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SUMMARY

The study was conducted at the School of Foreign Languages at Selcuk University. This
study aimed to investigate the views and perceptions of instructors working at School of Foreign
Languages, Selcuk University on Learner Autonomy and European Language Portfolio (ELP).

In this study, 69 instructors participated in this study. The data gathered for this study is both
quantitative and qualitative. The participants were asked to answer the questions in the
questionnaires about learner autonomy and ELP and to state their reasons for the answers. The data
were analysed and displayed through frequencies and percentages.

The results revealed that the attitudes of the participants towards learner autonomy was
generally positive and neutral to positive though the instructors showed strong resistance to learner
autonomy in some issues such as the ones concerning classroom management and administration.
For ELP, the results revealed that the instructors generally did not have enough information on
European Language Portfolio, Language Passport and on how to prepare European Language
Portfolio in class though some of the instructors had already had lots of information.

KEY WORDS: learner autonomy, European Language Portfolio (ELP), Common European
Framework of Reference (CEFR), European Language Passport.
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OZET

Bu cahsma, Selguk Universitesi, Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu’nda gerceklestirilmisgtir.
Caligmanin  amaci Selguk Universitesi, Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu’nda calismakta olan
okutmanlarin dgrenen Szerkligi ve Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu ile ilgili algi ve goriislerini tespit
etmektir.

Yapilan ¢alismada 69 okutman yer almustir. Calisma icin toplanan veriler hem nitel hem
nicel 6zelliktedir. Okutmanlardan calismada 6grenen 6zerkligi ve Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu ile ilgili
ankette yer alan sorulari cevaplandirmalar1 ve sebepleri yazmalari istenmistir. Elde edilen veriler
analiz edilip sonuglar frekans ve yiizde olarak degerlendirilmis ve sunulmustur.

Sonuglar okutmanlarin genel olarak Ogrenen ozerkligine karst olumlu ve ndtr-olumlu
goriislere sahip olduklarim, bunun yaminda sinif yonetimi veya yOnetim gibi bazi konularda
dgrenen ozerkligine karsi olumsuz yaklagtiklarii gostermektedir. Avrupa dil portfolyosu, Avrupa
dil pasaportu, Avrupa dil portfolyosunun nasil hazirlanacag ile ilgili sonuglar, okutmanlarin bu
konuda genel olarak gok fazla bilgi sahibi olmadiklarim ortaya keymustur.

ANAHTAR KELIMELER: Ogrenen Ozerkligi, Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu, Avrupa Dil
Pasaportu, Diller i¢in Avrupa Ortak Cergeve Programu.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

The field of English Language Teaching has takemyrsteps forward due to the
changes in education technology, economy and e®liti the world in the last 20
years. The current trend in language teaching isremmdividual, more
communicative and more functional (Thanasoulas,0200he communicative
language teaching suggests that there should beesaedto communicate, a
communicative purpose, no teacher intervention aod materials control. In
Communicative Language Teaching in the communieatactivities teacher
intervention should be minimised, on the contrdrg teacher should promote the
process of communicative language teaching by giwnmediate answers to the
students in the relatively uncontrolled conversaigHarmer, 2001). As it can be
seen, learner autonomy is the key term in applyiing current theories and
applications in foreign language classes. But thisigs about some problems
including the teachers having difficulty puttingethselves in a pseudo passive
controller role in the classroom and learners beingware of how to benefit from

the autonomy in learning.

The language classroom has gained a new perspesiikiethe development of
learner centered approaches in the last three decddthis new perspective has
changed the roles of learners and teachers in lHssroom. In today’s language
classroom, learners are expected to take more nsigdy for their own learning,

and teachers are expected to help learners becamne imdependent inside and
outside the classroom. These developments havalirabe concept of “learner

autonomy” in the field of language teaching (Bens2601).

The prominent figure in learner autonomy, Holec8)9 defines learner autonomy
as a situation in which learners accept the overdponsibility for their own

learning. Little (1991) argues that learner autopaot only entails learning but also
1



learning how to learn. Thus it can be argued tlestrrers involved in the
management of their learning and their developmeilit increase the intrinsic

motivation.

Learner autonomy in formal education contexts iseduncational concept in which
learners accept the responsibility for their owarteng. Besides, if the learners are
aware of their objectives, learning will be mordeefive and they will be able to

promote their learning.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study in question is to ingzd8 the perceptions of EFL
instructors at Selcuk University on learner autogand their knowledge on ELP.
Also it is aimed to make them reflect on thesearatiand find out how ELP would
help them promote learner autonomy in class. Swtg EFL language instructors
working at School of Foreign languages at Selcukvélsity participated in the
study.

1.3. The Research Questions

The study investigates the following research qaest

1. What are the opinions and attitudes of ELTrirgbrs on learner autonomy?
2. How much do the instructors know that ELP h@lmsnote learner autonomy?

The answers to these questions will lead the reBearto have an idea if the
instructors have a positive opinion on promotionezrner autonomy by means of
implementation of ELP at School of Foreign Langwsage



1.4. Significance of the Study

The study is important because language teachers haen experiencing the
difficulty of getting students to have interest foreign language and learn it
effectively. One of the possible solutions to thiblem is getting students to be
more autonomous in language learning and learresgansibilities. The results of
the study will reveal the attitudes of EFL instarst towards learner autonomy and
display their knowledge of ELP in an EFL settindieTresults may also offer new

insights to EFL teachers and other scholars indagg learning and teaching.

1.5. Limitations of the Study

The most important limitation of the study was lgewnable to apply the same
questionnaire to another institution in Turkey wh&LP is implemented. Making
comparisons between two preparatory schools waukeligs more clear results about
whether instructors using ELP in class have differanderstanding of learner

autonomy or the conception of European Languag#gdHor(ELP).

Another important limitation is the limited timerfehe survey. More time would
enable the researcher get questionnaires from oweagues. And more important
than that, ELP could be implemented in class amdlfack could be taken from

students as well if the school had not had limited of instruction.



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
2.1. Introduction

The European language portfolio is a document dgeel by the Language Policy
Division of the Council of Europe, piloted from X8 2000, and launched in 2001,
the European Year of Languages, including langupgssport that shows the
language competence of a person, a detailed LargBamgraphy describing the
owner's experiences in each language and fin&lgretis a Dossier where examples
of personal work can be kept to illustrate one'gyleage competence. Compiling a
language portfolio also requires the learner teediy or indirectly participate
actively in the learning process, implement hislbarning strategies, be the decision
maker about what to add in the portfolio and refl@e what to do to improve the
content of the portfolio, which is the common amthe last years by the teachers of
English who are more likely to have a student aexdt@tmosphere in class. All this
guidance of the ELP helps the learners to havealilty to take charge of one's
learning, which is the exact definition of learrsrtonomy. ELP is a good way to
foster the learner autonomy which has recently lakssirable and most importantly,
makes the learners of ESL alert about what to |daw to learn and why, which are

the critical questions on the way to the learnéomomy.

2.2. CEFR and ELP

2.2.1. Common European Framework of Reference fordanguages (CEFR)

The Common European Framework of Reference for Gwages: Learning,
Teaching, Assessment, abbreviated as CEF or CEHR iguideline put together by
the Council of Europe as the main part of the mtojdanguage Learning for
European Citizenship" between 1989 and 1996. IneNter 2001, a European



Union Council Resolution recommended using the CHBRset up systems of

validation of language ability.

The Council of Europe, the continent’s oldest padit organization, was set up in
1949 to

» defend human rights, parliamentary democracy, hedtle of law

= develop continent-wide agreements to standardizebee countries’ social

and legal practices

= promote awareness of a European identity basethaned values and cutting

across different cultures.

When the last aim is of interest, it is the langu#dgough which it is only possible to
understand the culture and recognize the valuemother country. As each nation
state has its own language, The Council of Euroge $een the promotion of
language teaching and learning as one of its mpjoority areas, with the

development of inter-cultural awareness viewed as egsential part of the
development of competence in another language laer danguages. So, the CoE
introduced plurilingualism, implying action on gouwenents and individuals.

Governments have the responsibility to extend #mge of language opportunities
and exposure to other languages available to ttigbens; individuals should be
helped through language teaching and the developaigheir own learning skills,

to extend their ability to communicate with usefsanother language (Morrow,

2004).

CEFR is a reference document aiming to set cleandstrds to be attained at
successive stages of learning and evaluating intamationally comparable manner
for language education including assessment. Teeselards include the language
syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinationgtb@oks, etc. across Europe. It
provides a clear definition of teaching and leagnabjectives and methods and the
necessary tools for assessment of proficiency, iniakes it of a particular interest
to course designers, textbook writers, testerghisg and teacher trainers - all who

are directly involved in language teaching andngsfCouncil of Europe, 2001).
5



The contents of the CEFR are designed to;
» describe different language qualifications,
« identify different learning objectives,
» set out the basis of different achievement starsd@vibrrow, 2004).

In the intergovernmental level, the work of the @cili of Europe for a cultural
cooperation with regard to modern languages hasvedkerits coherence and
continuity from three basic principles set dowrthe preamble to Recommendation
R (82) 18 of the Committee of Ministers of the Colinf Europe:

« that the rich heritage of diverse languages andies in Europe is a valuable common
resource to be protected and developed, and thaajar educational effort is needed to
convert that diversity from a barrier to communiicatinto a source of mutual enrichment

and understanding;

« that it is only through a better knowledge of &ean modern languages that it will be
possible to facilitate communication and interacteonong Europeans of different mother
tongues in order to promote European mobility, rabtunderstanding and co-operation,

and overcome prejudice and discrimination;

« that member states, when adopting or developatgpmal policies in the field of modern
language learning and teaching, may achieve greaterergence at the European level by
means of appropriate arrangements for ongoing evatipn and co-ordination of policies
(Council of Europe, 2001; 2).

In the pursuit of these principles, the CommittéeMinisters called upon member

governments;

«to promote the national and international collabiora of governmental and non-
governmental institutions engaged in the develognugnmethods of teaching and
evaluation in the field of modern language learnamgl in the production and use of
materials, including institutions engaged in th@duction and use of multi-media
materials.

+to take such steps as are necessary to complessthiglishment of an effective European
system of information exchange covering all aspettanguage learning, teaching and

research, and making full use of information tedbgg (Council of Europe, 2001; 2).



In the personal level one must not forget that ghecess of language learning is
continuous and individual. Thus CEFR describes inomprehensive way what
language learners have to learn in order to ussngubge for communication and
what knowledge and skills they have to develop stoabe able to act effectively.
The description also covers the cultural contextwinich language is set. The
Framework also defines “levels of proficiency” wihiallow learners’ progress to be
measured at each stage of learning and on a lig4asis (Council of Europe, 2001,
1).

No two users of a language, whether native speakdseign learners, have exactly
the same competences or develop them in the saméCGeancil of Europe, 2001;
17). For instance an individual in his/her mothengue may be able to talk to
everybody without any misunderstanding in a soc@hmunity but his speaking
level may not be sufficient to make a presentaéiba conference. In the same way
his/her writing ability may not be good enough toteva formal letter or a scientific
article. Even some people having a second langfrage the family background
may only recognize the second language and takerpsimple social conversations
but not read or write a word in that language. $ame thing happens in the foreign

language learning.

This fact is what makes CEFR to define the levélproficiency with vertical and

horizontal dimensions:

Since learning a language is a matter of horizcagalell as vertical progress as learners acquire
the proficiency to perform in a wider range of coomitative activities. Progress is not merely a
question of moving up a vertical scale. There igadicular logical requirement for a learner to
pass through all the lower levels on a sub-scaleyTmay make lateral progress (from a
neighbouring category) by broadening their perfarcgacapabilities rather than increasing their
proficiency in terms of the same category. Conugrsthe expression ‘deepening one’s
knowledge’ recognizes that one may well feel thednat some point to underpin such pragmatic
gains by having a look at ‘the basics’ (that isvéo level skills) in an area into which one has

moved laterally (Council of Europe, 2001; 17).

2.2.1.1. The Common Reference Levels



CEFR provides ‘can-do’ proficiency descriptors coamio all languages. There are
six criterion levels that Common European Framewtsfnes to have a standard in
many areas relating to language instruction; Al, 82, B2, C1, C2. Course
designers, classroom instructors, and adminissattake the reference into
consideration while designing the language insioacor curriculum. In this way a

standard will be achieved throughout European cam(Terzi, 2005).

While selecting the Common Reference Levels, Wagstand Threshold Levels,
which were already specified by the Council of E@&po were taken into
consideration. The Threshold Level was specifiedngyCouncil of Europe as what
a learner should know or do to communicate effetgivn everyday life and if the
learner has the necessary skills and knowledges déscription of the Threshold
Level affected the language teaching to a greanexfirst of all, the Council of
Europe developed the model for English, and therag developed and specified for
French. Afterwards, it became a basis for planmhinguage programs, designing
more interesting and appealing course books, degjgsyllabuses and assessment
tools. After developing and extending the ThresHeial, the focus of attention has
been directed to “socio-cultural and ‘learning éarh’ components”, and a lower
level, Waystage Level, and also a higher levelpafcdication, Vantage Level, were
developed.

It is perhaps worth emphasising the salient featofehe levels, as shown below by
the empirically calibrated descriptors:

1. Level Al (Breakthrough)

It is the point at which the learner can interactai simple way, ask and answer
simple questions about themselves, where they peeple they know, and things
they have, initiate and respond to simple statesnenéreas of immediate need or on
very familiar topics, rather than relying purely arrehearsed repertoire of (tourist)
phrases.

2. Level A2 (Waystage)



It reflects the Waystage specification with the onidy of descriptors stating social
functions: greet people, ask how they are and teawews; handle very short social
exchanges; ask and answer questions about whadthey work and in free time;
make and respond to invitations; discuss what tp wlbere to go and make

arrangements to meet; make and accept offers.
3. Level B1 (Threshold)
It reflects The Threshold Level, with two partiaufeatures:

1. maintaining interaction and getting across what y@nt to: give or seek
personal views and opinions in an informal disausswith friends; express
the main point he/she wants to make comprehensikBep going
comprehensibly, even though pausing for grammataal lexical planning

and repair is very evident, especially in longeetshes of free production,

2. coping flexibly with problems in everyday lifaleal with most situations
likely to arise when making travel arrangement®uigh an agent or when
actually travelling; enter unprepared into conveoss on familiar topics;
make a complaint.

4. Level B2 (Vantage)
It reflects three new emphases:

1. effective argumentaccount for and sustain opinions in discussiomptoywiding
relevant explanations, arguments and commentsagexalviewpoint on a topical

issue giving the advantages and disadvantagesioiigaoptions,

2. holding your own in social discourse: interact wahdegree of fluency and
spontaneity that makes regular interaction withivieaspeakers quite possible
without imposing strain on either party; adjustithe changes of direction, style

and emphasis normally found in the conversation,



3. a new degree of language awareness: correct nsstiikihey have led to
misunderstandings; make a note of "favourite mestéland consciously monitor

speech for them.

5. Level C1 (Effective Operational Proficiency)

It is characterised by access to a broad rangargjuiage that results in fluent,

spontaneous communication:

1. express him/herself fluently and spontaneously,oatneffortlessly; has a good
command of a broad lexical repertoire allowing gplse readily overcome with
circumlocutions; there is little obvious searchifog expressions or avoidance
strategies - only a conceptually difficult subjean hinder a natural, smooth flow

of language,

2. produce clear, smoothly flowing, well-structuresgsph, showing controlled use

of organisational patterns, connectors and coheavees.

6. Level C2 (Mastery)

It is the degree of precision and ease with thguageof highly successful learners
who convey finer shades of meaning precisely liygjsvith reasonable accuracy, a
wide range of modification devices and have a geodhmand of idiomatic
expressions and colloquialisms with awareness oihatative level of meaning
(North, 2007).

