. Understanding the students’ level of autonomy and strategies they apply
while coping with speaking problems.

2. Enlightening teachers and other scholars about the degree of relationship
between speaking grade levels of the students with their reported degree of autonomy

and coping strategy use during speaking.



1.3. Research Questions

The study investigates the following research questions:

1. Is there a correlation between reported use of strategies for coping with speaking
problems, reported degree of autonomy and the speaking class grade levels of the
students?
1. a Is there a correlation between reported degree of autonomy and speaking
grade levels of the students?
1. b Is there a correlation between reported use of strategies for coping with
speaking problems and speaking grade levels of the students?
2. To what extent do reported degree of autonomy and reported use of strategies for

coping with speaking problems explain speaking grade levels of the students?

1.4. Significance of the study

The study bears importance in that there have not been many studies conducted
evaluating autonomy, coping strategies in speaking and success in English speaking
classes of the student at the same time. With a need to investigate these two factors a
questionnaire was designed. The results of the study may offer new insights to
teachers and other scholars in evaluating many aspects of language learning and
teaching indifferent ways and inspire them to widen the spectrum of language

learning areas.

1.5. Definition of key terms

Learner Autonomy: The ability to take charge of one's own learning, which is

specified as to have, and to hold, the responsibility for all the decisions concerning

all aspects of this learning (Holec, 1981, p. 3).



Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI): A two-part questionnaire which
was developed by Nakatani (2006) for measuring the strategy use of the participants

for coping with speaking and listening problems while communicating in English.

Strategies for Coping with Speaking Problems: The strategies speakers apply
when they encounter some difficulties during speaking. Using gestures and facial
expressions when speakers cannot communicate the message, giving more examples

to clarify themselves can be counted as examples (Nakatani, 20006).

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL): An inventory investigating the
strategy use of the respondents during learning languages (Oxford, 1990).



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.0. Presentation

In this chapter, literature relevant to the study in question will be presented. First, the
concept of autonomy will be defined and described. Then, before ways of fostering
autonomy were discussed, the concept will be handled within a historical framework.
Finally, the learner autonomy concept will be discussed in increasing the use of

strategies for coping wit speaking problems.

2.1. Autonomy Concept and Strategy Use in a Framework of Language

Teaching and Learning

2.1.1. Definitions of Learner Autonomy

The field of language learning and teaching is subject to change itself in accordance
with the changes especially in the world politics and economics as these two issues
act as the main decision-making mechanisms in people’s daily lives. Therefore, as
Gremmo and Riley (1995) puts it, the first interest in the concept of autonomy in
language education is partially a response to ideals and prospects which came out as
a result of political tumult in Europe in 1960s (as cited in Benson, 2001; p. 7).
According to Holec (1981), at those times Western countries had taken a long way in
industrialization and they were being characterized by “social progress” rather than
the amount of materials they produce. Therefore, the focus was more on increasing

the standards of living, which would inevitably bring about respect for human beings



and individualization (p. 1, as cited in Benson, 2001; p. 8). The concept came into
being through the Council of Europe’s Modern Languages Project, which was first
formed in 1971. Its initial purpose was more related to adult learners and lifelong
learning. Additionally, the project was specifically affected by self-directed learning,
which was receiving greater attention every other day. Within the area of self-
directed learning, autonomy made its way as “the capacity to take charge of one’s
own learning” as in the highly popular definition of Holec’s (1981, p. 3 as cited in
Lee, 1998). Actually it was regarded as an accepted product of the practice of self-
directed learning, or as type of learning where the objectives, progress and evaluation
are monitored by the learners themselves (ibid, p. 8). To Trebbi (1996), this
definition of “taking charge of one’s own learning” is noting but “a tautology as no
learning takes place unless the learner is in charge; it is a prerequisite of learning”

(cited in Fenner, 2000, p. 79). In addition to that, similar to the definition of Holec
1981), Pemberton (1996) defines the term self-directed learning as “the techniques
used in order to direct one’s own learning” (p. 3, as cited in Lee, 1998). However, he
points out that although Holec (1981) and himself describes the term autonomy as
“the ability to take charge of one’s own learning” (p. 3, as cited in Lee, 1998) it is

sometimes used interchangeably with self direction by some scholars.

Additionally, Pemberton is on the same terms with Holec’s definition which means
that the word autonomy is a capacity, while self-directed learning is a way of
organizing learning (p. 3, as cited in Lee, 1998). However, the word “capacity” and
its definition need further explanation at this very point. As Holec (1981) puts it,
there are three key components in this definition. The first and the to-the-point one is
that there is “a dual emphasis on the ability to carry out autonomous learning and on
the learning structures that allow the possibility of developing and exercising that
ability” (p. 6 as cited in Benson 1996, p. 29). This explanation demonstrates that
what are emphasized here is the ability and the possibility. In other words, the learner
is not necessarily expected to have but rather expected, or supposed to have the

capacity to play an autonomous role in the classroom in order to improve himself or



herself. As is suggested, the capacity and readiness of the learners to undertake such
responsibility is not innate and also this is not something which should be fostered
and gained through formal learning environments (Holec, 1981, cited in Chan, 2001,
p. 506). Although the second component is more about the ways of fostering
autonomy, the third component Holec (1985) talks about is that there is “a principle
of full control by learners over decisions relating to their own learning and a concept

of teaching or counseling as support” (ibid, p. 29).

In other words, the concept of autonomy signifies learner’s expansive approach to
the learning process rather than a specified style of teaching or learning (Benson,
2001, p. 1). Benson and Voller (1997) specify these processes where learner
autonomy is used. Claiming that the term is used at least in five ways in language

education, they list these ways in which autonomy concept is used, as follows:

1. situations in which learners study entirely on their own;

2. a set of skills which can be learned and applied in self-directed learning;
3. an inborn capacity which is suppressed by institutional education;

4. exercise of learners’ responsibility for their own learning;
5

. the right of learners to determine the direction of their own learning. (p. 2)

As Benson and Voller (1997) argue the term is used at least in five different ways in
the field of language learning alone. As the term has its connection with more and
more concepts even in language learning, the literature of autonomy is abundant of
countless definitions and synonyms “such as ‘independence’ (Sherin, 1991),
‘language awareness’ (Lier, 1996; James & Garett, 1991), ‘self-direction’ (Candy,
1991), ‘andragogy’ (Knowles, 1980; 1983 etc.) which testifies the importance
attached to it by scholars” (cited in Thanasoulas, 2000). However, Little (1990, as
cited in Benson, 2001, p. 48) states that there are several terms used by some to refer
to autonomy term in a wrong way. He states these misinterpretations as in the

following:



. Autonomy is not a synonym for self-instruction; in other words,
Autonomy is not limited to learning without a teacher.

o In the classroom context, autonomy does not¢ entail an abdication of
responsibility on the part of the teacher; it is not a matter of letting the learners
get on with things as best they can.

o On the other hand, autonomy is not something that teachers do to
learners, that is, it is not another teaching method.

. Autonomy is not a single, easily described behavior.

. Autonomy is not a steady state achieved by learners.

As is stated, autonomy is a term which is difficult to come to an agreement among
scholars even in the field of language learning and teaching. This is not an excuse, of
course, for teachers to motivate the learners to develop this ability of learning how to
learn independently. In other words, having become the buzzword within the context
of ELT, more and more teachers are dwelling upon their students’ capability to
develop autonomy in their process of language learning (Jiao, 2005, p. 27). This will
provide them with a life-long experience of autonomous learning affecting not only
their educational life in formal setting but also their life where they have to learn and
decide at each and every second. Therefore, it would be appropriate to learn more

about those people whom we can call as autonomous learners.

2.1.2. Descriptions of Autonomous Learner

As the main participants of the term autonomy, the learners are ascribed the control
in an autonomous environment. However, how can it be possible? Can the traditional
way putting the teacher in the centre of the learning process collapse suddenly? Of

course, it cannot. Thanasoulas (2000) claims that this change does not occur in



vacuum, because it is “a result of concatenation of changes to the curriculum itself
towards a more learner centered kind of learning”. Autonomous learners can
understand the purpose of their learning program, unequivocally recognize the
conscientiousness for their learning; divide the set of learning objectives, take
initiatives in planning and implementing learning activities, and regularly review
their learning and evaluate its effectiveness (Little 1991, as cited in Little 2003).
Nunan (1996) supports the idea that the autonomous learner is the one who is able to
create their own learning objectives by stating it as a concluding sentence (as cited in
Pemberton et al. 1996). Arguing that autonomous learner is the one who is successful
in finding the best strategy to learn and to be successful. According to Wenden
(1991, pp. 41-42) there are seven characteristics of successful language learners, in
question, which she has concluded from the interviews she has conducted. These

attributes are summarized as follows:

Successful language learners:

1. have insight into their own language learning styles and preferences as
well as the nature of the task itself.

2. take an active approach to learning task. They select learning objectives for
themselves and deliberately involve themselves in the language they are learning.

3. are willing to take risks. These students accept their status as ‘linguistic
toddlers’. They are willing to appear foolish sometimes in order to communicate,
using any means at their disposal to convey meaning.

4. are good guessers. They use clues effectively and make legitimate
inferences.

5. are prepared to attend to form as well as to content.

6. actively attempt to develop the target language into a separate reference
system and try to think in the target language as soon as possible.

7. have a tolerant and outgoing approach to the target language.



In addition to Wenden’s (1991) descriptions many other researchers made attempts
to come up with other characteristics to specify the profile of the autonomous
learner. One of those scholars is Candy (1991), who has brought together a list
consisted of more than 100 competencies linked with successful autonomous
learning in general (as cited in Benson, 2001, p. 84). However, as we would like to
put it more specifically, like autonomy in language learning, Breen and Mann (1997)
puts forward some attributes of autonomous learners (ibid, pp. 84-85). According to
their evaluation, autonomous learners know the content and the strategy to learn it.
They are able to evaluate their progress, make changes when necessary according to
the needs and objectives of their own learning. To Benson (2001), these attributes
demonstrate that they do not simply shape apparent learning deeds but the capacity
in question is not only related to learning management. It is related to the factors of
personality and attitude (p. 86). The autonomous learner is like somebody whose
“life has a consistency that drives from a coherent set of beliefs, values and
principles” and also who “engages in a still-continuing process of criticism and re-
evaluation” (Thanasoulas, 2000). At this point, it would be appropriate to pave the

way for the learners’ view of learner autonomy.

Chan (2001) interviewed a number of learners and concluded some attributes of
autonomous learners according to learners’ own evaluation. These participants were
20 language major students in Hong Kong. During the interviews accepting and
claiming the prominence of learner autonomy, they described autonomous learner as
“highly motivated, goal-oriented, having an inquisitive mind, well-organized,
hardworking, curious about language, interested and enthusiastic about what is
learnt, active, having initiative, making use of every opportunity to improve one’s
standard and flexible” (Chan, 2001, p. 513). These descriptions do not have one-to-
one correspondence at the first sight; however, most of the characteristics seem to
overlap. To a certain extent, it looks as if the students restate the definitions of
scholars and simplify them. However, it should be noted that these descriptions of

students are not necessarily true. Whether the autonomous learner can really be
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named ‘“hardworking” or not, is discussable. Similarly, Hedge (2000) supplies us
with some non-scholar descriptions of autonomous learners, which he had in 1970s
when there were a very few publications specifically on learner autonomy (p. 76).
Surprisingly enough, English Language teachers from around the world were very
successful in defining the term “self-directed learners” although they were not that
much familiar with the concept than the teachers in the twentieth century. They
defined self-directed learners as learners who “know their objectives, know how to
use resources in an independent way, learn both inside and outside the classroom”,
who “needs and work productively with teachers towards the achievement”, or who
“do not think the teacher is god who can give them ability to master language”
(Hedge, 2000, p. 76). Just like the definitions of the students, these definitions
demonstrate that some teachers as well as learners are aware of the fact that
autonomy can be very “beneficial” both for the students and for the teachers when it
is handled in “the best” way. Very few teachers and students would oppose the idea
when they once get a hold of the idea and use of autonomy not to give it up again in
their classrooms because as Rousseau (1762) claims that the “autonomous learner is

obedient to a law that he prescribes to himself” (cited in Thanasoulas, 2000).

Although within the context of education it has many other attributes, more or the
less the underlying idea seems to be rooted in this basic idea. However, among all
those definitions and descriptions in the field of education, it should be born in mind
that one should not become autonomous but work towards autonomy as autonomy is

a process rather than a product (id.).

2.2. Autonomy Concept within a Broader Framework: Past & Present

Being under several deeper influences, autonomy term is much more rooted than it
seems to be. It does not just mean the responsibility that the learner has in his or her
learning process. As may be guessed, it is not “originally and primarily a language

learning concept” (Benson, 2001, p. 22). Even in 1560s, Galileo (1564-1642)
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suggested that “you cannot teach a man anything; you can only help him find it
within himself” (ibid., p. 23). Apart from Galileo, many other thinkers in the
following centuries supported and described the term autonomy without naming it as
“autonomy”. Similar quotations prove that autonomy concept is inevitably under the
influence of many other fields. According to Benson (2001), if autonomy in language
learning is regarded as being in the centre, a number of interactive factors such as
political reform in connection with educational reform, adult education in connection

are just some of the factors involved.

Political Philosophy Educational Reform

Personal Freedom
autonomy in learning

N 7

Autonomy in language learning

-

Constructivism Self-directed
Learning

Psychology of Learning Adult Education

Focus on Learner

Language Learning

Figure 2.1: Major influences on the theory of autonomy in language learning
Source: Benson, 2001, p. 22

As is demonstrated in the figure, there are many factors interrelated with the concept
of autonomy in language learning and teaching. Among those factors self-directed

learning is documented to be involved in learning outside the context of formal
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education, and described by Knowles (1975, p. 75, as cited in Benson, 2001) as

follows:

In its broadest meaning, self-directed learning describes a process in which
individuals take the initiative, with or without the help of others, in
diagnosing their learning needs, formulating learning goal, identifying human
and material resources for learning, choosing and implementing appropriate
learning strategies, and evaluating learning outcomes. (p. 33)

On the other hand, when we evaluate the current literature, it is obvious that the term
self-directed learning has turned out to be “an umbrella concept embracing both self-
instructional processes and the psychological characteristics of the learner that
support them” (Benson, 2001, p. 33). At this point, the distinction between autonomy
and self-direction is to be discussed. Benson raise this issue and claims that in the
field of language learning autonomy concept identifies the wide field of query and
the universal capacity to exercise control over one’s own learning. Self-directed
learning in contrast, tends to pass on purely learning that is carried out under the
learner’s own direction, rather than under the direction of others. To put it
differently, while the first one is a characteristic of the learner the latter is a mode of

learning (ibid, p. 34).

Following the short discussion of self-directed learning and autonomy, it would be
appropriate to bring the influences into the discussion. These influences on learner
autonomy in language concept underpin the broad perspective to give a deeper
insight with respect to the roots of language learning in all fields. However, to put it
more specifically, a different approach will be adopted here, which will draw a neat
picture of basic effective philosophies, theories, approaches and understandings of
learner autonomy in language learning. Several ones such as positivism,
constructivism, liberal humanist theory, socio-cultural theory (SCT), and more
specifically communicative language teaching will be touched upon to the extent that

they are in relation with the term learner autonomy.
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First one of them is positivism which was high in power in the twentieth century. It
assumes that knowledge reflects objective reality. If teachers are regarded to hold
this, then learning can occur only “in the transmissions of knowledge from one
individual to another. (Benson and Voller, 1997, p. 20; as cited in Thanasoulas,
2000) In that sense, a positivist view of knowledge consider teacher as fundamental
to fill in the empty container of the students, that is, their minds. Apart from that,
positivism supports the hypothesis testing model to discover new knowledge;
therefore knowledge is discovered rather than taught. In Positivism, language
concepts are direct representations of objective reality so while positivist conceptions
hold the basic framework for structural, drill and pattern practice approaches which
are more descriptive they also supply a framework for more communicative or
inductive methodologies if final objective is to practice the given linguistic input and

therefore to communicate (Benson & Voller, 1997, pp. 20-21).

The second underlying concept autonomy is constructivism. According to this,
people try to get a meaning out of the world they live in. As Kelly (1953) claims “a
person’s processes are psychologically channelized by the ways in which they
anticipate events” (cited in Fenner, 2000). Moreover, Kelly adds that people
anticipate those events “by construing their replications” (id.), which in simpler
terms, meaning that, we interpret them so that they assume meaning. Kelly explains
it as in the following: “In themselves they carry no meaning; meaning is applied by
the individual who interprets. We differ from each other in the way we construct
events and we have different approaches to our anticipation of the same events”

(Kelly, 1953, p. 50-55; as cited in Fenner, 2000).

All these demonstrate that learning processes are individual and may be observed by
the learners themselves. In addition to this basic idea, there are a number of
important implications of constructivism for learning according to several

‘constructivist’ pedagogues such as Borich & Tombari (1997), Brooks & Brooks
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(1993), Driscoll (1994), Eggen and Kauchak (1997), Jonassen, (1991) (as cited in
Esch & St.John, p. 20). Some of these implications are reported by Esch and St.John
(2003) as follows:

1. Authenticity, complexity, reality, relevance and richness on the
learning environment are essential characteristics. There is a definite need
for learning activities which are related to realistic problems, embedded
in relevant contexts and approached from multiple perspectives.

2. The prior knowledge, experiences and beliefs of the learner are the
departure points of learning process. There is a need for learner-centered
instruction. [...]

3. Learning is viewed as a social event: learning needs to be
embedded in social experiences, instructional goals, objectives and
content should be negotiated and not imposed; learners should work
primarily in groups and most of the learning outcomes result from
cooperation.

4. The learner is the ‘owner’ of his learning process: he has to be in
control of and responsible for that process, so he needs to have a voice in
deciding what to learn and how to learn it.

5. Assessment and evaluation are continually interwoven with
teaching and learning; self evaluation and peer evaluation are important
aspects and facilitated by using tools like journals and portfolios.
Continuous feedback on errors is given for the purpose of increasing
learners’ understanding and awareness of their progress. (p. 20)

As is demonstrated, the learner takes charge of his or her own learning process in the
constructivist view of learning. Although socialization is necessary, learner
centeredness is still the focus of the learning.

