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Bu arastirma, yiikleme egitimi iceren bir egitim programmin Ingilizce
ogrencilerinin Ingilizce 6grenmeye yonelik yiiklemeleri, dzyeterlik algilari, dil 6grenme
inanglar1, akademik basarilari ve c¢abalar1 tizerindeki etkilerinin ortaya konmasi amact
ile yapilmistir. Egitim programimin amaci &grencilerin  uyumsuz basarisizlik
inanclarmin degistirilmesi ve bdylece Ozyeterlik inanglarinin, motivasyonlarinin ve
basarilarinin ylikseltilmesidir. Bu amagla, yabanci dil 6grencilerinin basar1 ve
basarisizlik yiiklemeleri incelenmis, yiiklemelerdeki cinsiyet faktorii de ele alinmustir.
Calismanin diger bir amaci da yiiklemeler, o6zyeterlik ve dil 6grenme inanislari
arasindaki iliskilerin belirlenmesidir.

Arastirma 2010-2011 6gretim yilinda Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Yabanci
Diller Yiiksekokulunda o6grenim goren 602 Ogrenci {iizerinde yiiriitiilmiistir.
Arastirmada Ontest-sontest kontrol gruplu deney deseni kullanilmistir. Yiikleme egitimi
igeren 5 haftalik bir egitim programi 6rneklem metoduyla belirlenmis bir deney grubuna
(N=17) uygulanmistir. Kontrol grubuna (N=23) ise herhangi bir egitim programi
uygulanmamuistir. 8 6grenci ile yapilan yari-yapilandirilmis goriismelerle de nitel veri
toplanmistir. Calismadan elde edilen nicel bulgular SPSS 13.00 veri analiz programiyla,
nitel veriler ise igerik analizi ile degerlendirilmis ve yorumlanmustir.

Analizler basarili ve basarisiz 6grenciler arasinda yiiklemeler acisindan 6nemli
farklar ortaya koymus, basarili 6grencilerin, basarisiz 6grencilere kiyasla daha ¢ok igsel
ve kisisel yiiklemelerde (¢aba ve strateji) bulunduklar1 gorilmiistiir. Cinsiyete gore
yiiklemeler acisindan bir farklilik ortaya g¢ikmamistir. Ayrica yiikleme inanglari,
ozyeterlik ve dil 0grenme inaniglar1 arasinda 6nemli korelasyonlar da bulunmustur.
Miidahale Oncesi Ve sonrasi uygulanan on-test ve son- testler basarisizlik yiiklemeleri,
ogrenme kontrolii inaglar1 ve derse katilimda onemli degisiklikler ortaya koymus,
ozyeterlik, dil 6grenme inanislar1 ve basarida degisiklikler goriilmemistir. Arastirmada,
nicel verilerin analizi ile elde edilen bulgular, 6grencilerle yapilan goriismelerden elde
edilen nitel bulgularla desteklenmistir.

Elde edilen tim veriler ilgili literatiir 1s18inda tartisilmis ve bazi oneriler ileri
stirtilmistiir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Yiiklemeler, Yiikleme egitimi, Akademik Basari, Dil Ogrenme,
Ozyeterlik Algisi, Dil 6grenme inanislari.




ABSTRACT
DOCTORAL DISSERTATION

THE EFFECTS OF A TRAINING PROGRAM ON
ATTRIBUTIONAL BELIEFS, SELF-EFFICACY,
LANGUAGE LEARNING BELIEFS, ACHIEVEMENT AND
STUDENT EFFORT: A STUDY ON MOTIVATIONALLY AT-
RISK EFL STUDENTS
Oznur SEMIiZ

2011, 165 pages

The major purpose of this study was to determine the effects of a training
program on EFL students’ attributional beliefs, self-efficacy, language learning beliefs,
achievement and effort. The training program was designed to change learners’
maladaptive attributions for failure and thus enhance their self-efficacy, success and
effort. A further concern was to investigate the explanations of EFL students of success
and failure. Gender difference in attributions was also explored. Another concern was
examining the nature of relationship between attributions, self-efficacy, and language
learning beliefs.

An initial investigation was carried out with an overall sample of 602. The
experimental part of the study was designed based on a pretest-posttest model and was
conducted with 36 students from School of Foreign Languages at Karadeniz Technical
University during 2010-2011 academic year. A five-week training program that included
attributional training was administered to an experimental group of 17 students who
were purposively selected. No treatment was given to the control group (N=19). Semi-
structured pre-and post-interviews were also conducted with 8 key informants. The
findings from the questionnaires were analyzed through the SPSS and the interviews
were analyzed through qualitative content analyses.

Significant differences were found between successful and unsuccessful students
in terms of their attributions. Successful students endorsed more internal and personal
attributions (effort and strategy) compared to unsuccessful students. No gender
differences were observed. Important correlations were found between attributions, self-
efficacy and language learning beliefs. Pre-and post-test comparisons revealed
significant changes in attributional beliefs, control of learning beliefs and class
attendance. No significant results were found on pre and post test comparisons of self-
efficacy, language learning beliefs and achievement. These findings from the analyses of
the qualitative data, to a very great extent, were found to be consistent with the findings
from quantitative data.

Findings of the research were discussed in the light of the relevant literature and
some suggestions were made.

Key Words: Attribution, Attributional retraining, Academic Achievement, Self-
Efficacy Beliefs, Language Learning Beliefs.
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CHAPTER |

1. INTRODUCTION

“If you think you are beaten, you are.
If you think you dare not, you don’t.
Success begins with your own will,

Its all in your state of mind.

Life’s battles are not always won by those who are stronger and faster.
But sooner or later, the person who wins is the person who THINKS he can.
Walter D. Wintle

We all remember the popular children’s fable, the Grasshopper and the Ant, a
story that teaches the virtues of effort and persistence in overcoming life’s challenges.
Aesop’s ant works diligently gathering food during summer and survives winter, while
the grasshopper sings and dances all summer. Also, in “tortoise and the hare”, the slow-
moving tortoise, crawling slowly but steadily, betters the boastful hare through his

persistence of effort.

These are perfect metaphors that portrait the instrumental value of effort and
persistence in attaining life’s goals. Nothing is different in our classrooms. Many times
we find our students being as the grasshopper rather than the ant or as the tortoise rather
than the hare. Indeed, there are individual differences between learners and the degree
of effort that they want to put into learning. Some students are motivated and do well in
foreign language class while others do not put in effort into their language class and are
not successful at foreign language learning.

This study addresses these motivational issues in the context of a theory-based
treatment designed to assist motivationally at-risk, failure-prone students in higher
education settings. Attributional Retraining (AR) refers to a motivational treatment that
helps students reframe the way they think about success and failure by encouraging
them to take responsibility for academic outcomes and adopt a “can-do” attitude
(Haynes, Perry, Stupnisky and Daniels, 2009). It is based on Weiner’s attribution
theory of achievement motivation and emotion (1979, 1985) and designed to assist
students at-risk of academic failure by encouraging controllable and unstable

1



perceptions of academic failure (Forsterling, 1985). The intervention is intended to
increase students’ perceptions of control over their academic outcome by changing
stable and uncontrollable attributions for failure, such as lack of ability, to unstable and
controllable ones, such as lack of effort and strategy (Perry, 2003). Although it sounds
simplistic, this technique has consistently produced significant increases in academic
performance, expectancies for future success and subsequent persistence (Forsterling,

1985; Hayes, 2009).
1.1. Background and Statement of the Problem

Motivation is an important quality that affects all aspects of teaching and
learning. Motivation can influence what, when and how we learn (Schunk, 1991).
Schunk, Pintrich and Meece (2008) noted that the term motivation is derived from the
Latin verb ‘movere’(to move) suggesting that motivation is something that gets us
going, keeps us working, and helps us. Hence, motivation is strongly connected with
effort and actions. Motivated students display interest in activities, work diligently, feel

self-efficacious, expend effort to succeed, persist at tasks and perform well.

Research clearly shows a positive correlation between motivation and
achievement (Gardner, 1985; Wang, Haertel and Walberg, 1993; Schunk, 1991).
Motivation is a factor that causes some individuals to be more willing to learn and
achieve. Such an understanding requires the knowledge of the factors that facilitate
motivation to learn and to achieve. Thus, it has led many researchers and educators to
explore why some people are more motivated than others to learn and how they develop
motivation. Research attempts to address this issue resulted in finding many factors
such as certain beliefs, values, expectations and attributions that affect motivation. It has
become more evident that students simultaneously form certain beliefs about learning
and their capabilities. Among these beliefs, attributions have opened new paths to the

understanding of learners’ beliefs.

Attributions are causal explanations given by learners for achievement outcomes
(Weiner, 1985). Past research on this issue has been grounded in social-cognitive
theory. Attribution theory was the dominant paradigm in social psychology in the 1970s

and was originally developed by Heider (1958). In his seminal book “The Psychology of



Interpersonal Relationships”, he explains his ideas of “lay”, “naive”, or
“commonsense” psychology. According to Heider (1958), people act like naive
psychologists or scientists who explain the events and the behaviors of people around
them. He described attributions as the process of drawing inferences and how this
process works when ordinary people, or men on the street, make inferences based on
their observations to predict their environment in order that they can control it. He
argued that an attribution always “serves to build up and support the constancy of our
picture of the world” (Heider, 1958, p.92).

The relevance of attribution theory to the study of motivation, and therefore to
language learning, stems from Weiner’s attribution theory of motivation and emotion
(2000). To date, the most well developed line of research concerning student
attributions has been carried out by Weiner (1979, 1985, and 1986). Haynes et al.
(2009) states that Weiner’s theory provides a perspective on how students react to
unexpected, negative, and important academic outcomes that are common in the first
year of university. Further support is provided by Graham (1991) who claims that “this
theory is more complete than other attributional conceptions, and remains the

framework of choice for educational psychology researchers” (p.6).

Attribution theory attempts to identify how students explain the reasons for their
success or failure in academic settings. While students tend to give several reasons for
success or failure, these six are focused on in this study: ability, effort, task difficulty,
luck, teacher and strategy. These reasons may be categorized based on their underlying
characteristics, or dimensions. Weiner (1979, 1985) suggested that there are three
dimensions on which students assess their success and failure: locus of causality,
stability, and controllability. Locus of causality refers to whether the outcome is caused
by something internal (within the person) or something external (outside a person).
Stability refers to whether the outcome is perceived to be temporary or permanent.
Controllability refers to whether the outcome is subject to personal influence or not.
Thus, the degree to which students believe the cause of past performance to be internal,
stable and controllable determines their orientation of control in achievement settings
(Perry, 2003; Perry et al., 2005).



A number of studies have linked causal attributions about success and failure to
future motivation and action (Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale, 1978; Weiner, 1972,
1985; Weiner and Kukla, 1970). Attribution theory contends that when a student
attributes success and failure to unstable and internal factors that the student can control
such as effort, he or she is more likely to try harder, try more times and give more focus
to similar tasks next time. Students will be more likely to give sufficient effort if they
believe that they can control their own successes and failures. On the other hand, if a
student attributes success and failure to external and stable factors such as luck or ability
that the student cannot control, he or she is unlikely to try harder and be persistent.
Thus, effort is seen as useless and for this reason learners refuse to exert more effort.
Students with a tendency to attribute success or failure to internal, stable and
uncontrollable causes (i.e. lack of ability) are thought to have ‘maladaptive’

attributional style.

There have been several studies that have reported ‘‘maladaptive’’ attributional
styles evident in low achievers and students with learning disabilities (Baird, Scott,
Dearing and Hamill, 2009; Fulk and Mastropieri, 1990; Graham, 2004; Licht, Kistner,
Ozkaragoz, Shapiro, and Clausen, 1985; Nunez et al., 2005; Pearl, 1982; Ring and
Reetz, 2000). A maladaptive style is characterized by the belief that failure is due to
stable, internal causes, such as low ability, and that success is a result of unstable,
external causes such as luck. Students with a maladaptive style believe they possess
little control over academic outcomes even if they put a lot of effort into learning so
they may conclude that their efforts are unrelated to achievement outcomes, and
therefore futile (Fulk and Mastropieri, 1990; Licht et al., 1985).

The central point of the attribution theory that constitutes the background for this
research is that attributions are important because they have consequences for the
learning process affecting students’ expectancies for future success, their affective
states, and their subsequent behavior and performance (Weiner, 1985, 2000). That is,
how students explain their success and failure may have an impact on academic
performances. Similar ideas dominate also in self-efficacy theory. As defined by
Bandura (1986), self-efficacy refers to people’s judgment of their capabilities to

complete a task successfully. Bandura (1977) proposed that one’s perceived self-



efficacy has a powerful influence over one’s choice of an activity, the kind of effort one
expends, and how much one is able to maintain that effort in the face of difficulty.
Research suggests that self-efficacy is determined by four things: past performances,
vicarious experiences, persuasion from others and physiological reactions (Schunk and
Meece, 2005; Schunk and Pajares, 2001). Students with more positive past experiences
may have higher self-efficacy than those with negative past experiences. Observation of
successful performances of others also helps develop self-efficacy. Seeing difficult tasks
being accomplished by someone else may encourage students low in self-efficacy to
belive that they can also succeed (Margolis, 2005; Schunk, 1991, 1999). If students are
led to believe by an authoritative figure that they are capable of learning and being
successful, they are more likely to be more self-efficacious. Finally, students acquire
self-efficacy information from interpretation of their emotional and physical states
during task preparation and performance. Strong emotional reaction to a task may be a
sign of anticipated success or failure. For instance, perceiving the anxieties and fears
about capabilities as indicators of a lack of ability to succeed will lead to lower

confidence or self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).

These two kinds of beliefs, attributions and self-efficacy, both help us
understand how important students’ appraisal of themselves can be for the formation of
their motivation. There is research that suggests that these two kinds of students’ beliefs
are related. Bandura (1990) suggested that there is a reciprocal relationship between
causal attributions and self-efficacy expectations. Individuals who have high self-
efficacy and experience failure tend to attribute it to lack of effort; whereas individuals
with low self efficacy who experience failure attribute it to low ability. In turn, success
will increase one’s self-efficacy if the individual attributes the outcome to an internal
attribution such as ability rather than luck. Hsieh and Kang (2010) also found that
learners with higher levels of self-efficacy attributed their test results to more internal
and personal control factors than those who had lower self-efficacy levels. For learners
who were unsuccessful, those with higher self-efficacy made stronger personal control

attributions than learners with lower self-efficacy.

Since self-efficacy beliefs grow out of personal performances, verbal

encouragement, observation of others, and can be influenced by learners’ own



attributions to success and failure, research needs to be done to find ways to help
students develop strong feelings of self-efficacy and make appropriate attributions for
success and failure. Because one contributing factor to students’ lack of performance or
motivation may be students’ attribution of their success and failure and low-self-
efficacy. Students when confronted with failure may develop self defeating maladaptive
attributions (i.e. attributions to external, stable, and uncontrollable causes. In foreign
language education we can sometimes encounter students who think that there is a
stable cause for failing an exam or for failure in learning English. Very often we hear
students saying “No matter how hard | study, | will not be able to learn a foreign
language”. Or they may believe that foreign language learning is difficult and they do
not have the ability to do it. These students may in advance expect to fail on the exams
and will not spend much time studying. Thus, many students can develop maladaptive
attributions for academic failure (i.e. lack of ability) which leads to less motivation,
poor performance and low-self efficacy.

Unfortunately, experiencing failure in learning a foreign language is a common
occurrence. The records taken from the School of Foreign Languages, KTU, show that
nearly 80 percent of entering students fail the proficiency exam in English. At the
beginning of the 2010-2011 academic year, for instance, of 988 students who took the
placement test 203 scored 70% or above and passed the exam. Thus, in the event of
failure, which is common in foreign language learning, motivation can be dangered as
students begin to doubt their capacity to succeed academically. Adjusting to the
increased demand for foreign language mastery can also be difficult for many language
students. When failure occurs, the reasons for the failure are evaluated by the student. In
such a situation, students may develop uncontrollable and stable attributions like lack of
ability, task difficulty and these beliefs can be detrimental to further motivation and
effort.