Here it should be noted that the proficiency levai®ve give an idea of general
language capabilities but these descriptors aredetlv into categories by
understanding (listening and reading as sub-ca&g)pspeaking (spoken interaction
and spoken production as sub-categories) and grgince as stated above one’s
proficiency level in reading may not be the samé¢hwihe proficiency level in

speaking. This is also taken into consideratioths European Language Passport
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where the proficiency levels of a language user expressed in each category
(listening, reading, spoken interaction, spokendpobion and writing). The self-
assessment grid is based on the six level scaleeo€ommon European framework
of reference for languages developed by the Cowiddurope. Below is the self-
assessment section (Council of Europe, 2001) whidhdes can-do statements:

Understanding
Listening

A 1: | can understand familiar words and very basic gggaoncerning myself, my

family and immediate surroundings when people sgéakly and clearly.

A 2: | can understand phrases and the highest frequaert@abulary related to areas
of most immediate personal relevance (e.g. veryicbagrsonal and family
information, shopping, local area, employment)ath catch the main points in short,

clear, simple messages and announcements.

B 1: 1 can understand the main points of clear standpech on familiar matters
regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, ettan understand the main points
of many radio or TV programmes on current affairstopics of personal or

professional interest when the delivery is reldyiwtow and clear.

B 2: | can understand extended speech and lectureobod £ven complex lines of
argument provided the topic is reasonably familiaman understand most TV news
and current affairs programmes. | can understaadrhjority of films in standard

dialect.

C 1: I can understand extended speech even when ittislearly structured and
when relationships are only implied and not sigdadaplicitly. | can understand

television programmes and films without too mudorf

C 2: 1 have no difficulty in understanding any kind @ioken language, whether live
or broadcast, even when delivered at fast natieedgpprovided | have some time to

get familiar with the accent.
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Reading

A 1: 1 can understand familiar names, words and verypkreentences, for example

on notices and posters or in catalogues.

A 2: 1 can read very short, simple texts. | can findc#pe predictable information in
simple everyday material such as advertisementssppctuses, menus and

timetables and | can understand short simple patdetters.

B 1: | can understand texts that consist mainly of Higlquency everyday or job-
related language. | can understand the descrigticvents, feelings and wishes in

personal letters.

B 2: 1 can read articles and reports concerned withezopbrary problems in which
the writers adopt particular attitudes or viewpsint can understand contemporary

literary prose.

C 1: | can understand long and complex factual andalitetexts, appreciating
distinctions of style. 1 can understand specialisgticles and longer technical

instructions, even when they do not relate to raldfi

C 2: 1 can read with ease virtually all forms of the ttem language, including
abstract, structurally or linguistically complexxt® such as manuals, specialised

articles and literary works.
Speaking
Spoken interaction

A 1: | can interact in a simple way provided the otherspn is prepared to repeat or
rephrase things at a slower rate of speech andrhelformulate what I'm trying to
say. | can ask and answer simple questions in afeasmediate need or on very

familiar topics.

A 2: 1 can communicate in simple and routine tasks ragyia simple and direct

exchange of information on familiar topics and \at#s. | can handle very short
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social exchanges, even though | can't usually wtaled enough to keep the

conversation going myself.

B 1: | can deal with most situations likely to arise Ishiravelling in an area where
the language is spoken. | can enter unpreparedcongersation on topics that are
familiar, of personal interest or pertinent to gxay life (e.g. family, hobbies, work,

travel and current events).

B 2: | can interact with a degree of fluency and spositgnthat makes regular
interaction with native speakers quite possiblear take an active part in discussion

in familiar contexts, accounting for and sustaining views.

C 1. | can express myself fluently and spontaneouslyhauit much obvious
searching for expressions. | can use languagebfierind effectively for social and
professional purposes. | can formulate ideas amdiays with precision and relate

my contribution skilfully to those of other speaker

C 2: 1 can take part effortlessly in any conversatiordisicussion and have a good
familiarity with idiomatic expressions and colloglisms. | can express myself
fluently and convey finer shades of meaning prégidél do have a problem | can
backtrack and restructure around the difficulty ssooothly that other people are

hardly aware of it.
Spoken production

A 1: | can use simple phrases and sentences to desdnée | live and people |

know.

A 2: | can use a series of phrases and sentences tobeéesn simple terms, my
family and other people, living conditions, my edtional background and my

present or most recent job.

B 1. | can connect phrases in a simple way in orderescdbe experiences and
events, my dreams, hopes and ambitions. | canlyogefe reasons and explanations
for opinions and plans. | can narrate a story @teethe plot of a book or film and

describe my reactions.
13



B 2: | can present clear, detailed descriptions on awahge of subjects related to
my field of interest. | can explain a viewpoint @n topical issue giving the

advantages and disadvantages of various options.

C 1: 1 can present clear, detailed descriptions of cemgubjects integrating sub-
themes, developing particular points and roundirffy with an appropriate

conclusion.

C 2: 1 can present a clear, smoothly-flowing descriptmnargument in a style
appropriate to the context and with an effectivgidal structure which helps the

recipient to notice and remember significant points
Writing

A 1: | can write a short, simple postcard, for exam@eding holiday greetings. |
can fill in forms with personal details, for exam@ntering my name, nationality and

address on a hotel registration form.

A 2: | can write short, simple notes and messages. Wwde a very simple personal

letter, for example thanking someone for something.

B 1: | can write simple connected text on topics which @miliar or of personal

interest. | can write personal letters describixgegiences and impressions.

B 2: | can write clear, detailed text on a wide rangesobjects related to my
interests. | can write an essay or report, passmmformation or giving reasons in
support of or against a particular point of viewcain write letters highlighting the

personal significance of events and experiences.

C 1: | can express myself in clear, well-structured texpressing points of view at
some length. | can write about complex subjects iletter, an essay or a report,
underlining what | consider to be the salient issli€an select a style appropriate to

the reader in mind.

C 2: |1 can write clear, smoothly-flowing text in an appriate style. | can write

complex letters, reports or articles which preserdase with an effective logical
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structure which helps the recipient to notice aghember significant points. | can

write summaries and reviews of professional orditg works.

The CEFR does not focus exclusively on the behalaimension of L2 proficiency.
It also offers a scaled summary of what it calisdlitative aspects of spoken
language use’ — range, accuracy, fluency, intevactand coherence — and scaled
descriptions of general linguistic range, vocabulaange, vocabulary control,
grammatical accuracy, phonological control, ortlapdric control, sociolinguistic
appropriateness, flexibility, turn-taking, themataevelopment, coherence and

cohesion, spoken fluency, and propositional preni¢Council of Europe, 2001).

The general importance that CEFR holds in termimduage teaching is to think
about language teaching and learning in a broaglesesgiving value to individual
development. Another highly important feature offBES that it is a set of objective

standards for language teachers and learnersfaratit countries.

2.2.2. European Language Portfolio (ELP)

The European Language Portfolio (ELP) is describgdthe Council of Europe
(CoE) as a document in which those who are learamigave learned a language -
whether at school or outside school - can record m@aflect on their language

learning and cultural experiences.

The European Language Portfolio was developed aoek@ by the Language Policy
Division of the Council of Europe, Strasbourg, fra808 until 2000.

ELP was adopted at the 20th Session of the Star@iomjerence of the Ministers of
Education of the Council of Europe, Cracow, Polatish17 October 2000. At this
conference the Ministers of Education of all thember States of the Council of
Europe recommended that governments, in keeping thieir education policy,
support the introduction of a European Languagefdétar which is a personal
document to record one’s qualifications and othgniBcant linguistic and cultural
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experiences in an internationally transparent maas@art of an effort to extend and

diversify language learning at all levels in albieg perspective.

A very important issue to be regarded about EL#eésage of the ELP owner. The
reports and documentation of a child cannot inchixdesame information as an adult
which makes the authorities have 3 types of ELPmlieg to the age. Schneider and
Lenz (2001) suggested three fundamentally diffetgmés of ELP, according to the
basic stages of individual and social development:

a) Stage 1 Language Portfolios for very young leegpossibly up to 10-12 years;

b) Stage 2 Language Portfolios for use during #@aining years of obligatory
schooling (11-15/16years);

c) Stage 3 Language Portfolios for young peopleahdts (15/16 years upward).

Language learning is often different in each ofsthetages, as concerns objectives,
motivation, methods, places, contacts, "value", atw the exact boundaries will
vary depending on the (national) context due todifferent educational systems in

each country.

According to North (2000) CEFR tries to maintaino¢@l moderation” by
establishing a common understanding of a set afidarals by discussion and
training. This is accomplished by scaling the seclamguage proficiency with the

level A, B and C with different communicative skikt each level.

The Council of Europe also tries to draw the leesnato the process of “social
moderation”. And this is possible by designing ndual learning programmes
which is one of the objectives of CEFR and ELPh&s practical means of achieving

this aim.

This reflects the Council of Europe’s long-standaagnmitment to learner autonomy

as a prerequisite for effective lifelong learniktplec, 1979).
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2.2.2.1. Aims and Functions of ELP
The Council of Europe has two main aims with théHiroject:

a) to motivate learners by acknowledging theior$f to extend and diversify their
language skills at all levels;

b) to provide a record of the linguistic and craduskills they have acquired (to be
consulted, for example, when they are moving tagadr learning level or seeking

employment at home or abroad).

Points a) and b) refer to the two basic functiointhe European Language Portfolio:
a) The pedagogic function

It enhances the motivation of the learners

- to improve their ability to communicate in difést languages,

- to learn additional languages,

- to seek new intercultural experiences.

It incites and helps learners to

- to reflect on their objectives, ways of learnargd success in language learning,
- to plan their learning,

- to learn autonomously.

It encourages learners to enhance their plurilihgad intercultural experience, for

example through

- contacts and visits,
- reading,

- use of the media,

- projects.
17



In practice it can be stated that, although a waege of portfolios have been
produced in a number of European countries, thieghare fundamental principles.

In particular:
b) The documentation and reporting function

The European Language Portfolio aims to supplerperitficates and diplomas by
presenting information about the owner's foreigmyleage experience and concrete
evidence of his or her foreign language achievesjeartd a pedagogical function -
to make the language learning process more tragispsw learners, help them to
develop their capacity for reflection and self-asseent, and thus enable them
gradually to assume more and more responsibilitytiieir own learning (Little,
2002).

Schneider and Lenz (2001) stated that the Europaaguage Portfolio must be seen
as a recent addition to the Council of Europe'segpte in the field of modern
languages. Therefore, every ELP should reflectotherarching aims of the Council

of Europe in the field of modern languages:
» the deepening of mutual understanding among ceireiEurope;
= respect for diversity of cultures and ways of life;
= the protection and promotion of linguistic and add diversity;
» the development of plurilingualism as a life-lompgess;
= the development of the language learner;
» the development of the capacity for independerguage learning;

= transparency and coherence in language learnirgygrones.

18



2.2.2.2. Three Parts of ELP

The Principles and Guidelines approved by the Cowidurope define the three
components of the ELP so that the learners havedhsibility to use each of these

according to their particular needs in their diéierrlearning contexts as follows:

 The Language Passportsection provides an overview of the individual's
proficiency in different languages at a given pamtime; the overview is defined in
terms of skills and the common reference levelsthe Common European
Framework; it records formal qualifications and atdses language competencies
and significant language and intercultural learniegperiences; it includes
information on partial and specific competenceillivws for self-assessment, teacher
assessment and assessment by educational inst#twditd examinations boards; it
requires that information entered in the Passgates on what basis, when and by
whom the assessment was carried out. To facilpate European recognition and
mobility a standard presentation of a Passport Sanmyims promoted by the Council

of Europe for ELPs for adults.

* The Language Biography facilitates the learner’s involvement in planning,
reflecting upon and assessing his or her learnioggss and progress; it encourages
the learner to state what he/she can do in eaguéae and to include information
on linguistic and cultural experiences gained i autside formal educational
contexts; it is organized to promote plurilingualisi.e. the development of

competencies in a number of languages.

While all parts of the ELP may be considered toehavpedagogic function, the
Language Biography is the part that focuses on gmgla aspects. It has three

particular aims:
-to encourage learners to have more languagende@illtural contacts.
- to motivate learners for more and better languegming

- to help learners to reflect on their languagenies and intercultural experiences,

plan effectively, and thereby to become more autungs learners.
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Little (2005) states that the language biograplotiee has a goal-setting and self-
assessment checklist for each of the theme-relatets of work. Within each
checklist the descriptors are grouped accordinig\tel, but in the interests of user-
friendliness we do not distinguish visually betwdbe five communicative skills.

The Al checklist for food and clothes, for exampias the following items:

* | can understand the names of the clothes | weeachool and the food | eat in
school.

* | can read the words for the clothes | know drelfood I like and don't like.
« | can ask for things in shops and ask how muely ttost.

* | can say what food and clothes | like and dtiké.

* | can write words for different foods and for ttlethes we wear.

» The Dossieroffers the learner the opportunity to select maketo document and
illustrate achievements or experiences recordedhe Language Biography or
Passport (Council of Europe, 2001).

Each of the three parts (the language passport]atiguage biography and the

dossier) contributes to either of the two basicfioms every ELP has:
a) documentation/ reporting
b) motivation/ pedagogy.

However, the parts do not serve these functionghéosame degree. While the
Language Passpors mainly a reporting instrument, the two othertpanay serve
both functions equally, depending on the instrum@novided for the concrete target
group, and the uses learners and teachers decrdake of them. It is important to
understand that documentation and reporting aretifurs that are not only directed
towards the "outside": Parents, new teachers ard the learners themselves may
be interested in an overview of a student's langualills and intercultural
experiences. For this reason, ttenguage Passpogart may play an important role

even in ELPs for very young learners.
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2.2.2.3. Practical Uses of ELP

The European Commission is working to develop titeepreneurial spirit and skills
of EU citizens. Such goals will be easier if langeidearning is effectively promoted
in the European Union, making sure that Europetirecis and companies have the
intercultural and language skills necessary toffectve in the global marketplace.
The European Union is built around the free movdnoénts citizens, capital and
services. The citizen with good language skillsetaladvantage of the freedom to

work or study in another member state.

Besides, Europe is a growing market for job oppuoties. Graduates who are fluent
in a European language go into areas like the semvice, public relations, European
Union institutions, European multinational companithe armed services, customs
and excise and research bodies within and outkideEuropean university sector
(King, A., Thomas, G. 1999). Speaking a language lead to promotion and

opportunities abroad.

Many people have language skills that are not ¢t in the qualifications or
certificates they have gained. This may be becthmsg have not been assessed or
learned in formal education. At the same time, strasic foreign language skills
may be sufficient to meet people, do shoppingisben to a song...etc.

The ELP enables the language user to see and &athat he/she can do in another
language, and to record all the language skillmaghiand experiences with other

cultures.

Besides recording the current skills, the ELP hefpslevelop the skills through
practice and experience. It helps the language tesdrecome self-managing as
he/she recognizes his/her strengths, weaknessgdasifor further progress. Also,
he/she consciously or unconsciously reflects omiag styles and the one which
suits him/her the most. For a job application, BEl&® may be a part of the CV.
Especially the Dossier section proves and illusgathat the applicant can do using

another language.
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Little and Perclova (2001) listed the learners’ exgnces reported by the teachers
who worked with the ELP in the pilot study;

* Motivation of all the learners, even the slowees

* Increases their self-confidence when they has af their actual abilities

« Learners spend more time thinking about theigleage abilities and knowledge
* Voluntary work makes them more active

« Learners can develop their own language abilities

* Learners realize that they can extend their Bhdanguage out of school as well

Curriculum Innovation on the Basis of the Europkanguage Portfolio

The ELP is designed to:

« encourage the lifelong learning of languages, tolavel of proficiency

+ make the learning process more transparent andevelap the learner's

ability to assess his/her own competence

+ facilitate mobility within Europe by providing aedr profile of the owner's
language skills

« contribute to mutual understanding within Europe Ikpromoting
plurilingualism (the ability to communicate in twa more languages) and

intercultural learning (Suter, 2002).