2.3. Fostering Autonomy in Language Classrooms

2.3.1. Reasons for Learner Autonomy in Language Classrooms

It is difficult fully to supply an answer to the question of “why learner autonomy

should be promoted in language classrooms?” since the reasons for that are
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abundant. First of all, learner autonomy increases motivation, which will bring about
more effective learning. This occurs because the learner is the decision-maker in the
classroom in contrast to traditional classrooms where teacher is the only wielder of
power. Therefore, the learners feel more independent rather than teacher-dependent

(Jiao, 2005).

Another reason for fostering autonomy is that an autonomous learner will have many
more opportunities for the use of target language especially in non-native
environment (id.). Therefore, fostering autonomy will not only be a remedy for
learners’ improving their language skills but also enable them to create and make use
of all the opportunities to communicate their message even in EFL setting. van Esch
(2003) supports this idea stating that the learner has many chances on the Internet,
and other multimedia sources so helping the “learners’ equip themselves with tools
and strategies will empower them to take advantage of the opportunities offered by

their extended ‘classroom’”(p. 18).

The third reason is that learner autonomy “caters to the individual needs of learners
at all levels” as Jiao (2005) claims. If a learner is an autonomous one, then learning
will get out of the classroom and every occasion will turn out to be a chance for
learning the language. In other words, “some degree of autonomy is essential to
successful language learning” (Scharle & Szabo, 2000). The time the learners spend
inside the classroom may differ however, ‘practice’ is essential for actual learning to
take place. This can only be gained through helping the learners become more
autonomous (ibid, p. 4). After they once become autonomous, they will have
acquired a skill to last all along their lives, which is the habit of independent thinking
(Jiao, 2005). The following excerpt from McGarry (1995, as cited in Jiao, 2005)
summarizes the attributes of autonomous learners by supplying us the rationale for

fostering autonomy as follows:
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Students who are encouraged to take responsibility for their own work by
being given some control over what, how and when they learn are more
likely to be able to set realistic goals, plan programs of work, develop
strategies for coping with a new and unforeseen situations, evaluate and
assess their own work and generally to learn how to learn from their own
successes and failures, in ways which will help them to be more efficient
learners in the future

To sum up, learners are reflectively engaged in planning, monitoring and evaluating
their own learning themselves. Therefore, this will bring about success as the
learning process was basically focused on the learning process they experience. As a
result, learners will use this “reflective engagement” (Little, 2000) in carrying the
skills and knowledge of the language learnt in the classroom, outside the classroom,

which is real world (id.).

2.3.2. Conditions for Learner Autonomy in Language Classrooms

As the reasons for autonomy have explained, helping learners to develop a sense of
responsibility and autonomy is of great importance. However learner autonomy
should not be thought regardless of the conditions, as they may restrict development
of autonomy to a certain extent. Learners’ cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies,
relatively average motivation and positive attitudes towards learning a language,
knowledge and self-esteem about language learning (Thanasoulas, 2000),
voluntariness, flexible environment, teacher support, and peer support (Lee, 1998)
are just a few factors which will facilitate the development of autonomy in language
learners. On the other hand, to Scharle and Szabo (2000), three basic conditions for

the development of autonomy are as follows:

e Raising awareness
e Changing attitudes

e Transferring roles

(- 9)
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In addition to the fact that in the existence of some of these conditions, fostering and
developing would be easier, it is also possible that some of these factors may develop
at the end of the autonomous learning experience. These will not be discussed in
detail but as is obvious the level of autonomy promoted will definitely differ in

accordance with the contexts in which the learning takes place.

2.3.3. Approaches to Fostering Autonomy in Language Classrooms

There are profusion of ways for promoting learner autonomy in language classrooms
however, the categorization taken by Benson (2001) will be applied here as it seems
to be the most comprehensive one (pp. 107-178). The figure below displays the
practice associated with the development of autonomy in language classroom and

will be mentioned briefly hereafter.

RESOURCE-BASED
APPROACHES
Independent use of

TECHNOLOGY-BASED

learning resources APPROACHES
Independent use of

CURRICULUM- learning technologies
BASED APPROACHES
Control over curriculum
decisions \ l /

AUTONOMY
CLASSROOM-BASED LEARNER-BASED
APPROACHES T ‘\ APPROACHES
Control over classroom Development of . :
decisions TEACHER-BASED autonomous learning skills

APPROACHES

Focus on teacher roles
and teacher education

Figure 2.2: Autonomy in language learning and related areas of practice
Source: Benson, 2001, p. 112
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2.3.3.1. Resource-based Approaches

Self-access, which is defined as “a way of describing materials that are designed and
organized in such a way that students can select and work on their own” (Sheerin,
1991, pl47, as cited in Benson, 2001, p. 113). These materials give learners
responsibility of deciding the extent of the materials together with the ways to make
use of the materials (Edge & Wharton, 1998). Additionally, self-access centres
operate in a variety of cultural and educational environments and they appear in
various forms as facilities in institutions, parts of libraries, or language or computer

laboratories (id.).

Other key concepts are self-instruction and distance learning (Benson, 2001, p. 131).
When we consider autonomy, these ways of learning come to foreground. However,
as Benson puts it, these two ways seem to be a good way of promoting autonomy;

they need a certain degree of autonomy to work properly, though.

As is briefly described, self-access learning, distance and self-instruction all seem to
give students some kinds chances for independent study, however the question arises
at this point; whether they are sufficient in practice to promote autonomy? Gardner
and Miller (1999) claim that self-access learning, self-instruction and distance
learning may be autonomous learning methods however they make little progress in
terms of autonomy and language learning (cited in Benson, 2001, p. 132). This is

partially due to the lack of sufficient support or direction for the use of resources.
2.3.3.2. Technology-based Approaches

Computer assisted language learning comes to mind when we say technology-based

approach. There is a lot of research done in the area with respect to the benefits of

computer assisted language learning and the use of internet in language classrooms

(Little, 1996; Milton et al., 1996; Milton, 1997; Schweinhorst, 2003 etc.). They
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support learner autonomy in that they help learners self-direct their learning and
control the process to the extent learners do. Benson claims that it differs from self-
access learning with respect to its chances for collaboration and increased motivation
to learn new technologies adding that more empirical data is to be collected on the
type of language used and the effectiveness of CALL environment for language

improvement (2001, pp. 141-142).

2.3.3.3. Teacher-based approaches

Teacher autonomy has come to be regarded as inevitable for learner autonomy. It
seems to be difficult to specify the boundaries of the definition of teacher autonomy

but Barfield et al. (2002) defines teacher autonomy as follows:

Characterized by recognition that teaching is always contextually
situated, teacher autonomy is a continual process of inquiry into how
teaching can best promote autonomous learning for learners. It involves
understanding and making explicit the different constraints that a teacher
may face, so that teachers can work collaboratively towards confronting
constraints and transforming them into opportunities for change. The
collaboration that teacher autonomy requires suggests that outside the
classroom teachers need to develop institutional knowledge and flexibility
in dealing with external constraints. It also suggests that teacher
autonomy can be strengthened by collaborative support and networking
both within the institution and beyond. Negotiation thus forms an integral
part of the process of developing teacher autonomy. (p. 218)

To this definition, they also add some qualities of autonomous teachers. They
propose that teacher autonomy involve “negotiation skills; institutional knowledge in
order to start to address effectively constraints on teaching and learning; willingness
to confront institutional barriers in socially appropriate ways to turn constraints into
opportunities for change; readiness to engage in lifelong learning to the best of an
individual’s capacity; reflection on the teaching process and environment;

commitment to promoting learner autonomy” (id.).
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Sharing the ideas of Barfield et al. on the interwoven nature of teacher and learner
autonomy, McGrath (2000) claims that the first step to be an autonomous teacher
occurs when the teacher adopts “an evaluative stance towards elements of the
teaching and learning context over which she has a degree of control” (cited in
Benson, 2001, p. 174) Thavenius (1999, as cited in Benson, 2001) maintains this idea
and states that

Developing learner autonomy involves a lot more for the teacher role than
most teachers realize. Although they may be ambitious and even eager to
start helping their students developing autonomy and awareness of
language learning process, they may still be ignorant of what this means
for the teacher role. It is not just a matter of changing teaching
techniques; it is a matter of changing teacher personality. (p. 174)

Therefore, these demonstrate that language teachers should receive professional
knowledge on how to develop and how to encourage fostering autonomy in students,
which would make it necessary for them to have the necessary education and

professionalism to act teacher’s role of initiator.

2.3.3.4. Classroom-based approaches

This type of approach to fostering autonomy is more related to what is going on
inside the classroom as may be predicted. Classroom based-approaches to learner
autonomy give emphasis to changes in the relationships between learners and
teachers inside the classroom (Benson, 2001, p. 151). Learner will have a
collaborative and supportive environment by the teacher if it is benefited in a good
way. Therefore, it is apparent that learner autonomy will be promoted in such
classrooms where learners are a part of the decision-making process about the

learning process.
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Another point to be mentioned is that through classroom-based approaches the
learners have also the chance of monitoring their own learning process (Benson,
2001, p. 155). This will enable learners to manage the effectiveness of their learning,
evaluate their own progress, thus granting them with control over the content,

cognitive, and evaluative aspects of their own learning procedure (ibid, p. 161).
2.3.3.5. Curriculum-based approaches

In this respect, Benson (2001) argues that curriculum based approaches to autonomy
broadens the principle of learner control over the management of learning to the
curriculum as a whole. Similarly, while mentioning the places of teachers and
learners in curriculum, Brown (1995) lists some “concepts with which the curriculum

will be related to their preferences”. They are

1. Learning approaches
. Attitudes toward learning
. Learning styles
. Strategies used in learning

. Learning Activities

2

3

4

5

6. Patterns of interaction
7. Degree of learner control over their own learning
8. What constitutes effective teaching

9

. The nature of effective learning
(p. 187)
As is seen involving learners into the development of curriculum in several ways
would foster autonomy because the learners will feel that their choices and decisions
are valued. In addition to that they would be motivated to take place voluntarily in

the learning process and the curriculum they have partially created.
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2.3.3.6. Learner-based approaches

Approaches taking learner as a source of fostering autonomy put emphasis on the
production of behavioural and psychological changes in learners who will be taking
control (Benson, 2001, p. 143). These types of approaches mainly focus on learner
development, learner training and strategy training. To Benson (2001) “the primary
goal of all approaches is to help learners become ‘better’ language learners” (p. 142).
The current approaches tend to regard the development of autonomy as an
indispensable part of this primary goal (id.). Similarly, Cohen (1998, p. 67, as cited
in Benson, 2001) argues that:

Strategy training, i.e. explicitly teaching students how to apply language
learning and language use strategies, can enhance students’ efforts to
reach language program goals because it encourages students to find their
own pathways to success, and thus it promotes learner autonomy and self-
direction. (p. 144)

This explanation displays how learner-based approaches to fostering autonomy and
strategy use are interrelated. While Cohen (1998) further discusses the idea that
“language learning will be facilitated if students become more aware of the range of
possible strategies that can consciously select during language learning and language
use”, Rees-Miller (1993) opposes strategy training by supplying the reader with four
main reasons for that (id.). They can be summarized as the lack of empirical
evidence pertaining the relationship between success in language learning and
strategy use; some of the strategies may not be teachable and may be valid; the
results of successful language learners’ strategy use should not be starting point for
better language learning process because these successful learners do not necessarily
use recommended strategies and may be using non-recommended strategies (ibid, p.

145).
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Chamot and Rubin (1994; as cited in Benson, 2001, p. 145) opposes these claims of
Rees-Miller (1993) by developing counter-arguments and concludes by supporting
the statement of Cohen (1998) that “the most efficient way for learner awareness to
be heightened is by having teachers provide strategies-based instruction to students

as part of the foreign language curriculum.” (as cited in Benson, 2001, p. 146).

Wenden (1998) highlights the importance of learner autonomy and strategy training
by claiming that the more learners are involved in the process of effective strategy
use in learning process the more independently they will learn, which will bring

about the autonomous learner with the following statement:

In effect, “successful” or “expert” or “intelligent” learners have learnt
how to learn. They have acquired the learning strategies, the knowledge
about learning, and the attitudes that enable them to use these skills and
knowledge confidently, flexibly, appropriately and independently of a
teacher. Therefore, they are autonomous. The literature also argued,
implicitly or explicitly, for the need to provide learning training,
especially for those who may not be as varied and flexible in their use of
learning strategies as their successful classmates. (p. 15)

As is seen, learner based approaches to fostering learner autonomy is controversial to
a certain extent but still plays a crucial role in language learning. Therefore, in the

following section strategy use especially, speaking skills per se will be mentioned.

2.4. Strategy Use in Language Learning

An old proverb stating “Give a man a fish and he eats for a day, teach him how to
fish and he eats for a life time.” (Wenden, 1985) actually outlines the intimate
relationship between autonomy and strategy use. After we delved into the theory
autonomy concept and classroom applications of it, the second stage of the present

study is related to reported strategy use of the participants. Therefore, bearing in
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mind the previous points related to autonomy, now we will briefly explore the

strategy use in speaking skills.

2.4.1 Definitions of Language Learning Strategies (LLS)

Language Learning Strategies concept was defined and described in various ways by
various researchers. There has always been a debate concerning the definition of
LLS which has resulted in a great number of perspectives on the definition of the
concept. Huang (2004) has provided us various definitions for language learning

strategies (cited in Atik, 2006, pp. 15-16) as is listed in Table 2.1 below.

Table 2.1: Definitions of Language Learning Strategies

Researcher(s) Definition of LLS

Bialystok (1978) “optimal means for exploring available information to
improve competence in a second language” (p. 71).

“... strategy is ... for general tendencies or overall

Stern (1983) characteristics of the approach employed by the
language learner, leaving techniques as .... Particular
forms of observable learning behaviour” (Ellis, 1994,
p. 531).

Tarone (1983) “an attempt to develop linguistic and sociolinguistic
competence in the target language — to incorporate
these into one’s interlanguage competence” (p. 67).
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Seliger (1984)

Weinstein & Mayer
(1986)

Mayer (1988)

Chamot (1987)

Rubin (1987)

Wenden & Rubin
(1987)

Oxford (1989)

Strategies — “basic abstract categories of processing
by which information perceived in the outside world
is organized and categorized into cognitive structures
as part of a conceptual network™ (p. 4). Tactics —
variable and idiosyncratic learning activities, which
learners use to organize a learning situation, respond
to the learning environment, or cope with input and
output demands” (Ellis, 1994, p. 532).

“behaviours and thoughts that a learner engages in
during learning” which are “intended to influence the
learner’s encoding process” (p. 315).

“behaviours of a learner that are intended to influence
how the learner processes information” (p. 11).

“techniques, approaches, or deliberate actions that
students take in order to facilitate the learning and
recall of both linguistic and content area information”

(p. 71).

“strategies which contribute to the development of the
language system which the learner constructs and
affects learning directly” (p. 22).

“... any sets of operations, steps, plans, routines used
by the learner to facilitate the obtaining, storage,
retrieval, and use of information” (p. 19).

“behaviours or actions which learners use to make
language learning more successful, self-directed and
enjoyable” (p. 235).
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Oxford (1992/1993)

Oxford (1990)

O’Malley & Chamot
(1990)

Carrell, et al. (1989)

Richards & Platt
(1992)

Stern (1992)

Green & Oxford
(1995)*

Weaver & Cohen
(1997)

“specific actions, behaviours, steps, or techniques that
students (often intentionally) use to improve their
progress in developing L2 skills. These strategies can
facilitate the internalization, storage, retrieval, or use
of the new language. Strategies are tools for the self-
directed involvement necessary for developing
communicative ability” (p. 18).

“specific actions taken by the learner to make learning
easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed,
more effective, and more transferable to new
situations” (p. 8).

“the special thoughts or behaviours that individuals
use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new
information” (p. 1)

“the kinds of cognitive, metacognitive, social, and
affective strategies that learners employ” (p. 3).

“intentional behavior or thoughts used by learners
during learning so as to better help them understand,
learn, or remember new information” (p. 209).

“broadly conceived intentional directions and learning
techniques”(p. 261).

“specific actions or techniques that (learners) use,
often intentionally, to improve their progress in
developing L2 skills” (p. 262).

“specific behaviours, steps and actions taken to
enhance one’s own learning, through the storage,
retention, and use of new information about the target
language. They are conscious thoughts and
behaviours used by the learners with the explicit goals
of improving their knowledge and understanding of a
target language.” (p. vi).
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Cohen (2002) “learners’ conscious and semi-conscious thoughts and
behaviours, having the explicit goal of improving the
learner’s knowledge and understanding of the second
language (i.e. language learning strategies), as well as
strategies for using the language that has been learned
or for getting around gaps in language proficiency
(i.e., language use strategies)” (p. 51)

Source: Atik, 2006, pp. 15-16

2.4.2. Foreign Language Learning and Use Strategies

Language learning and use strategies consists of the steps and actions chosen by the
learners to take one step further in learning of the foreign language. (Cohen et al.

1996, p. 3)

In order to facilitate the tasks provided by the instructor the students use several
strategies which would personalize the learning process. These language learning
strategies have been differentiated into four main categories (Cohen et al. 1996) and

they are described as follows:

I- Cognitive strategies usually involve the identification, retention,
storage, retrieval of words, phrases, and other elements of the target
language (e.g. using prior knowledge to comprehend new language
material, applying grammar rule to a new context, or classifying
vocabulary according to topic).

2. Metacognitive strategies deal with pre-planning and self-assessment,
online planning, monitoring and evaluation, as well as post evaluation of
language learning activities. (e.g. previewing the language materials for
the day’s lesson, organizing one’ thoughts before speaking, or reflecting
on one’s performance)
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3. Social strategies include the action that learner select for interacting
with other learner, a teacher, or with native speakers (e.g. asking
questions for clarification, helping a fellow student complete a task, or
cooperating with others)

4. Affective strategies serve to regulate learner motivation, emotions, and
attitude (e.g. strategies for reducing anxiety, for self-encouragement and
for self-reward). (p. 4)

As for language use strategies, they consist of language performance and
communication strategies. Performance strategies are strategies for rehearsing target
language structures, through form-focused practice for instance. As opposed to
performance strategies, in case of communication strategies the spotlight is on
communicating the message in the target language despite gaps in target language
knowledge. As opposed to performance strategies, communication strategies are

used to communicate an idea (Cohen et.al. 1996, p. 4).