Such a setting may be particularly applicable for Attributional Retraining (AR).
AR is a psychotherapeutic treatment designed to modify students' causal explanations
for failure, and thereby bolster perceived control, motivation, and subsequent
achievement (Haynes, et al., 2009). Various terms have been used to describe such

treatment interventions including Attribution(al) Training, Re- Attribution(al) Training,



Attribution Retraining, Re-attribution Therapy, etc. For the purposes of this dissertation,
the term Attributional Retraining (AR) will be used.

AR was originally developed to assist first year university students. The
underlying idea for development of the treatment was that the transition from high
school to university presents numerous challenges to students since students are faced
with a new and unfamiliar academic environment (Perry and Penner, 1990; Perry, Hall
and Ruthig, 2005). During the first year of university, students must take greater
responsibility for their academic performance, which may cause diminished
opportunities to exert control (Schulz and Heckhausen, 1999). Thus, perceived control
can be threatened by such factors as an emphasis on success-failure, heightened
academic competition, increased pressure to excel, more frequent academic failure,
unfamiliar academic tasks (Thompson, Sobolew-Shubin, Galbraith, Schwankovsky and
Cruzen, 1993). As a result, students may experience unanticipated failures and engage
in dysfunctional explanatory thinking and give up trying. As a classrom instructor for
more than ten years, it has always been my wonder why particular students hold strong
beliefs about their capabilities in language learning, have low expectations, deny the
importance of effort or give up easily in the face of failure. I belive that most students
perform poorly in university not because they lack competence but because they feel
hopeless, have low expectations, deny the importance of effort, or give up in the face of
failure.What if I could convince them they had to put more effort into it? A review of
literature on attribution theory and self-efficacy encouraged me to pursue the topic and
think about attributional change. Further reading on attributional retraining revealed
that such an intervention might be of help. There is evidence that through awareness and
training, this kind of thinking can be altered, causing individuals to gain a positive
perspective towards their performances and feel more confident and self-efficacious
(Forsterling, 1985).

These ideas led to this study. Such an intervention may be particularly applicable
to foreign language situation because learning a language is different in many ways than
learning other school subjects. Language learners are asked to make something foreign
part of one’s self (Hsieh, 2004). Horwitz (1990) states that no other field of study

requires an individual to take social risks or endure potential public embarrassment in



the way language study do. Therefore language learners are more likely to be engaged
in dysfunctional thinking that leads to maladaptive attributions for failure. Given the
widely acknowledged importance of motivation in foreign language learning, it is
important to determine these maladaptive beliefs for success and failures in language

learning and change them into more adaptive ones.
1.2. The Purpose of the Study

The main purpose of the study was to investigate the effectiveness of a training
program that included attributional retraining in a foreign language learning
environment for undergraduate learners of English as a foreign language. The program
was intended to affect students’ maladaptive attributional beliefs about the causes of
failure in language learning, their low self-efficacy, language learning beliefs,

achievement and effort.

Guided by Weiner’s attribution theory and Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, this
study will examine whether these beliefs might be changed and thus students’
achievement motivation and success might be higher. It is hypothesized that
motivationally at-risk students completing this training program would make more
attributions to internal/unstable/controllable factors (i.e. effort), have higher self-

efficacy, and improve classroom performance and effort.

A further concern was to investigate the explanations of EFL students of success
and failure, assigning them to successful and unsuccessful groups based on their
satisfaction ratings for the grades they had received on mid term exams. Gender was
also explored to see whether male and female students differed on their attributions for
success and failure. Another concern was to examine the nature of the relationship

between self-efficacy, attributions for success and failure and language learning beliefs.



1.3. Research Questions

The study posed the following research questions:
Major Research Question:

1. What is the effect of a 5-session training program including an attributional
retraining on EFL learners’ attributional beliefs, self-efficacy, language learning beliefs,
achievement (as measured by GPA) and effort (as measured by class attendance and

class participation grade)?
Minor Research Questions:

1. What are the students’ attributions for success and failure in language

learning?

2. Are there any differences between male and female students and successful
and unsuccessful students (as defined by the students themselves) in terms of

attributions for success and failure?

3. Do students who are successful and those unsuccessful (as defined by the
students themselves) differ on attributions they make on LAAS (Language Achievement
Attribution Scale) and CDS Il (Causal Dimension Scale)?

4. What is the relationship between attributions, self-efficacy and language
learning beliefs?

5. What factors underlie the learners’ perceived attributions for failure in
learning English? What factors do EFL students identify as attributing their failure in

learning English as a foreign language?

To address these research questions, a mixed-methods study was designed and
implemented to a group of students attending the English preparatory school of KTU as
participants. The quantitative part of this study followed a pre-test/ post-test quasi-
experimental design. Two groups (AR & No-AR) were formed in order to investigate
the effectiveness of the training program. The qualitative part of the study included pre-

and post-study semi-structured interviews with key informants.
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1.4. Significance of the Study

Attribution theory has been has been a popular theoretical framework in various
areas of psychology including clinical, educational, organizational, and health
psychology. However, it is a relatively unexplored area in foreign language learning
(Hsieh, 2004). The last decade witnessed a growing interest in studying attributions in
language learning motivation (Cochran, McCallum and Bell, 2010; Hassaskhah and
Vahabi, 2010; Hsieh and Schallert, 2008; McLoughlin, 2004; Tse, 2000; Williams,
Burden and Al-Baharna, 2001; Williams, Burden and Lanvers, 2002; Williams, Burden,
Poulet and Maun, 2004). But much research is needed in this area. Dornyei (2001)
suggested that because of the generally high frequency of language learning failure
worldwide, attributional processes are assumed to play an important role in language

studies, but that investigation with much further scope is needed.

This study aims to contribute to this line of research by exploring the attributions
of a group of undergraduate EFL students for their successes and failure in learning
English and by connecting these beliefs to self-efficacy and language learning beliefs.

The study will go further and test the effectiveness of a training program
designed to modify students’ explanations about the causes of negative academic
outcomes. It aims to replace maladaptive and self-defeating attributions with more
adaptive and functional ones encouraging to make internal/stable/controllable
attributions for academic failure(i.e. lack of effort, poor strategy use) in place of
internal/stable/uncontrollable attributions (i.e.lack of ability). Through these changes,
the program is intended to enhance self-efficacy, motivation and subsequent
achievement. Although a few studies reported on how students make attributions in
language learning, one thing has been surprisingly neglected in this literature: altering
causal thinking. While there are numerous examples of attribution retraining that have
met with success (Hall, Hladkyj, Perry and Ruthig, 2004; Haynes, Ruthig, Perry,
Stupnisky and Hall, 2006; Perry and Penner, 1990: Perry, Stupnisky, Hall, Chipperfield,
and Weiner, 2009; Perry, Hechter, Menec and Weinberg, 1993), the researcher could not
find a study dealing specifically with attribution retraining in a foreign language setting.
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This study is one of the first attempts to understand if students’ maladaptive
attributional beliefs and self efficacy can be changed through a theory-based treatment.
The information obtained from this study will be useful as an intervention method for
foreign language instructors to assist students in achieving success in learning a foreign

language.
1.5. Definitions of Key Terms

The following list of terms is integral to this study:

Maladaptive attributional style: A maladaptive attributional style is
characterized by the belief that failure is due to internal, stable and uncontrollable
causes such as lack of ability. Students with a maladaptive style may conclude that their
efforts are unrelated to achievement outcomes, and therefore futile (Fulk and
Mastropieri, 1990). It has been suggested that attributional training would benefit

students who had maladaptive attributional styles.

Motivationally At-risk Students: Not all students take advantage of learning
environments. A pattern of low perceived control, low self- efficacy and poor
performance characteristic of failure-prone students does persist despite the presence of
high quality teaching (Perry, 1991). There is research to suggest that this pattern is
caused by maladaptive attributions to academic failure (i.e.internal, stable and
uncontrollable attributions for failure) (Perry, 1991, 2003; Haynes et al., 2009).

Attributional Retraining: Attributional Retraining (AR) is a psychotherapeutic
intervention to mitigate the deficits in motivation and performance caused by
maladaptive attributions for failure and to encourage unstable and controllable
attributions for academic failure. Because unsuccessful students are at-risk of academic
failure, they may benefit from attributional retraining. Attributional training encourages
students to attribute their failure at a task to a controllable cause, such as low effort, or
to lack of using efficient strategies rather than to lack of ability so that they are
motivated to study and focus on the task rather than are distracted by fears of failure.
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1.6. Overview of the Dissertation

This dissertation is divided into 5 chapters. Chapter 1 states the background and
statement of the problem, purpose of the study, the major and minor research questions,
the key terms frequently used in the study. What follows in Chapter 2 is a review of the
relevant literature and empirical findings and a discussion of their implications for the
current study. This chapter begins with the historical development of language learning
motivation then goes on to provide a detailed literature on attribution theory, attribution

retraining, self-efficacy and language learning beliefs.

Chapter 3 delineates the research design and method. Then the instruments and
the procedures of the data collection are presented. The research sample is also
described and the chapter continues with the description of a detailed description of the

implementation of the training program.

Chapter 4 presents the results from the quantitative and qualitative data. Chapter
5 discusses and interprets the findings from both qualitative and quantitative data in
relation to the relevant literature. The conclusions of the present research and

recommendations are also included.



CHAPTER 11
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Introduction

This chapter reviews the literature on a) language learning motivation, b)
attribution theory, b) attributional retraining d) self-efficacy theory and e) language
learning beliefs and, respectively. The first section describes the development and
progress of foreign language learning motivation theory. The second section details
some of the theoretical frameworks relevant to attribution theory within the context of
achievement motivation theory. The next section is devoted to the work on attributional
retraining. Finally, the last two sections provide an overview of literature on self-

efficacy theory and language learning beliefs.
2.2. Foreign Language Learning Motivation

Past research literature on L2 motivation has consistently shown that motivation
iIs an important individual learner variable in second language acquisition (SLA)
(Dornyei, 2001, 2005, 2006; Dornyei and Skehan, 2003; Gardner, Tremblay and
Masgoret, 1997; Noels, Pelletier, Clément, and Vallerand, 2000; Oxford and Shearin,
1994). According to Dornyei (2005), L2 motivation “provides the primary impetus to
initiate L2 learning and later the driving force to sustain the long and often tedious
learning process” (p. 65).

Motivation is defined, in general, as the process whereby goal-directed activity
is instigated and sustained (Schunk, Pintrich and Meece, 2008). Specifically in L2 area,
it is defined as “the combination of effort plus desire to achieve the goal of learning the
language plus favorable attitudes toward learning the language” (Gardner, 1985, p. 10).
Ellis (1994) described it as “the effort which learners put into learning an L2 as a result
of their desire to learn it” (p. 715).

All these definitions suggest that motivation is related to why people decide to
do any activity, how long they are willing to sustain it, and how hard they are going to

pursue it (Dornyei and Skehan, 2003, p. 614). It plays such an important role in whether

13
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learners learn or not, how much effort they put into learning, how long they persist at
learning, and how successfully they learn a language. Thus, most second language (L2)
researchers as well as L2 educators generally accept that motivation is important to
academic learning, especially regarding the learning of another language (Csizér and

Dérnyei, 2005).

Studies on L2 motivation go back to the beginnings of 1970s. The pioneer
researchers who studied L2 learning motivation were Gardner and Lambert (1972).
Within their socio-educational model, they offered a differentiation between integrative
and instrumental motivation for foreign language learning. Instrumental motivation
refers to motivation to acquire a language as a means for attaining instrumental goals
(e.g., finding a good job, passing a course, making money), while integrative motivation
refers to learning a language with the aim of integrating oneself into the culture of the
community in which that language is being spoken, to identify oneself with that

community and become a part of it.

Gardner’s motivation theory was then challenged by several researchers. Oxford
and Shearin (1994), for example, pointed out that the current theory might not cover all
possible kinds of foreign language learning motivation. According to Doérnyei (1994),
the main problem with Gardner’s approach was that it was too influential. Crookes and
Schmidt (1991), for example, described it as “so dominant that alternative concepts
have not been seriously considered” (p.501). Dornyei (1994) also noted that Gardner’s
motivational construct was limited in that it did not include any cognitive aspects of

motivation and recommended to add other motivation variables from the field of

psychology.

In an effort to address these criticisms, Tremblay and Gardner (1995) expanded
their consideration of motivation constructs in language learning by adding motivation
variables such as expectancy, self-efficacy, valence, causal attributions, and goal setting
derived from the psychological literature. In order to determine how these measures of
motivation would fit into the original Gardner model, they investigated the relationships
among motivation variables from Gardner’s (1985) Socio-educational Model with these
new measures of motivation. The results indicated that specific goals lead to an
increase in motivational behavior, that language attitudes influence valence, and that the
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higher the level of motivational behavior, the more learning is valued. They also found
that language attitude influences self-efficacy and in turn influences students’ effort,

attention, and persistence.

In 2001, Gardner revised the original model and included four categories of
factors that might influence language learning: external influences such as history and
motivators (family background, value, and need for language learning), individual
differences such as one’s integrativeness, attitude, aptitude, and motivation (effort,
persistence, and enjoyment), language acquisition contexts (formal or informal
learning), and outcomes such as aspects of proficiency in the language or the
consequences of language learning such as language anxiety. These variables were
measured by Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB), which was originally
developed by Gardner and Smythe in 1981 and revised in 1985. The attributes measured
by this test battery include: integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation,

motivation, language anxiety, and instrumental orientation.

The dominance of Gardner’s motivation theory lasted until the end of the 20"
century. Due to the limited views of motivation, many researchers in the foreign
language field have called for the development of new approaches to understanding
language learners’ motivation (Crookes and Schmidt, 1991; Dornyei, 1990; Oxford and
Shearin, 1994). Some alternative L2 motivation models such as expectancy-value
theory, self-efficacy theory, self determination theory, attribution theory, and goal
theories appeared to redefine L2 motivation (Carreira, 2005; Dornyei, 2001, 2003;
Noels, 2001). Although these motivation models have different approaches to
motivation, they all aim to get a better understanding of foreign language motivation

and find ways to enhance motivation in L2 learning settings.

Thus, within the past two decades, there has been a reconceptualization of L2
motivation what Gardner and Tremblay (1994) called a ‘motivational renaissance’ with
new concepts from educational psychology being integrated in an effort to fully explain
students’ foreign language learning. Many new themes and approaches have since been
proposed in the literature (Dornyei, 2001). One of these areas of research focuses on

how learners’ explanations of their academic outcomes effect their future motivation.
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This research area was conceptualized by Weiner (1972, 1985) and has provided a
fruitful area for future research in foreign language field.

2.3. Attribution Theory

Since Heider’s (1944, 1958) naive analysis of action, the term attribution has
been a key theme in social psychology that has stimulated intensive research in several
directions (Kelley and Michela, 1980). Attributions are defined as the explanations that
a person makes about events in order to better control and predict future similar events
(Heider, 1958; Weiner, 1979). Attribution theorists investigate the perception of
causality, or the judgment of why a particular incident occurred (Weiner, 1972) and
how individuals select, process, store, recall, and evaluate (causally relevant)
information and how this information is then used to draw causal inferences
(Forsterling, 2001).

Attribution theory is based on a naive analysis of human behavior. It is
sometimes called as “common sense” psychology (Kelly, 1992). Weiner (1991) states
that people are “judges” who try to find reasons for causes of events they experience.
As Heider (1958) also pointed out, “the ordinary person has a great and profound
understanding of himself and of other people which, though unformulated or only

vaguely conceived, enables him to interact with others in more or less adaptive ways”
(p.2).

Ellis et al. (1995) define attributions as “causal statements that answer ‘why'
something happened.” Heider (1958) pointed out that “this understanding is gained by
way of a causal analysis that is in a way analogous to experimental methods” (p.297).
If humans are conceived of “naive scientists” it follows that the scientific study of
“common sense psychology” or attribution theory must focus on how naive individuals
describe and explain behaviours and experiences. Attributions help individuals to attain

a cognitive mastery of the world and to control events (Forsyth, 1980).

Kelley (1992) explicitly mentions a cause-effect relation when he describes the
subject matter of “common sense psychology” as including “common people’s ideas
about their own and other persons’ behavior and about the antecedents and

consequences of that behavior (p.4).



17

As Kelley (1992) has also argued:

We are all members of the common culture and users of the common
language long before we become scientific psychologists. Insofar as we
address our scientific efforts to the behavioural phenomena encompassed
by common terms and beliefs, they inevitably influence the concepts and

theories we develop for our scientific purposes (p. 4).