Briefly we can say that people of Europe are bogda single Union out of many
diverse nations, communities, cultures and langgmgeps trying to exchange ideas
and traditions people with different histories lautommon future. So the ability to
understand and communicate in other languageshiasec skill for all European

citizens. ELP is a practical tool to reach thislgoa
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2.3.Learner Autonomy

Although the term learner autonomy seems new tad wioshe language teachers it has
been popular for 30 years. In the last three dex;ddarner autonomy has become a
“buzz word” and “central concern” in education tcomote life-long learning, and

attracted increasing attention in language learn@sgecially when language teaching

shifted to more communicative and learner-centpm@aches (Little, 1991:2).

Learner autonomy is a complicated concept. It dmesnerely mean that the learner
is self-sufficient and independent. Autonomy inefign language learning is more of
an 'attitude’ or even a philosophy than a methagoldét is not concerned with one
specific method, but allows for any method whicle timdividual leaner finds

beneficial to his' learning purposes (Fenner e2@00).
2.3.1. Defining and Describing Learner Autonomy

There is variety of definitions of learner autonoyt the term learner autonomy is
generally defined as “the capacity to take chafgeroresponsibility for, one’s own
learning” (Benson, 2001: 47). Some other defingidrom different sources may

give a broader idea about what learner autonomy is:

[Autonomy is] the extent to which learners demaaistithe ability to use a set

of tactics for taking control of their learning (tBerall 1995: 195).

[Autonomy is] a constantly changing but at &inye optimal state of equilibrium
between maximal self-development and human intenggnce (Allwright cited
in Little 1995: 178).

Of all the definitions on learner autonomy the diion of Holec, who is regarded as
the father of learner autonomy, is the most famdusis report to the Council of
Europe Holec (1981:3) describes autonomy as “thigyabo take charge of one’s

own learning”. He expands the basic definition@®vs:

To take charge of one’s own learning is to have, tarhold, the responsibility for all

the decisions concerning all aspects of this leagriie.:

23



_ determining the objectives;
__defining the contents and progressions;
_ selecting methods and techniques to be used;

__monitoring the procedure of acquisition propespeaking (rhythm, time, place,

etc.);
_ evaluating what has been acquired.

The autonomous learner is himself capable of maklhthese decisions concerning
the learning with which he is or wishes to be ineal.

Similarly, Little (1991: 4) views autonomy as “apeity—for detachment,
critical reflection, decision-making, and indepemidaction”. However, he adds an
essential psychological dimension, which entailsat thhe learner will develop a

particular kind of psychological relation to thepess and content of his learning”.

What Benson (2001: 49) adds to the definitionseafrher autonomy as a vital
element is that the content of learning shouldreely determined by the learners.
Autonomous learners should be free to determinie tlwen goals and purposes if the
learning is to be genuinely self-directed. It als@s a social aspect, which may
involve control over learning situations and calf particular capacities concerned
with the learner’s ability to interact with otharsthe learning process. According to
Benson, “control over learning necessarily involvastions that have social

consequences” (Benson, 2001: 49):

All of the definitions mentioned above imply thaatner autonomy is the
situation in which learners have responsibiliti@sl @hoices concerning their own
learning process. According to Little (1991) andlédo(1981) autonomous learners
are able to determine their own objectives, deflme content and progressions of
their own learning, select the appropriate methaad techniques to use, monitor
their own process of acquisition, and evaluate dbécome of what they have
acquired and what they need to learn. Autonomoamnileg is seen by Holec as a

double process. On the one hand, it entails legrtiie foreign language; on the
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other, learning how to learn. Thus, they know howatcelerate and regulate their
own learning beyond a school context: it is a ldfeg process of constantly

developing awareness.

2.3.1.1. Misconceptions on Learner Autonomy

Having explained clearly what learner autonomytigs important to discuss what it
is not. Little (1991) has stated that there are esamsconceptions about learner

autonomy:

-- The first misconception is that learner autonasmgynonymous with self-access
learning, self-instruction, distance learning, indualized instruction, flexible

learning or self-directed learning. Each of thegpraaches may promote the
development of learner autonomy, but none of thenehhe same board meaning

with learner autonomy.

-- The second misconception, learner autonomy’'sio@ccepted as the absolute
freedom of learners. However, freedom, in learngor@omy, is limited by social

relations and requirements of learners.

--Third misconception is that all the initiative tisken by the learners and helping
learners to become autonomous is a threat to #uhée’s job. In fact, only educators
can determine the limits of freedom and resporigibdf learners. And after the

students become autonomous over several yeargedbleer remains an authority in

the language, and a consultant to the autonomausdein language learning.

--The forth one is that learner autonomy entaiésiiolation of learners, perhaps in a
self access language learning center, with thengs$on that the physical setting
defines autonomy. However, learner autonomy prosoiateraction and
interdependence among learners. Autonomy is priynari matter of attitude to

learning rather than the physical setting of tlareng.
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--Fifth misconception is that learner autonomyhbsaute. However, as it is stated by
Nunan (1997) also, learner autonomy has some degeewl achieving complete

autonomy is always ideal, but not real.

---The sixth misconception is accepting learneroaomy as a new method.
However, as it is mentioned by Benson (2001) a$, we$ neither a method, nor an

approach. It is an attribute to increase learnasliement in learning.

--The last misconception is that learner auton@rg fixed state and once acquired,
it can be applied to all learning areas. On thereoy, it is a hard-won state that must
be fostered and maintained persistently (Littl€Q10)9

From a teacher’s point of view, we can concludet gastonomy does not offer
learners absolute freedom of decision making ares dmt mean that teachers will

give up all control in classroom, either.

2.3.1.2. Describing Autonomous Learners

Autonomous learners are those who are consciousbrea of the learning

process, who can adapt their strategies accorditigetgiven task, and thus who
are able to take control and responsibility of theeivn learning without spoon

feeding.

Several researchers have attempted to profile titenamous learner by
building up characteristics associated with autopamliterature. Littlewood

(1996) defines an autonomous person as one wharhaslependent capacity
to make and carry out the choices which govern dmisher actions. This
capacity depends on two main componerabiity andwillingness

Dickinson (1993) identifies five charactéds of autonomous learners:

« they understand what is being taught that is theyaavare of the teacher’s

objectives;
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In order to be aware of the objectives of a paldicexercise, a learner
has to beactive this involves things like reviewing the lesson
beforehand; taking note of the statement at theofdpe exercise saying
what the exercise is trying to teach, and listermagefully to the teacher

when s/he introduces the lesson and the activities.
« they are able to formulate their learning objectiyve

Independent learners select and construct their oljectives and
purposes in addition to the teacher's. That ig; #re not in competition
with the teacher and the teacher's objectives,abaitoften objectives
which develop out of the lesson being studied. Thustudent may want
to expand his vocabulary in a particular area,nmtleer student may be
aware of difficulty in pronouncing a particular sm) and want to

practice this.

*they are able to select and make use of appropriagrning

strategies;

Learning strategies are simply the techniques tkatners use to
understand a piece of language, to memorize aral riemguage, to
perfect pronunciation, checking what the lessambisut before the class;
being aware of the objectives for a particular\digti assessing oneself,

and so on.
« they are able to monitor their use of these strat®g

For example, someone involved in perfecting proraticn might try merely
repeating the target sound, but then discovergbhaoon as the sound is used
in a word, they cannot get it right; they may tepeating sentences; or they
may spend a long time listening to the correct pnamation, and repeating it
silently to themselves. Some people find it us&dulise a mirror to check that

they have the correct lip positions and so on.
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If there is more than one technique for a particldéarning task, then the
learner has a choice; the point is that some tegaolesi are more useful for one
learner than for another, and learners have tonceusaged to find the best

technique for themselves.
» they are able to self-access, or monitor their d@arning,

A very important aspect of being an active and peshelent learner, is a
student’s willingness to monitor his/her own leamito check how well a
piece of work was done, or how accurately a seetevas imitated and so on.
A learner who is actively involved in her own leiaug is active in self

monitoring.

Candy (1991, cited in Benson, 2001:85) groups I@@petencies associated with
autonomy under 13 headings. According to Candguonomous learner will:

» be methodical and disciplined,

* be logical and analytical,

* be reflective and self-aware,

« demonstrate curiosity, openness and motivation,

* be flexible,

« be interdependent and interpersonally competent,
* be persistent and responsible,

* be venturesome and creative,

» show confidence and have a positive self-concept,
« be independent and self-sufficient,

* have developed information seeking and retrisidls,

« have knowledge about, and skill at, learning pss¢
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« develop and use criteria for evaluating.

Ideas like these, as Tudor (1996, cited in Motterd®®8 ) points out have led to the
notion that learner training is inevitable if learners are going to become
independent in their studies. We also have to besaous of cultural background

and make positive use of existing learning stylegei are going to make progress in

this area.

Scharle and Szab6 (2000:11) propose that learai@irtg can be done in two ways;
by developing skills and attitudes implicitly, th&, helping students to use
strategies but not actually discussing strategigh them, or explicitly, by the

conscious participation of the learners.

Although there are many factors describing an autwus learner, there is a hot line
where learners shouldn’t be considered as a pkati&ind of robotic beings who do
as are computerized but viewed as learners who (@assess particular cognitive
skills or abilities. Otherwise the learner woulddwerounded by limitations, which is
just the opposite of what is intended by the plojpys/ underlying the term

“autonomous learner”.

2.3.2. Historical and Theoretical Background to Leener Autonomy

Second Language Acquisition which has a historymany centuries precedes
institutionalised learning and even in the moderorley millions of individuals
continue to learn second and foreign languagesowittthe benefit of formal
instruction. Although there is much that we canreeom their efforts, however, the
theory of autonomy in language learning is esskyntiaoncerned with the
organisation of institutionalised learning. As suthas a history of three decades.
Historical and theoretical background of learnetomaamy is described under
subtitles of philosophical and pedagogical backgdoto learner autonomy in this

section.
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2.3.2.1. Philosophical Background to Learner Autonamy

Although learner autonomy has become popular si®&9s (Finch, 2001), learner
autonomy in the field of foreign language was eipi articulated in the 1979
report prepared by Holec for the Council of Eurapeler the title “Autonomy in

Foreign Language” (Holec, 1981). Holec, in thisaepviews the development of
learner autonomy as a primary requisite of learrbegond school in democratic

societies stating that;

the need to develop the individual's freedom byedeping those abilities which will
enable him to act more responsibly in running tfigirs of the society in which he lives
(Holec, 1981:1).

The report prepared by Holec’s project report # @ouncil of Europe is a key early
document which mentions learner autonomy in thiel fo¢ foreign language learning
(Little, 1991).

The primary aim of The Council of Europe’s Moderaniguages Project in 1971 was
to provide adults with opportunities for lifelongdrning. The approach developed at
CRAPEL (Centre de Recherches et d’ Applications en Langwes influenced by
the field of adultself-directed learningwhich insisted ‘on the need to develop the
individual's freedom by developing those abilitigsich will enable him to act more
responsibly in the affairs of the society’ (Bens@201). Autonomy or the capacity
to take control of one’s own learning was seen aataral product of the practice of

self-directed learning.

As an outcome of this project, CRAPEL was establislunder the directory of Yves
Chalon who is considered to be the father of autgpnim language learning, became
the focal point for research and practice in theddfiof autonomy. After Chalon,

Henri Holec, still a prominent milestone within theld of autonomy today, became
the leader of CRAPEL.
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2.3.2.2. Pedagogical Background to Learner Autonomy

As we have mentioned above the basic ideas of deaantonomy in language
teaching have become popular in the last threedéscdue to the shift towards more
communicative language teaching. Contrary to thst, panguage teaching is no
longer the one in which teachers teach and leateara. Because of this, teachers
have to learn to let go and learners have to leaimold of their learning (Wenden,
1991). Kumaravadivelu (2003) has stated that Eramutonomy has become a
desirable goal in language teaching and learningstodents to maximize their

chances for success in today’s rapidly changinddvor

The idea that learner autonomy bases on statesifthearners are involved in
decision making processes regarding their own legsrithey are likely to be more
enthusiastic about learning (Littlejohn, 1985). i@es, learners’ active involvement
in their own learning will lead to a better undarsting of the nature of learning and

of the requirements of the task at hand.

Also, learning is likely to be more purposeful andre focused in both the short and
long term (Little, 1991; Holec, 1981). Benson (2)0Osuggested that the current
value of learner autonomy to language educatorswsdlylie in its usefulness as an
organising principle for broader possibilities ained within a framework of

communicative and learner-centered pedagogies.

Communicative teaching, learner- centerednessaatmhomy share a focus on the
learner as the key agent in the learning procedssawveral researchers in the fields
of communicative language teaching and learner-teced practice have
incorporated the idea of autonomy into their work.

To sum up, it can be said that pedagogical justifim for the concept of autonomy
to language learning is due to tt@mmunicative approach to the language teaching

and learning.

2.3.2.3. Social and Economic Background to Learngkutonomy
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After Holec’s project report to the CoE on learmertonomy and The Council of
Europe’s Modern Languages Project aiming to provVifidong learning by self-

directed learning and the pedagogical tendency rdsvaommunicative approach,
learner- centeredness entailing learner autononhygige us a historical and
pedagogical background for the term autonomy amd ihgained importance in the

course of recent history.

When we come to today and today’s needs, we contte social and economic
aspects which provide us with answers to the quesihat the role of learner

autonomy is in today’s technologically fast glok#llage.

In today’'s world equipped with technology and iragi®g opportunities, learner

autonomy is needed in terms of ‘social and economagessities’ of the society.
Benson (2001: 19) lists the following benefits lné fearner autonomy as;

* Information explosion;

The notion has both increased the quantity of legrthat is expected of students and
altered its quality. Teacher contact time is liditeut exposure time to knowledge is not
limited to class by the help of computer and tefecwnication technology such as the

internet, vast number of TV channels and new gé¢ioerahone technologies.
*Growing student numbers

The rapid increase in the number of people attenditucational institutions and the
growth of adult education have forced educationdherities to search for alternative
means of providing education to individuals withvatise needs, opportunities and
preferences. Open-learning and distance-learning lggown rapidly and traditional

institutions have diversity of students.
«Commercialisation of public education;

With the increasing number of private sector lamgudeaching institutions, the
‘service’ role has led to a wide range of learnomions and innovations associated

with autonomy such as self-access learning andilegtraining.

*Growth of technology in education;
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Apart from the personal consumer electronics (guddeo, computer and the internet)
that have freed students from the need to atteaslset at predetermined times and
locations, new educational technologies and theasekess boom lead to the production

of sophisticated self- instructional multimedia evéls.
*International travel.

The importance of language within the educationtosebas increased migration,
tourism and the internationalization of business aducation. It means that learners of
a language who have contact with speakers of démguages are likely to have far

more diverse and complex communication needs thanyaother time in the past.

In the light of these changes, the successful &amincreasingly seen as a person
who is able to construct knowledge directly fronpesience of the world, rather than

one who responds well to instruction.

2.3.4. Promoting Learner Autonomy

Autonomy is regarded as the goal of education rdthen a procedure or a method.
Dickinson (1993) states that work towards this gedlkely to be teacher directed
initially, and it proceeds as a co-operative enisepbetween teacher and learners
involving the learners progressively in taking ooreresponsibility for their own

learning.

How can a teacher promote autonomy in a classroeitng? Which materials
should be chosen? What should self-access centdusle? What should be changed
in the curriculum for the sake of autonomy? Ben$2@01: 111) lists practices

associated with the development of learner autonemaer six broad headings:

*Resource-based approachesiphasise independent interaction with learningeras
including self-access, self-instruction and diseatearning. The aim is to provide
learners with opportunity to exercise control olesrning plans, the selection of

learning materials, and the evaluation of learning.