2.4.3. Communication Strategies

Selinker (1972) was the first to introduce the notion of communication strategy (p.
229), not in detail, though. Dérnyei (1995) summarizes the historical development of

the term communication strategies as follows:

In the 1970s, four studies prepared the ground for the study of
communication strategies (CSs), a new area of research within applied
linguistics: Selinker’s (1972) classic article on interlanguage introduced the
notion of strategies of L2 communication. Varadi (1973, but published in
1980) and Tarone (1977, also Tarone, Cohen, & Dumas, 1976) elaborated
on Selinker’s notion by providing a systematic analysis of CS introducing
many of the categories and terms used in subsequent CS research. Savignon
(1972) reported on a pioneering language teaching experiment involving a
communicative approach, which, for the first time, included student
training in CSs (or, as she termed them, coping strategies). Since these
early studies, much research has been done to identify and classify CSs (for
reviews, see Bialystok, 1990; Cook, 1993; Poulisse, 1987); however, far le
attention has been paid to the question of whether these strategies could be
integrated [...]. (p. 55)
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As is summarized, there has not been a consensus on the definition of the term
communication strategy but a variety of definitions was written. However, it is a fact
that non-native and native speakers of a given language may struggle to find the right
expression or grammatical construction when attempting to communicate their
message from time to time (Faucette, 2001). Faucette describes communication
strategy as “the ways in which an individual speaker manages to compensate for this
gap between what she wishes to communicate and her immediately available
linguistic resources are known as communication strategies (CS)” (2001, p. 2) by
also adding that “[a]lthough researchers are still not in complete agreement, one
widely accepted definition is “communication strategies are potentially conscious
plans for solving what to an individual presents itself as a problem in reaching a
particular communicative goal” (Faerch & Kasper, 1983a, p. 36, as cited in Faucette,
2001). In addition to these definitions the following definitions were also made by

also various researchers which were compiled by Rababah (2002):

e  conscious communication strategies are used by an individual to
overcome the crisis which occurs when language structures are inadequate to
convey the individual’s thought (Tarone, 1977, p. 195).

. they are systematic techniques employed by a speaker to express
his meaning when faced with some difficulty (Corder, 1981, 1983, pp. 103-
16)

. communication strategies are potentially conscious plans for
solving what to an individual presents itself as a problem in reaching a
particular communicative goal (Faerch & Kasper, 1983a, p. 36).

. communication strategies predetermine the verbal planning, they
serve the function of adjusting the plan to the situation, i.e. each individual
utterance is to be seen as strategic. What is specific for IL users is that plans
of action cannot be directly converted into verbal plans, because of gaps in
the speaker’s (and hearer’s) linguistic repertoire. The primary function of
function of communication strategies in the speech of IL users is to
compensate for this deficit (Wagner, 1983, p. 167).
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e communication strategies, i.e., techniques of coping with difficulties
in communicating in an imperfectly known second language (Stern, 1983, p.
1983).

. [....] all attempts to manipulate a limited linguistic system in order
to promote communication. Should learning result from the exercise, the
strategy has also functioned as a learning strategy, but there is no inherent
feature of the strategy itself which can determine which of these roles it will
serve (Bialystok, 1983, pp. 102-103).

e compensatory strategies are strategies which a language user
employs in order to achieve his intended meaning on becoming aware of
problems arising during the planning phase of an utterance due to his own
linguistic shortcomings (Poulisse, 1990, p. 88).

e communication strategies (CS) have generally been defined as
means that speakers use to solve their communicative problems; (Paribakht,
1985, p. 132).

e the means used by a speaker to overcome a difficulty encountered
whilst attempting to communicate in the foreign language (Towell, 1987, p.
97).

e the conscious employment by verbal or non-verbal mechanisms for
communicating an idea when precise linguistic forms are for some reasons
not available to the learner at that point in communication (Brown, 1987,
p-180).

After Rababah (2001) cites these definitions, it is also stated in the article that “the
key defining criteria for [communication strategies] are “problemacity” and
“consciousness”. All the previously mentioned definitions support the claim that CSs
are employed when L2 learners encounter a problem in communication. These
“problems” and “difficulties” are various. The speakers may not communicate the
message due to lack of second or foreign language linguistic knowledge which
would lead the speaker to apply different strategies to compensate it. Another
problem might be that the speech may not be clear and intelligible enough. At this
point, the speakers have to make themselves understood which requires use of
alternate strategies while speaking. These and similar problems lead speakers to use

various ways to express themselves during establishing a communication. These
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strategies may vary when they are evaluated under the name of communication
strategies. For instance, Tarone (1977) suggests some strategies like paraphrasing,
conscious transfer, avoidance while Dornyei and Scott (1997) suggests strategies like
message abandonment, message reduction, message replacement, circumlocution,
use of all-purpose words, word-coinage, restructuring, literal translation, code
switching, use of similar sounding words, mumbling, and omission. In addition to
those, self-rephrasing, and self-repair, use of fillers and repetitions are suggested to

be applied during speaking.

With regard to the necessity of the strategies, Bialystok (1990) mentions a number of
definitions of communication strategies in which communication strategies are stated
as being applied when the speaker face a “difficulty” (Corder, 1977, as cited in
Bialystok, 1990, p. 3), “a problem” (Faerch & Kasper, 1983a, as cited in Bialystok,
1990, p. 3) or a difficulty to be coped with (Stern, 1983, as cited in Bialystok, 1990,
p. 3). As communication strategies are claimed to be used to cope with these
problems or difficulties in question, it can be claimed that studies conducted in the
area also investigate the applicability of any kind of strategy during coping with
problems of speaking in a foreign or second language. A number of studies were
conducted to establish a direct association between apparent use of learner strategies
and second language proficiency (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1996) As
Oxford (1996) claims that students with advanced language proficiency have
reported higher levels of overall strategy use and frequent use of a greater number of

categories of strategies.

Another similar study was conducted by Zhang (2007) with an aim to investigate the
reasons and solutions concerning the inefficiency of the students’ while they
communicate in English. The study was conducted at a Chinese Secondary
Vocational School and Zhang (2007) describes the student profile as follows: “most
students have no intention of communicating in English, nor do they feel the need to

do so. Even though English is a key course for students in Hotel Management and
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Tour Guiding, teachers can seldom find them speaking in English on campus or even
in classrooms. The reason for this may contribute to their limited acquisition of the
language and their limited interest in it. [...] A large majority of students have no
idea about how to cope themselves when they are confronted with some words they
do not know” (p. 44) by also pointing out structural differences of two languages,
Chinese and English. With an aim to investigate the problems those EFL learners
face, Zhang (2007) concludes that EFL teachers instruct learners communication
strategies so as to value English language learning more meaningful and influential.
In addition to that an English-speaking environment needs to be created to the largest
extent, because by continual exposure to natural conversation students may learn
through opportunities both to hear more of the target language and to produce new
utterances to test their knowledge (Wenden & Rubin, 1987, p. 26, as cited in Zhang,
2007).

With regard to autonomy and use of strategies, Simmons (1996) starts conducting a
study in 1991 via Independent Language Program as apart of the government-funded
Adult Migrant English Program. There were 18 participants and they expressed their
willingness to work independently. During the first week it was founded that most of
the participants were unsuccessful in negotiating their own learning contract, which
was signed, in an effective way. Instead, they wanted the teacher to direct them to
apply the contract and handle with their studies. It was a longitudinal study where
diaries as well as questionnaires were conducted in order to find out the
corresponding learning activities in relation to strategies used. Following the training
sessions, an increase in the use of strategies was recorded. At the end of the study, it
was concluded that the aim of the study, which was whether strategy training would
be able to help the student to be more independent owners of their own learning
process and their programs, was realized in that the students proved to manage their
of learning by applying the strategies that suited them the best(as cited in Pemberton
et al., 1996).
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A more specific and to-the point study conducted in the area belongs to Voller and
Pickard (1996). The study was conducted at the University of Hong Kong following
the decision to set up a self-access centre. The students were encouraged to register
for the conversation exchange program in which the students coming from nearly
eight different language background. They would meet several times a week to speak
English. However, important point here is that the partners could not speak the
native language of the other partner. This ensures that English would be only
medium for communication. Another point deserving attention is that the students
are just directed at the initial stage of helping them to meet. They are given a
conversation exchange form to create a record of all students’ profile and the
consultation desk find a partner in accordance with the priorities and the profile of
the students. To put it differently, apart from the helping the students to find the best
partner to practice, self access center leaves each and every other details of meetings
and practice hours at the students’ own discretion. At this very point, the difference
between autonomous learners and the others became more obvious. The researcher
concludes that the conversion exchange program had been successful in proving that
“autonomous learning is possible and is already being practiced by some” (as cited in
Pemberton, et al., 1996, p.126). The study demonstrates that learner autonomy and
speaking skills have a mutual development sequence. When one develops the other

one shows a similar development, as well.

Language learning strategies and use issue is not easy to handle with a few headings.
There are many aspects of the concept, however, in the present study, learner
autonomy and strategies for coping with speaking problems are handled to melt in
the same pot. Therefore, the researcher only dealt with the related points by

establishing the dynamic relevance.
The learner who is aware of the best way he or he can learn would most probably be

more autonomous, which would lead to students who are more successful and aware

of their own learning process. Faucette (2001) summarizes the relationship between
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communication strategy instruction and learner autonomy as follows “The
connection between a learner autonomy approach and communication strategy
instruction should be clear. Using the common metaphor of ‘bridge’, Farch and
Kasper (1983a) argue that “by learning how to use communication strategies
appropriately, learners will be more able to bridge the gap between pedagogic and
non-pedagogic communicative situations” (p. 56, as cited in Faucette, 2001). by also
adding that “learner autonomy can be thought of as the ability to bridge that gap,
instruction can be thought of as the means to develop that ability” (id.). As is
highlighted, communication strategies and learner autonomy are interrelated so
acquiring our students with communication strategies would promote learner
autonomy in students. Faucette (2001) supports this view by summarizing the issue

in the best way:

If one of the goals of language teaching is to produce independent, skillful
L2 strategy users, and if we think it is important for our learners to be able
to participate in real communication outside the classroom, then how can
we ignore communication strategies in our L2 lessons? Perhaps learner
autonomy is one of the most significant goals of communication strategy
training. The two approaches go hand in hand and would help teachers
develop independent, strategically competent language learners. (p. 10)

As is summed up briefly, teaching coping strategies in establishing communication

in a foreign language would be of great benefit for the students.

2.5. Summary of Literature Review

In this chapter, the literature on the theory of learner autonomy and speaking skills
coping strategies were reviewed. The definitions of learner autonomy and various
perspectives on the understanding of the concept together with the applicability of it
were discussed. Additionally, some studies related to learner autonomy and strategy

use while coping with speaking problems were mentioned briefly. In short,
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autonomy and strategy use were aimed to be described as being highly related rather

than being totally intact concepts.

The next chapter will be concerning the method used in the present study, including

participants, instruments, data collection and data analysis procedures.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

3.0. Presentation

This chapter presents the overall design of the study, the participants, and the
research questions, the data collection instruments along with data collection

procedure and data analysis.

3.1. Overall Design of the Study

The present study seeks to investigate the correlation among reported degree of
learner autonomy of the students, strategies they used while coping with speaking
problems, and their speaking grade levels. The data has been collected via

quantitative instruments.

The study investigating relationship between autonomy, strategy use and proficiency
level was administrated at Kiitahya Dumlupinar University at the Department of
Foreign Languages with the participation of 6 preparatory classes of 102 EFL
learners. In order to reach the answers of the research questions a questionnaire was
administered and the results of the questionnaire were compared with the grade

levels displaying the speaking proficiency level of the students.
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3.2. Participants

Participants of the present study consisted of 102 pre-intermediate and beginner level
preparatory class EFL learners of English at Kiitahya Dumlupinar University. Apart
from those, 20 other preparatory class students also participated in the pilot trial of
the questionnaire. The students participating in the study were at the first year of
their study at Dumlupinar University and preparatory class is not compulsory and is
also not a prerequisite for the continuation of the undergraduate study. Following the
completion of the one-year study at preparatory class, the students take several
courses in English in their subject area at their departments. Therefore, this is to bear
in mind that they themselves chose to study English during one-year. The actual
departments of the students that they would continue the following year are business
administration, economics, electrics and electronics engineering, chemistry and

physics.

The demographic information of students regarding their age and gender of the

participants is demonstrated in the Figures 3.1 and 3.2.

Wure 3.1 Visual lllustration of
Gender Distribution

100 1-Male

2-Female

3-Not stated

0

= Seri 1

Figure 3.1: Visual Illustration of Gender Distribution
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As Figure 3.1 illustrates, there is an equal distribution among the respondents in
terms of gender. While a half (50 %) of the respondents is female, the remaining 49
% are male participants meaning that a homogenous sample regarding gender was
achieved. Therefore means that it would cause no hindrance for the results of the

survey in terms of gender differences.

Figure 3.2 Visual lllustration of
Age Group Distribution

21-2 stated
Age:\<“/
D
19-20

Ages

Figure 3.2: Visual Illustration of Age Group Distribution

As Figure 3.2 demonstrates, 88 % of the population has got an age range between 18
and 20, while just 11 % is from the 21-25 age groups. Additionally, not stated refers
to the number of students whose information is missing. This figure would be helpful
in evaluating the results of the survey as there is not a great range of age group

difference as the students are at their first year at the university.

At the time of the implementation of the questionnaire, only one class of students
was of upper intermediate proficiency but the other five classes were a combination
of intermediate and lower intermediate students. It should be noted that this
distribution of students was not taken into consideration during the study but rather

they were graded according to their speaking grades as speaking grade levels were
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counted as a variable in the study, not the English proficiency level. As for their
courses, the students get separate grades for each class, taking main course, reading,
writing, listening and speaking classes. The distribution of each course in the

curriculum is as in the table:

Table 3.1: Distribution of the percentages of the courses in the calculation of the
final grade

Course Percentage No of hours a week
Main Course 40 % 18 hours
Reading 20 % 4 hours
Writing 20 % 4 hours
Speaking and Listening 20 % 4 hours

When the evaluation process of the speaking and listening class taken under scrutiny,
it is observed that the instructors grade the students in two ways. The course is
divided into two in itself and the evaluation process is done accordingly. Below is

the table demonstrating the evaluation process of the course:

Table 3.2: Percentages of Speaking and Listening Course Evaluation

Speaking & Listening Course Evaluation ~ Percentage

Speaking Exams 50 %

Listening Exams 50 %

As for the grading, first of all, they take their written exam for listening
simultaneously, and on the same day each student is interviewed and evaluated
according to her or his performance on speaking out of 50 as in the listening exam.
Apart from that, the instructors have small quizzes inside the classes on various days

as pop-up quizzes.
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Below is described the assessment for the speaking and listening course at the

preparatory classes at Dumlupinar University.

LISTENING AND SPEAKING COURSE

/ \

LISTENING 50% SPEAKING 50%
> 3 Mid-term exams 3 Mid-term exams
> 1 Final exam 1 Final exam
» Quizzes Quizzes

N/

SPEAKING & LISTENING COURSE GRADE

Figure 3.3: Descriptions of Speaking & Listening Final Course Grade

It should be pointed out that there were 2 separate instructors of English, each
teaching speaking & listening class but apart from the quizzes they were both
present during the oral exams the students took throughout the year. Most of the time
the main course classroom instructors of each class also participated in these oral
exams for the sake of the students but the grading rubric for each class was the same
and was done by these two speaking instructors in a random fashion. It should also
be added that listening exams were supplied by the teacher’s book, but the format
content and the assessment of all speaking exams were developed in accordance with

the content of the speaking course book, which is a separate from the listening book.
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As for the speaking quizzes, they are developed by the teacher in accordance with

the topics included in the book or taken from the teacher’s book.

3.3. Research questions

The study investigates the following research questions:

1. Is there a correlation between reported use of strategies for coping with speaking
problems, reported degree of autonomy and the speaking class grade levels of the
students?
1. a Is there a correlation between reported degree of autonomy and speaking
grade levels of the students?
1. b Is there a correlation between reported use of strategies for coping with
speaking problems and speaking grade levels of the students?
2. To what extent do reported degree of autonomy and reported use of strategies for

coping with speaking problems explain speaking grade levels of the students?

3.4. Instruments

Investigating the reported level of autonomy of the students does not mean that the
students’ autonomy is declared with that questionnaire. However, the students will
have a statement of their own view of autonomy while learning a foreign language.
Apart from that speaking strategies used by the students would also reflect the
answers supplied by the students. To cut it short, the study made use of three parts

using two different questionnaires to collect data.

Questionnaire to investigate the Learner autonomy of the subjects: Claimed
to have high reliability, the questionnaire was administrated by Deng Dafei, in a
study titled “An Exploration of the Relationship between Learner Autonomy and

English Proficiency” (2007). The article was published in Asian EFL Journal and in
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the article it is stated that the questionnaire was originally designed by Zhang & Li
(2004, p. 23). The original instrument is composed of three main parts: 21 close
ended items with multiple choice and Likert scale options and 5 open ended
questions for teachers (see Appendix A). The close ended statements used a scale
from A to E corresponding to Likert scale together with some multiple choice
questions However, the researcher chose to administer just the first part of the
questionnaire as interviewing with two teachers would not be noteworthy for the
well-documentation of the current study. The reasons for opting out this
questionnaire for the study are various. First of all, as is known learner autonomy is
not something that one may measure at once. Therefore, the number of
questionnaires measuring it would be comparatively few. As the administration of
the survey was in the middle of the term, it was not preferable to work on a
longitudinal study. Among the ones that measure the current perspective of the
students about their degree of autonomy while teaching English, this questionnaire
seemed to be the most appropriate one. Another reason for the researcher to choose
the present questionnaire was that it was stated that the items compromising the
questionnaire
classified by Oxford (1990, p. 17), Wenden (1998, p. 34-52) and O’Malley and
Chamot (1990)” (as cited in Dafei, 2007) as the second part of the study would

‘were revised and predicted on the basis of the learning strategies

include the coping strategies applied by the students while establishing oral

communication (id.).