Heider (1944) was the first to describe the causal attribution process that people
go through to explain events. Drawing on Heider’s work, Weiner (1979) related
attribution theory to achievement motivation and formulated an attributional model
applicable to achievement contexts. Weiner’s theory of achievement motivation (1979,
1985) posits that learners try to understand the reasons of their successful and
unsuccessful outcomes. They often ask the attributional question “Why did I succeed or
fail?” (Weiner, 1979, p.3) This causal search is activated by an event, such as failing an
exam, which is perceived as unexpected, negative or important by the learner. Such
events are called with different names in the literature: preconditions for attributional
search (Wong and Weiner, 1981), causal antecedents (Graham, 1997; Hareli and
Weiner, 2002; Kanazawa, 1992), or precursors to causal search (Stupnisky, 2005).
Many factors may influence when people engage in causal search, but as Weiner (2000)

notes:

Because of cognitive limits, search is not undertaken following all
events, and is particularly likely when an outcome is negative,
unexpected, and/or important. Thus if one expects to succeed and does,
why questions are not likely to follow. But unexpected failure at an

important exam surely will evoke attributional processes (p.2).

The earliest version of Weiner’s attribution theory suggested that in achievement
situations students often attribute success and failure to four basic causes: ability, effort,
task difficulty, and luck. These causes were suggested as being the most general and
salient of the causes of achievement outcomes (Weiner, 1974). Further research proved
Weiner’s conclusion that these four factors were the most salient in identifying causes

of success and failure by both teachers and students (Anderson, 1983; Bar-Tal,
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Goldberg and Knaani, 1984; Burger, Cooper, and Good, 1982; Cooper and Burger
1980; Elig and Frieze, 1979; Frieze, 1976; Frieze and Snyder, 1980; Wilson and Palmer,
1983). Furthermore, Elig and Frieze (1979) proposed ability and effort are conceived of
as the main determinants of achievement by most individuals in most cultures. Graham
(2004) also points out that “effort, together with ability, is one of the attributions for
success most commonly identified in western cultures and is generally held to have a

positive influence on motivation”.

Research has also demonstrated that students point out other attributions for their
perceived successes or failures such as: the teacher, being in a ‘good’ or ‘bad’ mood or
feeling sick. Moreover, Weiner himself acknowledged that “the potential causes of an
achievement-related outcome are infinite” (Weiner, 1986). There is an infinite number
of possible causes exist such as mood, fatigue, teacher variables, but ability, effort, task
difficulty and luck are among the most common explanations given by university
students for their academic achievement (Van Overwalle, 1989; Weiner, 1979). Graham
(2004) adds to this discussion that these causes are also subordinate to the context in
which the attributions are made.

Weiner’s (1986) formulation of attribution theory posits that causal attributions
that students make in the face of success and failure can be categorized along three
dimensions: locus of control (internal or external), stability (stable or unstable), and
controllability (controllable or uncontrollable) of those attributions. These dimensions
are the underlying properties of causal explanations. Table 2.1 presents attributions

together with their underlying dimensions.

Table 2.1.

Weiner’s original Model of Attributions

_ _ Locus of causality
Dimensions

Internal External

Stable Ability Task Difficulty

Unstable Effort Luck
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Locus dimension refers to whether a cause is perceived as being internal or
external to the individuals. Ability and effort attributions are classified as internal,
whereas task difficulty and luck are classified as external. The internal and external
dimensions of attributions have been identified by several other theorists, as well (Deci,
1975; de Charms 1968; Heider, 1958; Rotter, 1966). In 1966, Rotter proposed the
“locus of control” construct which is concerned with whether one believes that events in
people’s lives result from their own efforts, skills, and internal dispositions or stem from
external factors such as luck, chance, fate or powerful others. Thus, people could be
categorized as having an internal locus of control or an external locus of control. Rotter
(1966) also developed the Locus of Control Scale to measure an individual's locus of

control beliefs.

In 1979, Weiner redefined the Locus of Control construct in an effort to keep it
as a separate construct. Weiner (1985) stated that “locus and control, not locus of
control, describe causal perceptions....To avoid confusion, the locus dimension should
be labeled locus of causality” (p.552). Locus of causality refers to whether a cause is
seen as being internal or external with regard to the individual. Any cause associated
with the individual will fall under the internal classification of locus of causality. Thus,
ability and effort are considered internal because they originate within the person,
whereas task difficulty and luck originate outside the person and are therefore

considered as external.

Studies suggest that both internal and external loci of control are important
predictors of academic achievement (Crandall, Katkovsky and Crandall, 1965; Hjelle,
1970; Messer, 1972). A literature review by Findley and Cooper (1983) on the
relationship between locus of control and academic achievement revealed that more
internal beliefs are associated with greater academic achievement. Kaiser (1975) also
found that individuals with an internal locus of control attributed their grades on a test
to internal reasons (i.e. study habits, effort, knowledge of subject matter) while
externals’ attributions were related to external factors (i.e., difficulty of the test/subject

matter, ability to guess, poor instructor).
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In 1971, Weiner argued that a second dimension was required. His reasoning
was that among internal and external causes, some fluctuate, whereas others remain
relatively constant. For example ability, an internal cause, is perceived as a constant
capacity while effort and mood change from moment to moment. Weiner (1971) called
this dimension as stability. The stability dimension of attributions refers to whether the
cause is constant or varying over time or whether it is variable and unstable across
situation and over time. Effort is a common attribution, which would be classified as
unstable in that effort can vary. Thus, ability and task difficulty are considered stable
because they do not vary if the same task is performed again, but effort and luck are
considered unstable because they fluctuate over time.

A third dimension of causality, controllability, was added to the original model
(Weiner, 1972) in order to better explain the underlying features of attributions. The
controllability refers to whether a cause is subject to volitional control. The inclusion of
this dimension allows for a greater precision in the classification of causal attributions
because Rotter’s model implies that internal events are primarily controllable, whereas
according to Weiner’s model attributions such as ability which is internal are more
clearly described as uncontrollable. Table 2.2. presents the achievement attributions
classified by locus, stability and controllability dimensions. In the original model both
ability and effort were internal differing only on stability dimension. In the expanded
model, ability is not only internal and stable, it is also considered uncontrollable.
Moreover, there is a distinction between two kinds of effort along the stability
dimension. For example, effort for an exam or a class project is internal and
controllable, but also unstable because it varies according to the particular exam or task.

In contrast to situational effort, long-term effort is internal, stable and controllable.
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Table 2.2.

Achievement attributions classified by locus, stability, and controllability dimensions.
From Weiner (1986) Adapted from Schunk, Pintrich and Meece (2008, p. 101).

Internal

External
Stability
Controllable Uncontrollable Controllable Uncontrollable
Ease/ Difficulty
Stable Long-term Aptitude Instruct(_)( Bias/ school or
effort favoritism course
requirements
Skills/knowledge Health on the
Temporary or Help from
Unstable L day of exam . Chance
situational Mood friends/teacher

effort for exam

In addition, Rosenbaum (1972) has proposed adding intentionality as a third
causal dimension. Rosenbaum (1972) postulated that causes, though internal-stable,
external-stable, internal-unstable or external-unstable, could be further classified as
being either subject to or independent of volitional control. Effort can be guided and
controlled by the individual. This means it can be influenced by intention, whereas
sickness (to a large extent) is beyond conscious control by the individual. Weiner (1979)
incorporated this dimension into his theory under the label controllability, noting that “a
cause is not intentional-intent describes an action, or a motivational state of an
organism. One might refer to aptitude as internal, or stable, but can it be described as
unintentional? It seems not; intent does not appear to be a characteristic of a cause” (p.
554).

Another possible dimension of causality is globality as proposed by Abramson et
al. (1978). Globality refers to the extent to which an attribution is seen as a trait, which
affects everything an individual might attempt to do. “I failed because I am stupid”
would be an example of a global assessment of an attribution, whereas “I failed the test
because I am not so good at maths” would be a more task-specific assessment of ability.
There is research to suggest that attributing negative outcomes to global factors result in

learned helplessness (Alloy, Abramson, Peterson, and Seligman, 1984). The central idea
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in learned helplessness theory is that a person who has an attributional style involving
internal, stable, and global causes for negative events tends to become depressed in the
face of negative events. Learned helplessness is a psychological trait which results from
repeated exposure to uncontrollable and aversive events (Seligman 1975). For example,
a student may believe that he does not have the ability to change when facing difficult
challenges. He tends to be no more willing to invest effort and experience no enjoyment
from the challenge and can be rather depressed. Seligman (1975) stated in his original
learned helplessness theory that such a passivity and feeling of uncontrollability of a
negative outcome is acquired through a long history of failure experiences. Continual
exposure to academic failure has been shown to contribute to learned helplessness,
withdrawal, unwillingness to approach new tasks, and a lack of persistence
(Au, Watkins, Hattie and Alexander, 2009; Butkowsky and Willows, 1980; Diener and
Dweck, 1978; Firmin, Hwang, Copella and Clark, 2004; Klein, Fencil-Morse, and
Seligman, 1975).

According to Weiner (1985), dimensions are important in that they have
cognitive, behavioral and affective consequences. Schunk, Pintrich and Meece (2008)
claim that these dimensions have implications for students’ expectancy beliefs,
emotions, and motivated behaviors. Weiner (1985) specifically proposed that stability
dimension is related to expectations of future outcomes. If individuals perceive the
cause of an outcome to be stable, it is more likely that the same event will be expected
in the future. If, for instance, failure at an achievement task is believed to be caused by a
stable factor such as lack of ability or task difficulty, failure is expected to occur in the
future. If failure is attributed to a variable factor such as effort, expectancy of success is

likely to remain constant or to increase.

Graham and Brown (1988) stated that differences between ability and effort
determine expectancy increments or decrements. Guided by this idea, some attributional
training studies attempted to change students’ attributions for failure from low ability to
lack of effort. A detailed literature on attributional retraining studies will be given in the
next section. In these studies, students who had maladaptive attributions (i.e. attributing
failure to lack of ability) were taught to attribute their failure to insufficient effort. First

studies were conducted in laboratory settings where an experimenter gave attributional
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feedback after an induced failure on a task. However, more recent studies have been
conducted in real school settings with children (Dweck, 1975; Horner and Gaither,
2006) and university students (Perry et al., 2009; Perry and Penner, 1990; Struthers and
Perry 1996).

According to Skehan (1989), what is relevant in attribution theory to language
learning are the causal factors to which success is attributed. If the stable factors of
ability (such as intelligence and language aptitude) are deemed important, persistence
will be lower. If unstable factors (such as effort and luck) are prominent, motivation
will be enhanced because the learner will “see himself as having a potential impact on
learning progress” (Skehan, 1989). Dornyei (1990) identified an attribution about past
failures component to L2 motivation and argued that these attributions are particularly
important in foreign language learning contexts where L2 learning failure is a very

frequent occurrence.

Thus, some research has been directed at determining whether certain causal
attributions are more favorable than others. In educational settings, the use of internal,
controllable, and unstable attributions in failure situations have been found to increase
the students’ expectancy of success whereas attributing failure to internal, stable,
uncontrollable causes has been associated with increased anxiety (Dweck and Legget,
1988; Heyman and Dweck, 1998; Smiley and Dweck, 1994). Moreover, attributions of
this kind can lead to loss of motivation and increased feelings of depression (Abramson,
Metalsky and Alloy, 1989) as well as learned-helplessness (Abramson et al., 1978). A
student is helpless when he or she does not see a connection between his or her effort
and success. Learned helplessness is also characterized by consistent identification of
ability as causal attribution for failure (Dweck, 1975). When attributions for failures are
internal, unstable, and controllable (e.g. effort), greater motivation and achievement is
possible (Janoff-Bulman, 1979). Conversely, according to Skinner, Wellborn, and
Connell (1990), ability attributions (internal, stable, and uncontrollable) to failure are

particularly damaging to student motivation.

Weiner (1976) investigated specifically the influence of causal attributions on
learners’ behaviors. Weiner (1970, 2000) suggested that it is important to understand

students’ attributions in achievement settings because these are likely to influence the
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likelihood of undertaking achievement activities, the intensity of work at these
activities, and the degree of persistence in the face of failure. Attributions are also
expected to have influences on students’ expectancy, values, emotions, and beliefs

about their competence, and, in turn, influence motivational variables (Weiner, 2000).

In sum, achievement outcomes, expectancy beliefs and subsequent behavior are
closely related to attributional beliefs. Motivation is affected by cognitions about
causation. Willingness to expend time to achieve goals depends at least partly on these
beliefs. The reason one succeeded or failed in the past can be highly relevant to what
one will do in the future affecting achievement striving. Students who believe that
success is based on luck will have little incentive to persist at a challenging task.
Similarly, students who believe that success is based on ability may feel that effort is
either unnecessary or inefficacious. However, students who believe that success is the
result of effort will have every reason to make the effort that is required to achieve the
success that they desire. Effort, in other words, is both volitional and intentional. Figure

2.1 presents the final model of Weiner’s (2010) achievement motivation.

As shown in Figure 2.1, attributions are also linked to different emotions such as
pride, shame, and guilt. Weiner (1986) claims that “how we think influences how we
feel” (p.119). Locus particularly influences feelings of pride in success and self-esteem.
A student might be happy, for example, after getting a good grade on a difficult exam,
but he or she will not feel pride if she or he believes that the teacher gives high grades.
As Weiner (2000) humorously puts it “all at the table can enjoy a great meal, but only
the cook can experience pride”. Controllability dimension influences whether guilt or
shame is experienced following a failure. Attribution of failure to lack of effort often
causes guilt, whereas lack of ability attributions elicits feelings of shame and
embarrassment. Stability dimension is more linked to expectancy of success.
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2.3.1 Attributions and gender

How individuals make attributions has been found to differ according to gender.
In an early study, Nicholls (1975) found that boys more often attribute their successes to
ability and their failures to lack of effort. Girls often attribute their successes to luck
(Reis, 1987) or to effort (Rimm, 1991) and their failures to lack of ability (Nicholls,
1975; Reis, 1987). Stipek and Gralinski (1991) also found that girls were less likely
than boys to attribute success to high ability and failure to luck, and were more likely to
attribute failure to low ability.

Campbell and Henry (1999) found no difference in general attributional style by
gender but the results showed that there were gender differences in specific explanations
for performance in a course. Although effort was the most stated reason for course
performance, women mentioned effort significantly more often than men. Women were

less likely to attribute their performance in the course to ability than were men.

Assouline et al. (2006) reported similar results. They found gifted boys were
more likely to make the attributional choice of ability for success than gifted girls in
general, mathematics, and science. The two groups were similar in language arts.
Bornholt and Moller (2003) found that both adolescent males and females reported lack
of effort for not doing well in mathematics and English. They did find gender
differences for doing well. Effort was a more important reason for girls than boys for
success in mathematics while ability was a more important reason for boys than girls for

success in mathematics.

Siegle, Rubenstein, Pollard, and Romey (2010) measured 163 college honors
freshmen’s perceptions of their skills in 15 talent areas and explored the relationship of
ability and effort attributions with self-efficacy and investigated gender differences in
these perceptions. Males placed stronger attributions than females on the role that
natural ability played, while for other talents, females indicated more than males that
personal effort contributed to high levels of performance.

The results of these studies indicate that perceptions of success and failure are
context-specific (Williams, Burden and Al-Baharna, 2001). In foreign language learning

field, gender differences in attributional beliefs have been also explored. Hsieh (2004)
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found that unsuccessful men tended to attribute failure to lack of effort more than the
unsuccessful women, who tended to ascribe failure to the difficulty of the task. In
success situations, men tended to attribute successful outcomes to having high ability,
whereas women tended to attribute success to effort. Hsieh (2004) pointed out that both
ability and effort are internal and positive attributions for success and therefore do not
indicate a strong difference between men and women. However, because men tended to
attribute success to ability, results also indicated that they had higher self-efficacy

beliefs for foreign language learning than females.

Peacock (2010) found statistically significant differences between attribution
and gender. Students’ interviews revealed seven statistically significant differences.