*Technology based approachesnphasise independent interaction with educational
technologies similar to resource-based approactiediffer from them in their focus
on the technology used to access resources. Thageinolude student-produced
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video, computer-enhanced interactive video, eleatrowriting environments,
concordance, informal CD-ROMs, E-mail language sidg, and computer

simulations.

eLearner based approachesmphasise the direct production of behavioural and
psychological changes in the learner in contrastesmurce-based and technology-
based approaches. Learner training/ developmertt tie help of strategies is

highlighted.

«Classroom-based approachesphasise learner control over the planning antlatian
of classroom learning. They take part in the decishaking process and thus take

control of their learning.

«Curriculum-based approachesxtend the idea of learner control to the curtioulas a
whole. The assumption is that learner autonomy @iane reached only by classroom

practice but it should pervade the whole curricalgtem.

*Teacher-based approachemphasise the role of the teacher and teacher éoluda the
practice of fostering autonomy among learners. et professional development
and teacher education are key words and teaclwes are as facilitators, counselors

and resources.

In practice, approaches are often combined somstimeclectic ways. They can

also be regarded as dimensions of learner autoisorog they are interdependent.

2.3.4.1. How Can Learner Autonomy be promoted?

In an ideal educational setting, learner autonasngought after not only by learners

and teachers but also national and internationata&t@nal institutions.

Paiva (2005), in parallel to Benson’s approachempgses that changes in
educational policies, curriculum and assessmenkjnmgause of technology; teacher

training; suitable context can promote developnoériutonomy.
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2.3.4.1.1. How Can We Promote Learner Autonomy Thnagh Classroom

Practice?

No students can be provided with all knowledge skitls they will need for their
adult lives by the school or university. It is Vit@r young persons to have an
understanding of themselves, an awareness of ¢éneironment and how it works
and to have learned how to think and learn (Dar@020T his will promote students’
self-esteem to cope with ever-changing life andagegn new learning experiences
as socially responsible persons. That is, the gbatlucation is life-long learning or
learner autonomy (Wenden, 1987). For language diducat is a fact that no
language schools or programs can teach studentshatl they need for their
communication inside and outside the classroomrriieg@ a language is a life-long
process that can be done mostly by the learnersy ale the ones who know their
communicative needs best and the ones who know ndeats to be done and how to
do it to achieve their goals. Taking learners' sades crucial in their learning and
stimulating learner autonomy should be the aim asfgbage education because
autonomous language learners would be truly effectanguage learners and

language users (Little, 2001).

Brajcich (2000:1) suggests that learners shouldgiven opportunities to learn
according to their own individual styles and preferes. He suggests a list of

practical tips to develop learner autonomy in laggiclassrooms:

1. Encourage students to be interdependent andort wollectively In this way, the
students will depend on their teachers less, aimtmgare autonomy. Pairs and groups
can read dialogues together, do information-gajvities and consult each other on the

meaning and clarification of the task at hand.

2. Ask students to keep a diary of their learningesiences This will make students
become more aware of their learning preferences stad to search new ways to

become more independent learners.

3. Explain teacher/student roles from the outgetking the opinions of students on
issues related to the roles delivered to teachedearner can be useful. Learning about

autonomy may be something the students are hetmirtge first time and some might
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react negatively to it. Therefore, learning aba&atrher autonomy should be introduced

gradually over time as the students experiendeeitefits.

4. Progress gradually from interdependence to irstelence Enough time should be
allocated for students to adjust to new learnimgtsgies. The development of learner
autonomy should be started from larger groups, therk towards smaller groups,

pairs, and finally individuals.

5. Give the students projects to do outside thesscteom This will increase the

students’ motivation and responsibility.

6. Give the students non-lesson classroom dutipeiorm This will also increase the

student’s motivation.

7. Have the students design lessons or materiatetased in clasAn "interests and
ability" inventory at the beginning of every schgelar is a good practice of this point.

This will promote student control over the managehod learning resources.

8. Instruct students on how to use the school'sue® centersStudents should be

encouraged to go and use school libraries, langladgeand language lounges.

9. Emphasize the importance of peer-editing, cdives, and follow-up questioning in

the classroomThis will increase the interdependence among tildesits involved.

10. Encourage the students to use only EnglistiaisscBy telling the students that this
is a great chance for them to use only English, famdopportunities like this exist for

them, students will be able to achieve their geakser.

11. Stress fluency rather than accuradyith this, much more information could be
conveyed and absorbed if students spent less timeywg about their language

accuracy.

12. Allow the students to use reference bodksey can develop autonomy and
independence by looking up information and meaniogsheir own, in pairs, or in

groups.

We can list aspects of fostering autonomy as:
* political and pedagogical aspects;

 national / international setting and classroom ticas;
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* theoretical and practical dimensions.

When students get autonomy in their learning, they become "more effective
learners and carry on their learning outside tresstbom, transferring learning
strategies from one specific school subject anadivity to others” (Ellis and
Sinclair, 1989). However, they will have a betthacce to attain these ideal attitudes

if the teacher aims his/her teaching at preparindents for independence.

Autonomy for the learner means that he takes resbpitity over his own learning
process. It does not mean that learners are teelierbsponsible for the failure of
educational systems throughout the world. Teacharst find ways to lead their
learners to this autonomy, however, they have &eslvith them this responsibility
of helping students develop their rationality arfchelping them cultivate rational

judgment and action.

Little (2001) states that language learning dependsially on language use: we can
learn to speak only by speaking, to read only lagireg, and so on. Thus, in formal
language learning, the scope of learner autononaywiays constrained by what the
learner cardo in the target language; in other words, the scdpsuo autonomy as

language learners is partly a function of the scopeour autonomy as target

language users.

2.3.4.2. The ELP as a Tool for Promoting Learner Atonomy

A language learner having an ELP should do theWaig items which direct them

to be inevitably an autonomous learner (Little, 200

« Know what their whole language skills are accorditog the common
reference levels and reflect on the next targettheifs in order to improve

their learning.

* Give more importance to productive skills (such asgting and speaking)
(which many learners try to avoid) as they see tinit improvement really

makes sense in the future.
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» Reflect on the learning styles that are suitabléhtan so they learn how to
learn which makes their job and also their teachebseasier. This may also
help them learn other languages, which leads toliplgualism objectives of
the ELP.

* When they discover the transparency of the targetsLP, they can clearly
see how their learning improves so they are keendreing engaged in the

activities especially in communicative ones.

As ELP helps the teacher to convert any communigatctivity into a recorded task

and plan for individuals and the whole class baotlshort term and long term, and
use portfolio approach in the assessment crit@tas, the learners experience the
process and the results of implementation of EL& lm@come more autonomous in

the long run.

Learner autonomy and the ELP

According to thePrinciples and Guidelinethat define the ELP and its functions, the
ELP reflects the Council of Europe’s concern withe development of the language
learner”, which by implication includes the devetmgnt of learning skills, and “the
development of the capacity for independent languagrning”; the ELP, in other
words, “is a tool to promote learner autonomy”. Rrenciples and Guidelinemsist
that the ELP is the property of the individual lear, which in itself implies learner

autonomy.

Learners exercise their ownership not simply thhopgysical possession, but by
using the ELP to plan, monitor and evaluate the@rding. In this, self-assessment
plays a central role: the ongoing, formative sefessment that is supported by the
“can do” checklists attached to the language biglgyaand the periodic, summative
self-assessment of the language passport, whidkelased to the so-called self-

assessment grid in the CEF (Council of Europe, 226127).
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Learner autonomy and the CEF (Common European Frameork)

The CEF does not concern itself with learner auton@s such. However, learner
autonomy is implied by the concept sdvoir-apprendrg“ability to learn”), which
the CEF defines as “the ability to observe andigipgte in new experience and to
incorporate new knowledge into existing knowledgedifying the latter where
necessary” (Council of Europe, 2001: 106). WhenGlid- tells us that “ability to
learn has several components, such as languagec@anchunication awareness;
general phonetic skills; study skills; and heuciskills”, we may be prompted to
recall the ways in which the ELP can support thesttgoment of reflective learning

skills.

In principle Little (2008) proposes that the ELPncaupport the “autonomy”

classroom in three ways:

1. When checklists reflect the demands of the iafficurriculum, they provide
learners (and teachers) with an inventory of lesynasks that they can use to plan,

monitor and evaluate learning over a school yetstra, a month or a week

2. The language biography is explicitly designedassociate goal setting and self-
assessment with reflection on learning styles atrdtegjies, and the cultural

dimension of L2 learning and use

3. When the ELP is presented (partly) in the lea’rtarget language, it can help to
promote the use of the target language as medideanfing and reflection

Thus, it is clear that in language learning, theettgoment of autonomy requires that
learners use the target language at once as meafilslassroom communication,
channel of learning, and tool for reflection. Amduiners take their first step towards
autonomy when they recognize that they are resplensor their ownlearning,

which isthe starting point where learner autonomy and ELP meet.
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CHAPTER 1lI

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Setting and Participants

The study was conducted at Selcuk University Schb&oreign Languages with
the participation 69 EFL instructors in the falhrsester of 2009-2010 academic year.
16 (23.1%) of these had a teaching experience leetWe3 years (started teaching
between 2006 - 2009); 25 (36.2%) of these had 4d&syof experience (started
teaching between 2003-2005); 28 (40.5%) of thesg imare than 6 years of

experience.

At the time the study was conducted the preparatiags was compulsory but not a
prerequisite for the continuation of the undergeddustudy. Completing the first
year at preparatory class, the students take sdrtteeacourses in English in their

subject area at their departments.

The main aim of the preparatory class at Scho®laséign Languages is to educate
learners who can express themselves in the taaggudge and who can fully follow
and contribute to their study areas in the targetangliage
(http://www.ydyo.selcuk.edu.tr/).

3.2. Data Collection

The primary aim of the study was to find out studeand teachers’ attitudes
towards and perceptions about learner autonomystingents’ actual autonomous
language learning practices and those recommengedhdir teachers. It was
expected that the investigation would shed lighthonv ready students and their
teachers appeared to take on the autonomous lgazairditions and opportunities.
The findings would also provide guidance for curiiecn development, material

revisions and inform classroom practice.

40



As for administering the questionnaires (Appendix Appendix B) to the
participants, the researcher first visited the sdasin order to clarify the purpose of
the study. Besides, an introduction to the quesge was made in order to remove

any ambiguities. The data collection process lagmgmtoximately a month.

3.3. Instrument

To examine learner autonomy behaviours and pemeptand ELP knowledge of
teachers, two questionnaires were used in the sflidygauge the knowledge of

instructors on ELP, a 5-item questionnaire wasgiesi by the researcher.

3.3.1. Learner Autonomy Questionnaire

The questionnaire, (see Appendix A) was adaptech f@amilleri’'s (1997) study,
‘Learner Autonomy: The Teacher’s Views'. The ora@istudy investigated teachers’
attitudes towards learner autonomy. The study vesed on the idea that teachers
may consider some aspects of teaching and leamiiogeign language to be more
suitable than others for the implementation ofrlearautonomy. To collect data for
the study, a detailed questionnaire was admintéoethe English teachers in
Slovenia, Malta, Poland, The Netherlands, Estongamd Belorussia. The
questionnaire was in English and members agredthtslate it into the subjects’
mother tongue, if it was felt necessary. In Octob®97, the questionnaires were
administered in Belorussia, Estonia, Malta (Tea¢h@up 1), Malta (Teacher Group
2), Netherlands, Poland, and Slovenia by projeechbers and the contributors.

The items in the questionnaire were designed teestigate English language
instructors’ ideas about how much the learners Ishba involved in determining

different aspects of language learning areas. Timeteded whether learners should
be given a share of responsibility in the decisiaking process regarding the course
objectives; course content; material selectiongyttime, place and pace; lesson

methodology; class management; record-keeping; hometasks; self-assessment;

41



learning tasks; and learning strategies. Resposderte asked to indicate their
opinions on a five-point Likert scale, with ‘not alf’, ‘little’, ‘partly’, ‘much’ and
‘very much’ options for each item. In addition, pesdents were given the option of

writing a comment after each individual question.

3.3.2. ELP Knowledge Questionnaire

The researcher designed a 5-item questionnaire hwigathers both
quantitative and qualitative data for the study.eThuestionnaire asked the
instructors to what extent the participants hadwdedge on ELP related to learner
autonomy and how ELP, which helps promote learn&reomy, can be prepared in

EFL classes.

3.4. Data Analysis

The data for this study was composed of both qtaivie data, from the learner
autonomy and ELP knowledge questionnaires, anditgtia¢ data, from the

instructors’ statements through which they judtifibeir opinions. Quantitative data
were collected through Likert-type scale in thesjiomnaire. The questionnaire was
conducted in English to avoid the possibility ofanang confusion due to translation,
but in order to have participants state their reassmmfortably; they were allowed to
state their reasons in English or in Turkish. Qatiie data were used in the

interpretation of quantitative data in the discassif results.

Before administering the questionnaire, the pgréicts were informed about the aim
of the study, and were guaranteed that the readtdd be confidential, and would
not be used for other aims. The data collectiorcgss lasted for three weeks.

In order to analyze the qualitative data, the Stiaal Packages for Social Science
(SPSS 10.0) was used.
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Both descriptive and inferential statistical progest were used to present the data
and draw conclusions. In order to present the dam,tems in the questionnaire

were grouped under various topics according tactenilarity.

For the questionnaires, items on the five-pointekikscale were assessed values
ranging from O to 4. The scoring for the statemevege as follows: 0 = Not at all, 1

= Little, 2 = Partly, 3 = Much, 4 = Very much

For qualitative data analyses, the reasons givéhaa@uestionnaire items in teacher
guestionnaire were first transcribed and then aealy After the reasons were
analyzed, the reasons which were common were chasérused as the basis for

qualitative data for this study.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to determine the views aerceptions of English
instructors and students at SOFL on learner autgreord ELP. Although the idea of
learner autonomy is not new, it has recently bedely referred to, and given
importance in the field of ELT (Smith, 2008). Itatso one of the recent applications
of ELP that the Turkish Education System is tryitog put into practice in the
classrooms of every subject. English instructois stadents were requested to give
their opinions on ELP and learner autonomy sineer#sults would give valuable
data for the sake of education of foreign languiasglf. Besides, the results may
help the teachers develop a more fruitful languagehing practice.

4.1. The attitudes of EFL Instructors towards Learrer Autonomy

The questionnaire on learner autonomy has thirifflerent items referring to

different classroom experiences. Each item in testionnaire has various number
of sub-categories. These items are about objectfes course, course content,
material selection, time, place and pace of a &uesarning tasks, methodology,
classroom management, record-keeping, homework,tagiat is to be learned from
materials, learner explanations, learning procedluard assessment in general.
Teachers were asked to answer each sub-categony amititem and state their
reasons. Some of the teachers did not state asgrrdar their choices. The number
of teachers who stated reasons are provided windsepting the results for each

item. The number of the teachers who stated sime@sons are given in parentheses.

Each response type (i.e. ‘not at all’, ‘little’, dgly’, ‘much’, ‘very much’) was
calculated and interpreted individually. Howevegn@lleri’'s (1999) division was
also used in the interpretation of the responseagetdhe big picture in terms of the
perceptions of teachers on learner autonomy. Aaegit this division, entries, “not
at all” and “little” were accepted as a resistatmwdearner autonomy. “Partly” was

interpreted as collaboration and negotiation betwteacher and learner. “Much” and
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“very much” were interpreted as strong support lEarner autonomy. Camilleri

(1999) presents the categorization for each repin ghe following;

Reply Interpretation

“Not at all”; “Little” indicates resistance to lea#r autonomy, “Partly” indicates
collaboration and negotiation between teacher aadner, “Much”; “Very much”
indicates strong support for learner autonomy.thw study, entries “not at all” and
“little” were accepted as a resistance to learngoraomy. “Partly” was interpreted as
collaboration and negotiation between teacher aacher. “Much” and “very much”
were interpreted as strong support for learnerrartyy.