Oral Communication Strategy Inventory: In order to form the second main
part of the questionnaire, the researcher used the questionnaire raised in a study titled
“Developing an Oral Communication Strategy Inventory” by Yasuo Nakatani (2006)
which was published in The Modern Language Journal. Likert scale was used in this
questionnaire. The researcher used a two-part questionnaire investigating the oral
communication strategies of the participants. However, having two separate parts as
listening and speaking coping strategies, the questionnaire seemed to be out of the

scope of the present study, therefore the second part of the questionnaire was
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eliminated. Only the first part asking questions about coping strategies of students

during production of language was used by the researcher. (see Appendix B)

The questionnaire in question was formed after longitudinal pilot studies
administered in Japan on various students. Before the actual study was conducted,
during the piloting process, the researcher also had a correlation between Oral
Communication Strategy Inventory and Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
(SILL) (Oxford, 1990) as in the Table 3.1. The reason for this to be taken into
consideration was that Strategy Inventory for Language Learning is accepted as an
inventory in the literature of language teaching. Therefore, supplying a correlation of
those two inventories would just help to evaluate the current inventory in comparison

with an acceptable inventory, SILL.

Table 3.3: Correlation between the SILL and the OCSI

SILL Strategies
Memory Cognitive Compensatdon Metacognitive Affecive Social Toral
OCS] Strategies r r r r ¥ r r
Speaking
Social Affective 35 A2 a0 Ab 34 A3 49
Fluency-Oriented A4 it} A5 B0 .59 48 GG
Negotiation for Meaning 38 A5 4l 5l 42 A0 b4
While Speaking
Accuracy-Oriented A0 52 58 52 A8 i) R i}
Message Reduction and Ab A7 42 58 57 Jo 47
Alteration
Nonverbal Strategies While A9 A5 A5 A0 .26 J1 48
Speaking
Message Abandonment -.02 =07 -.09 -.09 08 J1l -.03
Artempt to Think in English 32 30 22 31 .29 250 .34

Toial 5l 54 A9 54 A7 b6 62

Source: Nakatani, 2006

As the Table 3.1 demonstrates there is significant positive correlations in the

speaking part for the following categories: social affective strategies, fluency-
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oriented strategies, negotiation for meaning while speaking strategies, accuracy-
oriented strategies, message reduction and alteration strategies, nonverbal strategies
while speaking, and attempt to think in English strategies (Nakatani, 2006). Apart
from that it should also be pointed out that while SILL consists of more of so-called
good language learner strategies, for OCSI it is not the case. OCSI tries to measure
the use of all kinds of strategies during communication tasks. Therefore, it is not
surprising to come across with some discrepancies during evaluation as these two
inventories were not developed for exactly the same reason (id.). In addition to that
as a result of the study conducted by Nakatani (2006) students reported frequent use
of the SILL items tended to report frequent use of the OCSI items. This proves why
the current OCSI is to be recognized. However, it should be noted here that in the
current study, the factors would not be taken into consideration as the main focus in
not directly related to factor analyses of the items. Following the determination of the
two separate questionnaires, the researcher decided to pilot them to see the reliability

rate of each item (see Appendix C).

3.4.1. Pilot study

The participants of the pilot study included 20 students from the same
population but they didn’t participate in the actual study. They were in the same
class, which consisted of 20 students in total. The class was a representative of the
rest of the participants in the present study in that only one class among all classes

only one was of a different proficiency group than the sample for piloting.

3.4.1.1 Oral Communication Strategy Inventory

Total number of items on the questionnaire was 29 in the original version. Reliability
of the items was calculated on a sample of 20 students representing the total number

of participants. They were selected at random fashion. One of the classes containing
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students from all grade levels was selected. Cronbach’s Alpha value was found to be

as low as .542 with 29 questionnaire items on the research tool.

Likewise Inter Item Correlation values proved that some items on the questionnaire

seemed to be totally insignificant with the other items on the questionnaire.

Following the deletion of the specified items on the questionnaire in accordance with
the calculation of the program SPSS, the questionnaire reached a higher value of
reliability. The questionnaire items that were deleted were Q2, Q6, Q12, Q22, Q23,
Q27, Q28, Q29. As a result of this change in the content as well as design of the
questionnaire, 21 items remained in the final draft with a Cronbach’ Alpha value of
.847. According to Nakatani (2006) Oral Communication Strategy Inventory has
good internal consistency, with a Cronbach’ Alpha coefficient reported of .86. In the
current study, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient, with a few corrected and changed items

was .847 with 21 questionnaire items in the end.

3.4.1.2 Questionnaire on Learner Autonomy

As the second part of the whole survey questions were structured by questionnaire on
learner autonomy, reliability calculation and item deletion procedures would be
applied for the present questionnaire, as well. In the original study (Dafei, 2007;
Zhang and Li, 2004) the reliability and content validity of the questionnaire is
mentioned as “high” (Dafei, 2007, p. 10), however, with respect to this
questionnaire, it should be noted that the sample of participants would change so, to
make sure, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was also calculated like in the previous
questionnaire. Reliability statistics demonstrated that the items on the questionnaire
were of low reliability according to the results of the pilot study statistics.

Cronbach’s Alpha value was found to be of .512 having 21 questionnaire items.
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Therefore, having 21 items, the questionnaire would have higher Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficient if some items indicated by statistical calculations were deleted. Therefore,
Q7, Q10, Q11, Q13, Q14, Q19, Q20 were deleted from the questionnaire to reach

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of .709 with remaining 14 questionnaire items.

The present part of the study seemed to be less reliable when compared to the
previous questionnaire. For such reasons, following the reliability test, some items
were excluded from the questionnaire. As a result of the piloting studies both of the
questionnaires reached an acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient value. For now,
suffice it to say that the calculations proved that the study is sufficiently ready to be

administered.

In addition to these separate reliability calculations both of the questionnaires (OCSI-
Speaking Part and Learner Autonomy Questionnaire) were combined in order to
check the overall coefficient value. The outcome value was again as high as .828
with a total 35 items. These statistical findings for reliability statistics prove these

tools to be acceptable.

Following the piloting studies, the necessary data to redesign the study was collected
and necessary modifications were made in accordance with the results before the
actual study took place. However, it should be pointed out that in order to facilitate
the interpretation and the comparison of the questionnaire items and the original
studies, each questionnaire item was assigned the numbers they had at the initial
stage of piloting. Like, if the questionnaire item Q1 is deleted during piloting data
analysis, the code assigned to question two would remained as Q2 (see Appendix D)

to facilitate comparisons and contrasts.
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3.5. Data Collection Procedure

The questionnaire on learner autonomy and the oral communication strategy
inventory were redesigned in accordance with the objectives of the present study. As
some small changes were made on the design of the questionnaires and they were
translated into Turkish, there may be some need to check the reliability of the
questionnaire. To eliminate these shadows over the study, the researcher back
translated each item in the questionnaire. Following this, each part of the
questionnaire was piloted in order to avoid possible misinterpretations and similar
problems. As Ddérnyei (2007) points out, “just like theatre performances, a research
study also needs a dress rehearsal to ensure the high quality (in terms of reliability
and validity) of the outcomes in the specific context” (p. 75). After the pilot study
was administered, the data was analysed via SPSS 13.0 and some items on each
questionnaire was decided to be removed to design the final draft of the

questionnaire.

After the pilot study was administered on 20 students before the actual study was
administered. The students’ grade level of speaking consisted of all levels.
Participants from six different classes supplied responses for the questions towards
the end of the term as the students would have developed some kind of strategy
towards speaking coping strategies then. Following the administration of the

questionnaire, some students commented on the necessity of such kind of studies.
As the final part of the study, at the end of the term the speaking portion of their

speaking and listening class was calculated for 102 students and the data was put into

analysis.
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3.6. Data Analysis

After all the data were collected, in order to analyze the quantitative data, the
Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) was used. Especially descriptive and
statistical procedures were used to present the data and draw conclusions. As for the
questionnaires, the items on the five-point Likert scale were assessed as values
ranging from 1 to 5. ANOVA and MANOVA tests were used to show the differences
among grade levels with regard to the answers each grade level group supplied for
the questionnaire items. In addition to that, Tukey’s HSD test was used for post hoc
analysis in order to find out the exact spot of differentiation where significant results
were indicated in the ANOVA and MANOVA tests. Before all of these analyses

were conducted a piloting has been carried out.

3.7. Limitations of the Study

The present study investigates the correlation between learner autonomy, ue of
strategies for coping with speaking problems and the speaking grade levels of the

students. However, the study is not devoid of limitations.

There are two limitations that need to be acknowledged and addressed regarding the
present study. The first one of these is the limited number of research tools assessing
learners’ degree of present autonomy. It created difficulties in specifying the degree

of autonomy the students have at the time of the administration of the questionnaire.

The second limitation has to do with the extent to which the findings can be
generalized beyond the case studied. The small sample of study is obviously a
constraint which makes the interpretation of the results limited. The results obtained
in this study may not be sufficient enough to account for the general tendencies as
the number of participants is too small for broad generalizations; however the

findings still reflect some aspects of the issue in question.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

4.0. Presentation

This chapter presents the analyses of the results of the two-part questionnaires on

learner autonomy and speaking part of Oral Communication Strategy Inventory.

The data was interpreted in relation to the research questions formulated for the

study and the aim in this chapter was to investigate the answers for these questions.

4.1. Data Analysis-Oral Communication Strategy Inventory-Strategies for

Coping with Speaking Problems

4.1.1 Relationship between OCSI-Strategies for Coping with Speaking
Problems and the Speaking Grade Level

The data related to the first part of the whole study were analysed with several
measurement methods and tools. First of all, the proficiency groups were grouped
according to their cumulative speaking grades at the end of the term. According to
this, the students who had an average 0-69, 70-79, and 80-100 were grouped as low
proficient, intermediate, and high proficient. The grouping was done by taking the
grading and passing system of the preparatory classes. Following the grouping, mean
value for the answers of each question was calculated for each grade level. The
results demonstrate that there are significant differences among different speaking

grade levels (Table 4.1).
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Table 4.1 Mean Scores of Questionnaire Items for Each Speaking Grade Level

QUESTION CODE Low Intermediate High
proficiency proficiency
N=37 N=36 N=29
M M M
Ql . I think first of what I want to 4.08 3.83 3.89

say in my native language and then
construct the English sentence.

Q3I I use words which are familiar 3.21 4.11 4.03
to me.
Q4I I reduce the message and use 3.29 4.13 4.03

simple expressions.

QSI I replace the original message 3.02 3.33 3.68

with another message because of
feeling incapable of executing my
original intent.

Q7I I pay attention to grammar and 3.32 3.63 3.89

word order during conversation.

Qgi I try to emphasize the subject 2,78 3.08 2.82

and verb of the sentence.

Q9I I change my way of saying 3.24 3.38 3.58
things according to the context.

Q 10: 1 take my time to express 3.16 3.36 3.78
what [ want to say.

Ql 1.1 pay attention to my 3.35 4.05 413
pronunciation.

Q 13: I pay attention to my rhythm 2.54 3.00 2.9

and intonation.

Q14 I pay attention to the 3.18 3.58 3.82

conversation flow.
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Table 4.1 (continued)

Q15: 1 try to make eye-contact 3.75 4.08 4

when I am talking.

Q 16: T use gestures and facial 3.97 3.75 3.79

expressions if | can’t communicate
how to express myself.

Q 17: 1 correct myself when I notice 3.75 4.08 4.27

that I have made a mistake.

Q 18: 1 notice myself using an 2.91 3.86 3.58

expression which fits a rule that |
have learned.

Q19: While speaking, I pay 3.62 4.44 4.44
attention to the listener’s reaction to

my speech.

Q20 I give examples if the listener 3.45 3.77 410

doesn’t understand what I am saying.

Q21 . I repeat what [ want to say 3.08 3.02 3.4

until the listener understands.

Q24I I try to give a good 3.64 4.16 4.00

impression to the listener.

QZSI I don’t mind taking risks even 3.56 3.63 3.31
though I might make mistakes.

Q26I I try to enjoy the conversation 291 3.61 3.37

The results in Table 4.1 illustrate very different aspects of reported use of strategies
for coping with speaking problems. Each question will be handled in identical

groups.

The mean values for the following statements prove that there is a difference

between the mean values of low proficiency and high proficiency groups. However,
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the responses of the intermediate group seem to be a bit unstable. These statements

are listed below.

Q7 (1 pay attention to grammar and word order during conversation),
Q9 (I change my way of saying things according to the context),

Q10 (I take my time to express what I want to say),

Q11 (I pay attention to my pronunciation),

Q14 (I pay attention to the conversation flow),

Q15 (I try to make eye-contact when I am talking),

Q17 (I correct myself when I notice that I have made a mistake),

Q18 (1 notice myself using an expression which fits a rule that I have

learned),

Q19 ( While speaking, I pay attention to the listener’s reaction to my speech),

Q20 (I give examples if the listener doesn’t understand what I am saying),

Q21 (I repeat what I want to say until the listener understands),

Q24 (I try to give a good impression to the listener),

Q3 (1 use words which are familiar to me),

Q4 (I reduce the message and use simple expressions)

Q5 (I replace the original message with another message because of feeling
incapable of executing my original intent),

Q26 (I try to enjoy the conversation).

Although there mean values differ for the statements mentioned, the difference

between the intermediate group and high proficiency group is not significant

meaning that they did nearly the same on most of the statements on these

questionnaire items.

On the other hand, the statements below are also worth mentioning because the mean

value for all proficiency levels is nearly the same and even higher for low
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proficiency group or intermediate group for some of the items. These statements are

listed below.

» 01 (1 think first of what I want to say in my native language and then construct
the English sentence),

= 08 (I try to emphasize the subject and verb of the sentence),

» Q13 (I pay attention to my rhythm and intonation),

» Q16 ([ use gestures and facial expressions if [ can’t communicate how to
express myself),

= Q25 (I don’t mind taking risks even though I might make mistakes) are

This shows us that there is not a regular or expected significant difference among the
answers of the students from different proficiency groups. These items of the
questionnaire will be investigated further to see the reasons behind the insignificance

through some statistical calculations.

The questionnaire item Q1 (7 think first of what I want to say in my native language
and then construct the English sentence) is contradictory with regard to the literature.
According to current language teaching methodologies, the students are encouraged
first to think in their target language instead of building up sentences in the native
language and then translate it in the mind and then speak out. Such an approach to
speaking is taken for granted in EFL teaching circles. According to Wenden, for
instance, (1991, pp. 41-42) successful language learners “actively attempt to develop
the target language into a separate reference system and try to think in the target
language as soon as possible” meaning that this kind of a strategy may not be
appreciated in all circles. Therefore, the high mean value of low proficiency group is
not a sign of lack of successful strategy use for the other two groups rather such an
output of the study supports the claim that high proficiency groups are better
speakers because they apply the best methods competently. As thinking in native

language is not much favored in the current pedagogy, low proficiency group lacks
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such kind of strategy training. Actually, Nakatani’s following words explain the
reasons for this result to be recorded. “as already mentioned the SILL consists
mainly of so-called good language learner strategies. On the other hand, the OCSI
aims to measure all kinds of strategies for oral communication tasks. Because these
two scales were developed for slightly different purposes, it is reasonable to find a
little discrepancy between self-reported strategy use on these two scales.” (2006, p.

159).

As for item Q8 (I try to emphasize the subject and verb of the sentence), it is
observed that while there is not a significant difference between low and high
proficiency groups, intermediate group seems to score higher. This may be
interpreted as lack of knowledge of structure for low proficiency group because they
try to survive while speaking let alone stressing some patterns of speech. As for high
proficiency group, they try to speak fluently so conversation flow (Q14) and being
clear (Q20) are more important for them than emphasizing the subject or paying
attention to rhythm and intonation (Q13). This may also be due to the lack of

awareness in pronunciation training of the students.

Another question type is Q16 (I use gestures and facial expressions if I can’t
communicate how to express myself). What makes the question worthy of mentioning
is that the highest for low proficiency group. This highlights the fact that among 102
participants low proficient speakers of English tend to use facial expressions more
often than other group of speakers. The reason for this may be their feeling of
insufficiency in expressing themselves. Therefore, they use gestures and facial
expressions to bridge a stronger communication channel with the listener. However,
this may also be interpreted in a different way, because more successful speakers
may be sometimes the ones who are competent at using facial expression

appropriately.
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Although questionnaire item Q25 (I don’t mind taking risks even though I might
make mistakes) does not seem to make sense when it is compared to the results of the
original study and the current situations as well because usually the students with
high speaking grade level seem to be risk takers in the classroom as they behave in a
more self-confident way. However, the sample of students suggest that even though
it is not very significant, intermediate group of learners and low proficient speakers
seem to take risks more often than high proficient group of speakers. This may be
due to the fact that they are more aware and conscious of the rule within the
language. This result may again be due to the fact that the questionnaire does not
measure the use of just strategies of successful language learners but all of the

strategies that can be used.

To conclude, the results of these investigations highlight that majority of the
questions (76 %) proves that there is a difference between high and low proficiency
groups with respect to the use of strategies for coping with speaking problems but
there are still some questions which make no difference. This result supports the
hypothesis that “the students who did better in the speaking class turn out to report
themselves as better in applying strategies. However, this difference is not significant
for the comparisons of intermediate group and there are still some questions which
do not support the hypothesis (24 %) as is demonstrated in Table 4.1. However, these
are just mathematical calculations, so statistical calculation will tell us whether these

levels of significance are enough to make generalizations.

4.1.2. Statistical Differences between Different Groups of Speaking
Grade Level

As there are three main groups of speaking grade levels and 21 questionnaire items
on the questionnaire, in order to find out whether there are significant differences
which are recorded among groups of speakers on a linear combination of the

dependent variables, MANOVA test was used. Before passing on the discussion of
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each item on the questionnaire, the significant difference among different speaking
proficiency group of learners would be evaluated. In order to investigate this, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted. The results are

demonstrated in the following table.

Table 4.2: Results of Multivariate Analysis Tests for OCSI-Speaking Part

Multivariate Tests®

Eifect Value F Hypathesis df Error df Sin.

Intercept  Pillais Trace 800 | 376,266° 21,000 78,000 000
Wilks' Lambda J0 376, 2667 21,000 79,000 ,000
Hoteling's Trace 100,020 | 376,266 21,000 79,000 000
Rey's Largest Rool 100,020 376,266 21,000 79,000 000

notgrip Pillars Trace 03 1,644 42 000 160,000 015
Wilks' Lambda A7 1,720° 42,000 158,000 M08
Hotelling's Trace 67 1,765 42,000 156,000 05
Roy's Largest Foot 161 2,808 21,000 80,000 000

As is seen in Table 4.2 between groups a multivariate analysis of variance was
performed to investigate differences in use of reported use of strategies for coping
with speaking problems. 21 dependent variables were used that are questionnaire
items on the questionnaire. The independent variables were the speaking proficiency
groups of EFL learners which was referred to as “notgrup” in the third left row of the
Table 4.2. It should be affirmed that preliminary assumption testing was conducted

to check linearity and no violations noted.