Females were found to be more likely to attribute success to the following factors:

e My teacher praised/encouraged me.

o | paid attention in class.

e | loved/was interested in English.

e | competed with myself/my previous results.

o | revised a lot for tests/studied hard in class.

e | competed hard with my classmates.

e Outside class, | looked up words I did not know in a dictionary/studied

vocabulary.
As the above list of factors indicates, most of these attributions are internal,

unstable, and controllable. Female students were significantly more likely to attribute

success to their own efforts than were male students.

2.3.2. Attributions for success and failure in foreign language learning

Attribution theory has gained much interest for its potential implications in
foreign language motivation. If, for example, stable and uncontrollable factors like
ability or task difficulty are thought to be important, motivation to learn a foreign
language will be lower. If stable and controllable factors like effort or strategy are
predominant in explanations of success and failure, motivation will be higher, because
the learner will see “himself as having a potential impact on learning progress (Skehan,
1989).
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One of the first noteworthy studies into learners’ attributions for success and
failure in learning a foreign language was done by Williams and Burden (1999), who
suggested a constructive framework in the investigation of attributions. They
investigated how learners of different ages constructed different types of attributions for
success and failure in learning a foreign language, what factors underlie their
attributions and whether different proficiency learners have different patterns of
attributions. They conducted interviews with students from 10 to 15 years of age who
were learning French and found that age groups differed in terms of their constructions
of success and in the range of attributions they provided for success and failure. Most of
the learners tended to see their success as a result of external factors such as teacher
approval, marks or grades. Another finding was that the range of attributions increased
with age with older students expressing more attributions such as ability, level of work,
circumstances, and the influence of others. William and Burden (1999) concluded that
there are developmental and maturational differences between the age groups and the
attributions are socially constructed. Table 2.3 and Table 2.4 summarize the reasons

listed by Williams and Burden (1999) for success and failure in language learning.

Table 2.3.
Perceived Reasons for Doing Well
YEAR 6 YEAR 7 YEARS 9 and 10
**Listening and Concentrating **listening and concentrating ~ ** trying hard
* learning and remembering ** trying hard ** help from others
* practising * interest and enjoyment * ability
*ease of work * ease of work
* teacher * circumstances
teacher
materials
mood
liking
experience
strategies

Note. ** response from > 50% of respondents. * response from > 25% of respondents.
Adopted from Williams and Burden (1999)
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Table 2.4.
Perceived Reasons for Not Doing Well
YEAR 6 YEAR 7 YEARS 9 and 10
** not listening/concentrating **not listening / concentrating  ** not listening / concentrating
work too hard *distraction by others ** distraction by others
not remembering/understanding not working hard enough * work too hard
not practising bad mood * lack of revision
dislike of subject *lack of effort

* lack of ability
* poor teaching

* lessons missed

Note. ** response from > 50% of respondents. * response from > 25% of respondents.
Adopted from Williams and Burden (1999)

Kun and Liming (2007) explored the effects of achievement attributions on self-
regulated language learning behaviors. They found that achievement attributions is one
important factor influencing self-regulated learning behaviors and that different patterns
of attributional beliefs have different impacts on self-regulated language learning beliefs
to different extents. Adaptive attributions, such as attribution of success to effort or
ability, have positive effects on self-regulated language learning behaviors, whereas
maladaptive attributions, such as attribution of failure to ability, are negatively
correlated with self-regulated language learning behaviors.

Gobel and Mori (2007), using a questionnaire, investigated perceived reasons for
successes and failure in English speaking and reading classes, looking at how first-year
Japanese university students judge their successes and failures. Findings revealed that
students who reported performing poorly attributed poor performance to a lack of
ability and lack of effort. On the other hand, students who reported performing well
attributed their performance to teachers and the classroom atmosphere. In another study,
Gobel, Mori, Thang, Kan and Lee (2011) investigated how successful and unsuccessful
students in foreign and second language classes make attributions differently and how
different attributions may relate to cultural norms. They compared the attributions of
Thai, Japanese and Malaysian learners’ attributions for success and failure in learning
English as a first or second language. All three groups showed some striking similarities
in the manner in which they attributed their successes and failures. Students in all three
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groups tended to have stronger attribution ratings for successes than for failures. In
particular, they seemed to focus more on external factors, especially teacher influence
when they succeeded. On the other hand, when they failed, they all seemed to focus
more on internal causes, namely lack of ability, preparation and effort, and

inappropriate use of strategy.

Hsieh and Schallert (2008) attempted to combine two motivational constructs,
self-efficacy and attribution to explore the motivation of 500 undergraduate foreign
language learners in the US. The students were asked to consider their test scores in
light of these two constructs and give actual reasons for the outcome. Analysis
suggested that self-efficacy was the strongest predictor of achievement supplement by

ability attributions.

Pishghadam and Zabihi (2011) examined the relationship between EFL learners’
attributions for success and failure in language learning and their achievement in foreign
language classes. They administered the Causal dimension scale (CDS-Il) and the
Language Achievement Attribution Scale (LAAS), which were used also in this study,
to 209 EFL learners. Specific causal attributions (ability, effort, task difficulty, luck, and
teacher) and their dimensions were compared with learners’ language achievement.
They found significant correlations between LAAS as well as CDS-1l subscales and
learners’ final scores. Their results indicated that learners who attributed their test

results to effort received higher grades on the final exam.
2.3.3. Attribution studies in Turkey

A review of research showed that most research on attributions in Turkey so far
has concentrated on learned helplessness, most of them having been done in primary
and high school contexts (Ake¢a, 2011; Aydin, 2006; Cantekinler, 1997; Diizgiin and
Hayalioglu, 2006; Giindogdu, 1996; Oluklu, 1997).

In an early study, Ozduygu (1995) examined the achievement attributions of
elementary school students who had high or low fear of success and found no
significant differences between these two groups of students in terms of their

attributions. However, the results indicated that successful students tended to endorse
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more personal reasons compared to unsuccessful students who stated more external

reasons for their failure.

Kayaoglu (1997), in his study of the learning strategies of Turkish EFL and ESL
adult learners, explored language learners’ past and present experiences and identified
the reasons which learners attributed to success and failure in language learning using
an open-ended questionnaire. The major finding was that learners attributed success and
failure to different internal and external factors which seemed to affect their approaches
to language learning and language behavior. Teacher-related factors and attitudinal
factors were found to be the most stated reasons for success and failure. Another major
result was that stable factors such as ability, a good ear and a good memory affected

their strategy choice.

Can (2005) analyzed elementary school teachers’ attributions for their perceived
success and failure in their professions in terms of their causal dimensions. The results
revealed that participants made more internal, stable and controllable attributions for
success than they did for failure. Gender difference was also apparent as female teachers
made more internal attributions for success than male teachers. Besides, male teachers
tended to believe that they were more in control of their failures.

In a comparison study, Brown, Gray and Ferrara (2005) investigated the
attributional patterns of Turkish, Japanese and Chinese university students. They found
that all three samples endorsed internal causes for both success and failure more than
external causes. The Japanese students were found to attribute their success and failure
equally to internal causes while the Turkish and Chinese students made more internal
attributions for success than for failure. They also concluded that attribution factors are
changeable from culture to culture. They reported that their samples demonstrated a
different sort of bias than students in western cultures who often take credit for their
success and blame others for their failures (Mezulis, Abramson, Hyde, and Hankin,
2004). However, the students in Brown et al.’s sample (2005) equally accepted both

credit for their success and blame for their failures.
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Saticilar (2006) investigated the achievement attributions of English language
learners at sixth and ninth grades. The results revealed that students tended to attribute
their success and failure in learning English to internal factors. Effort was found to be
the most important cause for success and failure. As for the gender difference, female
learners attributed their success to effort more frequently than male learners did. Male
learners tended to attribute their success more to ability compared to female learners.

Biiyiikselguk (2006) examined the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and
causal attributions of 342 undergraduate senior and graduate students at Bogazici
University. Findings of the study showed that students made more external and effort
attributions in failure situations regardless of the level of their self-efficacy. High self-
efficacious students, on the other hand, made mostly ability attributions for their
successes. Low self-efficacious students compared to high self-efficacious students
attributed their successes mostly to external factors and their failure mostly to lack of
ability. These results led her to conclude that it might be of help to use attributional
retraining to change the attributional styles of low self-efficacious students in order to
increase their self-efficacy.

In a recent study, Taskiran (2010) explored a group of 158 EFL students’ causal
attributions of perceived success and failure in language learning process. After
responding to a self-administered questionnaire assessing perceived success and failure
and perceived causes of their outcomes, students were grouped according to their
responses as success-oriented and failure-oriented. The results showed that the number
of students who perceived themselves as unsuccessful was higher than those who
perceived themselves as successful. Students reported more causal attributions for
failure than they did for success. The results also indicated that success-oriented
students demonstrated significantly more internal, controllable and relatively more

stable attributional patterns than failure-oriented students.

Even though there has been an increase in the number of studies in different EFL
contexts, most appear to be descriptive in nature. Studying attributions will help
language teachers develop ways to encourage persistence at learning English. This study
has potential to bring new dimensions to the accumulated studies with a new focus on

changing attributions rather than simply identifying them.
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2.4. Attributional Retraining

As mentioned above, the attributional model suggested by Weiner (1972, 1985,
2000) suggests that attributions of failure to internal, stable causes (e.g. to lack of or low
ability) are detrimental for subsequent achievement behavior like persistence and
performance. Thus, if certain attibutions are more adaptive and healthier, encouraging

more positive attributional styles in students may be a good way to motivate students.

The causal attributions students make for their success and failure differ with
respect to their locus (internal or external), stability (stable or unstable), and
controllability (controllable or uncontrollable) dimension of those attributions. Students
with a history of academic failure may develop patterns of attributions that are
maladaptive, that is, attributions to external, stable and uncontrollable factors. Perry
(1991) suggests that attributional retraining is a good way to train students to accept the
responsibility of their learning and realize the connection between their effort and
success. Forsyth and McMillan (1991) also suggest encouraging attributions to
controllable causes to motivate students and make them believe that achievement is

possible.

In a frequently cited review, Forsterling (1985) states that “theoretical and
empirical advancements in the area of attribution theories have been followed by
attempts to use attributional principles to initiate behavioral change”. He categorizes
these attempts into two: misattribution training and reattribution training. Misattribution
and reattribution training are conceptually different from each other. Misattribution
training attempts to alter a person’s causal attributions about his or her own internal
physiological states. It is suggested that an individual’s appraisal of a situation may lead
to physiological arousal (e.g. increased heart rate, dry mouth) and this arousal is thought
to be responsible for the nature and the quality of the emotion that is experienced (e.g.
fear or anxiety) . In misattribution studies, such negative emotional states are altered by
giving people appropriate cognitive explanations for their arousal. Storms and Nisbett's
(1970), in their original study of therapeutic misattributions, gave insomniacs a placebo
"arousal” pill telling them that it produces the arousal they often experience before
sleeping. They found that these people went to sleep faster, whereas control group given

a placebo "relaxer” pill took longer than usual to fall asleep.
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Reattribution training or attributional retraining, on the other hand, is more
related to changing a person’s causal attributions about environmental outcomes. It
is a remedial intervention based on Weiner’s theory of achievement motivation which
attempts to change students’ maladaptive attributions for failure. Weiner’s (1972, 1985)
attribution theory of achievement motivation asserts that the ways in which students
explain their success and failure can influence subsequent learning related-effect and
achievement striving. More positive motivational consequences will result when
students endorse internal, unstable and controllable causes such as lack of effort to
explain failure (Weiner, 1985, 1992). Forsterling (1985) states that “most of the
attributional change studies have focused on teaching subjects to attribute outcomes in
achievement situations to effort” (p. 496). Such attributions for failure are beneficial
because they increase persistence and thereby performance (Rudisill, 1989a, 1989b;
Rudisill and Singer, 1988). However, attributions for failure that are stable and
uncontrollable are especially detrimental to student motivation. Attributing failure, for
example, to lack of ability will likely result in decreases in motivation, persistence,
academic performance and class attendance (Weiner, 1985, 1995). That is, these
attributions are “dysfunctional” or “maladaptive” because they undermine persistence
behavior and result in the withdrawing of effort, although some studies found that
external attributions for failure may also protect self worth (Covington, 1984, 1992).

Assumptions underlying attribution retraining derive from these premises.
Weiner (1992) states that “‘if causal attributions do influence achievement strivings,
then a change in attributions should produce a change in behavior” (p.264). According
to Hall et al. (2007), “attributional retraining (AR) is a motivational intervention that
consistently produces improved performance by encouraging controllable failure
attributions” (p. 280). In an AR program, the purpose is to change individual’s
perceptions about why failure occurs. When attributions are retrained, they provide
greater motivation to succeed because students can try harder or use a better strategy,
resulting in increased effort and improved performance (Schunk, 1998).

After reviewing 15 attributional training studies, Forsterling (1985) concluded
that these techniques provide modest yet consistent improvements in motivation and

performance in achievement settings, particularly for at-risk college students (Perry et
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al., 1993). A recent review by Haynes et al. (2009) also confirmed the effectiveness of
AR treatments to foster adaptive explanatory thinking and improve performance

outcomes especially in higher education settings.

Attributional retraining (AR) programs have been tried out successfully in
various contexts: sports (Le Foll, Rascle, and Higgins, 2006, 2008; Miserandino, 1998;
Rudisill,1989a, 1989b; Sinnott and Biddle, 1998); physical activity (Sarkisian,
Prohaska, Davis and Weiner, 2007); academic performance (Perry and Penner, 1990;
Van overwalle and De Metsenaere, 1990; Wilson and Linville, 1982, 1985); reading and
literacy (Carr and Borkowski, 1989; Chan, 1996); depression (Dieser and Ruddell,
2002; Green-Emrich and Altmaier, 1991); learned helplessness (Aydin, 1988; Fowler
and Peterson, 1981) and loneliness and shyness (Anderson, 1983; Struthers and Perry,
1996). The vast majority of these attribution training programs have been conducted
with children. Robertson’s (2000) reviewed 20 attribution training studies of school-
aged children who had learning difficulties and concluded that “attribution training can
be applied to classroom settings to assist ‘at risk’ children with poor attributional
style”(p.132). She found that although mixed results were found in the studies reviewed
the majority of the studies demonstrated success. She also suggested combining

attribution training with strategy training to obtain better results.

The first major study of AR in higher education settings was conducted by
Wilson and Linville (1982). Wilson and Linville’s treatment was designed to help
college freshmen students who were concerned about their academic performance. They
selected 40 undergraduate students whose first semester GPA was less than 3.50, who
were worried about their past academic performance and indicated they could have
performed better. Students were randomly assigned to either an AR-treatment or a no-
AR control group. The treatment included a booklet and a videotaped message that
students viewed individually. The booklet contained a survey of senior students
indicating that many students struggle in the first year and get lower grades than
expected but that performance improves as students move on through higher education.
The booklet session was followed by videotaped interviews of senior students
describing how their GPAs improved over time.
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Wilson and Linwille’s AR treatment attempted to change attributions from
stable to unstable causes, thereby emphasizing the stability dimension of causal
attributions (Weiner, 1985). Weiner (1988) also notes that encouraging students to
adopt unstable attributions for poor performance should result in increases in
expectancies of future success. The subjects, when contrasted with subjects who did not
experience this intervention, as reported by Wilson and Linwille, (a) were significantly
less apt to leave college by the end of their sophomore year and (b) showed significantly
greater increase in their GPA one year after the study. Wilson and Linwille (1982)
concluded that a simple, one- time exposure to the AR treatment could achieve dramatic

and long-term results in students’ actual academic performance.

Wilson and Linville’s work (1982), however, was not without criticism
regarding certain features of data and analyses. Block and Lanning (1984) questioned
the weakness of dropout rates and GPA increases. They argued that the reasons why the
students left college could be multiple and that the authors ignored the preexisting
differences in GPAs. In response to criticism, Wilson and Linville (1985) conducted
two replication studies that reinforced the findings in the original study. Based on their
original study and two replications, they concluded that a single-exposure to a
videotape-based AR improved the performance of college freshmen on both short-term
and long-term performance measures. Wilson and Linville’s (1982, 1985) original
studies set the stage for subsequent AR studies in higher education settings (Haynes et
al, 2009).