4.1.1. The Instructors’ overall views on learner atonomy

As it is one of the main objectives of this study display the views of EFL
instructors on learner autonomy, a table of overigilv on learner autonomy would

be useful to show.

Table 4.1. An Overall Frequencies of views of instictors on learner autonomy

Iltem | Item name Subtitle Not at all  Little Partly Much | Very
no much
N | % N | % N % N | % N| %

1 Objectives a) short term g O 12 174 27 39120 | 29 10| 14.5

b) long term 2| 29| 19 27p 22 31916 | 23.2| 10| 14.5
2 Course a) topics 0| O 20 29 1Y 24.6/ 16 | 23.2| 16| 23.Z

content

b) tasks 0| O 30 43p 19 278515 217 5| 7.2

3 Selecting a) textbooks 15| 21.7| 20 29 |23|333 | 5| 72| 6| 87
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materials b) AVA 6| 87| 19 27b533|478 |5 |72 | 6 | 87
C) realia 10| 14.5| 14| 20.323| 333 | 8 | 11.4 14 20.
Time a) time 12| 17.4| 27| 39.125|36.2 | 5| 72| 0| O
place b) place 17| 246| 24| 34823333 | 5| 72| 0| O
pace C) pace 0| O 17 24626\ 37.7 | 26/ 371 0| O
Learning tasks 6| 87 20 29 27| 39.1 |10| 145 6 | 8.7
Methodology | @) ind./pair/group 4 | 5.8 | 13| 189 22 31.9|25| 36.2| 5| 7.2
work
b) use of materials 9| 13 13 189 16 23]225| 362 | 6 | 87
c) type of clasg 4 | 58 18| 261| 29 29 |15 | 217 | 12| 174
activities
d) type off 4 | 58 18| 261| 18 261 |13 | 188 | 16| 232
homework act.
Classroom a) position off 4 | 58 23| 333| 14 203 |22 | 319| 6 | 87
Management | desks
b) seating of 7 |101| 19| 275 7| 101 |30 | 435| 6 | 87
students
C) discipline| 9 | 13 19| 275| 20 | 290 5| 72 1§ 232
matters
Record a) of workdone | 10| 145 | 20| 29 | 14 | 203 21| 304| 4| 658
keeping
b) of marks| 16 | 232 | 14| 203| 19| 275 10| 145| 10 145
gained
c) attendance 13| 188 | 24| 348| 10| 145 18| 261 4| 58
Homework a) quantity 17 246 4| 58|38|551 (10| 145| 0| O
tasks
b) type 12| 174) 14 203 27| 391 |10| 145| 6 | 87
c) frequency 12| 174 | 28| 406| 24 | 348 51| 72 0| O
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10 What is to be| a) texts 14 | 203 | 17| 246| 27| 391 11| 159 0| O
learned from

. b) AVA 19| 275 | 12| 174| 33| 478 |5 | 72 0|0
materials
c) realia 14| 203| 1% 21733|478 |7 |101| 0| O
11 explanations 4| 58 6] 87 g 13|24 | 348 | 26| 377
12 Learning 1|14 )| 6| 87 3| 42 | 31| 449 | 22| 319
procedures
13 assessment a) weekly b 87 21 304 |13 188 | 116 | 21| 304
b) monthly 2| 29 14 159 22 319|17 | 246 | 17| 246
c¢) annually 21 29 12 174 2D 29 |18 | 261 | 17| 246

When we look at the overall frequencies of viewslearner autonomy, we can
suggest that in most of the 32 items in 13 mainstioes in the questionnaire, the
participants supported learner autonomy. Out obtal t32 items the instructors

supported learner autonomy in 16 items (in one tteerhighest frequency was equal
to partly), and suggested there should be a negotiatiorahér autonomy in 7

items. And the participants stated that they résig¢arner autonomy in 10 items. A
detailed analysis of the results for each itemha questionnaire will be given in the

following sections.

4.2. The attitudes of EFL Instructors towards Learrer Autonomy on different

aspects of classroom instructional decisions

4.2.1. Decisions on Objectives

The first item in the questionnaire was about leafnvolvement in establishing the

objectives of a course of study. The instructorsevasked to state their opinions and
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reasons for these opinions about short-term ang-term objectives. Table 4.2.

presents the results of the first question in thestjonnaire.

Table 4.2. EFL instructors’ Views on learner involvement in establishing the

objectives of a course of study.

Item Type Not at all | Little Partly Much Very much

N % N % N % N % N %

Objectives | Short-term O 0 12 | 17.4] 27| 39.1 20 29 1@ 14.5

Long-term| 2 29 19| 27% 22 319 16 232 10 145

4.2.1.1. Decisions on Short Term objectives

Table 4.3. Decisions on Short Term objectives

Item Type Not atall | Little Partly Much Very mucgh

N % N % N % N % N %

N
o
)
©

Objectives | Short-term 0 0 12| 17{4 27 39.1 104.5

The results for short-term objectives show thatenaf the teachers stated that
learners should not at all be involved in estalliglshort-term objectives. It can be
derived that the learners should participate irmheining short term objectives. The
teachers who stated for the participation of lee@ne determining short term
objectives stated that the learners’ participaisonery important if the course of the
study is short since the results of the study cammiotivating for the learners. 12
(17.4%) teachers answerdittle and they stated that the students did not have

enough experience and knowledge to determine tlaés g a course of a study.
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They also stated that it was the teachers’ dutjetermine the objectives of a course
of a study. As for the resistance to learner autpnan deciding short term
objectives makes only 17.4% of all, which shows thare is not a strong resistance

to learner autonomy in establishing short term cbjes.

Twenty seven (39.1%) participants stated that stisdehould bepartly involved in
decisions related to establishing short-term objest of a course. The reasons
generally addressed to the issues of motivation reegbtiation with the learners.
They stated that the learners should have a sahon term objectives. They also
stated that the participation of learners increabesmotivation of learners in a
course. It is also stated that students would @pdie more if they were involved in
decisions relating short term objectives.

Nearly half of the participants expressed suppertopinions towards learner
involvement in short-term objectives. 20 (29%) teas answerednuch and 10
(14.5%) answeredery much When the number of teachers who respondedh
and very muchare combined, 43.5% of the instructors had a strsungport for
learner autonomy. Of the participants who statexr ttreasons for supporting of the
learner autonomy in establishing short term-goaidlated that students knew their
weaknesses and strengths so their decisions wauidvaluable. They also stated
that effective learning could only be achieved bgluding the learners in the

learning process and in this way the motivationad e raised.
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4.2.1.2. Decisions on Long Term objectives

Table 4.4. Decisions on Long Term objectives

Item Type Not at all | Little Partly Much Very mucgh

N % N % N % N % N %

Objectives | Long-term 2 29 19| 275 22 319 16 231® | 145

Although 17,4% of the instructors expressed rescaaagainst learner autonomy in
short term objectives, 30,4% (n=21) of the inswtxtstated resistance against
learner autonomy in establishing long term objegtivOf the instructors who stated
their reasons for resisting against learner autgnam establishing long term
objectives suggested that learners are not capdldetting objectives nor do they
have the essential background knowledge. They stted that setting long term
objectives is a professional issue in an institutamd the learners may not have
enough knowledge on the subjects that they havieaott enough.

22 (31.9%) instructors stated that students shbelg@artly involved in decisions
related to establishing long-term objectives ofaarse. Of the participants who
supported the negotiation between the teacherghentbarners in establishing long
term objectives suggested that no matter how kttlewledge may the learners have
the collaboration should be maintained betweendhmers and teachers so that an

effective learning environment takes place.

A relatively higher percentage (37.7%) was obserf@dthe support of learner
autonomy in establishing long term objectives. @k tparticipants strongly
supporting learner autonomy stated that if the esttelwere in the setting objectives
process they would feel they were an important pftthe course, thus would have a
higher motivation for language learning. The reasgenerally attributed to positive
feelings and motivation for students if they areoined in the establishing long term

goals of a course of study.
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4.2.2. Decisions on Course Content

In the questionnaire, the second question was abeuinstructors’ opinions about
learner autonomy in deciding course content in $eofitopics and tasks. We tried to
learn what the instructors’ opinions and reasormiblearner autonomy in deciding
the course content. Table 4.5. presents the fysdiior learner involvement in

decisions of course content.

Table. 4.5. Teachers’ opinions on learner involvenms in the course content decisions

Item Type Not at all | Little Partly Much Very much
N % N % N % N % N %

Course Topics 0 0 20 29 17\ 246 1 232 16 23.2

Content Tasks 0 0 30| 43% 19 27p 1% 217 5 7|2

Table 4.6. Decisions on Topics

Item Type Not atall | Little Partly Much Very much
N % N % N % N % N %

Course Topics 0 0 20 29| 17| 246 1§ 232 16 23.2

Content

None of the participants of the study stated thet learners should not at all
participate in deciding the topics of the course.we can see from the table above,
20 (29%) instructors responded “little” showingisgsnce against learner autonomy
in deciding topic contents of the course. of thegpomdents who expressed resistance
against learner autonomy mostly stated that thésides of topics of the course
cannot be left to students as they are not capdlidboosing the most suitable topics
related to the course and the topics are genepafiydetermined by the textbooks

they followed. They also stated that even if theyld choose topics, out of the book
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contents, it was generally impossible to accompéshthey had a heavy load of

subjects to fulfil throughout the term.

Seventeen (24.6) instructors suggested that stidehibuld collaboratively

participate in deciding on topics of the coursee Tistructors stated that students
should be taken into consideration while decidiome of the topics of the course.
They also stated that because of the individudkihces every topic cannot be
suitable for every student but they were cautitwas every difference could not take

place in the course content.

Of the participants 16 (23.2%) instructors respandeuch and 16 (23.2%)

instructors respondedery much for this question making a total of 46.4% strong
support for the learner autonomy in deciding tom€she course. The instructors
stated that it was essential for student motivasisthey know their areas of interest.
They also suggested that if the topics were chasenrding to the interests of the

students the class hours would be more interesting.

Table 4.7. Decisions on Tasks

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very much

N % N % N % N % N %

Course Tasks 0 0 30| 435 19 27p 1% 217 § 712

Content

In contrast to the views of the participants onleaautonomy in deciding the topics
of the course, the participants showed a strongteese to the learner autonomy in
deciding the tasks of the course with a rate 05%3(n=30). The reasons varied but
the most general one was that the learners dichanat the pedagogical knowledge
the teachers had, so they could not choose thddskst for learning as their teachers

could.
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27.5% (n= 19) of the participants answered pardy the learner autonomy in

deciding tasks of a course. Nearly the same anafuthe instructors answered partly
for task deciding as for the topic deciding. Thstinctors suggested a negotiation
but it should not be an unlimited choice of taskse teacher should provide enough

variety of tasks and the students would chooseties that suited them most.

28.9% (n= 20) of the patrticipants declared stramgpsrt for the learner autonomy in
deciding tasks of a course. They suggested thhtistudents decide the tasks they
prefer this helps increase the motivation of thlehts and makes the lessons more
enjoyable. One of the respondents stated thatdemafmould learn better if they did

the tasks they wanted.

This part of the questionnaire was about learn&sremmy in selecting materials for
the course. Results of the study in terms of matealection are as in Table 4.8.

4.2.3. Selecting Materials

Table 4.8.Selecting Materials

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very mugh

N % N | % N | % N | % N | %

Selecting| Textbooks | 15 21.7 20 29 23 33B H 7.2 6 8.7

materials

Audio- 6 87 | 19| 275| 33| 478 5 7.2 6 8.7
visual

materials

Realia 10 1453 14| 203 23 338 8 1116 14 20.3
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4.2.3.1. Selecting Textbooks

Table 4.9.Selecting Textbooks

Item Type Not at all | Little Partly Much Very

much

Selecting| Textbooks| 15 | 21.7/20 | 29 | 23 | 33.35 72 | 6 8.7

Materials

For selecting materials, half of the participantstihe study expressed a strong
resistance to learner autonomy with a cumulativé%@0(n=35). They stated that the
students shouldn’t directly choose the textbook emals as this needed
professionals. One of the respondents stated fteataanumber of textbooks were
chosen for the course, the learners would partitigq@ate in deciding which

textbook to be followed.

Of the participants 33.3% (n=23) respongeditly for learner autonomy in selecting
textbook materials. The instructors stated that rwitee textbooks that were
interesting the students would be more interestetheé lessons; therefore lessons

would be more prolific.

11 (15.9%) of the participants expressed strongo@dpfor learner autonomy in
selecting materials of the course. This relatidely support for learner autonomy
for textbooks was due to the fact that the textlsomte traditionally selected by the
administrations of the institutions beforehand. Tparticipants who expressed
support for learner autonomy stated that sincesthdents would use the textbooks
they should have a strong say in deciding textb@bkle course.
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4.2.3.2. Selecting Audio-visual Aids

Table 4.10.Selecting Audio-visual Aids

Item Type Not at all| Little Partly Much Very

much

Selecting| Audio- 6 87|19 | 275333 | 47.8|5 72 | 6 8.7
Materials | visual

materials

25 (36.2%) of the participants expressed resistamdéearner autonomy in selecting
audio-visual aids. The reasons were generally aimid the reasons stated in
selecting textbooks. They generally stated thaecselg audio-visual materials
should be the school administrators’ job.

Nearly half of the participants (n=33; 47.8%) stitieat there should be a negotiation
between the teachers and the students in termaaxting audio-visual materials of
the course. They stated that the students wouldsshamong the materials chosen

for the course.

Only 11 (15.9%) of the participants expressed stisupport for learner autonomy in
selecting audio-visual materials of the course.yThggued by increasing learner
autonomy the motivation would increase thus malke linguage lessons more
efficient. The use of decided audio-visual materiabuld make the language lessons

more colourful as stated by the students.
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4.2.3.3. Selecting Realia

Table 4.11.Selecting Realia

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very mugh

N % N % N % N % N %

Selecting | Realia 10 | 145 14| 2083 23 3313 8 116 14 20.3

Materials

Twenty-four (34.8%) of the participants expressesistance to learner autonomy in
selecting realia to be used in language classes.r@dsons for the resistance were

related to the difficulty of choosing and usingli@én language classes.

Twenty-three (33.3%) participants stated that tlsfreuld be a negotiation between
the teachers and the students in terms of selestimga for the course. the reasons

generally attributed to the issue of raising mdtoma

Twenty-two (31.9%) of the participants expressetbrgf support for learner
autonomy in selecting realia for the course. Tlasoas were related to motivation as
well as maintaining the feeling of being involveg the side of learners in language
classes since motivation and being involved aredixstbe most important necessities
of successful language learning environments. A$aNu(1997) suggests that
learners can be given a greater sense of owneaskigontrol over their learning by

being encouraged to bring their own authentic ddtathe classroom.

Table 4.2.4. Decisions on Time, Place and Pace lbétLesson

This question in the questionnaire investigated tbachers’ views on learner
autonomy in deciding the time, place, and pacéeflésson. As can be seen in the

table below, time and place were regarded as adtrative issues by most of the
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participants. There was a stronger support fomkraautonomy in deciding the pace
of the lesson though. The table below presentsdkelts of the study on learner

involvement in decisions on the time, place ancepEdhe lesson.