There was a significant difference among speaking proficiency groups with a Sig.
value of .009, .015, .005, and .000 for Wilks' Lambda, Pillai's Trace, Hotelling's
Trace, Roy's Largest Root, respectively. As a result of “Test of between Subjects

Effects”, an inspection of mean scores indicated that some of the items on the
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questionnaire reported higher significance value in explaining the differences among

groups which will be analyzed and discussed in the following section.

4.1.3. Analysis of Questionnaire Items.

As significant results on the MANOVA test of significance was obtained, each of the
questionnaire items was to be investigated further in relation to each dependent
variable. The Test of between Subjects Effects output box was used to find out the
relationship among each questionnaire item and their distribution among speaking

proficiency groups. The df., F and Sig. values for each item are displayed below.

Table 4.3: Results of Test of Between-Subjects Effects

Typs 1 Sum
Saurce Dependent Variabls of Sguares df Wean Square F Siiy.
negp ] 1.2M 2 G B4 433
25 BA3 2 A4 B35 ot
24 1.122 2 GE ik G
2 E.56S 2 3004 2053 =
ar Ly [ 2 2,708 2457 sy
n 1.861 2 A3 e SR
] 1.924 i e BET 508
o 1,750 2 875 61 A2
o 15,054 b4 6,527 7 lag L
13 4,665 2 2,334 2084 JE
14 5987 2 3463 K- L
G 2.22% 2 1114 RiLec i
6 1,004 2 =it A B
v 4,607 2 2,300 2,61 L
13 17.065 2 B.525 lifiizes L2
w19 16,030 2 8015 9825 LK)
20 G035 2 3418 3,450 JET
ey 2659z 2 1,208 L 75
w24 h.0ay 2 2544 2045 LT
2h 2124 2 1,082 J14 Ao
(06 0.037 2 4,518 2,074 L6

As is seen in the Sig. column of Table 4.3 any values that are less than 0.17 is
searched for because in the Test of Between-Subjects Effects, the number of
dependent variables in this study is three therefore the researcher would divide .05

value by three giving new Alpha level of .017. In other words, the results will be
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significant only if the probability value (Sig.) is less than .017. In the Sig. column,
those values belong to questionnaire items Q5, Q7, Q11, Q14, Q17, Q18, Q19, Q20,
Q24 and Q26. These questions are different from the rest of the questions with

regard to the level of significance which will be discussed in detail.

In addition to the results of MANOVA tests calculations, Post Hoc comparisons
using Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean difference is significant in the same
questions (see Appendix E) supporting the following calculations of Homogenous

Subsets using Tukey and Duncan Tests.

To start with, Table 4.4 reveals some values concerning item Q1 in the questionnaire.

Table 4.4: Results of Homogenous Subsets Test for questionnaire item Q1

“[ think first of what I want to say in my native language and then construct the
English sentence.”

a1
Subset
notgrup I 1
Tukey HSD=E 2 00 36 33,8333
3,00 29 3,8066
1,00 a7 4,0811
Sig. 454
Duncan-b 2,00 e 33,8333
3,00 29 3 ,80966
1,00 a7 4,0811
Sig. =3

Table 4.4 demonstrates the subsets with “notgrup” referring to each group of
speaking of proficiency. Value 2.00 refers to intermediate, value 3.00 refers to high
proficiency and 1.00 refers to low proficiency group of English speakers. As Tukey
HSD and Duncan tests suggest, the answers to the questionnaire among groups is not
significant enough to constitute two or more different subsets. The case is the same

for items Q3, Q4, Q8, Q9, Q10, Q15, Q16 and Q25. The following table belongs to
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these items on the questionnaire and the point they have in common can be seen
when the mean score of Tukey’s HSD and Duncan tests were compared and

contrasted for each group.

Table 4.5: Results of Homogenous Subsets Test for questionnaire items Q3 04, OS,
09, 010, Q15, Q16 and Q25

"Tuse words which ave fmailiar fo me. "
“Tehrmge my way of saying fings according fo fhe

convtrext”
03 09
Subset el

nolgrup N 1 nolgrup i 1
Tukey HSDE 1,00 a 39189 Tukay R5D*E 1,00 kT 342

3,00 29 40345 200 36 3,487

2,00 36 41111 3,00 29 3.hasz2

Sig, 533 Sig. 453
Duncand b 1,00 7 30183 Duncan®® 1,00 a7 93,2432

3,00 29 40345 200 36 34167

2,00 36 4111 3,00 2 15862

Sig. 316 Sig. 267

“Treduce the message aud we simple expressions ™ "Thake my fime fo express whet [west fo sqp.

Q4 CHO
Subset Bubset
nolgrup M 1 netgrup N 1
They HGDRE 1,00 a7 38010 Tukey HSORE 1,00 ar 31822
3,00 29 40345 2,00 36 3,361
2,00 36 4,1389 2,00 29 34828
Sig, 415 Sig. 396
Durcantb 1,00 a7 36919 Duncar®b 1,00 37 31622
3,00 29 40345 2,00 36 3,361
2,00 36 4.1385 300 28 34828
Sig. 235 Sig. 223
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Table 4.5 (continued)

“Tiry fo emphasize fhe subject madverh of the senferce ™ I pagy afferfion fo my ripfom and ivforeafion

Qs Qi3
Subset Subset
natgrup M 1 natgrup M 1
Tukey HSD=E 1,00 a7 2,7838 Tukey HS0=F 1,00 a7 2 5405
3,00 29 28276 3,00 29 29655
2,00 el 3,0833 2,00 a6 23,0000
5ig. GBS Sig. 185
Cuncan®® 1,00 a7 27838 Duncanb 1,00 a7 2 5405
3,00 20 28276 3,00 29 2 OGS
2,00 36 3,0833 2,00 36 3,0000
Sig. 341 Sig. 087

Ttryfomae gye-comfact wha Tan aliing -~ "Trepecd whel Twand® & sap enfl fhe istner omdor sfamds ™

s Qa1
Subsel Subset
notorup N ) nl:-Eer N 1
Tukay HsDeEm 1,00 v 37568 ukgyHzLRa 2, 36 3028
300 29 40345 1,00 7 30051
200 36 44,3833 3,00 21 34158
Sig. 430 S, 354
Durcan?t 1,00 a7 33,7668 Duncant® 2,00 26 328
3,00 29 41345 1,00 h 31061
200 36 4,¥833 3,00 29 3458
Sg. 245 Sig. 196

T

“Tusg pashures and favid o poresdons f Tean ¥ conpnariects how fo axprass myself™

e
Subsat

nalyrup M 1
Whey HStPE 2,00 36 T.7500
3,00 29 3,7%31
1,00 T 23,9730
Sig. 585
Duncanae 2,00 6 3.7300
2,00 20 3,7 %31
1,00 7 3.9730
aSia. Ery
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Table 4.5 (continued)

“I dom # mind faling risks even though Inoghtf make mistakes ©

25
Subset
notgrup M 1
Tukey HSD= 3,00 24 3,3103
1,00 ar 3,5676
2,00 a6 36667
Sig. 458
Duncan®k 3,00 a0 3,3103
1,00 ar 23,5676
2,00 a6 36667
Sig. 263

Some of the questions observed in the table are the ones that we have mentioned
during mathematical calculations. However, those calculations were just to show
even the slightest difference while statistical calculations regard differences among
groups that are only significant. As a result, in addition to Q1, Q8, Q13, Q16 and
Q25, questionnaire items Q3, Q4, Q9, Q10, Q15, and Q21 were also observed to

create no significant difference that would be enough to form separate subsets.

With regard to the rest of the questionnaire items it can be stated that they all form
two subsets. To begin with Table 4.6, it demonstrates that there is a significant
difference between the mean scores of two groups, value 3.00 referring to high and
1.00 referring to low proficiency group of speakers. As is seen below the mean score
for low proficiency group is 3.0541 while the mean score for high proficiency group
13.6897 meaning that there is a difference between total of the answers of the

participants with low and high grade levels.
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Table 4.6: Results of Homogenous Subsets Test for Questionnaire item Q5

“I replace the original message with another message because of feeling incapable
of executing my original intent.”

as
Subsat

notgrup M 1 2
|UEE',|' H=0eE 1.53 a7 33,0541

2,00 a6 33333 33333

3,00 29 36897

Sig. 525 (03
Duncana.b 1,00 aw 32,0541

2,00 a6 33333 33333

3,00 29 368497

Sig. 280 69

The case is more or the less the same for Q7, Q11, Q 14, Q 19, Q 20, Q 24, and
Q 26.
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Table 4.7: Results of Homogenous Subsets Test for Questionnaire items Q7, Q11, Q
14,019, 0 20, Q 24, and Q 26

“I pay attention to grammar and word order during conversation” “r pay attention to the conversation flow”

ar a4
Subset Subest
notgrup N 1 2 . netqre M 1 2
Tukey HSDAP 1,00 a7 33243 Tukey HSD&Y 1,00 v 31802
2,00 26 3,6389 2,00 -] 93,5833 35835
3,00 29 3,8966 2,00 2 38278
Sig. ,070 Sig. 214 540
Duncar®® 1,00 a7 23,3243 Duncan™F 1,00 £ 3,1892
2,00 26 23,6389 3,6389 2,00 38 3,5833 3,5833
3,00 29 3,8066 3,00 e 38276
Sig. ,222 317 Sig. 084 298
“I take my time to express what I want to say” “I correct myself when I notice that I have made a mistake”
ol T
- N 1 Subsst - Subsst
nodgng
F noigrs M 1 2
Tukey HED2 1,00 a7 32,3514 Tukey HEORE 1,00 T 37568
200 = 4,0558 200 s | 40832
3,00 20 4,1370 200 o 40758
Sig. 1,000 233 Sig ' P
13 : 1
Duncan® ;gg 7 3,3514 Duncan®® 1,00 T 3,7568
i i 4,0356 2,00 35 | 40833 | 40833
3,00 fiet 4,1379
i 1,000 704 2,00 fiet 4,2758
L AL : Sig. 157 A03
Koare far armnns in hamonanam e ahoate ara dienlanae
“I notice myself using an expression which fits a rule that “I give examples if the listener doesn’t understand what 1
1 have learned” am saying”
g Q29
Subsst Subsst
nodgrue M 1 2 noigru 2] 1 2
Tukey HSD®F 100 3T 2,91a89 Tukey HSDF 1,00 a7 34505
3,00 et 35882 2,00 36 3,805 38058
2,00 =] 38811 2,00 = 41034
Sig. 1,000 580 S, 397 A48
Durncan®E 1,00 ar 2,9189 Duncan®® 1,00 a7 3,4505
3,00 > 3,582 2,00 36 3,805 38058
2,00 38 38811 2,00 = 41034
Sig. 1,000 221 S B0 228
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Table 4.7 (continued)

“While speaking, I pay attention to the listener’s reaction

to my speech”

“I try to give a good impression to the listener”

cng Q24
Subsst Subest
nictgrugp M 1 2 notgrug ol 1 2
Tukey HSDaE 1,00 3T 36218 Tukey HSDRE 1,00 a7 36488
2,00 38 4 4444 2,00 ] 4,0000
a,00 20 44483 2,00 35 4,16887
S, 1,000 1,000 Sig. 083
Duncana.b 1,00 37 3,6218 Dunzana.B 1,00 a7 3,6488
2,00 3% 4, 4444 2,00 ] 4,0000 40000
a,00 fat ] 4,4483 2,00 35 41887
Sig. 1,000 JBEE S J24 Asd
“I try to enjoy the conversation”
Q126
Subest
noAgng 1 2
Tukey HSD®F 1,00 a7 29189
2,00 28 3,3793
2,00 e} 3,611
Sig. B0
Duncan®® 1,00 7 2,8189
2,00 28 3,3793 33793
2,00 38 38111
Sig. Jg2a 442

As 1s demonstrated in Table 4.7 two subsets for each item mean that there is a

significant difference among the answers of the two groups. These results were

acquired via Duncan and Tukey HSD tests and all these statistical calculations

support the previous mathematical calculations (see Table 4.1) with a slight

difference, as in Table 4.1 even slightest significance values among group were

regarded to count as a difference however, the current values reveals the statistical

approach to the issue. However, still suffice it to say that all prove that the speaking
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proficiency of the participants is significantly correlated with the strategies they self-

reported in the questionnaire.

4.2. Data Analysis - Questionnaire on Learner Autonomy

4.2.1 Relationship between Reported Degree of Learner Autonomy and
Speaking Grade Level of the Students.

In the second part of the data analysis, the answers of the students to the learner
autonomy questionnaire and the speaking grade levels of the students were compared

in order to look for some kind a link between them.

As there are more than two groups whose mean scores to be compared, One-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed (See Table 4.8). The results of the
analysis, which would be discussed in detail further on, demonstrates that the
questionnaire item with an F value of greater than 2.76 and with Sig. value of less
than .05 is considered to be significantly different, meaning that effects are real. It
should be also be noted that preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check

linearity and no violations noted.

As overall ANOVA results suggest that there is a significant difference, Multiple
Comparisons Data Output Box tells us exactly where these differences among groups
occur. When we look at the columns labeled Mean Difference (Appendix F), some
asterisks (*) next to values are listed. The value with asterisk means that the two
groups being compared are significantly different from one another at the p < .05
level. In order to see the larger picture, below are the results of ANOVA test of

questionnaire on learner autonomy.
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Table 4.8: ANOVA Results for Questionnaire on Learner Autonomy

ANOVA
Bumn of
Squares cif fdean Square F Sk

[%]] Betwvesan Groups 16,615 a 8,307 aa1g i}
Within Groups B3, 258 jz1a] 251
Tzl 104,873 101

[ Betwesn Groups 61,452 2 a0T26 42313 SN
Within Groups 71,891 g 26
Tailal 133,343 101

[ Botweon Groups 1214 2 REar 28 536
Within Groups a5 775 @g =
Teal oG sl 101

g Botweon Groups 536,090 2 18,049 15,222 Kealt}
Within Groups 117 392 prit] 1,186
Teoal 153,420 101

3 Betwesn Groups el 2 187 AGT J2Rh
Withir Groups 124,361 frie] 1,256
Taslal 124,755 1001

[E3 Botweon Groups oA 2 Lo 001 a0
Within Groups 94,911 ag et
Texdal 04,012 101

[¥13] Betwean Groups 44,104 ] 22 050 23,710 L0
Within Groups 02,067 =] 30
Tetal 136,167 101

oa EBetwesn Groups Ta.171 2 59,086 35,235 Raill]
Within Groups 101,201 0 1,022
Talal 179,975 101

a2 Betwesn Groups 43 061 2 24,000 18197 AN
Within Groups 150,755 L] 1,321
Telal 178,754 101

5 Betwean Groups 4,584 ] R K= a4
Within Groups 155514 ag 1,359
Tatal 140,075 101

6 Betwesn Groups 12 535 2 B8 &, 186 Rk}
Within Groups 101,442 it 1,025
Total 114,075 (13

vz Betwesn Groups 3,245 2 1,624 1,240 W280
Within Groups 124,605 g 1,259
Taalal 127 853 101

e Betweon Groups 10,870 ? 5,485 4246 A0
Within Groups 112,050 ag 1,132
Tetal 123,020 101

21 Botweon Groups 711 2 A 505 5,787 Keak
Within Groups 61,721 it 23
Tzl 63,912 101

As is observed in Table 4.8, the answers supplied by different groups of speaking
proficiency creates significant differences in questionnaire items Q1, Q2, Q4, QS,
Q9, Q12, Q16, Q18 and Q21. For the rest of the items, there is no significant
difference recorded. In other words, although the answers of different groups vary

this variance is not significant enough as the mean scores are so close to each other.
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Out of 14 items on the questionnaire 9 items prove that there is a positive correlation
between reported degree of autonomy and speaking grade levels of the students. The
questions leading to this interpretation together with the ones which does not support

this view would be investigated in detail.

4.2.2. Analysis of the Questionnaire Items

To be able to evaluate each and every item, Homogenous subsets test will be utilized.
The results on this test would give the researcher the chance to assess the subsets

formed in detail.

To begin with, the answers of the participants to Q1 (I think I have the ability to
learn English well.) underpins the significant difference between low proficiency

group and high proficiency group of speakers as Table 4.9 suggests.

Table 4.9: Homogenous Subsets Results for questionnaire item Q1

“I think I have the ability to learn English well”

™
Subset for alpha = 05

Gradelevel M 1 2
Tukey HoD=F 1,00 a7 3,081 1

2,00 36 32,6044

3,00 29 4, DE00

Sig. 1,000 =50
Duncan® b 1,00 ar 3,081

2,00 a8 3,6844

3,00 20 4, 0500

Sig. 1,000 J07

As is demonstrated in the table, the mean score for low proficiency group of speakers
is 3.0811 while this score is 4.0690 for high proficiency group, referring that the
answers given to the questionnaire makes difference with regard to groups of

speakers from different grade levels Furthermore, the reason for the subsets’ not
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forming three groups is obvious. When we look at the mean score of grade level 2.00
(3.6944), there seems to be no significance between grade levels 3.00. and 2.00
meaning that the participants of those groups regard themselves nearly the same with
respect to their degree of autonomy. The low proficiency group of speakers does not
believe that they have the ability to learn English well as high proficiency group of

learners do in the current study.

The second item on the questionnaire is labeled as Q2 and the illustrative table for it

is supplied below.

Table 4.10: Homogenous Subsets Results for questionnaire item Q2

“I make good use of my free time in English study”

Qz
Subset for alpha = .05
Gradelevel M 1 2
[Tukey HSDSF 1,00 37 15135
2,00 a6 3.0556
3,00 29 32069
Sig. 1,000 S48
Duncan»k 1,00 w 1,5135
2,00 a8 3.0556
3,00 29 32069
Sig. 1,000 468

Table 4.10 shows the results for the question “I make good use of my free time in
English study” just like in the previous question, the answers of the students prove
that the participants actually know themselves and they are aware of the fact that
they are wasting or making use of their times while studying. The low proficiency
group of speakers states that they are not good at make the most of their time while

studying.
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To pass on another questionnaire item Q4, it can be stated that the significance
between the answers of high and low proficiency groups is again significant. Table

4.11 demonstrates this obviously.