Most attributional retraining studies have adopted a procedure similar to that of
Wilson and Linvelle (1982, 1985) in which a videotape shows two senior students
discussing the difficulties they encountered during their first year of university and
describing how changing the way they interpreted these difficulties played a large role
in their current success. That is, negative academic performances are presented as being
unstable and controllable through effort. Since Wilson and Linvelles’s (1982, 1985)
study, videotape interventions have been elaborated further by a number of different
researchers. Table 2.5. summarizes the results of some of the studies that used
attribution training methods. Jesse and Gregory (1986-1987), for example, added a

written handout to the process and found the method to be most effective when paired
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with a GPA-information videotape indicating failure as an unstable phenomenon. Their
results showed that students who did not receive the intervention, but instead were
exposed to a video of an irrelevant lecture, experienced a significant decline in their
second term GPA. Noel, Forsyth and Kelley (1987) also found the videotape plus
written handout to be effective. In this study, an attributional retraining videotape in
which students discussed how failure is unstable was shown then subjects were given a
handout summarizing the main points in the videotape. Subsequently, both test and final

grades improved after the intervention.

Other early studies showed that teaching students to attribute failures to low
effort increased effort attributions, expectancies for success, and achievement behaviors
(Andrews and Debus, 1978; Chapin and Dyck, 1976). In a 2-phase study with a total of
159 6th graders, Andrews and Debus (1978), investigated the relation of persistence
behavior to the causal perception of failure and found increase in effort attributions and
persistence. They accomplished this by encouraging students to make attributions after

unsolvable perceptual reasoning tasks and reinforcing their attributions to effort.

In another study with children with reading difficulties, Chapin and Dyck (1976)
assessed differences between attribution training and partial reinforcement in terms of
their relative effectiveness in developing reading persistence. The results of post-tests
revealed that the number of difficult sentences attempted by the students was increased
jointly by both independent variables. However, students receiving success-only
training or partial reinforcement without the benefit of attribution retraining did not
show improvements. VanOverwalle et al. (1989, 1990) used a technique similar to
Wilson and Linwille’s (1982) videotape intervention to represent academic success as
the product of controllable achievement striving behaviors and gave support to their
findings.

When attributional retraining studies that included only one session (“one-shot
AR") resulted in success, some researchers became interested in what more sessions
might accomplish. For example, Menec, Perry, Struthers and Schonwetter (1994)

examined the effect of administering multiple attributional retraining treatments.



Table 2.5

Summary of Attributional Retraining Studies

Study

AR Format

Results

Wilson and Linwille (1982,1985)

Written report & Videotaped interviews with
upper class students

GPA increase, trend toward increased likelihood
of staying in college.

Andrews and Debus (1978)

Change to effort attributions for success and
failure.

Increase of effort increased

persistence.

attributions,

Chapin and Dyck (1976)

Change to effort attributions for success and
failure.

Increased persistence.

Dweck (1975)

Persuasion of attributing failure to lack of effort.

Increased effort attributions.

Noel, Forsyth and Kelly (1987)

Videotaped interviews of upper class students

Better performance on tests

Fowler and Peterson (1981)

Change to effort for success and failure in
reading performance.

Increased persistence.

VanOverwalle et al.(1989, 1990)

Videotaped interviews of upper class students

Better performance on next exam and higher
GPA at the end of the year.

Perry and Penner (1990)

Videotaped interview of a professor

Better performance on multiple choice tests.

Menec et al. (1994)

Videotaped interview of upper class students

Better performance on multiple choice tests

Struthers and Perry (1996) AR videotape Increase in motivation

Hall et al. (2004) AR videotape Higher levels of perceived control in AR group.

Hall et al. (2007) AR handout Lower levels of uncontrollable attributions and
higher levels of motivation

Haynes et al. (2006) AR handout Increases in controllable attributions and

perceived control

Haynes et al. (2008)

AR handout/ videotape

Increase in mastery motivation.

Haynes and Perry (2008)

AR handout/ videotape

Increases in perceived control.

Perry et al. (2009)

AR handout/ videotape/aptitude test

More adaptive attributional
strategy and effort attributions)

profiles(more

Perry et al. (2010)

AR handout/ videotape/aptitude test

Improvement in subsequent in-class tests, final
course grades, and first-year GPAS.

8¢
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Although attributional retraining had significant effects on an achievement test
performance when compared to a control group receiving no AR, interestingly there
was not a notable increase in performance with multiple treatments. In an attempt to
find the most effective training method, Perry and Struthers (1994) compared several
AR procedures (i.e. written handout, videotape, videotape plus discussion) in a
longitudinal field study. Their results showed that only in the videotape-plus-group-
discussion condition students who were low in perceived success reported
improvements on subsequent course exams and end-of-year grades. With a similar aim,
Van Overwalle (1990) and Van Overwalle and Demetsenaere (1989) asked students to
write what they thought to be the most salient aspects of the retraining session and
found this to be most effective in improving performance on in-class examinations.
Their reasoning was that comprehension is improved through listening to other students
discuss the concept. Similarly, in the latter study, writing down the AR information may
help to interpret the material better.

In another longitudinal field study, Ruthig, Perry, Hall, and Hladkyj (2004) also
assessed the effectiveness of AR techniques. In contrast to Perry and Struthers (1994),
they found all AR procedures to be equally beneficial for overly optimistic students.
Their findings indicated that these AR treatments resulted in higher cumulative GPAs,
lower test anxiety, and decreased course attrition for highly optimistic first year college
students.

There is also research to suggest that attibutional retraining involving only the
videotape can be sufficient (Jesse and Gregory, 1986-1987; Menec et al., 1994; Van
Overwalle, Segebarth, and Goldchstein, 1989; Wilson and Linville, 1982, 1985). In
another study, Hunter (1997) assessed the effectiveness of attributional retraining with
at-risk students who report a low - high school average with four different intervention
methods: (a) no treatment, (b) aptitude type test, (c) achievement lecture test, or (d)
discussion. These conditions were compared to a control condition in which the subjects
watched a neutral-topic videotape. When compared to a control group, the condition
producing the most significant results was the videotape followed by the aptitude test,
indicating that this condition, according to Hunter (1997), produced the most active

form of cognitive engagement. It is evident that the effectiveness of AR is affected by

39



40

both student characteristics and the way in which AR is administered (Perry et. al.,
1993, Hall et al., 2004).

Perry et al. (1993, 2001) note that first-year university students disappointed
with their first evaluation in unfamiliar learning conditions are more likely to search for
explanations and hence are more amenable to AR treatments. Recent research on AR
has focused on finding appropriate interventions for specific at-risk groups. Research so
far has shown that students experiencing poor performance, or having low perceptions
of success, an external locus of control, performance orientation, overly optimistic
beliefs, students high in primary control and low in secondary control (Hall, Perry,
Ruthig, Hladkyj and Chipperfield, 2006) are more likely to benefit from an AR
treatment than those who have been successful, perceive themselves as successful, or
have an internal locus of control, mastery orientation, or realistic academic expectations
(Menec et al.,1994; Pelletier, Hladkyj, Moszynski and Perry, 1999; Perry and
Penner,1990; Perry and Struthers, 1994; Ruthig et al., 2004). Benefits have been
exhibited both immediately following the intervention (Perry & Penner, 1990) and in
longitudinal studies conducted outside laboratory conditions (Peny & Struthers, 1994).

In sum, attributional retraining has been shown to be a successful technique for
improving the performance of at-risk students (Perry et al., 1993) in several fields. This
study contributes to this line of research by examining the effect of a training program
which includes an attributional retraining in an EFL setting, an area of research which

has been neglected until recently.
2.5. Self-Efficacy Theory

Attributions, as mentioned before, are the beliefs about what learners feel to be
the causes of their failure or success. The construction and development of these beliefs
are therefore closely related to self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is grounded in social
coginitive theory, which posits that individuals have a self system which provides them
a measure of control over their thoughts, feelings, motivation, and actions. Pajares
(1997) states that “this self system provides reference mechanisms and a set of
subfunctions for perceiving, regulating, and evaluating behavior, which results from the

interplay between the system and environmental sources of influence” (p.2).
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Self-efficacy is defined by Bandura (1986) as

“people’s judgements of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required attaining designated types of performance. It
is concerned not with the skills one has but with the judgements of what

one can do with whatever skills one possesses” (p.361).

Self-efficacy, therefore, refers to the judgements of what one can do whatever
skills one has rather than the judgements of the skills themselves (Bandura, 1997).
Bandura's (1986) definition of self-efficacy indicates that self-efficacy is a situation
specific rather than global construct. That is, self-efficacy beliefs are both more task-
and situation-specific in that individuals make use of these judgments in reference to
some type of goal (Pajares, 1997). Bandura (1983) points out that there is a salient
between possessing a skill and being able to use it well in different circumstances.
Zimmerman (2000) also states that self-efficacy beliefs are not a single disposition but
rather are multidimensional in form and differ on the basis of the domain of functioning.
For example, efficacy beliefs about performing on a history test may differ from beliefs
about a biology examination. Therefore, research on self-efficacy beliefs developed in
several directions in the past two decades.

Bandura (2001) states that people are self-examiners of their own thoughts and
actions. Such a self-examination helps people evaluate their motivation, values, and the
meaning of their life pursuits. He expresses the influential role of efficacy beliefs in

human functioning as follows:

Among the mechanisms of personal agency, none is more central or
pervasive than people's beliefs in their capability to exercise some
measure of control over their own functioning and over environmental
events. Efficacy beliefs are the foundation of human agency. Unless
people believe they can produce desired results and forestall detrimental
ones by their actions, they have little incentive to act or to persevere in
the face of difficulties. Whatever other factors may operate as guides and
motivators, they are rooted in the core belief that one has the power to

produce effects by one's actions (2001, p.10)
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Learners acquire information about their self-efficacy level through four sources:
their actual performances, their vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion from others,
and their physiological reactions (Schunk and Pajares, 2001). This information,
however, does not directly influence one’s self-efficacy. For such an effect to occur, the
outcome should be cognitively appraised. After such an evaluation process and
feedback about how well they are learning, students will decide whether or not to
proceed in a task. Motivation is greater when students feel they are making progress in
learning. In turn, as students become more skillful, they develop a sense of self-efficacy
for performing well (Schunk, 1991). Therefore, self-efficacy is one of the key factors in
determining students’ motivation. Ehrman, Leaver and Oxford (2003) also note that
highly motivated, successful learners possess self-efficacy and have an internal locus of

control (fate, the teacher, or other factors).

According to Bandura (1997), the most effective way of creating a strong self-
efficacy is through mastery experiences. Such experiences provide the most solid
evidence source for assessing whether one has the sufficient skills to succeed. Self-
efficacy beliefs develop out of self-appraisals of previous performances. Positive
interpretations of previous performance strengthen one’s sense of self-efficacy while
negative interpretations lower it. When self-efficacy is high, it leads to positive
expectations of success in similar tasks. Mastery experiences, thus, form the basis of
one’s self-efficacy appraisal and expectation of future success.

Vicarious experiences are situations in which people estimate their capabilities
in comparison to others (Palmer, 2006). This source of self-efficacy information is not
as strong as the interpretation of previous experiences; however, they are important in
areas in which students may have limited mastery experiences upon which to base their
efficacy judgments (Bandura, 1997). Vicarious experiences may be fostered by
exposing students to peers with similar capabilities who have successfully performed
task given. Such observations enhance students' expectation of success. Thus, vicarious
experiences are considered to be a powerful tool because observing similar others serves
both informational and motivational functions (Bandura, 1997; Schunk and
Zimmerman, 2007).
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Social persuasion is another source of information in the construction of a sense
of self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) points out that “social persuasion serves as one, though
far from the best, means of raising people’s beliefs concerning their operative
capabilities. As he noted, although social persuasion itself alone may not create
enduring increases in efficacy beliefs, “it is easier to sustain a sense of efficacy,
especially when struggling with difficulties, if significant others express faith in one’s
capabilities than if they convey doubts” (p.101). Although social persuasion alone may
be limited in creating increases in self-efficacy, it can contribute to successful
performance if the heightened appraisal is within realistic bounds (Bandura, 1982).
Negative feedback, on the other hand, can lower one’s perception of confidence and
prohibit the development of efficacy beliefs. As Bandura (1986) noted, it is easier to
discourage someone through negative persuasion than encourage them through positive
feedback.

Conger (1989) states that words of encouragement, verbal feedback, and other
forms of social persuasion are often used by leaders, managers, group members to
empower subordinates. People often rely on epistemic authorities in their knowledge
formation. The term “epistemic authority” was introduced by Kruglanski (1989),
developed by Bar-Tal and Raviv (Bar-Tal, Raviv, Raviv, and Brosch, 1991; Raviv, Bar-
Tal, Raviv, and Houminer, 1990). Epistemic authority may be defined as a source that
exerts a determinative influence on the formation of knowledge (Kruglanski, 1989). As
Bar-tal (1998) notes, people ascribe high confidence to information provided by
epistemic authority, consider it often as truth, assimilate it into their own repertoire, and
rely on it. Examples of an epistemic authority may be a religious leader, a doctor, a
politician or even an ideological leader who, for certain people, serves as a source of
valid and truthful knowledge in certain areas of life and are selected by people as a
result of such factors as his or her age, culture, knowledge domain, or personality etc.
Adults may have their own list of epistemic authorities which may include a political
leader, a hodja, a scientist or even a television anchorman. Within past years, bird-flu
crisis in Turkey resulted in a swift end after Ugur Dundar, a well-known anchorman,
took part in an advertisement about the health worthy of chicken and gave his support to
the campaigns (http://www.ipra.org/archivefrontlinedetail.asp?articleid=233). He was
the good choice to construct the trust of individuals again. Thus, it is human and
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universal to rely on epistemic authorities in knowledge formation. Children, as well as
adults, often rely on epistemic authorities in their knowledge formation. Obviously, an

adult, a parent or a teacher, frequently serves as epistemic authority for children.

Finally, people make use of their physiological and emotional states in judging
their capabilities. High emotional arousal (e.g. while presenting a speech to a group)
usually debilitates performance and causes the individual to feel vulnerable to failure
(Bandura, 1977). Therefore, people are more likely to expect success when they are not
confronted with adverse feelings.

While forming self-efficacy beliefs, people select and interpret information that
influences their judgements of competence. Self-efficacy beliefs are formed through
cognitive evaluation of efficacy relevant information which then influences subsequent
performance. Self-efficacy beliefs have been shown to influence academic motivation
with respect to the choice of activities, level of effort, and persistence. Bandura (1977)
suggested that one’s perceived self-efficacy has a powerful influence over one’s choice
of an activity, the kind of effort one expends, and how much one is able to maintain that
effort in the face of difficulty. It has been found that measures of self-efficacy correlate
significantly with students’ perseverance and success in course work (Hackett and Betz,
1989; Lent, Brown, and Larkin, 1984). Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1999) also found
self-efficacy to be highly correlated with students’ rated intrinsic interest in a writing
revision task. According to Bandura (1982), given adequate skill, positive outcome
expectations, and personally valued outcomes, self-efficacy is hypothesized to influence

the choice and direction of student behavior.
2.5.1. Self-efficacy and achievement

Research so far has supported the positive and significant relationships between
self-efficacy beliefs and student achievement (Bong, 2001; Chemers, Hu, and Garcia,
2001; Griffin and Griffin, 1998; Lane and Lane, 2001; Lane, Lane and Kyprianou,
2004; Pajares and Miller, 1994; Schunk, 1984, 1987; Wood and Locke, 1987). Multon,
Brown and Lent (1991), in their meta-analyses of the relations of self-efficacy beliefs to
academic performance and persistence, found positive and statistically significant

relationships between self-efficacy beliefs and academic performance and persistence
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outcomes across a wide variety of subjects, experimental designs, and assessment
methods. They reported that self-efficacy beliefs accounted for approximately 14% of
the variance in students’ academic performance and that the relation of self-efficacy to
performance differed according to students’ achievement level. Stronger relations were
found among low achieving students, which led the researchers to conclude that self-
efficacy effects may be particularly facilitative for low-achieving students.