Table 4.12. Teachers’ opinions on learner involvement in deciens on time,

place and pace of the lesson

Item Type | Not at all Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions | Time | 12 | 17.4) 27| 39.1 25 362 5 7.2 0 0

Place | 17 | 246| 24| 348 23 333 5 7.2 ) 0

Pace 0 0 17| 24.6| 26| 37 26 37.r ( t

4.2.4.1. Decisions on Time of the Lesson

Table 4.13.Decisions on Time of the Lesson

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very much

N % N % N % N % N %

Decisions | Time 12 17.4 27 391 25 362 5 712 Q C

Thirty nine (56.5%) participants stated their resise to learner autonomy in
decisions related to time by answeringt at all (n=12; 17.4%) andittle (n=27;
39.1%). The general reasons stated by the instauetere about the disciplinary

problems that might arise when the students weralved in decisions related to the
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time of the lessons. It would be impossible to heacconsensus about the time as

different opinions could arise.

Twenty-five (36.2%) participants respondgurtly for learner involvement in

decisions on time of the lesson. The participatiteterred to the time of the lesson
not to the amount of the lesson most probably insadministrative issue. They
stated that the evening classes would want to estalier to have some time after the
classes. They also stated that the students whslbading problems may want to
come to the class a bit later which would help gshedents have a positive attitude

towards the language classes.

Of the 5 (7.2%) participants who stated strong supfor learner autonomy in
deciding the time of the lesson suggested thatwioisld increase the participation

and motivation of the learners.

Table 4.14. Decisions on Place of the Lesson

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very much

N % N % N % N % N %

Decisions | Place 17 246 24 348 23 38.3 § 7.2 D )

More than half of the instructors (n=41;59,4%) exg3ed their resistance to learner
autonomy in deciding the place of the course. Téasons of the instructors
generally focused on the facts that it was impadssibo decide or change the place of
the course as it was an administrational issuestidé and the students would abuse
their autonomy. They stated that it was both imjpdssand ineffective to have a

lesson out of their regular classes.

Twenty-three (33.3%) instructors responded partty tbe learner autonomy in

deciding the place of the course. of the reasatein the questionnaire, one is that
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sometimes it would be possible to have lessonshé garden when it was the

summertime.

Only 5 (7.2%) of the instructors expressed suppartthe learner autonomy in

deciding the place of the course. The supportdarder autonomy in deciding the
place of the course was as low as the supporthfotdgarner autonomy in deciding
the time of the course. The reasons were simildheéaeasons stated for time of the

course.

Table 4.15. Decisions on Pace of the Lesson

Item Type | Notatall | Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions| Pace 0 0 17 24.@6 37 26 3770 0

For this question in the question in the questimenathe instructors mostly
supported the autonomy in deciding the pace ofjtiestionnaire. We can say that
the instructors were more positive for this iterartithe first two. Only 17 (24.6%)
instructors had negative opinions on learner autono deciding the pace of the

course.

Twenty-six (37.7%) instructors stated that thereusth be a negotiation in deciding
the pace of the course. The instructors statedargtiestionnaire that as the learners

were the major elements of the courses they shmibisked about this issue.

And 26 (37.7%) of the instructors expressed stupgport for the learner autonomy
in deciding the pace of the course. The supportelmmer autonomy in deciding the
pace of the course was expressed by the reasdrithélyavere already doing this by
setting the pace hand in hand with the studenteenMtudents cannot catch up with

the pace, the education of EFL would be meaningless
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4.2.5. Decisions on the Choice of Learning Tasks

The fifth question in the questionnaire asked dazhers to state their opinions about
learner involvement in decisions on the choiceeafing tasks. Table 4.16 presents

the results related to this question.

Table 4.16. Decisions on the Choice of Learning Tles

ltem Not at all | Little Partly Much Very much

N % N % N % N % N %

Choice of| 6 87 |20 | 29| 27| 39.110 | 145|6 8.7

Learning Tasks

Results revealed that 26 (37.7%) instructors redgdnot at all andlittle showing

resistance to learner autonomy in deciding learnasks stating that the learners
were not capable of choosing the learning taskeyTdiso stated that the tasks the
students choose may not help the learning procesiseaones the teacher decides or

chooses.

A relatively high number of instructors (n=27; 3%l stated that it is a negotiable
issue. The students may be asked to choose leamaskg out of some pre-planned
learning tasks. The instructors also suggested ithatould raise the level of

motivation when preference was taken into constaera

16 (23.3%) instructors respondeduch and very much for learner autonomy in
choosing learning tasks. The reasons mostly refetwethe motivation issue and
feeling of responsibility, which the students wollave when they were given the
chance to choose learning tasks in a course. Tlseystated they their views were
important because they would perform the learnasgg.
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4.2.6. Decisions on Methodology of the lesson

In this part of the questionnaire the instructorsrevasked to their opinions on

learner involvement in decisions related to methagioal issues including

individual/pair/group work, use of materials, typieclassroom activities, and type of

homework activities. The table below presents #@sellts of the opinions of teachers

for methodological issues.

Teachers were asked to state their opinions ondeamvolvement in decisions

related to methodological issues including indialdpair/group work, use of

materials, type of classroom activities, and typ&amework activities in the sixth

question of the questionnaire. Overall results a&a that the majority of the

teachers either expressed negotiation with leatmg@nsweringartly or supported

learner involvement by answeringuchor very muchn methodological subjects.

Table 4.17. Teachers’ Opinions on Learner Involvement in Decigins on

Methodology of the Lesson

Item Type Not at Little Partly Much Very
all much
N % |N|% N | % N | % N| %
Decisions on| |ndividual/Pair/Group 4 | 58| 13| 189 22 319 25 36]12 5 7.2
Methodology Work
of the lesson
Use of Materials 9| 13| 13 18. 1 232 P25 3p2 |6 8
Type of Classroom4 | 58| 18| 26.1 20 29 15 2157 12 17
Activities
Type of Homework 4 |58 | 18| 26.1] 18§ 26.1 13 188 16 23
Activities
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4.2.6.1. Decisions on Individual/Pair/Group Work

Table 4.18.Decisions on Individual/Pair/Group Work

Item Type Not at Little Partly Much Very
all much
N |% | N % N % N % N| %
Decisions on| Individual/Pair/ |4 |58 | 13 | 189 22| 319 25 36.2 b
Methodology | Group Work

of the lesson

For this part of questionnaire, 17 (24.6%) of thstructors expressed resistance to

learner autonomy in deciding individual/pair/grouprk of the course. Of

the

reasons stated for resistance generally was abmohwilecision should be taken for

these activities as different

students might

havferdnt

opinions on

individual/pair/group work. They suggested thatheatudent might have different

preference so there wouldn’t be a consensus oddtision. They also stated that the

students might not have enough knowledge in degithe type of the work. There

would be confusion if the type of work not suitafide the activities was chosen.

Twenty-two (31.9%) of the instructors respondedtlpafor this question. The

reasons focused on the balance of the decisiorsy &lgued if they were in the

position of making decisions they would be morerested in the type of work they

were doing.

Most of the instructors (n=30; 43.4%) expressed mand very much for this

question in the questionnaire. They generally dtaitat if their views were taken

into consideration, the lessons and works in thess would appeal to their taste

and they would participate and learn more effidienSome instructors also

suggested that the decision should be made bytilklerss after a while, not at the

beginning of the course, since the teacher woutthvkwhich decision would be the

most efficient for the class.
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4.2.6.2. Decisions on Use of Materials

Table 4.19.Decisions on Use of Materials

Item Type Not at all| Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions on| Use of| 9 13 | 13 | 18916 | 232/ 25 | 36.2| 6 8.7
Methodology | Materials

of the lesson

For this part of the question twenty-two (31.9%)tloé instructors responded not at
all and little. The reasons were; this decisiondseprofessional knowledge so
involving the students in this decision is impo&silas they are not capable of
deciding, and the students are not experiencedgéntmyudge the material.

Sixteen (23.2%) of the instructors responded pdudlythis part. The instructors
suggested that the instructors still decide budestis may sometimes be asked on

this issue to make them feel as active participahtee course.

Thirty one (44.9%) of the participants expressednst support for learner autonomy
in deciding the use of the material of the couil@®ey suggested by involving the
students in deciding the use of material the lesseould be much more efficient
and fruitful by increasing the motivation of thateers.
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Table 4.2.6.3. Decisions on Type of Classroom Adties

Table 4.20. Decisions on Type of Classroom Activits

Item Type Not aft Little Partly Much Very

all much

N |[% [N [% [N|% | N| % | N| %

Decisions on Type of|4 |58 18| 26.120 | 29| 15| 21.112 | 17.4
Methodology | Classroom

of the lesson | Activities

Twenty-two (26.1%) of the instructors expressedstasce to learner autonomy by
responding not at all and little to this questi®he reasons were generally about the
inadequate knowledge of the learners as for therahestions. They argued that the

students would not know the best classroom acttuitye able to learn.

Twenty (29%) of the participants argued that thehteuld be a negotiation for the
decision on the type of the classroom activitieBeyl argued that sometimes the

suggestions from the students would come out th& beneficial for learning.

For this part of the sixth question in the quesiaire most of the participants (n=27;
39.1%) expressed strong support for learner autgnondeciding the type of the
classroom activities. They argued that motivatiauld be higher if the type of the
classroom activities were according to the studenreferences. They also argued
that enjoyable lessons would come out if the desisvas a product of students’

styles, strategies and preferences.
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4.2.6.4. Decisions on Type of Homework Activities

Table 4.21. Decisions on Type of Homework Activitge

Item Type Not at all| Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions on| Type of | 4 58| 18 | 26.1 18 | 26.1| 13 | 18.8| 16 | 23.2
Methodology | Homework

of the lesson | Activities

Twenty-two (26.1%) of the instructors expressedstasce to learner autonomy by
responding not at all and little. They argued thahe decisions were taken by the
learners there would be no homework activitiesha@sstudents generally don't like
homework activities. They also stated that homewsrkn inseparable part of the
course since it strengthens the learning procesBesdecisions on this issue should

be lest the learners.

Eighteen (26.1%) of the participants argued thate should be a negotiation for
the decision on the type of homework activitieseylstated that the decision of the
existence or the quantity of homework shouldn'tdfeto the students but the type

should be negotiated with the learners.

Twenty-nine (41.9%) of the participants respondetimand very much for this item
in the sixth question in the questionnaire. Theyuad that this would increase the
efficiency because the students wouldn't do theetgh homework that didn’t
stimulate their interests and styles. By doing,thigher levels of motivation could
be established. One of the instructors statedsbwaie of the students didn’'t do the
reading exercises homework s/he gave but all tbedests did the homework

exercise which was grammar and vocabulary mixed.
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4.2.7. Decisions on Classroom Management

Seventh question in the questionnaire asked theaugters to state their opinions on
learner involvement in deciding classroom managéme€here were three items
including position of desks, seating of studentd discipline matters. Table 4.22.

shows the results of these three items.

Table 4.22. Teachers’ Opinions on Learner Involvem#d in Decisions on Classroom

Management

Item Type Not at all| Little Partly Much Very

much

N | % N | % N | % N | % N | %

Decisions on| Position 4 |58 23| 33.3| 14/ 20.3 22 319 6§ 8.7
Classroom of Desks

Management

Seating of| 7 | 10.1 | 19| 275 7 10.1 30 435 A6 8.7
Students

Discipline | 9 | 13 19| 27.5] 20| 29.0 5 7.2 16 23|12

Matters
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4.2.7.1. Decisions on Position of Desks

Table 4.23. Decisions on Position of Desks

Item Type Not at all | Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions on| Position | 4 58 | 23 33.3 14 20.83 22 3119 6 8[7
Classroom of Desks

Management

Twenty-seven (39.1%) of the instructors expresdedlr tresistant views on the
learner autonomy in deciding the positions of deSkey stated that this would lead
to confusion in the class and there would be stisdedusing this autonomy
especially during the exams. Some of the instrgcstaited that there was no need to
learner autonomy because the students were aldziging where to sit and there
would be no need to change the positions of desksvaas impossible to change in

some classes.

Fourteen (20.3%) of the instructors stated theralgvbe a negotiation between the
teachers and the learners to decide the positidheoflesks. They argued that for
some activities during the class hour the positiosild be changed. Some stated

that it would help but it was impossible though.

Twenty-eight (40.6%) of the instructors suggesteztd should be a greater learner
autonomy for decisions on position of desks. Ale treasons attributed to the

relaxation of the students if they had the autondonglecide the positions of desks.
They argued that there would be a relaxing atmaspsed would be more practical.

Two of the instructors stated that the girls geltyetaad to sit in front desks, but they

would want to sit somewhere else in a differenigtesf desks in the classroom. For
some activities, such as pair work, students may e sit face to face.
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4.2.7.2. Decisions on Seating of Students

Table 4.24. Decisions on Seating of Students

Item Type Not at Little Partly Much Very much

all

N|{% |[N|% | N| % N | % | N | %

Decisions on| Seating |7 | 10.1| 19| 275 7| 10.1f 30 43% 8.7
Classroom of

Management | Students

Twenty-seven (39.1%) of the instructors resistedetmner autonomy on decisions
on seating of students by respondimg at all andlittle. They argued that it would

be meaningless to leave the decision to the stadeotld lead to some problem in
some cases and exams. They also stated thatdktlision was left to the students it

would be difficult to change the partners for diffiet exercises.

Only seven (10.1) of the participants suggesteddingsion should be negotiated
between the teachers and learners. They arguedetiraer autonomy on this issue
should be but limited; the last decision shouldobglto the teachers. They also
suggested that if the students had a say in tlsgeighey would feel more

comfortable.

A large number of instructors (n=36; 52.2%) expeeksstrong support for learner
autonomy in deciding the seating of the studenteyTstated that there was no room
for the teachers to decide the seating of the érarn It is not a subject to be
negotiated as the students sit in places where feely the most comfortable.
Students should sit wherever they want. They algoeal that the teachers could not
know whether the students can hear or see fronbdle& or feel well in the front

seats.
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4.2.7.3. Decisions on Discipline Matters

Table 4.25. Decisions on Discipline Matters

Item Type Not at all| Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions on| Discipline | 9 13 | 19 | 275 20| 29.0 5 7.2 16 232
Classroom Matters

Management

The results revealed that 28 (40.6%) instructopmessed their resistance to learner
autonomy by responding not at all or little forsthiem in this question. They argued
that this might be abused as the students useatittsmomy for their benefits and
could cause chaos in the classrooms. Some stadédt ttvould be impossible to

apply and meaningless to try.

Twenty (29%) of the instructors stated that it vaasissue that could be negotiated.
They warned that there had to be some general huéssome others can be
negotiated; for example, whether latecomers coeldnbited to the class, whether
code-switching is punished by reading a paragrdagiome as homework could be

decided in negotiation with the students.

Twenty-one (30.4%) of the participants expressewngt support for learner

autonomy for decisions on discipline matters. Thstructors also stated that the
students at university level are aware of evergland it is acceptable to negotiate
the matters. They suggested that there shouldrbe general rules which cannot be
negotiated of course. Some stated that if theydeettie discipline matters they know

better what is right or wrong.
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4.2.8. Decisions on Record-keeping

This question in the questionnaire asked the iogira to state their opinions on
learner involvement in decisions on record-keepihdiad three sub items as ‘of
work done’, ‘of marks gained’, and ‘attendance’.eTtesults for this question are

presented in the table below.

Table 4.26. Decisions on Record-keeping

Item Type Not atall | Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions | Work Done | 10 | 145 | 20| 29 14 20.3 21 304 4 5.8

on

Marks 16 | 23.2 | 14| 203 19 27.% 10 145 10 145

Gained

Record-

keeping

Attendance | 13 | 18.8 | 24| 34.8| 10 14% 18 261 4 5.8
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4.2.8.1. Decisions on Record-keeping of Work Done

Table 4.27. Decisions on Record-keeping of Work Den

ltem Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very much

N % N % N % N % N %

Decisions | Work | 10 14.5| 20 29 14 20.3 21 304 4 5.8
on Done
Record-

keeping

Thirty (43.5%) of the instructors resisted to learautonomy on decisions on record
keeping of work done. When we look at the restiésibstructors mostly resisted the
learner autonomy on decisions on record keepingvatk done. The instructors

generally stated that the learners cannot be aemsile as teachers and shouldn’t
be either. They also argued that they couldn’ttttiie learners on this aspect of the

course.