Table 4.11: Homogenous Subsets Results for questionnaire item Q4

“I find I can finish my task in time”

Q4
| Bubset for alpha = 08
Gradel evel M 1 2
Tukey HED=® 1,00 37 71,7027
3,00 29 2. 8966
2,00 35 28722
Sig. 1,000 956
Duncarb 1,00 a7 1,7027
3,00 29 2 BOGE
2,00 a6 20722
Sig. 1,000 JT76

The students from low speaking grade level stated that they are not good at finishing
a task in time, while participants from intermediate and high speaking grade level do
as Tukey HSD and Duncan Tests demonstrate. Even the grade level 2.00 is the best

in finishing the tasks in time according to the statistical calculations.

The next item is Q8 having a slightly different nature when compared to the items

described up to now. The difference is seen in the following table.
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Table 4.12: Homogenous Subsets Results for questionnaire item Q8

“I attend out-class activities to practice and learn the language.”

Qs
Subset for alpha = .05
Gradelevel I 1 2
Tukey AG0eE 1,00 a7 2,2073
2,00 a6 28556
3.00 249 3,8621
Sig. 518 1,000
Duncan2 1,00 ar 22073
2.00 36 2,5556
3,00 29 38621
Sig. 275 1,000

The subsets are formed due to the significant difference between the answers of low
and high proficient speakers but this time the mean score of participants with average
grades is different. It is closer to the mean score of low proficiency group meaning
that intermediate speakers and low proficient speakers attend out-class activities to
practice and learn the language less often than speakers from high speaking grade
levels. This may be interpreted as a very good explanation for students’ success in
the speaking classes. These students from high grade level know how to take charge
of their own speaking development by creating chances for themselves, thus they can
make use of strategies more competently and get higher grades. These factors are

interraelated.

The following questionnaire item is Q9 (During the class, I try to catch chances to
take part in activities such as pair/group discussion, role-play, etc.). This item is
very much related to the speaking skills development of the students as well as their

learner autonomy. Table 4.13 summarizes the results.
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Table 4.13: Homogenous Subsets Results for questionnaire item Q9

“During the class, I try to catch chances to take part in activities such as pair /
group discussion, role-play, etc”.

Q9
Subset for alpha = .05

Gradelevel N 1 2
[Tukey ASDSE 1,00 | a7 15046 B

3,00 29 32414

2,00 3 35278

Sig. 1,000 | AT9

Duncan®= 1,00 ar 1,5046

3,00 29 32414

2,00 36 35278

Sig. 1,000 248

As Table 4.13 shows the higher the grades of the students, the more the student takes
part in class activities or vice versa. It proves the idea that the students should be
encouraged to take part in classroom activities to develop their communication skills
in a foreign language. Similarly, autonomous language learning encourages learners
participating in classroom activities, group discussion as the teacher is more in the

position of a guide rather than the “teacher” of some subjects.

The questionnaire item Q12 is not much different with regard to the subsets it formed
however; the item differs in that it is a multiple choice sentence completion. The
statement and the choices are as follows:

“I study English here due to:

A. my parents' demand

B. curiosity

C. getting a good job, help to my major

D. interest of English culture, such as film, sports, music, etc.
E Cand D”
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The items are again evaluated according to Likert scale calculations, according to the

answers of the student groups. The following graph demonstrates the differences in

mean score of each grade level.

,
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Figure 4.1: Mean plots for Questionnaire Item Q12

As is seen above, the mean score for grade level 1.00 is below 2.50 while it is nearly
3.5 for grade level 2.00 and 3.00. Here, grade level 2.00 is recorded as more

autonomous than grade level 3.00 but the difference is not significant.

As for questionnaire items Q16 and Q18 it is seen that the difference between grade

level 1.00 and 3.00 (2.00, as well) is more significant as is illustrated in the following

graphs.
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Figure 4.2: Mean plots for Questionnaire Item Q16

This figure illustrates the results of the answers were given to the following

statement and its choices:

When the teacher asks questions for us to answer, I would mostly like to:

A. wait for others' answers

B. think and ready to answer

C. look up books, dictionaries

D. clarify questions with teachers
E. join a pair/group discussion

The more a student autonomous the more he or she participates in classroom
activities and this result suggests the following statement of Esch and St.John (2003)
concerning constructivist learning of languages with regard to learner autonomy.

According to them, “Learning is viewed as a social event: learning needs to be
embedded in social experiences, instructional goals, objectives and content should be
negotiated and not imposed; learners should work primarily in groups and most of
the learning outcomes result from cooperation” (p. 20).This statement also support

supports the results of the analysis.
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As for the results of the item Q18, which is recorded in the questionnaire as in the
following, they are not different in comparison with the item Q16.

When I make mistakes in study, 1'd usually like the following ones to correct them:
A. let them be

B. teachers

C. classmates

D. others

E. books or dictionaries

The figure demonstrating the mean slot is as follows:
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Figure 4.3: Mean plots for Questionnaire Item Q18

Here, the thing is that the participant students who have scored higher (grade level
2.00 and 3.00) are less dependent on their teacher and other students. Rather it seems
that they have already developed their sense of responsibility for their own learning

by referring books and other resources more often than the students from the grade
level 1.00.
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As for the item Q21 it is not surprising that the grade level 1.00 and 3.00 scored
nearly the same but not the grade level 2.00 because the statement and its choices

was as in the following:

1 usually use materials selected.:
A. only by teachers

B. mostly by teachers

C. by teachers and by myself
D. mostly by myself

E. only by myself

The Figure 4.4 illustrates the mean scores by striking attention to the score of grade

level 2.00.
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Figure 4.4: Mean plots for Questionnaire Item Q21

What makes this distribution striking is that while grade level 1.00 and 3.00 scored
nearly the same on the questionnaire item concerning the selection of materials,
intermediate group of speakers scored relatively high on that. The reason may be due
to the nature of the study as there is directly not a correlation between speaking grade

levels of the students and materials selection. The reasons for the low score of the
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high proficient speakers may be various but the results may also be specific to the

sample of participants.

Up to now, the questionnaire items on which the groups scored in a significantly
different way were discussed. And now, the questionnaire items which revealed no

significant difference among the answers of the grade levels will be considered.

To start with, item Q3 and Q5 did not make difference in creating separate subsets.

The following tables show the means for each group.

Table 4.14: Homogenous Subset for Questionnaire Item Q3

“I preview before the class”

Q3

Subset for
alpha = .

05

GradelLevel N 1
ukey ab 3,00 29 2,2414
2,00 36 22778
1,00 37 2,4865
Sig. ,565
Duncarn®P 3,00 29 2,2414
2,00 36 2,2778
1,00 37 2,4865
Sig. 341
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Table 4.15: Homogenous Subset for Questionnaire Item Q5

“I keep a record of my study, such as keeping a diary, writing review etc.’

Q5

Subsat for
alpha = .

05

Gradeleveal [ 1
Tukey HSDA® 300 29 2,2069
1.00 37 2.2703
2,00 36 2,3611
Sig. 8B40
Duncanak 3,00 24 22069
1,00 arF 2.2703
2,00 a6 2,3611
Sig. 599

As is obvious previewing before class and keeping a learning diary kind of studies
are not favored much by Turkish EFL learners. Regardless of their grade level of

speaking English, they do not choose to study in those specific ways

It is not surprising that the answers given to the questionnaire item Q6 did not create

any significance among grade levels. The reason is hidden in the statement:

Table 4.16: Homogenous Subset for Questionnaire Iltem Q6

“I make self-exam with the exam papers chosen by myself”’

a6
Subsat for
alpha = .
05
CGaradel oval [ _ 1
TuRkey HSDRD 1,00 37 22,0270
2,00 36 22,0278
3,00 =6 2,0345
Big. Ad
Duncana.k 1,00 a7 2.0270
2,00 aG 2,0278
3,00 o0 2.0345
Elg. o7 7
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To tell the truth, this is not a common thing most of the students do during their
studies. For further research, this statement may be replaced with something like “On
my own, | prepare some questions to check myself in order to study for the exam”.
However, this might still not make any difference due to students’ finding it

unnecessary.

The last two items on the questionnaire are Q15 and Q17 and their mean scores and

subsets are shown in the following tables.

Whether students should design the teaching plan together with teachers
or not, my opinion is:

A. strongly agree

B. agree

C. neutral

D. oppose

E. strongly oppose

Table 4.17: Homogenous Subset for Questionnaire Item Q15

Q215
Subsat for
alpha = .
05
Gradel avel N 1
Tukey HoLRE 2,00 36 1,9167 |

1,00 37 22973
3,00 29 24138
Sig. 195
Duncanab 2.00 as 1.9167
1,00 a5 2,29753
3,00 29 24138
Sig. 103
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As is noticed the question is a bit contrary to the Turkish traditional education system
which is “to oppose” the plan the teacher offers. Viewed in this light, the mean

scores of each group and the insignificant values are not surprising.

When I meet a word I don't know, I mainly:
A. let it go

B. ask others

C. guess the meaning

D. Band E

E. look up the dictionary

Table 4.18: Homogenous Subset for Questionnaire Iltem Q17

Q17
Subsat for
alpha -,
05
Gradel avel M 1
Tukey H5DaD 1 00 a7 3,5676
3,00 29 23,6552
2,00 a6 3,8722
Sig. 306
Duncan®b 1,00 a7 3,5676
3,00 29 33,6552
2,00 a6 3,9722
Sig. 67

For this questionnaire item (Table 4.18), the students agreed that they do not let the
unknown words go but rather they try to learn it in a way and all of the ways are
appropriate for them as the mean score suggests and the grade levels do not make
any difference in that by also eliminating the differences in the reported degree of

autonomy.
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To conclude, one way-between group analysis of variance was conducted to explore
the impact of grade levels in speaking classes of the participants on their degree of
learner autonomy. There was statistically significant difference in questionnaire
items Q1, Q2, Q4, Q8, Q9, Q12, Q16, Q18 and Q21 among different grade levels. In
addition to reaching statistical significance the actual difference in mean scores
between the grade levels was also high. The Post Hoc comparisons using the Tukey
HSD test also indicated that the mean scores were also different for the same items

on the questionnaire (see Table 4.18).

As the majority of the questionnaire items (9 out of 14) proves there is a high
positive correlation between the speaking grade levels of the students and their

reported degree of learner autonomy.

When the results of data analysis belonging to the use of strategies for coping with
speaking problems and the results of this data analysis were combined it is not
difficult to see the linkage between those two variables. On the whole, the students
from high speaking grade level scored high on the first part of the research tool as
well as they scored high on the second part. Likewise, the case is the same for the
students from low speaking grade level as they scored worse on both of the
questionnaires. All of these data which were investigated proves that there is a
mutual and direct correlation among those three variables: speaking grade level,

learner autonomy and use of strategies for coping with speaking problems.

4.3. Discussion of the Results

Statistical calculations demonstrate that there is a positive correlation between
speaking grade levels of the students and reported degree of autonomy and use of
coping strategies while speaking English. This is a sign of the fact that the students,
who are good at using the strategies in question, reported themselves as autonomous

in comparison with the other groups, as well. The correlation is again positive for
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low proficiency speakers of English. However, with intermediate speakers, the
correlation is not obvious as there is no significant difference between the answers of
the high proficiency students and them. Therefore, as is obvious, the more the
students report themselves as autonomous and competent in the use of strategies in
question; the higher grades they have speaking class. Actually, the results gained on
both questionnaires support both of the results in the original studies (Dafei, 2007;
Nakatani, 2006).

Although in the study of Dafei, the researcher investigated the relationship between
learner autonomy and English proficiency, the findings were similar to the ones
found in the current study as it confirms the conclusion of Dafei (2006) that “the
students’ English proficiency was significantly and positively related to their learner
autonomy, and there are no significant differences among the students’ learner
autonomy when their English proficiency is not significantly different. But there are
significant differences among the students’ learner autonomy when their English
proficiency is significantly different. These findings imply that the more autonomous

a learner becomes, the more likely he/she achieves high language proficiency.”

These findings are very much like the findings that the current study comes up with

but with an exception, which is the aspect of strategy use results of the participants.

As for the Strategies for Coping with Speaking Problems Questionnaire (Nakatani,
2006), it is observed that in the original study, the researcher categorized the items
on the questionnaire into factors and among those factors only in 3 factors out of 8
factors noted as significantly different with regard to the answers of low proficiency
and high proficiency groups. The researcher summarizes this as “Regarding the
speaking part, the high oral proficiency group reported more use of the following
three categories than the low oral proficiency group: social affective strategies,
fluency-oriented strategies, and negotiation for meaning while speaking strategies.

The results indicate that students who recognized their use of these three types of
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strategies were judged as higher level speakers of English” (Nakatani, 2006).
However, in order to interpret these results in comparison with the results of the
current study, it is necessary to know the corresponding questionnaire item of these

three factors. It is listed in the following table.

Table 4.19: Factors and codes of corresponding questionnaire items in the current

study

CATEGORY CORRESPONDING
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

1. Social Affective Strategies Q24, Q25, Q26

2. Fluency Oriented Strategies Q9,Q10,0Q11,Q12,Q13,Q14

3. Negotiation for meaning while Q19, Q20, Q21

speaking

Out of these questionnaire items that belong to three factors, which are found to
create significant difference among the answers of the grade levels, six items
corresponds to the original study with regard to the results. In other words, under the
category of Social Affective Strategies, the answers of the participant of the current

study to items Q24 and Q26 created significant difference among grade levels.

As for the second factor, on only two items Q11, Q14 a significant difference was

observed with respect to the answers supplied by the participants.
Finally, the answers of the students to the statements Q19, Q20 demonstrated that

there occurs a significant difference and these items correspond to the factor

negotiation for meaning while speaking.
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As is obvious, the findings of each separate questionnaire support each other and the

previous results found out by the original studies themselves.
The study also provided some useful insights with regard to the weak points of the

research tool itself in order to be used in further research studies which will be

carried out.

84



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

5.0. Presentation

The chapter presents the summary of the study, and then discusses the results
analyzed in the previous chapter. Then, the chapter ends up with implications for

English language teaching and suggestions for further research.

5.1. Summary of the Study

There were two basic foci of the study as it was designed with an aim to unfold the
relationship between learner autonomy, use of strategies for coping with speaking
problems and the success in English speaking class, which will be the classified
speaking grade levels. Up to now, a great number of studies were conducted on
various aspects of strategies for coping with speaking problems use and learner
autonomy. However, there are nearly no studies carried out combining these two
variables in relation to success. With a need to investigate these two factors a
questionnaire was designed. The questionnaire consisted of four parts, and in the first
part, some questions about the participants were asked. The data which would be
supplied in this part were necessary to make calculations of gender and age
distribution together with the specification of the cumulative speaking grades of the
participants. The second part was an adaptation of the questionnaire which is
originally called Oral Communication Strategy Inventory by Nakatani (2006).
However, it is should be noted that the original study consisted of two parts, first for
speaking and second for listening strategies. In the present study, only speaking part

was utilized (see Appendix B).
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Upon completion of the first part, second part of the current study was to be
designed. The questionnaire on learner autonomy was adapted from Dafei (2007) and
Zhang and Li (2004)’s study (see Appendix A). The original study consisted of three
subsections. The first and second sub sections of original questionnaire consisting of
multiple choice and Likert scale items were utilized. Therefore, these two
subsections formed the third and fourth part of the current research tool with an aim
to assess the degree of learner autonomy of the participants. Then a piloting session
was performed on 20 students within a sample of the same group of participants. The
reliability statistics were calculated for each part of the questionnaire. For the first
part assessing the use of strategies for coping with speaking problems and the second
part which is assessing the degree of autonomy the Cronbach’s Alpha value raised
from 459 to 845 and from .512 to .709, respectively. In addition to that, a
reliability calculation was conducted on the whole questionnaire in a combined
version following the piloting studies and the Cronsbach’s Alpha coefficient was

found to be .828.

Following the design of the final draft of the research tool, the actual study was
conducted on 102 participants. The participants were preparatory class students from
various departments such as economics, business administration, electrics and
electronics engineering and chemistry at Dumlupinar University in Kutahya. After
the administration of the study, the data were analyzed via MANOVA and ANOVA

tests.
As a result, the relationship between learner autonomy and the use of strategies for

coping with speaking problems and speaking proficiency of the participants were

calculated.
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5.2. Summary of the Findings

As a result of statistical calculations, it was found that there is a positive correlation
between speaking grade levels of the students and their reported degree of autonomy
and use of coping strategies while speaking English. This proves that the students,
who are good at using the strategies in question, reported themselves as autonomous
in comparison with the other groups, as well. Likewise, the students from low
speaking grade level also turned out to score low in reporting their degree of
autonomy and use of strategies for coping with speaking problems. However, with
intermediate speakers, the correlation is not obvious as there is no significant
difference between the answers of the high proficiency students and them. Therefore,
as is obvious, the more the students report themselves as autonomous and competent

in the use of strategies in question; the higher grades they have speaking class.

5.3. Implications for ELT

The purpose of the study was roughly to investigate the relationship among
autonomy, strategy use and speaking grade level. The results supported that there is a

positive correlation among those factors.

Therefore, the first desirable endpoint should be some kind of modification on the
curriculum of language teaching in terms of development of learner autonomy. More
chances for student’s developing autonomy should be given so that they would get
used to it and be more successful in communication skills. The first step is to have
some modification not only in the teacher training but also in the language teaching
curriculum design because, it may not be enough just to define autonomy in theory
without any application. To achieve this aim, in the language teaching curriculum
there should be more communication involved rather then mere structure teaching.
When the students take part in group and pair work discussions they develop their

autonomy. More peer feedback and peer evaluation in addition to self-assessment
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should be promoted in the language classes. However, it deserves attention that
group and pair work study increases individualization as each student should have a
saying during these studies, leading to development of autonomy. The current
primary school curriculum of Ministry of National Education supports learner
autonomy with the theory and applications inside the classes. Main departure point is
constructivism and the classroom applications also prove it. Project- based learning,
students portfolios, promoting inquiry methods and more group and pair work are
some of thee applications. The role of the teacher seems to be more passive and the
role of the student is more active, teacher being the guide rather than “being the

person who teaches”.