Other studies also suggested that self-efficacy beliefs strogly predicts motivation
and performance (Graham and Weiner, 1996; Schunk and Pajares, 2002). In Graham
and Weiner (1996)’s study, self-efficacy beliefs predicted academic performance more
than the other motivational constructs investigated. Lane and Lane (2001) also found
that self-efficacy scores significantly predicted academic performance among a group of
postgraduate students. Results of the study indicated that as self-efficacy scores

increased, academic performance also improved.
2.5.2. The relationship between self-efficacy and attribution

Bond, Biddle and Ntoumanis. (2001) investigated the relationship between self-
efficacy and causal attributions in the area of sports and found that golfers whose
efficacy increased from pre-to post-competition made more internal and stable
attributions for their performance than those whose efficacy level decreased. Lyden,
Chaney, Danehower, and Houston (2002) tried to relate self-efficacy, anchoring, and
attribution theory by looking at students’ GMAT (Graduate Management Admission
Test) scores. Results indicated that self-efficacy is formed through one’s attributional
analysis of one’s past performance. Therefore, Lyden et al. (2002) concluded that
attributions have a mediating influence on one’s performance and self-efficacy.
Stajkovic and Sommer (2000) also looked at the relationship between self-efficacy and
causal attributions. They asked participants to rate their ability to give as many uses for
an object as they could in one minute. Later on in the study, they used the Causal
Dimension Scale, created by Russell (1982) to measure participants’ attributions. At the
end of the study, individuals high in self-efficacy attributed success to internal factors
and failures to external factors. Results also indicated that self-efficacy and causal
attributions are directly and reciprocally related, and both attributions and self-efficacy

were found to be significantly predictive of performance.
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In another study, Ying, Huamao, Ronghuai, Yanhua and Jingjing (2008)
examined the relationships between learning motivation, learning strategies, self-
efficacy, attribution and learning results of 135 distance learners. They found that there
is a relationship between self-efficacy, internal attribution, learning motivation and
learning results. Self-efficacy and internal attribution have indirectly positive
predictable effects on learning results. Another study by Lyden et al. (2002) provides
evidence for reciprocal relationship between self-efficacy, and attributions. Lyden et al.
(2002) gave an attributional feedback after an initial performance episode and examined
its influence on self-efficacy beliefs. Findings indicated that carefully structured
feedback is crucial when discussing an individual’s performance, as this feedback may

influence the causal attributions that are made.

Results of a study by Sherman (2002) supported the theory that individuals with
higher self-efficacy believe their failures are due to lack of effort and that those with
lower self-efficacy believe failure is due to lack of ability. Attributions that students
make for their failure are important to future self-efficacy and motivation because if
students believe they cannot change their ability, then they probably will not want to

continue trying to improve.

Bandura (1990) also suggested that there is a reciprocal relationship between
causal attributions and self-efficacy expectations. Individuals who have high self-
efficacy and experience failure tend to attribute it to lack of effort; whereas individuals
with low self efficacy who experience failure attribute it to low ability. In turn, success
will increase one’s self-efficacy if the individual attributes the outcome to an internal
attribution such as ability rather than luck. Failure can decrease one’s self-efficacy if the
individual attributes the outcome to an internal, stable, uncontrollable factor, such as
lack of ability (Chase, 2001).

2.6. Language Learning Beliefs

Foreign language learners hold different beliefs or notions about language
learning (Horwitz, 1987). Wenden (1986) stated that learners have metacognitive
knowledge or beliefs about foreign language learning and that these beliefs will have

influence on how learners approach the task. Language learning beliefs refer to learners’
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notions, perceived ideas insights, perspectives, philosophies, opinions, assumptions of
the nature of language learning (Horwitz, 1987; Omaggio, 1978; Wenden, 1987).
Victori and Lockhart (1995) define these beliefs as "general assumptions that students
hold about themselves as learners, about factors influencing learning and about the

nature of language learning".

Research shows that language learning beliefs play a decisive role in language
learners’ success, failure and experiences (Cotterall, 1999). White (2008) also states that
‘beliefs are important because learners hold beliefs to be true and these beliefs then
guide how they interpret their experiences and how they behave’. Learners’ belief
systems “help them to adapt to new environments, to define what is expected of them

and to act in accordance with those understandings” (White 1999).

Horwitz (1987, 1988) argued that it is important to understand learner beliefs
about language learning in order to understand learner approaches to and satisfaction
with language instruction. From research findings, Horwitz (1988) proposed that
learners have preconceived notions of who is more likely to succeed in learning a
foreign language and how a foreign language should be learned. Some of the most
common beliefs are that children are better learners than adults, only a few people are
born with the aptitude for learning foreign languages, second language learning is
mainly a matter of learning new vocabulary words and translation, or that it takes little
effort to learn a foreign language. Based on recall tasks and focus group discussions
with both foreign language and ESL teachers and students, she developed these beliefs
into a 34 Likert-scale questionnaire, called the Beliefs about Language Learning
Inventory (BALLI) to identify student beliefs. The BALLI assesses students’ beliefs in
five major areas: (1) foreign language aptitude; (2) the difficulty of language leaning;
(3) the nature of language learning; (4) learning and communication strategies; and (5)

motivations and expectations (Horwitz, 1987).

Language learner beliefs have been widely studied in the area of second
language acquisition. Mantle-Bromley (1995) examined 208 middle school students’
attitudes and beliefs and found that students showed misconceptions regarding learning
a second language. One misconception was that students believed that learning a
second language was easy. The authors noted that this belief placed them at a
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disadvantage in that students who believe that language is easy to learn may become
frustrated afterwards with the class or themselves. Another misconception was that
students believed that the time needed to acquire a second language was two years. This
belief would impact their attitudes about learning a second language and consequently
hinder their progress and persistence in language learning. Horwitz (1988) suggests that
when beliefs are inaccurate or unrealistic, teachers should help students to get rid
themselves of preconceived notions and prejudices that would likely interfere with their

language learning.

Mori (1999) explored the structure of language learners’ beliefs and the
relationship between learner beliefs and achievement. The author found that if students
believed their ability was controllable, they had an increased chance of obtaining higher
proficiency. Gardner, Masgoret, and Tremblay (1999) conducted a study that looked
into language learner’s beliefs among other variables. The author viewed how early
experiences in second language learning might be related to attitudes and beliefs about

language learning.

Park (1995) investigated 332 Korean university EFL students’ beliefs about
language learning, their language learning strategies, and the relationships among their
beliefs, strategy use, and L2 proficiency. Park (1995) found that three variables
predicted students TOEFL scores to some extent. One was a belief variable (i.e. beliefs
about self-efficacy and social interaction) and two were strategy variables (i.e.
independent/interactive strategies and metacognitive strategies). Learners who reported
having confidence in learning English and the intention of speaking to others in English
tended to use English actively, especially outside the classroom, and to monitor their
progress in English carefully. These behaviors were also found to be related to

improvement in L2 proficiency.

Some research differs across language learners, particularly in terms of
individual differences such as gender, age, nationality, learning style, and personality
type (Bernat and Gvozdenko, 2005; Wenden, 1999; Horwitz, 1999; Rifkin, 2000).
Bacon and Finneman (1992) found that language learning beliefs can be predicted by
gender. Their findings showed that female students reported a higher level of motivation

and strategy use in language learning than male students. Siebert (2003) conducted a
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study of 64 female and 91 male language learners of mixed ethnic backgrounds and
found that male students were more likely than female students to rate their abilities
highly. Similarly, male students were more likely to respond that they have a special
ability for learning. In another gender study, Tercanlioglu (2005) found no gender-

related differences between male and female pre-service EFL teachers.

Although a wealth of research has been conducted to relate language learning
beliefs to different variables, the relationship between language learning beliefs and
causal attributions has been rarely, if ever, investigated. The researcher found only one
study (Hsieh, 2004) which focused on this relationship. Hsieh (2004) found that
students’ beliefs about having the aptitude to learn a foreign language correlated
positively with attributing the test results to ability and personal attributions. All other
items were not significant. Clearly, more research is needed to understand the nature of
the associations between language learning beliefs and attributions learners make for

their success and failure in learning English.

Although beliefs about language learning are generally thought to be strongly
held and difficult to change (Kern, 1995; Weinstein, 1994; Peacock, 2001), some
studies reported evidence of change in these beliefs, especially in ESL contexts. In a
study of Turkish EFL and ESL learners, Kayaoglu (1997) examined the differences
between these two groups of learners in their assumptions and beliefs about language
learning. Kayaoglu (1997) reported that in contrast to EFL learners, ESL learners
appeared to change their beliefs to some extents due to ESL learners’ previous
experience and new environment. In another study, Amuzie and Winke (2009) asked 70
language learners to reflect on their beliefs prior to arrival and at the time of the
questionnaire administration to investigate what beliefs may change due to study
abroad. Comparisons between pre- and during study-abroad beliefs showed that learners

experienced changes in their beliefs on learner autonomy and the role of the teacher.

These two studies support the view that beliefs may be socially constructed and
responsive to context. However, most EFL learners do not have the advantage that ESL
learners have, of being able to practice the language in authentic settings, which
provides a strong justification for the use of training program in the current study in an
EFL setting.



CHAPTER 11

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Introduction

This chapter provides information about the design, setting, participants, and
procedure of the study. This chapter firstly discusses the justification of the combination
of qualitative and quantitative research adopted for the study. The chapter then outlines
the research methodology of the study, instrumentation, the pilot study, the selection of

the subjects for the training, the setting, data collection procedures and data analysis.
3.2. Overall Research Design

This study is based on the assumptions derived from two theories presented in
Chapter 2: Literature Review: Attribution Theory of Achievement Motivation and Self-
efficacy Theory. Attribution theory suggests that if students attribute failure to
uncontrollable factors such as ability and task difficulty, there is likely to be little or no
improvement on similar tasks in the future because they have no control over these
factors. Conversely, if they attribute failure to controllable factors such as lack of effort
and improper use of strategies, they will be more likely to be successful on similar tasks

in the future because they can control these factors (Weiner, 1979, 1985).

Similar assumptions are present in Self-efficacy theory. Students with high self-
efficacy are more likely to approach tasks with more positive success expectancy,
persist longer in the face of difficulty, and put more effort into tasks than are students
with low self-efficacy. Self-efficacy beliefs effect causal attributions just as causal
attributions effect self-efficacy and both effect motivation (Bandura, 1997). Because
internal, stable and controllable attributions have significant positive correlations with
students’ self-efficacy (Bond et al., 2001; Hsieh, 2004; Hsieh and Schallert, 2008) , the
focus in this study is to examine how self-efficacy and maladaptive attributional beliefs
can be changed when attributions are retrained, examining pre and post beliefs for
attributions for failure and self-efficacy for learning English. The intervention which is

the heart of this study was designed to teach adaptive attributions for failure and
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increase self-efficacy. Possible changes were also sought in language learning beliefs
which have great influence on achievement and motivation (Horwitz, 1987).

As such, this study examines the effectiveness of a training program that
includes attributional retraining designed to assist motivationally at-risk, failure-prone
EFL students in a higher education setting. A comparison was done of students who
attended a training program which included an attributional retraining and those who
did not attend. The study was carried out at the School of Basic English, KTU, Turkey.
The current study used a mixed methods approach involving a qualitative semi-
structured interview and a quantitative pretest and posttest survey. Dornyei (2007)
defines a mixed methods study as one that “involves the collection or analysis of both
qualitative and quantitative data in a single study with some attempts to integrate the

two approaches at one or more stages of the research process” (p.163).

This definition parallels so closely Grotjahn’s (1987) definition of ‘pure’
research design. Grotjhan (1987) argues that the quantitative and qualitative distinction
is well related to three different aspects of research: the design (whether the study is
based on an experimental, quasi-experimental, or non-experimental design); the form of
data collected (whether the study yields quantitative or qualitative data); and the type of
analysis (whether the data are analyzed statistically or interpretively). According to
Grotjhan (1987), a combination of these elements define the two pure research designs,
namely, the psychometric approach (experimental design, quantitative data, statistical
analysis) and the naturalistic approach (non-experimental design, qualitative data,

interpretive analysis).

According to Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2009), mixed methods research
represents research that involves collecting, analyzing, and interpreting quantitative and
qualitative data in a single study or in a series of studies that investigate the same
underlying phenomenon. Clearly, the use of varied data collection methods provides
triangulation of findings, allowing researchers to check the validity of one source with
another and corroborating findings. Triangulation, in fact, is a geometric concept that is
used in astronomy and navigation. Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) state that if people

wish to locate their position on a map,
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A single landmark can only provide the information that they are situated
somewhere along a line in a particular direction from that landmark.
With two landmarks, however, their exact position can be pinpointed by
taking bearings on both landmarks; they are at the point where the two

lines cross (as cited in Nunan & Bailey, 2009, p.211)

Patton (2002) said that mixed methods allow researchers to check the validity of
their findings across data sources and analysis. He added that such a triangulation is not
only useful when it shows consistency across findings, but also when it shows

differences. In his Preface to his book, Patton stated:

The classic qualitative-quantitative debate has been largely resolved with
recognition that a variety of methodological are needed and credible, that
mixed methods can be especially valuable, and that the challenge is to
appropriately match methods to questions rather than adhering to some

narrow methodological orthodoxy (xxii).

Creswell (2005) and Dérnyei (2007) also advocate the use of mixed methods.
Doérnyei (2007) noted, “mixed methods research offers researchers the advantage of
being able to choose from the full repertoire of methodological options, producing as a

result many different kinds of creative mixes” (168).

In recent years, researchers in language classroom research similarly have
employed a range of different methods and procedures. Taking a historical approach
and reviewing some illustrative investigations into language acquisition in classroom
settings, Nunan and Bailey (2009) concluded that the general trend in language
classroom research has been to a broadened acceptance of varied research approaches.
Likewise, | based my methodology on a mixed methods approach believing this to be

the most appropriate way to approach my research questions.
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3.3. Methodology of the Current Study

As already indicated, the data gathering procedures of this study are shaped by
the nature of the research questions and aim of the study. The current study used a

mixed methods approach in an attempt to answer the following research questions:
Major Research Question:

1. What is the effect of a 5-session training program including an attributional
retraining on EFL learners’ attributional beliefs, self-efficacy, language learning beliefs,
achievement (as measured by GPA) and effort (as measured by class attendance and
class participation grade)?

Minor Research Questions:

1. What are the students’ attributions for success and failure in language

learning?

2. Are there any differences between male and female students and successful
and unsuccessful students (as defined by the students themselves) in terms of

attributions for success and failure?

3. Do students who are successful and those unsuccessful (as defined by the
students themselves) differ on attributions they make on LAAS (Language Achievement
Attribution Scale) and CDS Il (Causal Dimension Scale)?

4. What is the relationship between attributions, self-efficacy and language
learning beliefs?

5. What factors underlie the learners’ perceived attributions for failure in
learning English? What factors do EFL students identify as attributing their failure in

learning English as a foreign language?

The quantitative side of this study is consisted of a quasi-experimental design
(pretest-treatment- posttest). Experimental research provides an answer to the question,
“What will happen, if this is done under carefully controlled conditions?” Experiments

are used when a cause and effect relationship between independent and dependent
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variables are sought. When the independent variable (a treatment) influences the
dependent variable, then it may be concluded that the independent variable ‘caused’ the
dependent variable. However, to reach such a conclusion requires being aware of the
factors that could influence the outcome and removing or controlling them so that a

logical cause and effect is accomplished.

Experimental method includes different research designs which are
differentiated by several characteristics such as the random assignment of participants to
groups, the control of extraneous variables and the number of groups being compared.
Of these, true experiments are the strongest designs because of equating the groups
through random assignment. Quasi-experimental design provides a less satisfactory
degree of control and used when random assignment to experimental and control groups
is not feasible. Also the equivalence of the groups is not assured (Best and Kahn, 2006).
This study also used a quasi-experimantal pre- and post-design due to lack of random
assignment of participants to control and experimental groups. Creswell’s (2005)

representation could be helpful here to represent the design of the study:

v

Control
Pre-test No Treatment Posttest
Group
] Experimental
Experimental Group Pre-test Posttest

Treatment

Figure 3.1. Pre-and Post-test design

For the qualitative segment of this study, semi-structured interviews and open
ended-questions were used. Interviews were conducted with key informants before the
treatment and again after the treatment to detect any qualitative changes in beliefs.
Table 3.1 contains a timeline of sessions and conditions during pretesting, training and

posttesting phases of the study.



Table 3.1.