Fourteen (20.3%) of the instructors responded ypdotl this part of the question,
stating that it could be negotiated. They argueat tio improve the feeling of
responsibility, the decisions of record keepinguticdbe negotiated between the
teachers and the students. They stated that halieofecords can be kept by the
students and the others by the teachers. To impghevefficiency of record keeping

students could be said that the records would bected at the end of the terms.

Twenty-five (36.2%) of teachers respondedchand very muchfor this question
with. The reasons were generally about improvirggféeling of responsibility. They
suggested that the more they supported the feefingsponsibility the more students
would be motivated for the lessons. They also atdghat the students could see their

improvements over time themselves.
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4.2.8.2. Decisions on Record-keeping of Marks Gaide

Table 4.28. Decisions on Record-keeping of Marks Geed

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very mugh

N % N % N % N % N %

Decisions | Marks 16 23.2| 14 20.3 19 275 10 14,5 10 14.5
on Gained
Record-

keeping

Again as in the first item in this question thetinstors resisted to learner autonomy
in deciding the record-keeping of marks gained. (36.5%) of the instructors
responded not at all and partly for this questibmey argued that this can’t be the
responsibility of the learners, it is the respoiisypof only the teachers to keep
records of marks gained. And they stated that thher® no reason why the record-
keeping should be negotiated with the studentstanduld be impossible to make a
decision when it is an open subject to be negatiate

Twenty (29%) of the instructors responded partiytfos item in the question. They
argued that except for the official documents sashyuizzes, mid-term exams and
final exams, the learners should and could decrddetermine some other type of
gradable exams such as class presentations, déapirlg ...etc., to get grades. They

argued this would improve the motivation in thessla

Ten (14.5%) of the instructors responaedchandvery muctfor this item. But they

were also cautious as this was an administratioratter to be decided on. They
suggested to improve the motivation and respoiisil@part from the teachers they
should keep the records of their marks. This wdwdlp them see where they were

and where they had been at the beginning of theseou

72



4.2.8.3. Decisions on Record-keeping of Attendance

Table 4.29. Decisions on Record-keeping of Attendee

Item Type Not atall | Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions | Attendance | 13 | 18.8| 24| 34.8 10| 145 18 261 4 5.8
on

Record-
keeping

Forty eight (69.6%) of the instructors responded atcall and little for the learner
autonomy in deciding the record-keeping of attendaihe most remarkable reason,
of all the reasons stated for the resistance tmézaautonomy on this issue, is that
the teachers do not trust the students on thigisBoey also stated that studying a
foreign language is different from studying lawidtnot a subject that can be learnt
at home or by reading alone only. They also suggettat it was an administration

matter.

Ten (14.5%) of the participants responded parthytiics question. They stated this
would increase self esteem and responsibility. dssithey would know how much
they attended and how much they didn’t.

Eleven (15.9%) of the instructors showed strongpsupfor learner autonomy in

deciding the record-keeping of attendance. Thevedghat when we trusted them
we would see how responsible they would be. They atated that if they are old
enough they must know their own responsibilitiastlee contrary, they would come

to the classes only for the sake attendance.

For this part of questionnaire, we can say thatethe a general mistrust towards
learners in terms of record keeping. When we laaknfthe humanistic point of

view, as Benson (2001) suggests the teachers skaglgkst the learners to record
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their own progress to improve the feeling of resloitity and self-reflection

capacity.

4.2.9. Decisions on Homework Tasks

This question in the questionnaire asked the teadbestate their opinions on learner
autonomy in deciding the homework tasks in terms‘gqefantity’, ‘type’ and

‘frequency’. Overall results are presented in tabhR9. below:

Table 4.30. Teachers’ Opinions on Learner Involvem# in Decisions on Homework
Tasks

Item Type Not atall | Little Partly Much Very

much

N | % N | % N | % N | % N | %

Decisions | Quantity of | 17 | 24.6| 4 58 38| 55.1 10 145 (¢ 0
on Homework

Homework | Tasks

Tasks
Type of| 12 | 17.4| 14| 20.3 27| 391 10 145 ¢ 8.7
Homework
Tasks

Frequency | 12 | 17.4| 28| 40. 24 348 5 72 0 0
of
Homework

Tasks
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4.2.9.1. Decisions on Quantity of Homework Tasks

Table 4.31. Decisions on Quantity of Homework Tasks

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very mugh

N % N % N % N % N %

Quantity of |17 | 246| 4 58 38| 551 10, 145 O 0

Homework Tasks

Twenty-one (30.4%) of the participants stated thesistance to learner autonomy in
deciding the quantity of homework tasks. They adgtleat the learners shouldn't
decide and wouldn’'t know how much homework is nsags and enough because
they don’t have the pedagogical capacity to decCiteey stated the learners always
have a tendency to do less work after school, &athis decision were left to them

they wouldn’t do anything out of class.

Thirty eight (55.1%) instructors answergdrtly for this item. They suggested that it
would be better for the teachers to ask the stsdemiv much homework they could
do after school and this would lead to better tesuBut the teachers should be

cautious as the students tend to have less homewaoldk

Only ten (14.5%) instructors respondatlch for this item in the questionnaire
showing strong support for learner autonomy in dieg the quantity of homework
tasks. They stated that the students were the wheswould know how much

homework they could do. So the quantity should lkeidkd by them. But the
instructors were also cautious about the last oetis1 case of an abuse of the

decision.
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4.2.9.2. Decisions on Type of Homework Tasks

Table 4.32. Decisions on Type of Homework Tasks

Item Type Not at all | Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions | Type of |12 | 17.4| 14| 20.3 27| 3941 10 145 6 8.7
on Homework
Homework | Tasks

Tasks

Twenty-six (37.7%) instructors respondedt at all and little to this item in the

questionnaire. The main reason was that the leatmaa little knowledge on what
type of homework would be suitable for some purpodéey also argued that it
would be abused because students would choosgpés that would be the easiest

for them and which might not help them improve ith@nguage learning processes.

Twenty-seven (39.1%) of the instructors suggestestet should be a negotiation
between the learners and the teachers on the aesisn the type of homework to be
done after school. They stated that it would be en@alistic to let the students
choose among the types of homework that suited thest. Some instructors argued
that when the students were left to choose the ofpessignments they performed

better.

Sixteen (23.2%) instructors responded much and wangh for this item in this
question. The reasons were generally the motivalibey argued it would improve
the intrinsic motivation and the students would@e comfortable with homework
if the decisions are made by them. They generallgrred to their experiences in
their teaching careers. They stated they got bettarlts when the students did the

type of homework that suited their interests most.
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4.2.9.3. Decisions on Frequency of Homework Tasks

Table 4.33. Decisions on Frequency of Homework Task

Item Type Not atall | Little Partly Much Very
much

Decisions | Frequency |12 | 17.4| 28| 40.6 24| 348 5 72 0 0
on of
Homework | Homework

Tasks Tasks

Forty (58%) instructors responded not at all atttelfor this question. We can see
that there is a very strong resistance to learatem@amy in deciding the frequency of
homework tasks. They argued that there would tle br no homework when the
decision is left to the students. They also arghetithe teachers are the capable and
professional people who can decide how frequenstilgents would have homework

by looking at the improvements and necessitiesunfets.

Twenty-four (34.8%) of the participants respondedtlp for this question. They
stated that there should be homework but the freguean be arranged according to
the levels and capacities of the students. Theyeardhat overloading and giving

very frequent homework can have negative effectteaming process.

Only 5 (7.2%) instructors responded much for tpigstion in the questionnaire.
This result shows that there is a great and negaipimion on learner autonomy in
deciding the frequency of homework. The instructet® gave support to learner
autonomy in deciding the frequency of homeworkestahat it was the student who
would do homework and it should be student who wodécide how often the
homework was assigned. They also argued that thdessts would be more

motivated when they feel comfortable with the freqey and the load of homework.
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4.2.10. Decisions on What is to be Learned from Matials

The tenth question in the questionnaire invest@jastructors’ opinions on learner
involvement in deciding what is to be learned frtora materials. The question had
three items including ‘texts’, ‘Audio-visual aid&VYA) and ‘realia’. More teachers

showed resistance to learner autonomy when comparte other responses for all

of these items. Table 4.2.10. presents the resttte tenth question.

Table 4.34. Teachers’ Opinions on Learner Involvenm in Decisions on What is to be

Learned from Materials

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very

much

N % N % N % N % N %

Decisions | What is | 14 20.3| 17 24.9 27 39.1 11 159 O 0
on What | to Be
is to be| Learned

Learned | from

from Texts
Materials
What is |19 | 27.5| 12 | 174 33| 478 5 72 0 0
to Be
Learned
from
AVA

What is|14 | 20.3| 15 | 21.7 33| 478 7 101 O 0
to Be
Learned
from

Realia
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4.2.10.1. Decisions on What is to Be Learned fromekts

Table 4.35. Decisions on What is to Be Learned frorfiexts

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions | What is |14 | 20.3| 17 | 24§ 27| 39.1 11 159 O 0
on What | to Be
is to be| Learned
Learned | from
from Texts

Materials

Thirty one (44.9%) of the participants in this stustated their resistance to learner
autonomynot at all andlittle. They argued that this is a professional mattelndo
decided on couldn't be left to learners who laak blackground knowledge. They

also argued that it would be impossible as theytbddllow a curriculum.

Twenty-seven (39.1%) of the participants respongadly for this item in this
question. The instructors suggested that under damaeof control students would
be free to choose topics, texts, exercises to bglaied in and out of the class. They
argued this would increase motivation and the lex@rwould be more comfortable.

Eleven (15.9%) of the participants stated thatettsrould be learner autonomy in
deciding what to be learned from texts. The reag@merally referred to the issue of
motivation. They argued the learners would be nmooévated if they had autonomy

in deciding what is to be learned from texts.
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4.2.10.2. Decisions on What is to Be Learned from\AA

Table 4.36. Decisions on What is to Be Learned froaVA

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very

much

Decisions | What is |19 | 27.5| 12 174 33| 478 5 72 O 0
on What | to Be
is to be| Learned
Learned | from
from AVA

Materials

Thirty one (44.9%) of the instructors respondeat at all and little resisting to
learner autonomy in deciding what is to be learfrech AVA. The reasons were
nearly the same as the ones recorded for theit@rst in this question. They argued
that the learners lack the professional knowledgdecide what to be learned from
AVA.

Thirty three (47.8%) of the instructors respongedly for this item in this question.
They stated that under the control or guidancéete¢acher, the students could make
decisions. This would make students feel more caadite and interested in the

course.

Only five (7.2%) of the participants stated thepsgly supported learner autonomy
in deciding what is to be learned from AVA. Of thegarticipants one instructor
stated that the learners would feel more invol¥eday had a say on the issues. This
would lead to higher levels of motivation on thetpd learners.
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4.2.10.3. Decisions on What is to Be Learned fromeRlia

Table 4.37. Decisions on What is to Be Learned froiRealia

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very much

N % N % N % N % N %

Decisions | What is |14 | 20.3| 15 | 21.9 33| 478 7 1012 O 0
on What | to Be
is to be| Learned
Learned | from

from Realia

Materials

29 (42%) of the instructors respondsat at all andlittle. The reasons were not very

different from the reasons given for the other gewhthis question. They argued that
as the learners were not as qualified and profeasas the teachers their decisions
wouldn’t be as effective and efficient as the decis made by the teachers.

33 (47.8%) of the participants respondeattly for this item in this question. The
instructors argued that in some cases the decisbsidents might be asked under

observation of teachers. It improves learner mtibwva

7 (10.1%) of the instructors respondedichandvery muchfor this question. They
argued that it not only improves motivation butoakelps students feel involved in
the lesson. As Benson (2001) suggested the leasthensld be referred for their
needs and interests in terms of the materialseo€turse.
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4.2.11. Encouraging Learners to Find Their Own Expnations to Classroom

Tasks

Eleventh question in the questionnaire asked tbieuators to state their opinions on
encouragement of learners to find their own explana to classroom tasks. The
instructors mostly preferrechuch and very much for their answersTable 4.38.

presents the results for this question.

Table 4.38. Teachers’ Opinions on Encouraging Leamrs to Find His/Her Own

Explanations to Classroom Tasks

Item Type Not at all Little Partly Much Very much

N % N % N % N % N %

Encouraging 4 58 | 6 87| 9 13 24| 348 26 377
Learners to Find
Their Own
Explanations to

Classroom Tasks

A total of 10 instructors (14.5%) respondedt at all andlittle for this question.
Only one of the participants stated the reasonnaswaging the learners was not

necessary.

Nine (13%) of the participants respondeattly for this question. They argued that
sometimes the learners should be supported to theidr own explanations to

classroom tasks. They suggested it would help ingptbe quality of learning

As we can see from the table, a total of fifty .@janstructors supported to provide

the students opportunities to state their viewslassroom tasks so that they could
have effective roles in directing their own leagprocess. This also helps them take
responsibility in their own learning process.
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4.2.12. Encouraging Learners to Find out about Learing Procedures by

Themselves

The twelfth question in the questionnaire askedrbguctors to state their views on
encouragement of learners to find out about legrpimcedures by themselves. As
for the previous question the majority of instrustoespondednuchandvery much

for this question. Results for this question aespnted in the table below.

Table 4.39. Encouraging Learners to Find out about Learning Pocedures by

Themselves
Item Type | Notatall| Little Partly Much Very
much
N % N % N % N % N %
Encouraging 1 14 | 6 8.7 3 4.2 31| 44|28 | 40.6

Learners to Find
out about Learning
Procedures by

Themselves

Seven (10.1%) of the participants stated their tegaopinions on encouraging
learners to find learning procedures by themsel¥égy argued that encouraging
them might be useful but the students always nieeid help. They also suggested if
the students had enough motivation the teacherstdidve to help or encourage
them.

Three (4.2%) of the participants respongedtly for this question. They argued that
under the guidance of teacher, the students shmulipported. They suggested this

kind of learning is more useful and effective.

Fifty nine (85.4%) of the instructors gave strongport to encourage learners to

find out about learning procedures themselves. imbtuctors argued that this was
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what effective language learning should be. Thep @rgued that when they learn

learning procedures by themselves they feel mar@wied in the process.

4.2.13. Encouraging Learners to Assess ThemselveatRer Than to be Tested

The last question in the questionnaire investigate®l instructors’ opinions on
learner encouragement to assess themselves ‘wegkbnthly’ and ‘annually’. The

table below reveals the results for this question.

Table 4.2.13. Teachers’ opinions on encouraginq&a to assess themselves rather

than to be tested.

Table 4.40. Encouraging Learners to Assess Themselves Rathehdn to be
Tested

Item Type Not at Little Partly Much Very

all much

N[ % |[N|% | N|% [ N|% | N| %

Encouraging| Weekly |6 | 8.7| 21| 30.4, 13 188 8| 11)6

Learners to

1 304

N

Assess
Themselves | Monthly |2 | 29| 11| 159 22 319 1y 24{6 17 24.6

Annually |2 | 29| 12| 17.4 20 29 18 261 17 246
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4.2.13.1. Encouraging Learners to Assess ThemselWweekly

Table 4.41.Encouraging Learners to Assess Themselves Weekly

Item Type Not at al| Little Partly Much Very

much

Encouraging | Weekly | 6 8.7 21| 30413 | 18.8/ 8 116/ 21 | 304
Learners to
ASsess

Themselves

Twenty-seven (39.1%) instructors responded notllaaral little for this question
resisting to encouraging learners to assess theesseleekly. They stated that this
could be impossible to carry out as the studentslant be objective. Some of the
instructors stated that assessing needs pedagegligahtion and students don’t have

this quality.