The findings of the study also seem to endorse the integration of strategies for coping
with speaking problems use into the curriculum of the language teaching and
learning. However, such an approach calls for training of the teachers of English
with respect to conveying the use of strategies while speaking. Without this, strategy
use can never go beyond being in theory rather than becoming an integral part of the
speaking classes. The students should not only be asked to speak but also be trained
how to speak in the most competent way. Thus, they would be able to combine the
knowledge of language and structure they have in their minds and knowledge of
strategies for coping with speaking problems use. As a result, they would cope with
the problems they face during the communication. In order this to happen, a similar
modification in the teacher training curriculum and language teaching curriculum
should be carried out. More including more strategy training would solve the
problem when it is combined with elements of developing autonomy in language
learner. For instance, teacher should be equipped with more ways to train their
students in using various speaking strategies, and how to use them appropriately and

effectively both outside and inside the classroom.

The desirable endpoint is not just the success but rather “classrooms” and “teachers”

compatible with and supportive of learner autonomy and strategy use and training.
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In order all these and more to be integrated into the curriculum, a change both in the
teacher training curriculum and language teaching curriculum is appreciated.
Therefore, both students and the teacher would have more freedom inside the classes,

a freedom paving the way for better learning experiences.

5.4. Suggestion for Further Research

As a result of the findings from the research reported on here, and as a consequence
of the limitations of the study, there are several suggestions which are worth

considering for future research.

The study may be replicated on a larger sample of students on a longitudinal basis,
that is, each questionnaire can be administrated in a pre and post test manner by
supplying some tasks on developing students’ degree of autonomy together with
speaking coping strategies training. At the end of the term, some post tests may be

administered in order to measure the difference.
In addition to that, not only strategies for coping with speaking problems use but also

correlation between degree of reported autonomy and other language skills may also

be analyzed.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE TO INVESTIGATE THE LEARNER AUTONOMY OF
THE SUBJECTS

ORIGINAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Direcixon: In acder to anvesoaae the Leamer amtonamy. wall you please cacle the oo
answears ta the follewing questicns accarding vo vour troe case s, Thank von very much tar

and pansnce !

Pam I A never B orarely .o sometime s 0. oiten L. alwavs.)

Lo think 1 have the ability u learmn English well, A BCIDE
201 make acod vze of my tree nins in Cnalish stody. ABCDE
AT previes Petare the class, ALRCDE
4.1 find I ean funsh my task in tune . AGBCDE
A1 keep a recard of my study, such as keepang a diary, wnting review efo. ABCDE
G 1 ormihoe seli=eaarm with the cxoam papers chosen by mysclf, ABCIDDERE

T vewracd mveelf such as acana shopping. playing eteowhan [ make progress. AGC DL

oDt nd owl-class aclivilios W proctice and karn the langmuage. ARCDE
G, Dhring the class, I owv oo carch chances o take pact o acovines such as

pairsgroun discus=ion, role-play, el ARBRCIDE
130 T knevwr oy strengths and weakneszes iy Loalish stoudy. AGLCDLE

11, 1 chusse hesks, cxercises which suil me, neither s Jdi TMicoll ner tocs [CTES N R S b )

Part 11
12, T amdy Enalizh heve <ue ta:
Aoy paceints’ deand
B.  uurisowily
. aewming a good jab, belp to my major
1% interest of English coliene, soch as 0m, spores, music, e,

L. Coand D

13, 1 think the leamer-eacher e lalionshipois thal of:
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MAuorecerver and arver
L. oraw matenal and maksr
Coocuslomer amd shopheeper
[ partners
F. eaplorer and direcLor
L4, I think my soceess or fanluce 10 Enghsh smwdy s manly doe o
AL luchk or Tele
L. Cuoglizh smddving envarcoine ne
L sludving Faciliviesfaid=]
0. reachers
H. vl
L5 Whether students should dezign the teaclhing plan togather with teachars
T Tieel, Ty SIpi e Qs
M strongly agres
. agree
0 medlral
[r  opposs
. slrongly oppoese
Léx, When the teacher asks questoons for vs ta answear, T aonld mastly like oo
Al wail for others answers
L. thonk and ceady o answer
. leok up books, dictionaries
[y clacity quesicos with teachsars
B, juin a pairferoup discussion
17 Whoen D mecl o seord D don' kness, T mainly:
AL lerar aa
B. ask ulhers
. puess the meaning
I3, Buand K
L. le<ok vp che dhetonacy
13 Whoen | make mistakes inosily, Pl wsoally like the Rellesing omes o comrect Lhem:
A ler theim be L. teachers
CoLclamsmales I¥. aithers

E. backs ar dhetionaries
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Fowhen Lam asked toonsa fechnoloees that 1 haven'tvzed betaraie, gonfernsr discussionh,
A Tusually toy oo learn new skalls
He | hearn thern Tollesing others
1 teel warriad, Dot amvway
% I pulil all or Ty Loy il il
L. I resist vziog them
2011 think the Tllesing way is mosl oscful inmy BEnglish siody:
A takang nores
B, mochanic NI
Lo doang exercises of granumar, translaticn, words e,
I L'l.'J'i!ﬂ-il’_'.l'i"E! UT SN 7 COmpaning
L. aroup disenssien
21, Tuswal by s melerials selevled:
Ao oaly Iy reachers
L. mestly by eachers
L by eachers and by mysell
D, mestly by myzelt

E. unly by sl [

Appendia B Questions for inberview wilh leachers

1. 130 vou think that the high-proficient sidents are more aalomomeous than los-prodicient siadenes?
2 whal are the Tacloms that inlTuenes their autenormens qhililes?

i what oare the diferences of  learner aolmoemy belween high-proficient siodents and
lvwe-prrolicien] siudenps!

4 What's vour upinion on Lhe classmoom performances o the high-proficient siodents and the

[ever-prolicien | studens?
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APPENDIX B

ORAL COMMUNICATION STRATEGY INVENTORY
QUESTIONS OF THE SURVEY-SPEAKING PART

ORIGINAL QUESTIONNAIRE

APPENDIX A
Oral Communication Strategy Inventory {OCSI)

Please read the following items,* choose a response, and write it in the space after each item.

0¥ ro o=

(ST

Never or almost never true of me
Generally not true of me

Somewhat true of me

Generally true of me

Always or almost always true of me

Strategies for Coping With Speaking Problems®

O s L0 PO e

. I think first of what I want to say in my native language and then construct the English sentence.

. I think first of a sentence I already know in English and then try to change it to fit the situation.

. I'use words which are familiar to me.

. Ireduce the message and use simple expressions.

. I replace the original message with another message because of feeling incapable of exe cuting my

original intent.

I abandon the execution of a verbal plan and just say some words when I don’t know what to say.
I pay attenton to grammar and word order during conversation.

I try to emphasize the subject and verb of the sentence.

I change my way of saying things according to the context.

. I take my time to express what [ want to say.

. I pay attention to my pronunciation.

. I try to speak clearly and loudly to make myself heard.

. I pay attention to my rhythm and intonation.

. I pay attention to the conversation flow.

. I try to make eve-contact when I am talking.

. I use gestures and facial expressions if I can’t communicate how to express myself.
. I correct myself when I notice that I have made a mistake.

. I notice myself using an expression which fits a rule that I have learned.

. While speaking, I pay attention to the listener’s reaction to my speech.

. I give examples if the listener doesn’t understand what I am saying.

. I repeat what I want to say untl the listener understands.

. I make comprehension checks to ensure the listener understands what [ want to sayv.
3. I try to use fillers when I cannot think of what to say.

. I leave a message unfinished because of some language difficulty.

.1 try to give a good impression to the listener.

. I don’t mind taking risks even though I might make mistakes.

.1 ry to enjoy the conversation.

. I try to relax when I feel anxious.

. I actively encourage myself to express what I want to say.

. I try to talk like a native speaker.

. I ask other people to help when I can’t communicate well.

3z

I give up when I can’t make myself understood.
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APPENDIX C

THE RESEARCH TOOL-BEFORE PILOTING

YABANCI DiL OGRENIMINDE OZERK OGRENME, KONUSMADA YASANAN
ZORLUKLARLA BASA CIKMA STRATEJILERI VE BASARININ iLiSKiSi

Sayin Katilimci,

Bu anket okulumuzdaki &grencilerin Ingilizce dgrenirken iistlendikleri
sorumluluklari, ders disindaki Ingilizce faaliyetlerine katilimlarini, otonomluklarin
(6zerkliklerini), konusurken karsilastiklar1 zorluklarla bas ederken ne gibi stratejiler
kullandiklarini, 6l¢mek i¢in arastirma araci olarak hazirlanmistir. Vereceginiz dogru
cevaplar ile elde edilen bilgiler okulumuzdaki ingilizce 6gretim etkinliklerine de
verimli bir sekilde yansiyacaktir. Bu nedenle her bir soruyu dikkatle okuyarak
eksiksiz yanitlamaya ve atlanmis soru birakmamaya 6zen goOsteriniz. Ankete
verdiginiz bilgiler arastirmaci tarafindan Kkesinlikle GIZLI tutulacaktir.

KATILIMINIZ VE SABRINIZ ICIN SIMDIDEN TESEKKUR EDERIM.
Burcu GOKGOZ
burcugokgozz@yahoo.com

BOLUM I
Bu boliimde vereceginiz cevaplar calismanin icin gereklidir. Bu bilgi sadece
notlarimza ulasabilmek amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Bilgiler kesinlikle GIZLi

tutulacaktir. Notunuza hicbir etki etmeyecektir.

Kisisel Bilgiler

Soyad:
Okul No:
Smif No:
Yas:

Cinsiyet
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BOLUM 11

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerden size uygun cevabi yuvarlak icine alarak
isaretleyiniz.

1. Asla/ hemen hemen hi¢

2. Nadiren

3 Bazen

4. Cogu zaman

5. Her zaman/ hemen hemen her zaman

Kullanim sikhigi
Asla Nadir | Baze | Cogu | Her
/ en n zama | zaman/
heme n Hemen
n hemen
heme her
n hic zaman
5
1 2 3 4
1. Konusurken, ifade etmek istedigim 1 2 3 4 5
seyleri 6nce anadilimde diigiiniirim
sonra Ingilizcesini kurarim.
2. Konusurken, 6nce bildigim bir 1 2 3 4 5
Ingilizce ciimleyi diisiiniiriim sonra onu
o andaki duruma uyacak sekilde
degistiririm.
3. Konusurken, kulagima tamdik gelen | / 2 3 4 5
kelimeleri kullanirim.
4. Anlatacaklarimi kisaca ve basit 1 2 3 4 5
ifadelerle anlatirim.
5. Anlatmak istedigimi anlatamadigimi | / 2 3 4 5
hissettigim zaman kendimi baska
sozlerle yeniden ifade ederim.
6. Ne sdyleyecegimi bilemedigim 1 2 3 4 5
zaman planladigim konusmay1
uygulamaktan vazgecip sadece birkag
s0z sOylerim.,
7. Konusurken dilbilgisi ve ciimle 1 2 3 4 5
Ogelerinin dizilisine dikkat ederim.
8. Konugurken ciimlenin 6zne ve 1 2 3 4 5
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yiiklemini vurgulamaya caligirim

9. Konusurken bulundugum ortam ve
kosullara gore ifade seklimi
degistiririm.

10. Soyleyecegim seyi acele etmeden
ifade ederim.

11. Telaffuzuma dikkat ederim

12. Sesimi duyurabilmek i¢in agik ve
yliksek sesle konugurum.

13. Konusurken ritim ve tonlamama
dikkat ederim.

14. Karsilikl1 konugsmanin akigina
dikkat ederim.

15. Konusurken karsimdakilerle goz
temas1 kurmaya dikkat ederim.

16. Konusurken kendimi ifade
edemedigimde jest ve mimikler
kullanirim.

17. Konusurken hata yaptigimi fark
edince kendimi diizeltirim

18. Konusurken kendim, yeni
Ogrendigim bir kurala uyan bir yapiy1
kullandigimu fark ederim.

19. Konusurken dinleyicinin benim
konusmama tepkisine dikkat ederim.

20. Dinleyici sdylediklerimi anlamazsa
ornekler veririm.

21. Dinleyici anlayana kadar
sOylediklerimi yinelerim.

22. Konusurken sdyleyecegim sey
aklima gelmeyince, Tiirk¢e’de “ee”,
“yani” gibi kelimelerin karsilig

olabilecek Ingilizce ifadeler kullanirim.

(6rn. well, I know, vb)

23. Dili kullanmada zorluklar
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yasayinca sOyleyeceklerimi yarim
brrakirim.

24.. Dinleyicide iyi bir izlenim 1
birakmaya ¢alisirim

25. Konusurken hata yapsam da risk
almaktan ¢ekinmem. 1

26. Karsilikli konugmalar1 yaparken 1
konusmanin tadini ¢ikarmaya ¢aligirim

27. Ingilizce konusurken, ana dili 1
Ingilizce olanlarin konustugu gibi
konusmaya caligirim

28. Konusurken, iyi bir iletigim 1
kuramadigimda baskalarinin yardimini
isterim.

29. Konusurken kendimi ifade 1
edemedigimde pes ederim.

BOLUM 111

a. Bu boliimde asagidaki ifadeleri okuyup sizin durumunuza en uygun olanlar:

yuvarlak icine alimz.

A. Asla

B. Nadiren

C. Bazen

D. Cogu kez
E. Her zaman

Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
kez zaman
A B C D E
1. Ingilizce’yi iyi 6grenebilme yetenegine Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
sahip oldugumu diisiindiriim. kez zaman
A B C D E
2. Ingilizce galigirken zamanimu iyi kullamrim | Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
kez zaman
A B C D E
3. Derse gelmeden once o giin isleneceklere Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
bakarim. kez zaman
A B C D E
4. Smif iginde bir verilen bir gorevleri Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
zamanindan 6nce bitirebildigimi fark ederim. kez zaman
A B C D E
5. Calismalarimi, giinliik yazarak veya o Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
giiniin degerlendirmesini yazarak o giiniin bir kez zaman
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kaydini tutarim. A B C D E

6. Kendi kendime se¢tigim sinav kagitlariyla | Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her

kendimi sinav yaparim. kez zaman
A B C D E

7. llerleme kaydettigimde kendimi (aligveris Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her

vb.) bir seyle (aligveris, oyun vb.) kez zaman

odiillendiririm. A B C D E

8. Pratik yapmak ve dili 6grenmek igin simif Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her

dis1 faaliyetlerde bulunurum. kez zaman
A B C D E

9. Ders esnasinda, ikili/grup calismasi veya rol | Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her

alip yapilan canlandirma gibi aktivitelerde yer kez zaman

almaya ¢aligirim. A B C D E

10. Ingilizce ¢alisirken giiclii oldugum ve Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her

zay1f oldugum noktalar1 bilirim. kez zaman
A B C D E

11. Ne ¢ok zor ne ¢ok kolay, kendi seviyeme | Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her

uyan kitaplar1 segerim. kez zaman
A B C D E

b. Bu son béliimde, Sizin icin en uygun olan sikki se¢iniz

12. Ingilizceyi dgreniyorum.

A. ailemin istedigi i¢in

B. merakim oldugu i¢in

C. iyi bir is sahibi olayim ve okudugum boliime katkis1 olsun diye

D. film, miizik, spor gibi, Ingilizce kiiltiiriine olan ilgimden &tiirii

E. C ve D de belirtilen sebeplerden otiirii @

13. Bence 6gretmen-6grenci iliskisi, iliskisine benzer.

A. alict ile verici

B. ham madde satici ile iiretici

C. miisteri ve magaza sahibi

D. partnerlerin

E. kesfeden ile yonlendiren

14. Bence Ingilizcedeki basarim veya basarisizligim temelde baglidir.

A. sans / talihe

B. Ingilizce galistigim gevreye

C. caligmalarimi destekleyen donanima
D. 6gretmenlere

E. kendime

15. Ogrencilerin ¢alisma planim dgretmenlerle beraber hazirlamasi yoniindeki diisiinceye
A. kesinlikle katiliyorum

B. katiliyorum

C. ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum

D. kars1 ¢ikiyorum
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E. Kesinlikle kars1 ¢ikiyorum

16. Ogretmen cevaplamamiz igin soru sordugunda ben biiyiik ihtimalle,
A. digerlerinin cevaplarmi beklemek isterim

B. diisiliniip hazir olarak cevap vermek isterim

C. kitap ve sozliikten bir seylere bakmak isterim

D. 6gretmenle beraber soruyu agik hale getirmek isterim

E. ikili veya grup tartigmalarina, konugsmalarina katilmak iterim

17. Bilmedigim bir kelime ¢iktiginda
A. okuyup gecerim

B. baskalarina sorarim

C. anlamini tahmin ederim
D.BveE

E. Sozliikten bakarim

18. Hata yaptigimda

A. olmalarina izin veririm

B. 6gretmenlerin beni diizeltmesini isterim

C. simif arkadaslarimin beni diizeltmesini isterim
D. baskalarinin beni diizeltmesini isterim

E. kitap ve sozliiklerin beni diizeltmesini isterim.

19. Daha 6nce kullanmadigim bir teknolojiyi kullanmam istendiginde (6rn. internette
konusma, internette tartisma yapma)

A. genellikle yeni beceriler edinmeye ¢alisirim
B. bagkalarini izleyerek 6grenirim

C. endiseli hissederim ama onemli degil.

D. ertelerim ve kaginmaya ¢aligirim

E. kullanmamak igin direnirim

20. Ingilizce 6grenirken benim igin en etkili yol...

A. not alarak 6grenmedir

B. mekanik ezber yapmadir.

C. dilbilgisi, kelime ve g¢eviri alistirmalar1 yapmamdir.
D. siniflandirma, karsilagtirma ve gruplandirmadir.

E. grup tartismalandir.

21. Calismalarimda, genellikle tarafindan se¢ilen materyalleri (¢aligma kagidi,
kitap vs.) kullanirim.

A. sadece 6gretmenler T KATILIMINIZ ICIN T
B. cogunlukla 6gretmenler ' . TESEKKURLER . g
C. dgretmenler ve benim Bilgi ve sorularmiz igin

D. ¢ogunlukla ben | burcugokgozz@yahoo.com

E. sadece benim
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APPENDIX D

THE RESEARCH TOOL-AFTER PILOTING

YABANCI DiL OGRENIMINDE OZERK OGRENME, KONUSMADA YASANAN
ZORLUKLARLA BASA CIKMA STRATEJILERi VE BASARININ ILiSKiSi

Saymn Katilimet,

Bu anket okulumuzdaki &grencilerin Ingilizce 6grenirken iistlendikleri
sorumluluklar, ders disindaki ingilizce faaliyetlerine katilimlarini, otonomluklarini
(6zerkliklerini), konusurken karsilastiklar1 zorluklarla bas ederken ne gibi stratejiler
kullandiklarini, 6lgmek i¢in arastirma araci olarak hazirlanmistir. Vereceginiz dogru
cevaplar ile elde edilen bilgiler okulumuzdaki Ingilizce 6gretim etkinliklerine de
verimli bir sekilde yansiyacaktir. Bu nedenle her bir soruyu dikkatle okuyarak
eksiksiz yanitlamaya ve atlanmis soru birakmamaya Ozen gosteriniz. Ankete
verdiginiz bilgiler arastirmaci tarafindan kesinlikle GIZLi tutulacaktir.