Overview of Phases and Measures
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Procedure

Participants

Measures obtained

Phase I Demographics An overall of Demographics
After 1st mid- Questionnaire 602 students information
term exam
Attribution: LAAS Attributions to success
Attribution: CDS I and failure
MSLQ Self-Efficacy
Self-Efficacy : Control for learning
Percent Beliefs
Confidence
BALLI Beliefs about language
learning
Phase 11 Training Experimental Pre-test Interviews
(AR) only
Phase 111 Attribution: LAAS Control & Attributions to success
After 3rd mid- Experimental and failure
term exam (No AR & AR)
Attribution: CDS II
MSLQ Self-Efficacy
Self-Efficacy : Control for learning
Percent Beliefs
Confidence
BALLI Beliefs about language

learning

Post-Interviews

Grades, attendance
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3.4. Setting

The study was carried out in the department of Basic English, School of Foreign
Languages, at Karadeniz Technical University, Trabzon, Turkey. The department offers
a compulsory preparatory program for more than 2000 students from 22 different
departments. At the beginning of every academic year, students are required to take a
proficiency exam to test whether their English is sufficient enough to begin in their
regular courses. According to the results of the proficiency examination, students either
pass the test and continue in their own department or are placed as beginners, pre-
intermediates or intermediates in the preparatory school. The preparatory program
includes a two-year education and covers all language skills: reading and writing,
listening and speaking. The objectives of the program, as described in its web site
(http://ydyo.ktu.edu.tr/eng/statutes.php) are to equip students with the skills of
understanding, interpreting, translating texts, and expressing themselves both verbally
and non-verbally and to be able to communicate in professional, cultural and social life

in the language required by their departments.
3.5. The Participants of Phase |

Participants of Phase | consisted of an overall 602 students from 22 different
departments at the department of Basic English, School of Foreign Languages, at
Karadeniz Technical University. Detailed descriptive statistics on Phase 1 participants’
demographic information is given in Chapter 4: Findings. To summarize shortly here, of
the 602 participants, 391 (66, 3%) were male and 199 (33, 7%) were female. 12
participants did not indicate gender. The age range of the participants was from 17 to 31

years of age with a mean age of 19 years (SD=1, 32).

The students in the sample consisted primarily of beginner level students. These
students were of interest for two reasons: First, it would be likely that many beginner
students would receive unsatisfactory grades. So, they are particularly likely to develop
maladaptive patterns of causal attributions and suffer motivational and performance
deficits. Second, research indicates that AR is especially suitable for first year university
students. Thus, participants who failed the proficiency exam at the beginning of the year

and were placed as beginners in the preparatory school were included in the study.


http://ydyo.ktu.edu.tr/eng/statutes.php
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3.6. Instrumentation

Language Achievement Attribution Scale (LAAS): Participants’ specific
reasons for their success and failure in exams were measured using LAAS developed by
Hsieh and Schallert (2008). The LAAS included eight questions in which learners are
asked to report the total score they had received on mid-term exams and how satisfied
they were with the result. According to whether the students were satisfied with the
result, success and failure was determined. Students were then asked to rate the degree
to which they believed the result of their test was due to their ability, effort, difficulty of
the task, luck, teachers’ grading system and strategy (see Appendix 1 for Turkish ,
Appendix 6 for English). These reasons were measured on a 5-point Likert scale,

ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

Perceived success: Before measuring students’ attributions for perceived
success or failure in learning English, their perceptions of success in learning English
were assessed using a 10-point Likert scale (1=very unsuccessful, 10= very successful)

(see Appendix 2).

Causal Dimension Scale (CDS-II): Participants’ attributions for perceived
success or failure in learning English were measured using the CDS-1I (McAuley,
Duncan, and Russell, 1992). The questionnaire contains 12 items assessing the four
subscales of locus of causality (items 1, 6, and 9) , stability (items 3,7, and 11), personal
control (items 2, 4, and 10), and external control (items 5, 8, and 12) that are each
scored on a 5- point scale(see Appendix 2 for Turkish , Appendix 7 for English).
Subscales scores can range from 3 to 15, with higher values representing attributions
that are more internal, stable, personally controllable, and externally controllable. After
employing data from four studies, McAuley, Duncan, and Russell (1992) have reported
internal consistency values for the four subscales as follows: locus of causality, r = .60
to .71; stability, r = .65 to .68; personal control, r = .71 to .90; external control, r = .71
to .92. The reliabilities for the four subscales obtained in this study were as follows:
locus of causality, r = .62 ; stability, r = .74 ; personal control, r = .75 ; external control,
r=.70 (see Table 3.2).
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Self-efficacy: To measure self-efficacy, Self-efficacy Scale for Language
Learners in Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia,
and McKeachie, 1991) was used. This questionnaire measures students’ motivational
orientations and use of learning strategies by college students. There are 81 items
divided into two categories, the motivation and learning strategies. The motivation
category is divided again into three subcategories: value, expectancy, and affective
component. The 8 items in the expectancy component that target self-efficacy for
learning and performance and control of learning beliefs were used in the study (see
Appendix 3 for Turkish, Appendix 8 for English). One item that targeted speaking self-
efficacy (item 10) was added. Students rated themselves on a 5-point Likert scale (1=
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). Pintrich et al., reported the Alpha coefficients
for subscales in the motivation section, ranging from .62 to .93. The reliability obtained
for this study for the subscale of self-efficacy was .87 and for the scale of control for

learning beliefs was .71 (see Table 3.2).

Control of Learning Beliefs: Control beliefs for learning are students’ beliefs
that their efforts will result in positive outcomes and that outcomes depend on the
amount of effort they put into studying, in contrast to external factors such as the
teacher. If students believe that the effort they put into studying makes a difference in
their learning, they should be more likely to study more strategically and effectively
(Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, and McKeachie, 1993). Control beliefs for learning was
measured by using the Control Belief For Learning Subscale of the MSLQ (Pintrich et
al., 1993). This subscale consists of 4 items and each item was rated on a 5-point scale
(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). In the reliability study, the internal
consistency alpha coefficient was calculated to be .71 (see Table 3.2).

Self-efficacy Questionnaire (Percent Confident):  Another self-efficacy
measure was used to assess confidence intervals toward the competences needed to
achieve success in the preparatory program (see Appendix 4). Participants were firstly
asked to circle either “yes” or “no” according to whether they felt they were able to pass
preparatory class. If the answer was “yes”, they were asked to rate on a scale from 10%
to 100% how certain they were of scoring each given score. If the answer was “no”, the

students were directed by the instruction to skip to the next page.
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The Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory (BALLI): Students’ beliefs
about learning a foreign language were measured using the BALLI. Developed by
Horwitz (1987), the 34-item BALLI employs a 5-point Likert-scale format. Learners are
asked to read the statements and choose from strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree
nor disagree, agree, or strongly agree with statements that fall into five major areas: 1)
foreign language aptitude 2) the difficulty of language learning 3) the nature of
language learning; 4) learning and communication strategies; and 5) motivations and
expectations. The “foreign language aptitude” items (1, 2, 8, 19, and 25) question
whether learners believe in the existence of specialized abilities for language learning.
The “difficulty of language learning” items (18 and 30) are concerned with learners’
beliefs about the general difficulty of learning a foreign language and the specific
difficulty of the students’ particular target language. The “nature of language learning”
items (5,9, 13, 15, and 27) assess learners’ beliefs about how a foreign language is best
learned and about the definition of foreign language learning. The “learning and
communication strategies” items (3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 12, 14, and 28) focus on the use of
learning and communication strategies and are most directly related learners’ actual
language learning practices. The “motivations and expectations” items (16, 17, 20, 21,

and 24) measure the motivation level of learners in learning a foreign language.

Some items in the BALLI which were very much related to ESL contexts were
excluded from the questionnaire. Three more items related to effort were added from a
study by Kayaoglu (1997) since these items were obtained from the fieldwork with a
great number of Turkish learners and found to be common among EFL Turkish

learners.

The reliability of the BALLI has been tested by previous studies (Kuntz, 1998;
Truitt, 1995; Yang, 1992), which reported Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, ranging from
.61 to .69. The Cronbach alpha coefficients obtained from my study was .66 for 34
items (see Table 3.2). A low internal consistency was expected, as Hsieh (2004) states,
because each item in the BALLI measures a discrete dimension of beliefs about
language learning. That is, the BALLI does not yield a single composite score.
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Achievement: Academic achievement was measured by GPA which is the
average of the grades the students received in courses grammar, speaking, listening,

writing and reading at the end of the academic year.

Student effort: Effort was measured by class attendance and class participation

grades (CPG) given to students for each course by their instructors.

Reliability of measures. Cronbach’s a reliability tests were conducted for all
measures to determine consistency across items for each scale. The  results
demonstrated that Cronbach’s a score for stability, personal control, external control
self efficacy scales are well above the desired minimum of .70, while locus of control
scale and BALLI items demonstrated a Cronbach’s o score slightly below .70.

Reliability analysis results for the scales are presented in Table 3.2 below.

Table 3.2.

Number of Items and reliability of measures

Name of measure Number of Items Coefficent alpha
Locus of causality 3 .62
Stability 3 74
Personal control 3 75
External control 3 .70
Self-efficacy Items from
9 .87
MSLQ
Control of Learning beliefs 4 71
Beliefs about Language
34 .66

Learning

Pilot Study of the questionnaires: Before administering the questionnaires, a
pilot study was done in order to test the reliability, comprehensibility and the general
flow of the questionnaires. The participants who took part in the piloting phase were not

included in the study.
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The respondents of the pilot study were 48 students in two beginner classes who
were assumed to possess similar academic background as the intended respondents. Of
the 48 students, 38 (79,2 %) were male and 10 (20,8 %) were female. Their age ranged
from 17 to 24 years of age with a mean age of 19, 6 years (SD=1, 87). Most of the
students (N=25) were civil engineering students. There were 8 students from Geomatics
Engineering, 3 students from Geology Engineering and Geophysics Engineering, 4
students from Naval Architecture and Marine Engineering and Guidance and

Psychological Counseling and 1 student from Fisheries Technology Engineering.

The students encountered no difficulty understanding the items on the
questionnaire except for the first item in the Causal Dimension Scale (CDS-I1I). The
scale had been presented in its original form where responses were made on a 9-point
Likert scale; for example, “Is the cause something that reflects an aspect of yourself (9)”
or “Is the cause something that reflects an aspect of the situation (1)”. However, the
students found this 9-point scale difficult to handle. Most of them were confused and
did not understand what was being asked of them. Therefore, the scale was turned to a
5-points scale and applied again.

Next, Cronbach alpha was calculated to assess internal consistency among items.
The reliabilities for the four subscales in Causal Dimension Scale (CDS-I1) obtained in
pilot study were as follows: locus of causality, r = .44; stability, r = .74; personal
control, r = .71; external control, r = .60; self-efficacy=.88 and control for learning
beliefs scale= .73. The internal validity of locus scale was found to be low. A
“Cronbach’s Alpha if Item deleted” statistics revealed that item 1 detracted from
internal consistency. Concluding that the students did not understand ‘what aspect of
themselves or the situation” was being asked, an explanation was added (in brackets) to
item 1 clarifying the sentence: motivation/lack of motivation, effort/ lack of effort,

ability/ lack of ability, etc.)

It took them 15-20 minutes to complete the questionnaire. No other problems
were observed or mentioned during the pilot study and decision was made to administer
the questionnaires to the sample without any more changes. A “call for students”

(Appendix 9) was also added to the questionnaires in order to encourage the students to
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participate to the program. The questionnaires were administered to a total of 602

students from which the sample for treatment was drawn.
3.7. Sample Selection for the Training Program

The research employed purposeful sampling. According to Denzin and Lincoln
(2000), purposeful sampling employs groups and individuals who are most likely to be
employed in the process being studied. Purposeful sampling seeks information-rich
cases which can be studied in depth and in which elements are chosen based on the
purpose of the study. It is a strategy of deliberately selecting a particular group, settings,
or individuals, in order to provide important information that cannot be obtained as well

from other choices (Maxwell, 1996)

On the basis of the median split procedure on SPSS (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences), 40 students were selected only if they met all of the following criteria:
(@) they were not satisfied with their mid-term grades (b) they perceived themselves
unsuccessful in learning English (c) they had maladaptive attributional style. As
provided by research, AR is considered to be effective for students who are
academically at risk. Students experiencing poor performance, or having low
perceptions of success and an external locus of control are more likely to benefit from
the AR treatments than those who have been successful, perceive themselves as
successful, or have an internal locus of control (Haynes et al., 2009; Menec et al., 1994;
Ruthig et al., 2004).

40 students were contacted through e-mail and/or by phone and were invited to
participate in the study. 17 students appeared in the first session of the program and
formed the experimental group. Of the remaining 23 students, 19 could be reached

during posttest and thus formed the control group.
3.8. Interviews

Interviews are commonly used in qualitative research. As defined by Cannell
and Kahn (1968), an interview is a “two-person conversation, initiated by the

interviewer for the specific purpose of obtaining research-relevant information, and
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focused by him on contents specified by research objectives of systematic description,
prediction, or explanation. As Patton (1990) states:

The purpose of interviewing is to find out what is in and on someone
else’s mind. The purpose of open-ended interview is not to put things in
someone’s mind, but to access the perspective of the person being
interviewed. We interview people to find out from them those things we
cannot directly observe (as cited in Best and Kahn, 2006, p.278).

Interviews can be placed on a continuum of formality, ranging from unstructured
through semi-structured to structured. An unstructured interview develops by the
responses of the interviewee. Hence, the direction of the interview is shaped by the
interviewee. The researcher has little or no control over the course of interview. In
contrast, in the structured interview, the most formal type, the content and procedures
are determined in advance totally by the researcher. The interview is conducted in a

rather rigid way, and the interviewer is not allowed to make any changes.

In a semi-structured interview, however, there are no preset questions and the
interviewer has a general idea of where the interview is going and what should come out
of it. Because the semi-structured nature of the questions allows researchers flexibility
in how the required information is obtained, the semi structured interview has found
favour with many researchers in educational research. According to Dowsett (as cited in

Nunan, 1992), the semi structured interview is:

Quite extraordinary - the interactions are incredibly rich and the data
indicate that you can produce extraordinary evidence about life that you
don't get in structured interviews or questionnaire methodology — no
matter how open ended and qualitative you think your questionnaires are
attempting to be. It’s not the only qualitative research technique that will
produce rich information about social relationships but it does give you

access to social relationships in a quite profound way (Dowsett 1986:53).

To gain richer and wider understanding of the students’ experiences and to
counterbalance the weakness of one method with the strengths of another, interviews

with 8 key informants were conducted. The semi-structured interview was considered to
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be the most appropriate instrument to be used in present research. The questions which
were used in the interviews were devised by the researcher based on the literature
review regarding academic failure. Before being used for the interviews, the questions
were reviewed by the researcher’s supervisor to ensure relevance and clarity. A total of
7 questions were designed to gain broad and in-depth views of students’ reasons for

failure.

Those students who aggreed to participate in the training program were also
invited for an interview. A total of 8 students agreed to be interviewed. The other two
students agreed to be interviewed but did not keep their appointments. All participants
were interviewed in Turkish and each interview took around 30-40 minutes. Interviews
were conducted in the researcher’s office and were tape recorded. The interview
questions were phrased in a general, open-ended way so that each participant could
speak naturally and effortlessly about his or her thoughts, beliefs, and experiences, and,
hence, were not being led or directly influenced to elicit any particular or contrived
response. The initial interviews provided the researcher with a general picture of the
participants’ beliefs before the intervention experience. These same initial interview
questions were asked after the intervention period. The before and after-interview
answers were compared and contrasted to determine whether or not any relevant or
noteworthy changes took place as a result of the participant’s involvement in the

treatment..

The interview questions were as follows:

1. Why do you think you are unsuccessful?

2. What are reasons of being successful or unsuccessful in learning English?
3. Do you think that you can be more successful in learning English?