Thirteen (18.8%) instructors responded partly fus titem of the question. Some
instructors suggested that some kind of assessnwentll be done under the
guidance and this would motivate the students. Spo@up quizzes could be

assessed by the students weekly.

Twenty-nine (32%) instructors supported encourad@agners to assess themselves
weekly. They argued that students must be taugi tooassess themselves first.
Otherwise, there would be problems with the obyégtiof assessments. They also
stated that the students would see their weakn&ssaghe first place.
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4.2.13.2. Encouraging Learners to Assess Themselwdanthly

Table 4.42. Encouraging Learners to Assess Themse$/Monthly

Item Type Not at all| Little Partly Much Very

much

Encouraging | Monthly | 2 29 | 11 | 159 22| 31.9 17 246 17y 24.6
Learners to
Assess

Themselves

Thirteen (18.8%) instructors respondedt at all and little for this question. The
reasons of the instructors were nearly as the seantiee ones stated for the first item
in this question. The general objection point waes lack of pedagogical education

and the problem of objectivity.

Twenty-two (31.9%) of the instructors stated thedrhers should be encouraged
partly to assess themselves monthly. The instrec&iated that the monthly
assessment by the learner was necessary as it ewoaltde them to see their progress
and this would stimulate them for a better learrpngrcess.

Thirty four (49.2%) of the instructors respondeadlich and very muchfor this
question. They argued this would motivate them dobbtter as they would know
where they were and where they should be. When $keytheir weaknesses and

strengths themselves they would be more advantagedbe learning process.
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4.2.13.3. Encouraging Learners to Assess ThemsehMasually

Table 4.43.Encouraging Learners to Assess Themselves Annually

Item Type Not af Little Partly Much Very

all much

N |[% [N | % N | % | N| % N | %

Encouraging | Annually |2 | 29| 12| 17420 | 29 | 18| 26.117 | 24.6
Learners to
ASsess

Themselves

Fourteen (20.3%) instructors responaded at all andlittle for learner autonomy in
assessing themselves annually. The stated it wtultk objective and more
problems would arise since no student would warfatio They also stated that it

wouldn’t be applied as it was impossible to haveient results.

Twenty (29%) instructors responded partly for tipigestion. The participants stated
that some types of assessment, such as a smalbfpartnidterm exam, could be
done by learners. They were also cautious thabitlgn’'t be too much as too much
assessment by the students would have negativesffe

Thirty five (50.7%) participants respondealich and very muchfor this question.
They argued that the assessment by learners thesasmtnually would increase the
intrinsic motivation, but it had to be under thentol of teachers. Some of the
instructors stated that annual assessment wouldestearners to be aware of their
long-term objectives.
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4.3. Results of the Knowledge on ELP

Table 44. Results of the Knowledge on ELP

Item Not at all | Little Partly Much Very

much

Knowledge on ELP 8 11623 (333 |18 | 26.1| 20| 29 0 0

Knowledge on EL|8 116|21 |304 |20 | 29 15| 217 5 7.2

Portfolio

ELP Promotes LA 15 | 21.8| 6 87 1 14|42 | 609 |5 7.2

Materials to be put in| 25 |[36.2 |23 | 33.3|] 21| 304 O 0 0 0
ELP

When we look at the results of the ELP knowledgensefructors, we can say that
with a percentage of 33.3%, 23 instructors stateat they know little about
European Language Portfolio, 18 instructors stdtexy know little, 20 of them
stated that they know much and only 8 of them dt#tat they knew nothing about
European Language Portfolio.

The second item in this survey asked the parti¢gpdow much they knew about
European Language Portfolio. Again with this iteme highest percentage was for
the answellittle. 21 (30.4%) of the participants stated that thagwklittle about

European Language Portfolio. 20 (29%) of the pipaicts stated they knew partly,
15 (21.7%) of the participants stated they knew m@c(11.6%) of the participants
stated they knew nothing and 5 (7.2%) of the paditts stated they knew very

much about European Language Portfolio.

The third item in the survey questioned the indtrg views whether European
Language Portfolio would help promote Learner Aotoy. A high number of the

participants (n=42; 60.9%) stated that Europeanguage Portfolio would help
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promote Learner Autonomy. 15 (21.8%) of the papaaits stated ELP would not
help at all, 6 (8.7%) of the participants statedP”BAould help little, 5 (7.2%) of the
participants stated ELP would help very much arfil.4%) of the participants stated

ELP would partly promote learner autonomy.

The next item in the survey investigated if thedstuts had any materials to be put in
a European Language Portfolio to show a recordheir tcompetence in English.

25(36.2%) of the participants stated their studdide’'t have any materials to be put
in ELP to show a record of their competence in BhglThis high number can be
explained by the fact that ELP is not implementedur educational institutions and
it is not well known as can be seen from the rssuitthe table above. So, the
students don’t care about keeping materials toippuropean Language Portfolio.
Another interesting result that can be deduced ftbentable is that none of the
participants respondeaiuchandvery muchfor this question. Only 23 participants
stated that their students have little, and 2Xrucsbdrs stategartly that their students

have materials to be put in a European Languagdoforto show a record of their

competence in English.

The last question in this survey asked the instrschow European Language
Portfolio could be prepared in class. Since moghefinstructors knew nothing or
little about European Language Portfolio; this mectwas answered by only 19
instructors. They suggested that students’ workjuding homework, projects,
diaries, personal language activities could prepasea portfolio. Some others stated
that beside project assignments, their writingvéiatis, e-mails, presentations could
be included in their portfolio. They also suggedteat role-plays in the class can be

video-recorded.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION
5.1. Summary of the Study

Learner autonomy is described as the notion abtiee important approaches that
ensures learners to determine their learning goalstent and progression. (Benson,
2001). Although teachers are accepted as a keydmgie learner autonomy in
classes, the promotion of learner autonomy depeatdsnly the teachers but also the
educational policy (Paiva, 2005 cited in Saban€@Q7). Although it is not very
common, there are some EFL contexts in higher eauncavhere the autonomy
concept is encouraged. European Language Pordal@ances learner autonomy as
the learners have an opportunity to keep recordsook, to set the pace of learning
...etc. Since ELP is closely related to learnemaomny, the relationship needs a

study.

The purpose of this study was to investigate EFdtructors’ attitudes towards
learner autonomy and their opinions on the ELR¢gean Language Portfolio) in
the SOFL program at Selcuk University. This studyght to answer the following

research question:
1. What do the instructors at SOFL think aboutieaautonomy?
2. How much do the instructors at SOFL know abdiRE

The data for learner autonomy of the study wasectdd through a learner autonomy
questionnaire which was adapted from the questiomrdeveloped by Camilleri
(1997). The data for European Language Portfolie wallected through a semi-
gualitative and semi-quantitative 5-item questioreaeveloped by the researcher.
In this study both qualitative and quantitativeadatas collected. To discover the
instructors’ view on learner autonomy, quantitatoeta was analyzed by looking
into descriptive statistics including frequenciesl @ercentages of each question in
the questionnaire. The frequency and percentage® walculated to see the

participants’ resistance, negotiation and suppddws on learner autonomy.
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Qualitative data of the study for learner autonowss gathered by the answers
stated for each item in the questionnaire and usé#tk interpretation of quantitative
data in the discussion of the results. The queséma was given to 83 instructors at

SOFL, but only 69 of them completed the questiomnai

Findings of the study revealed that participantd ballaborative and supportive

perceptions of learner autonomy.

Participants of the study expressed strong sugpotearner autonomy in terms of
objectives for a course (both short term and larg1), course content (both topics
and tasks), pace of the course, individual/paidgrowork organizations,
methodology (use of materials and type of classtarework activities), position
of desks and seating of students, encouragemerdrdswlearner explanations,

learning procedures, and self-assessment of learner

As for the items which the instructors expresseglrthiews as ‘partly,” which is
interpreted as support for negotiation and collabon with learners about the
course were selection of AVA, pace of the lessearring tasks, quantity and type

of homework tasks, and things to be learned fronAAahd realia.

As for the items which the instructors expressaistance to learner autonomy were
about the selection of textbooks and realia, timd place of the lesson, record-
keeping of work done, marks gained and attendadiseipline matters, frequency of
homework tasks, and things to be learned from téntthese issues the participants

stated that learner autonomy is either impossiblenoecessary.

5.2. Pedagogical Implications of the Study

As Cotterall (2000) and Benson (2001) suggesteatnérs should be given the
opportunities to set their own goals and objectificesthe learning process both for
short-term and long-term periods. The results ef gtudy for learner autonomy in
deciding short-term and long-term objectives did contradict what the literature

suggested on this issue. The participants of tdystlso expressed great support for
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learner autonomy in deciding course content, boflics and tasks. They generally
stated that the learner involvement in decidingic®@nd tasks of course would
increase learner motivation. However, Brown (20€dggested that learners should
be asked to list the topics on which they woule ltk work. In terms of results for
learner autonomy in deciding the course tasks apitg, the results of this study
indicated more support for learner autonomy tham dhe of Camilleri’'s (1999)

study.

The participants responded negatively on learnéorauny in deciding textbooks
and realia of a course whereas they stated thenddsbhe collaboration in deciding
AVA of the course. The participants responding niegly generally stated that the
learners didn’t have the professional experienagittrequired. They stated this was
also an administrational matter to be decided dre participants’ responses were
not supportive of learner autonomy in terms of diegj time and the place of the
lesson, though they expressed support and statéab@@tion should take place
between learners and teachers when deciding tleegddbe lesson. The participants
expressing a negative attitude towards learnernamy argued that it would be
exploitable by the learners. When they explainegr tteasons for learner autonomy
in deciding the pace of the lesson, they argueyd Weze already giving opportunity

to learner autonomy on this issue.

In deciding learning tasks of a course, the pandicts stated they were in support of
negotiation and collaboration. But it is signifitahat there was as much resistance
as support for learner autonomy. The results ats@aled that the participants
expressed supportive opinions for learner autonomynethodological matters. For
classroom management the instructors revealed supmolearner autonomy in
deciding the position of desks and the seatingtoflents. But the participants
exhibited resistance to learner autonomy on dis@piatters. The participants also
showed resistance to learner autonomy in recorgikge But Benson (2001)
suggested that students should be encouraged por&eerds as it would help them

to feel involved in the learning process.
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The instructors stated there should be a placéetoner autonomy in deciding the
quantity and type of homework tasks, but they dtdteir resistance in terms of
frequency of homework. The participants exhibitesistance to learner autonomy in
what is to be learned from texts but they supportegotiation or collaboration in
terms of AVA and realia. For learner autonomy imte of formulating their own
explanationsfinding own strategiesandself assessment of learndhg instructors
exhibited great support for learner autonomy. Fdf-assessment, Benson stated it
would have various positive contributions to leagniprocess. Sancar (2001)
suggested encouraging learners to take respohgifoli their own learning helps
them to be aware of their learning process. Add_{2004) suggested the awareness
may help learners set up their learning goals, plagh practice learning activities,
select and use appropriate learning strategiesjtanaiheir progress, and actively
engage in the learning process. For assessmethg, (2003) suggested that learners
would become active in the evaluation of their gwagress and this would provide

learners to reflect on to what extent they woubtre

For ELP, most of the participants stated that t{&83;1%) think ELP will promote

learner autonomy. However, they also stated ndaalfy of the participants knew
nothing or little on ELP and European Language RassAnd the answers on how
ELP can be prepared in class generally suggestad hibmework, assignments,

projects, diaries of students would be kept.

5.3. Suggestions for Further Studies

This study was conducted with 69 instructors wagkat Selcuk University, School
of Foreign Languages. In further studies, in addito instructors, both students’ and

administrators’ views on learner autonomy and E&R loe investigated.

This study was only conducted with university le€lL instructors. Primary school
and high school EFL teachers can be included intiaddto instructors in further

studies. This will make a triangulation of data.thVihe help of this triangulation,
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different views on learner autonomy and ELP candsearched and conditions for

promotion of learner autonomy can be found.

In further studies, the classroom applications edchers and instructors can be
observed to determine what teachers and instructans do to promote learner

autonomy and ELP applications.

5.4. Conclusion

The study was done to find out what the instructarsSchool of Foreign
Languages think about Learner Autonomy and ELP e@Galy, the participants of
this study support learner autonomy, results therevalso supported through the
ELP project. However being ready or only supportiegrner autonomy is not
enough to promote learner autonomy in its cont&gministrational regulations
and professional development is necessary to petaatner autonomy. Besides,
Lamb (2000) suggests that teachers should alsadyam@d professionally and
psychologically. In-service training may help tihstructors to be informed about

learner autonomy.
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APPENDIX
APPENDIX A

THE LEARNER AUTONOMY QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear Colleague,

This questionnaire aims to collect data for a stwdyducted at Selcuk
University. The questionnaire is being distributenl the teachers of Selcuk
University, School of Foreign Languages to gatheformation on teachers’
perspectives on Learner Autonomy.

Your responses will be confidential. They will orhg used in this study and
will not be analyzed as individual responses.

Thank you for your contribution in advance.

Meral Servi
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Learner Autonomy Questionnaire
Please circle the number of your choice

KEY TO ANSWERS

O=Notatall | 1=Little 2 = Partly 3 = Much 4 = \ery much

1. How much should the learner be involved in dithing the objectives of a

course of study?

la. short-term objectives

1b. long-term objectives

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

la)

1b)
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2. How much should the learner be involved in degdhecoursecontent?

2a. topics

2b. tasks

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

2a)

2b)

3.How much should the learner be involveda@tectingmaterials?

3a.textbooks

3b. audio-visual aids
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3c. realia

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

3a)

3b)

3¢)

4. How much should the learner be involved in dens on thdime, place andpace

of the lesson?

4a. time

0 1 2 3 4
4b. place

0 1 2 3 4
4c. pace
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Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

4a)

4b)

4c)

5. How much should the learner be involved in denis on the choice déarning
tasks?

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

6. How much should the learner be involved in denis on thenethodology of the

lesson?

6a. individual/pair/group work
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6b. use of materials

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

6a)

6b)

6¢C)

6d)
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7. How much should the learner be involved in dens on classroom

managemen®

7a. position of desks

7b. seating of students

7c. discipline matters

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

7a)

7b)

7c)
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8. How much should the learner be involved in datssaboutecord-keeping?

8a. of work done

8b. of marks gained

8c. attendance

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

8a)

8b)

8c)

9. How much should the learner be involved in denis onhomework tasks?

9a. quantity
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9b. type

9c. frequency

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

9a)

9b)

9c)

10. How much should the learner be involved in slmts onwhat is to be learned

from materials given by the teacher?

10a. texts

10b. audio-visual aids

108



10c. realia

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

10a)

10b)

10c)

11. How much should the learner be encouragectbHisor her owrmexplanations

to the classroom tasks?

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

12. How much should the leaner be encouraged tbdutlearning proceduresby

him or herself?
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Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

13. How much shold the learner be encouragedsteshimself or herself, rather

than be tested?

13a. weekly

13b. monthly

13c. annually

Please state your reasons: (You can write in Thykis

13a)

13b)
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13c)

APPENDIX B

ELP KNOWLEDGE QUESTIONNAIRE

0 = 1= 2= 3= 4=
Not at all Little Partly Much Very much

1. How much do you know about European Languagsp@as

3. Do you think that European Language Portfolitp romote the Learner

Autonomy?

4. Do your students have any materials to be puh BBuropean Language
Portfolio to show a record of their competence nglish?
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5. How can European Language Portfolio be preparetass?
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