KATILIMINIZ VE SABRINIZ ICIN SIMDIDEN TESEKKUR EDERIM.
Burcu GOKGOZ
burcugokgozz(@yahoo.com

BOLUM I
Bu boliimde vereceginiz cevaplar ¢calismanin icin gereklidir. Bu bilgi sadece
notlariiza ulasabilmek amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Bilgiler kesinlikle GIZLI

tutulacaktir. Notunuza hicbir etki etmeyecektir.

Kisisel Bilgiler

Soyad:
Okul No:
Smif No:
Yas:

Cinsiyet
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BOLUM 11

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerden size uygun cevabi yuvarlak icine alarak
isaretleyiniz.

1. Asla/ hemen hemen hi¢

2. Nadiren

3 Bazen

4. Cogu zaman

5. Her zaman/ hemen hemen her zaman

Kullanim sikhg1
Asla Nadire | Bazen | Cogu | Her
/ n zama | zaman/
hemen n Hemen
hemen hemen
hi¢ her
zaman
1 2 3 4 5
1. Konusurken, ifade etmek istedigim 1 2 3 4 5
seyleri once anadilimde diisiiniiriim sonra
Ingilizcesini kurarim.
3. Konusurken, kulagima tanidik gelen 1 2 3 4 5
kelimeleri kullanirim.
4. Anlatacaklarimi kisaca ve basit ifadelerle | / 2 3 4 5
anlatirim.
5. Anlatmak istedigimi anlatamadigim 1 2 3 4 5
hissettigim zaman kendimi baska sozlerle
yeniden ifade ederim.
7. Konusurken dilbilgisi ve ciimle 1 2 3 4 5
Ogelerinin dizilisine dikkat ederim.
8. Konusurken climlenin 6zne ve yliklemini | / 2 3 4 5
vurgulamaya caligirim
9. Konusurken bulundugum ortam ve 1 2 3 4 5
kosullara gore ifade seklimi degistiririm.
10. Styleyecegim seyi acele etmeden ifade | / 2 3 4 5
ederim.
11. Telaffuzuma dikkat ederim 1 2 3 4 5
13. Konusurken ritim ve tonlamama dikkat | / 2 3 4 5
ederim.
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14. Karsilikli konusmanin akisina dikkat
ederim.

15. Konusurken karsimdakilerle goz temasi
kurmaya dikkat ederim.

16. Konusurken kendimi ifade
edemedigimde jest ve mimikler kullanirim.

17. Konusurken hata yaptigim fark edince
kendimi diizeltirim

18. Konusurken kendim, yeni 6grendigim
bir kurala uyan bir yapiy1 kullandigimi fark
ederim.

19. Konusurken dinleyicinin benim
konusmama tepkisine dikkat ederim.

20. Dinleyici sdylediklerimi anlamazsa
ornekler veririm.

21. Dinleyici anlayana kadar sdylediklerimi
tekrar ederim.

24. Dinleyicide iyi bir izlenim birakmaya
calisirim

25. Konugurken hata yapsam da risk
almaktan ¢ekinmem.

26. Karsilikli konugmalar1 yaparken
konusmanin tadini ¢ikarmaya galigirim

BOLUM 111

a. Bu boliimde asagidaki ifadeleri okuyup sizin durumunuza en uygun olanlari

yuvarlak icine alimz.

A. Asla

B. Nadiren

C. Bazen

D. Cogu kez
E. Her zaman

Asla

Nadiren

B

Bazen

Cogu
kez

Her
zaman
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1. Ingilizce’yi iyi 6grenebilme yetenegine Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
sahip oldugumu diigiiniiriim. kez zaman
A B C D E
2. Ingilizce ¢alisirken zamanimu iyi kullamrim | Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
kez zaman
A B C D E
3. Derse gelmeden Once o giin isleneceklere Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
bakarim. kez zaman
A B C D E
4. Smuf i¢inde bir verilen bir gorevleri Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
zamanindan 6nce bitirebildigimi fark ederim. kez zaman
A B C D E
5. Calismalarimi, giinliik yazarak veya o Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
giiniin degerlendirmesini yazarak o giiniin bir kez zaman
kaydini tutarim. A B C D E
6. Kendi kendime segtigim sinav kagitlariyla Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
kendimi sinav yaparim. kez zaman
A B C D E
8. Pratik yapmak ve dili 6grenmek i¢in sinif Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
dis1 faaliyetlerde bulunurum. kez zaman
A B C D E
9. Ders esnasinda, ikili/grup calismasi veya rol | Asla | Nadiren | Bazen | Cogu | Her
alip yapilan canlandirma gibi aktivitelerde yer kez zaman
almaya ¢aligirim. A B C D E

b. Bu son béliimde, Sizin icin en uygun olan sikki se¢iniz

12. Ingilizceyi dgreniyorum.

A. ailemin istedigi i¢in
B. merakim oldugu i¢in

C. 1yi bir i§ sahibi olayim ve okudugum bolime katkisi olsun diye
D. film, miizik, spor gibi, Ingilizce kiiltiiriine olan ilgimden otiirii
E. C ve D de belirtilen sebeplerden 6tirii

15. Ogrencilerin ¢alisma planim dgretmenlerle beraber hazirlamasi yoniindeki diisiinceye
A. kesinlikle katiliyorum

B. katiliyorum

C. ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum

D. kars1 ¢ikiyorum

E. Kesinlikle kars1 ¢ikiyorum

16. Ogretmen cevaplamamiz igin soru sordugunda ben biiyiik ihtimalle,
A. digerlerinin cevaplarmi beklemek isterim

B. diisiiniip hazir olarak cevap vermek isterim

C. kitap ve sozliikten bir seylere bakmak isterim

D. 6gretmenle beraber soruyu agik hale getirmek isterim
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E. ikili veya grup tartismalarina, konugmalarina katilmak iterim

17. Bilmedigim bir kelime ¢iktiginda
A. okuyup gecerim

B. baskalaria sorarim

C. anlamin1 tahmin ederim

D.Bve E

E. Sozliikten bakarim

18. Hata yaptigimda

A. olmalarina izin veririm

B. 6gretmenlerin beni diizeltmesini isterim

C. smif arkadaslarimin beni diizeltmesini isterim
D. baskalarinin beni diizeltmesini isterim

E. kitap ve sozliiklerin beni diizeltmesini isterim.

21. Calismalarimda, genellikle tarafindan secilen materyalleri (¢aligma kagidi,
kitap vs.) kullanirim.

A. sadece Ogretmenler

B. cogunlukla 6gretmenler
C. d6gretmenler ve benim
D. ¢ogunlukla benim

E. sadece benim

— —
KATILIMINIZ ICIN

" 3 "
L TESEKKURLER y)

Bilgi ve sorulariniz igin
burcugokgozz@yahoo.com
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APPENDIX E

MULTIPLE COMPARISONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLE OF THE

SCORES OF OCSI-SPEAKING PART QUESTIONNAIRE

cmn
Differcence

Cependa=nt Warable L1 nodorup i)} notgrnap -1 =ld. Error Si.
(53] Tukey HSD 1,05 2.00 2477 10745 JEt=x1
5,00 L1845 20921 ]
2,040 1.00 2477 18745 A2
5,00 - OERE 21048 LED
3,00 1.00 1845 =0az21 Nt
2.00 JIERE 21048 et
o Tukey HSD 1,00 2.00 1922 A7I7T4 Rl
3.00 - 1155 L8184 201
2,00 1.00 198 AT1F4 LE05
3.00 DT EE B3OS Real:]
3,00 1.00 155 L8184 201
2.00 DT EE B3OS Real:]
(2 ) Tukey HSD 1.0 2.00 - 2470 18651 oo
5.00 1426 10758 i=a!
2,043 1.00 24T 18651 oo
5.00 1044 ,19873 250
2,00 1.00 1426 Ja7sEa el |
2.00 - 1044 19879 250
[ Tukey HSE 1.0 2.00 2T GRS BT
3.00 - Ga5E L1544 Ll
2,0 1.00 2753 G AET
3.00 - 3EEE LEET4 L350
3,00 1.00 GISET L6154 S
2.00 ZHE2 L6314 LD
[ Tukey HSL 1,0 2.00 - 3148 24575 410
3.00 a7 LG03EG JLTG
2,005 1.00 S2las 24675 A0
5.00 =577 e h1d Rl
2,00 1.00 STEE JE2E0AS ]
2.00 2577 pelrabnr e
[%73] Tukey HSD 1,05 2.00 2055 Z2a1E1 20
5,00 -.(438 20854 ]
2,040 1.00 2055 =2R1E Rect:]
5,00 2657 S20005 BT
3,00 1.00 Qg ae pejabzien 3 el
2.00 - 2657 20005 ET
] Tukey HSD 1,00 2.00 1724 2TEE JMOG
3.00 - 2480 20345 ATE
2,00 1.00 L1734 JETESQ S0E
3.00 1655 eda Lopeec [z
3,00 1.00 E430 20345 475
2.00 1655 eda Lopeec [z
o Tukey HSD 1.0 2.00 - 1985 i EFT
5.00 Z20E e ORE ]
2,043 1.00 L1983 i EFT
5.00 - 1218 LE5150 a7a
2,00 1.00 E20E 240E 08
2.00 21E LE5150 270
[S3R] Tukey HSE 1.0 2.00 To4E" podotolr il G
3.00 == LE561T k]
2,00 1.00 To4z" 22282 LG
3.00 - 8R4 EETEQ 26
R 1.00 TREET 23617 S
2.00 DREG LE3TED el

Faszed on obseread means.
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Pdcn

Diffarencs:

Cep=ndsnl Variable 1 nodgrup Y nolgrup {-d} Zld. Error i,
3 Tukey HsL 1,00 2.00 FITEs 24017 81
5.00 - 4250 SEISS 246
2,06 .00 4605 24817 81
5.00 0345 ZB555 L
3,063 1.00 4250 26355 240G
2.00 -0345 ZEE55 Ry
214 Tukey HSE 1,00 a.00 204 22381 88
3.00 - 5384° 25T JLEs
2,0 1.00 22041 S 128
3.00 2443 23885 et
3,06 1.00 aaadr kel | LS
2.00 2443 23365 o
5 Tukey HSD 1,00 2.00 - 32EE 25179 A0
5,00 2777 2GR SEE
2,0 1.00 S30ES 25179 A0
5.00 480 LREAT Lah
2,05 1.00 2¥FT 26675 3
2.00 -4 20 SESAT Lad
3T Tukey HSD 1,00 2.00 2230 26251 T3
3.00 A TES Z7810 745
2,06 1.00 2230 26251 ETE
3.00 -,0431 2Tl Ry
3,063 1.00 170 27810 il
2.00 2421 eyt JBET
o7 Tukey HSE 1,00 a.00 - 3B 219 0g
3.00 215 ZARET Nora|
2,05 1.00 a0ES 2199 02
5.00 1025 23434 3
2,05 .00 S190 e 71
2.00 1025 234249 G
g Tukew HSD 1,00 2.00 D 2 02
5.00 - EETE 27ea] 049
2,0 1.00 gz 26421 L2
5.00 274G ZE181 S0
3,06 1.00 GETE" 27830 408
2.00 - 2744 ZE181 JSad
214 Tukey HEE 1,00 a.00 Lofel o 21145 Nyl
3.00 - B2ET" it I | L
2,00 1,00 JRREE 21145 Ll
3.00 03 22537 1,040
3,06 1.00 JBRETT 2 Ll
2.00 00 22537 1,040
20 Tukey HSD 1,00 2.00 - 34B1 25472 08
5.00 40" SAaES 20
2,05 1.00 24B1 25472 08
5.00 - 2074 ZE017 A1
2,05 .00 G440" 24885 JL2a
2.00 Sa7a SE017 A1
sy | Tukey HSD 1,00 2.00 o]z ln'c: ZOTEZ ek
3.00 - 3057 2RaT74 530
2,00 1,00 QBCE L67VEZ ey
3.00 - 3BBO ZEEAS a70
3,060 1.00 2087 2B3T74 JE30
2.00 2RED ZRE45 270

Eased on obserad means.
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daan

Differsnce

Dopendant Vanable Jl netorup L notgoap HEH el Error Sig.
L Tukey 5L 1, 2.0 BESELS 21747 L
3.00 2h14 23034 ez
2,00 1.00 Slas 21747 JLE0
3.00 16G7 23174 723
3,00 1.00 R4 2509 et
a.0n 16ET 23174 723
25 Tukey HSED 1,06 2.00 -, 9G] 28555 J3E
5,00 Zh7E c302E4 e
2,050 1.00 i) | 2855 Recii
5,00 s - 30435 ATS
3,00 1.00 2072 20281 NEE
2.00 - GBS 30435 ATS
L6 Tukey HSL 1,0 a.0n aaEeT iz 2k L7
3.00 -, 460 30542 el
20 1.00 [t ey etz 2k 47
3.00 2318 SA0TER a3
3,00 1.00 B0 30542 ol
2. 00 2318 ;20728 73

oo on obasoread misares.
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APPENDIX F

MULTIPLE COMPARISONS TEST OF QUESTIONNAIRE ON LEARNER
AUTONOMY

Muliiple Comparisons

M=an
Differenca

Deperelent Variakk: i1y iGradelavel W GradeLavel RN Sk, Errar i,
[} Tukay H=0 1,00 P - 5138s" 20104 LB
el BRTAL" 2317 ali]
2,00 1,00 JE1aas 2204 ¥
3,00 ATAEE 23659 256
3,00 1,00 JaeTag 2517 fculi]
2,00 ATAEE 23652 pe=li]
[ Tuksy H2D 1,00 2,00 -1,54204° ,19949 ]
3,00 1,69328" 21134 a0
2.0 1,50 1, 54204 10043 ali]
3,00 -, 15134 Z10ES 757
3,00 1,00 1 60338 21134 e}
200 15134 Z10es JE7
a3 Tuksy HED 1,00 2,00 peal-Eh| 23026 fech:]
2,00 24511 24004 576
200 1,00 L2087 23025 3R
el JERAD 24542 Be
3,00 1,00 - LA 2400 ETR
2,00 JIEGED 24542 =t}
Q4 Tukey H2D 1,00 2,00 -1, 2E05ET Jped=t el fsli]
2,00 1,19385" 27007 En
2,00 1,50 125052 26492 ]
3,00 STRET 2717 Rt
3,00 1,00 1, 195385 ET00F Rll]
200 - OFGET 2717 =t
Q5 Tukey H3D 1,00 2,00 anag 26238 526
2,00 Saar rrie 72
2,00 1,00 anad 26238 E36
200 5421 27085 246
3,00 1,00 05337 ETTET frri]
2,00 -, 15421 ZTOES 245
6 Tukey H2D 1,00 2,00 - (075 2a022 1,000
2,00 T4 24254 fe=]
2,00 1,00 0TS 2ag20 1,000
200 JEIGTO 244 1,040
3,00 1,00 LTS 2 pad g
200 JLIRTD 24434 1,000
[¥TF] Tukey HZD 1,00 2,00 - 25825 ZOGTE Aan
3,00 156477 2307 1]
2,00 1,00 JZERZE 22675 As0
2,00 -1,806581" 24082 L0
3,00 1,00 1.50477"° 23my L0
2,00 [ 2408 i}
29 Tuksy H3D 1.00 200 1,53318° 23684 L0
3,00 -1,84678" 2B075 ci]
200 1,00 1,53318 2366 e}
2,00 ZBEAD 26228 A5
3,00 1,00 164678 2B075 celi]
2,00 EBGAD 26225 A95
a1z Tuksy HSD 1,00 2,00 -1,50678" 202 a0
3,00 1,30\48° ZBROD ali]
2,00 1,00 150678 ZEOO2 ci]
3,00 19828 ZBGTH TE0
3,00 1,00 1,20848° ZB500 0
2,00 -, |9B2E ZBET 750
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Multiple Comparisons

hlzar
Difference

Crepandant Wariable i1 Gradelevel  {J) Gradelevel {1-J1 Sid. Error Sig.
(¥ Tukey Hal 1,00 2,00 38053 27300 350
3,00 - 11860 P Aals
2,00 1,00 38063 2730 300
3,00 - 40713 20193 209
.00 1,00 11660 2817 s
2,00 ALF13 TR 209
(=] Tukey HED 1,0 2,00 74240° 20T Qané
3,00 -, 71865" BS105 a4
200 1,00 [ Tdz49° JBsa7 A0e
3,00 025 25258 05
.00 1,00 .7 1865" BS105 M4
2,00 025 25258 a05
oy Tukey HSD 1,00 2,00 - 40455 BERED AaTe
3,00 0a7a0 27824 Q247
2,00 1,00 ALIEE JBEZED AT
3,00 81705 LB7503 498
3,00 1,00 0a7an 27824 247
2,00 - 3176 27503 A9
e Tukey HSD 1,00 2,00 a2zzt 24506 a3
3,00 - BE0G0 L3RS 53
2,00 1,00 vEEee” 24806 a2
3,00 10153 e a2
.00 1,00 G200 26385 052
2,00 10163 26546 423
(] Tukey HED 1,00 2,00 -, 55105" J1a484 A0
3,00 o256 J9sa2 Q08
2,00 1,00 A5105" Ja484 G
4,00 5E130* J97nz e
3,00 1,00 - 01025 18583 Aoz
2,00 5E130° 9702 15
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