4. If yes, how can you be more successful?

5. If no, why?

6. Have you tried to be more successful before?
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3.9. AR Protocol

The treatment protocol used for this study was adapted from Haynes et al.
(2009). This protocol consisted of 5 components that are administered sequentially

over an academic year. The procedure was as follows:

s N
Pre-AR Diagnostic Self-report Questionnaire
Assessment

. J

e ™
Causal Search Proficiency Exam
activation

N Y,

(" 7

AR Induction AR Videotape / Handout

( N\

AR Consolidation Discussion / Writing Exercise / Aptitude test

4 N\
Post-AR

L Assessment

Self-report Questionnaire
Actual Grades / GPA

T L LI

Figure 3.2. Components of Attributional Training. Adapted from Haynes et.al.
(2009)

Pre-Ar Diagnostic Assessment: This component consists of the identification of
those students that who are academically at-risk as candidates for AR. The pre-AR
diagnostic assessment component is implemented by having students complete
questionnaires that assess a range of variables and learning conditions students have

experienced to that point in the academic year.

The Causal Search Activation: The causal search is activated by instructing
students to rate their perceived success by reflecting on their performance on exams so

far. Then students are asked to report attributions for their perceived success or failure.
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These initial responses taken from students may also be used as pre-test for assessing
the effectiveness of AR.

These first two steps in AR encourage students to think in depth about their
academic performance. The timing of the causal search activation is very important. As
Haynes et al. (2009) suggest, causal search activation should occur shortly after students
receive performance feedback early in the year, and directly before administration of the
AR treatment.

AR Induction: The AR induction component is the treatment portion of the
cognitive intervention. It takes place immediately after causal search activation and is

the critical element in the implementation of the treatment.

Ar induction component is designed to encourage students to make adaptive
rather than maladaptive attributions for academic performance. The content of AR
treatments often highlight the importance of attributing failure to internal, unstable and
controllable factors rather than external, stable and uncontrollable factors. As already
mentioned, students’ adaptive attributions include lack of effort or bad strategy (i.e.
internal, unstable and controllable), whereas maladaptive attributions include bad luck,

poor teaching or task difficulty (i.e. external, stable and uncontrollable).

Two methods of AR induction are suggested in AR literature. In the first
method, the attributional content is presented using an AR videotape. The content of the
AR videotape usually involves two senior students having a discussion about their first-
year experiences. One of the students explains that he performed poorly on a test and
started to doubt his academic abilities. He goes on to explain how he realized that he
had not studied enough and thus, began to put more effort and his performance
improved. The other student shares a similar story of academic failure and discusses
how she decided to change her study strategies and how this change improved her
academic performance. As such, students describe how academic performance can be
affected by causal attributions, and emphasize how a change in causal thinking led to
better subsequent performance. After the students’ discussion a psychology professor
concludes by summarizing the main points and emphasizing the importance of using

internal/unstable/controllable attributions for poor academic performance.
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In the other AR induction method, the attributional content is presented using an
AR handout. On an AR handout, there are commonly used maladaptive attributions on
the right side of the page, and adaptive ones on the right side of the page (see Appendix
13 for Turkish and Appendix 14 for English). In a typical AR session, students are first
asked to read the handout carefully, and to think about their own academic experiences
and attributions for academic performance. The handout is then projected onto a screen

and explained in detail by giving real life examples and encouraging discussion.

A combination of AR videotape and AR handout has been proved effective as
well. In one study, Jesse and Gregory (1987) gave students attributional retraining in
both formats. In another study, Noel, Forsyth and Kelly (1987) also successfully used
the combination of both videotape and handout formats in attributional retraining.
Students improved their exam scores and final course grades after viewing a videotape
depicting failure unstable and receiving a handout summarizing the main points of the

video.

AR Consolidation: The AR Consolidation component immediately follows the
AR induction. The procedures used in this component solidify the attributional content
presented in AR induction. Four AR consolidation procedures have been developed:

group discussion, aptitude test, writing assignment, and handout.

In group discussion procedure, students are organized into small groups and
encouraged to discuss their attributions concerning recent academic experiences. The
groups think about a time when they experienced a failure, then find the most important
reasons for their failure. After discussing the reasons with their group, one of students in
the group reports them to the trainer and to the other discussion groups. The trainer
reviews the reasons with the students, and identifies which are adaptive (controllable)
and which are maladaptive (uncontrollable). For each uncontrollable attribution, the
coordinator and students try to find an alternative controllable attribution. This AR
procedure has been shown to improve the academic performance of college students

who regard themselves as unsuccessful academically (Perry and Struthers, 1994).

In the aptitude test procedure, students experience failure immediately following

the AR induction. This failure experience allows the students to practice what they have
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learned from the AR induction by endorsing controllable attributions to explain their
failure. Thiss procedure has been used in some studies to endorse adaptive attributions
and improve academic performance (Hall et al., 2004; Menec et al., 1994; Perry and
Penner, 1990; Perry et al., 2009).

The writing assignment procedure encourages deeper processing of the
attributional content through elaboration and helps students maintain the content of
treatment through summarization. Students summarize the main points of the videotape
in their own words, list important reasons for why students may not perform as well as
they could in their courses, and finally describe how the main points of the videotape
apply personally to their own lives (see Appendix 15-16). This procedure has been
shown to increase students’ end-of-year perceptions of control and academic
performance (Hall et al., 2004, 2006).

The emotion-elaboration writing assignment is based on research by Pennebaker
and colleagues involving written emotional expression. Pennebaker (1997) and
Pennebaker and Seagal (1999) found that writing about emotional experiences leads to
significant improvements in both mental and physical health. Writing about significant
life events allows people the opportunity to view past experiences differently and to find
meaning and increased understanding of their emotional reactions to the event
(Pennebaker and Francis, 1996).

In an AR context, Pennebaker’s writing paradigm is used as a potential
therapeutic intervention to help students reflect back on past academic failure and
interpret it in a more positive way. Students are asked to recall an exam in which their
performance was unsatisfactory, and then describe their feelings about the event and
how they learned from it. This emotion-writing assignment has been shown to elicit
affective responses from students (Haynes et al., 2008), and to increase adaptive
attributions, perceived control, and academic performance (Hall et al., 2007; Haynes et
al., 2006).

The fourth AR consolidation procedure consists of the AR handout described
earlier in the AR induction section above. As a consolidation procedure, the AR

handout has been combined with the AR videotape induction technique. At the end of
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an AR videotape administration, students receive AR handout and are encouraged to
keep it readily accessible for studying. This study also used such a design in which AR

videotape and AR handout methods are combined.

Post-AR Assessment: The post-AR assessment component occurs some months
after the administration of the AR treatment and consists of administering the
questionnaires designed to reassess students’ attributions, perceived control, motivation,
etc., allowing for pre- to post-AR. In addition, objective performance measures (e.g.,
test scores, final grades, and GPA) and indicators of persistence and attrition (e.g.,
number of courses completed, number of courses dropped, class attendance and
participation) are obtained from course instructors and institutional records as part of the

post-AR assessment.

In sum, the AR protocol described above is based on a powerful reinforcement
of attributional information, strategic administration of the intervention, and systematic
collection of pretreatment and posttreatment measures. Administrations of AR
treatments that have followed this multistep sequence have successfully improved the
attributions and academic performance of college students (Perry et al.,1993; Perry and
Penner, 1990)

3.10. Procedure

This study consisted of 3 phases in which students assigned to the AR group
participated in the last two phases of the study and students assigned to the no-AR
group participated in only the third phase of the study. Students were assigned to this
groups based on their responses to the Phase 1 questionnaires. The students in the
control condition (No-AR) did not complete a filler task, in keeping with a study by
Perry et.al. (1993) which showed no significant differences between no-AR participants

who performed a filler activity and those who did not.
3.10.1. Phase 1

Phase 1 of study consisted of the Pre-AR Diagnostic Assessment and Causal
Search activation part of the AR program. The procedure employed in this phase

consisted of videotaped treatment followed by a consolidation exercise intended to
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facilitate the cognitive integration of the attributional principles presented in the
videotape. It occurred 12 weeks after the 2010-2011 academic year began (in
December) conducted in a classroom allocated for the treatment. In fact, the study
started later than planned due to a postponement of mid-term exams in November.
Phase 1 was timed intentionally to ensure that all the students received the results of all
exams-speaking, listening, reading and grammar-(no writing class in the first term) and
had an indication of how they were performing in their English classes. The results of
the mid-term exams also gave students a good basis upon which to respond to the
questionnaires, which helped them engage in causal search. On the class days, after
students received the results of mid-term exams, they were given Phase | questionnaires
during class. There were 41 beginner classes at the department of Basic English, each
having an average of 25 students. Of 41 classes, 28 were visited and 602 students filled
out the questionnaires. The questionnaires were written in Turkish to ensure that
participants had no difficulty in understanding the items. At the initial introduction of
my study, | explained the students that | was conducting a study about the reasons of
success and failure in language learning. 1 also explained that their participation in the
study would have no effect on their grades or their positions as students. They were also
informed about confidentiality and my responsibility not to allow anyone else to read
their responses on the questionnaires. Two questionnaires on attributions, two on self-
efficacy and BALLI were given to the students. First, they were asked to evaluate
whether they perceived their grade to be a success or failure, then to indicate
attributions for their achievement. Measure of success and failure was not determined
by student’s grades, rather, by students’ perception of whether the score was a success
or failure. The reason behind this thinking was that getting a 60, for example, may be
considered as a failure at the preparatory program, but for students with very low
expectations of themselves may view it as a success. Then they were asked to indicate
their perceived success in learning English on a 10-point scale, ranging from 1 (very
unsuccessful) to 10 (very successful). Next, they rated how much they believed their
perceived success in learning English was due to locus of causality, stability, personal
control, or external control factors. Next, students were given measures assessing their
self-efficacy beliefs, language learning beliefs and demographic information.

Demographic questions were left at the end of the questionnaire. The participants were
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also asked to write their names so that I could associate their responses with follow-up
questionnaires. Participants were assured confidentially in keeping with the way
Gliksman, Gardner and Smythe (1982, p.637, as cited in Dornyei, 2003) promised

confidentially to the students who completed their questionnaire:

Your answers to any or all questions will be treated with the strictest
confidence. Although we ask for your name on the cover page, we do so
only because we must be able to associate your answers to this
questionnaire with those of other questionnaires which you will be asked

to answer (p.23).

In an effort to encourage participation to the training program, a call for students
(see Appendix 10) for the training program was attached at the end of the questionnaire.
Participants were thanked for their time and cooperation at the end of questionnaire

administration.
3.10.2. Phase 2

This phase of the study included the administration of AR Induction and AR
Consolidation part of AR to students in the experimental group and occurred two weeks
after Phase 1. The phase consisted of three sessions: AR treatment, a speaking class
conducted by a native English teacher and another class conducted by the researcher

that aimed to engage students in four skills of writing, reading, speaking and listening.

The research participants completed an Informed Consent Form (see Appendix
11) prior to engaging in the treatment. This consent form outlined the purpose of the

study and their rights as participants.

AR Videotape: In the first session, a 22-minute videotape based on attribution
theory and causal ascription was presented to the students. The videotape started with a
5-minute interview with two students who had successfully completed the English
preparation program in School of Foreign Languages in previous years. While AR
studies in literature have used scenarios, this study used real life examples of language
learning experiences of two students. Hakan (all student names are pseudonyms) , a

third year student at Forestry engineering, and Gokay, a third year student at
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Geophysics department, discussed some of the reasons for their poor achievement
during the first term in the preparatory program and what they subsequently did to
improve their performance in the second term. Specifically, they explained, having
graduated from regular high school, they knew very little English when they started the
preparatory program. They went on explaining how they were initially upset after
failing the proficiency exam and mid term exams in the first semester and that they
thought the tests were too difficult and that there was no way they could learn English
and pass preparatory class. They then explained that after discussing the experience
with an instructor, they discovered that many people have difficulties learning English
but can improve through practice, leading to success in later exams. They then said that
increasing effort allowed them to take control of their academic performance and finally

led them to success.

This procedure was thought to provide a vicarious experience for the students.
Vicarious experiences, as mentioned before, are situations in which people estimate
their capabilities in comparison to others (Palmer, 2006). Vicarious experiences may be
fostered by exposing students to peers with similar capabilities who have successfully
performed task given. Such observations enhance students' expectation of success.
Thus, vicarious experiences are considered to be a powerful tool because observing
similar others serves both informational and motivational functions (Bandura, 1997;
Schunk and Zimmerman, 2007).

The videotape continued with Assoc.Prof.Dr. Hikmet YAZICI, a psychology
and counseling professor, who talked about the importance of understanding the causes
of achievement outcomes and how the way in which these events interpreted affects
future outcomes. Some of his statements like “Failure is a choice” were subtitled to
highlight their importance. The professor encouraged students to attribute poor
performance to lack of effort and emphasized that the amount of effort that a person
expends is not a stable trait, but is actually controllable. The students watched the video
that lasted for 22 minutes. Appendix 17 includes a photograph that shows the students
watching the video. The speech, which had been transcribed (see Appendix 12), was
given to students to keep in their possession. A sample CD including the professor’s

speech was added at the end of the dissertation.
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The justification for the use of this videotape again derives from self-efficacy
theory by Bandura (1997) who states that social persuasion is one means of raising
people’s beliefs concerning their operative capabilities. As he noted, although social
persuasion itself alone may not create enduring increases in efficacy beliefs, “it is easier
to sustain a sense of efficacy, especially when struggling with difficulties, if significant
others express faith in one’s capabilities than if they convey doubts” (p.101). Although
social persuasion alone may be limited in its power to create increases in self-efficacy, it
can contribute to successful performance if the heightened appraisal is within realistic
bounds (Bandura, 1982).

After the videotape ends, the researcher reviewed the content of these
conversations. The students then were given the AR handout. After an explanation of
the AR handout by the researcher, students were allowed to study the handout before
starting the writing assignment (see Appendices 15 and 16). Then they completed the
writing assignment. As Pennebaker and Seagal (1999), students were instructed to
write continuously for a period of approximately 15 minutes. Pennebaker and Seagal
(1999) found that writing about important personal experiences in an emotional way for
as little as 15 minutes over the course of three days brings about improvements in
mental and physical health. After the completion of writing assignment, the students
were offered drinks and cookies. Then next meeting was scheduled and they were told
that they were expected to attend the next session. Because the first session occurred
just before the midterm holiday, the students were encouraged to make good use of the
holiday time and spend some of their time studying. With this in mind, the students
were given the photocopies of a beginner-level short story with a CD (Railway Children
by Edith Nesbit) and asked to read and listen to it during midterm holiday. They were
also asked to write a short summary of the story. The students were told that at the next
sessions we would be covering the story and that they would be asked to speak about it.
The aim was engaging the students in four skills of reading, writing, listening and
speaking. The students were also given the AR handout and videotape transcription and

told to keep in their possession and were subsequently dismissed.

Next session included a speaking class conducted by a native speaking teacher.

The class took place in the same classroom setting used in session 1. The teacher
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started the class by introducing herself. She then asked the students their names,
hometown and favorite places in Trabzon one by one. Next she played two games that
allowed the students to practice English. At the end of the lesson, she expressed how
good they were and talked about her Turkish learning experience. She emphasized how
it seems difficult to learn a language at the beginning but that it could be achieved
through effort. She also advised them to create an emotional connection with the
language they were learning. Appendix 17 includes some photographs taken during the
class. The class lasted approximately one and a half hour. At the end of the lesson
students were offered drinks and cookies. The native teacher gave her e-mail address so
that students could get in touch with her after the class.

This class conducted by a native teacher served to offer a mastery experience for
the students. According to Bandura (1997), the most effective way of creating a strong
self-efficacy is through mastery experiences. Such experiences provide the most solid
evidence source for assessing whether one has the sufficient skills to succeed. Self-
efficacy beliefs develop out of self-appraisals of previous performances. Positive
interpretations of previous performance strengthen one’s sense of self-efficacy while
negative interpretations lower it. When self-efficacy is high, it leads to positive

expectations of success in similar tasks.

The last session included another class with the researcher and again served as a
mastery experience for the students. At the beginning of the lesson, the students were
asked to summarize the story in their own words. Discussion questions like “Why does
the children’s father go away? Where do you think he goes? Do you think he will
return?” were asked in order to keep the conversations going. The students encouraged
to speak as much as possible. Then they read the summaries that they had written.
Grammar explanations were given whenever needed. An activity worksheet
(http://www.penguinreaders.com/pdf/downloads/pr/activityworksheets/9781405869645

pdf) was given to them to finish as homework.
3.10.2. Phase 3

The third phase of the study was carried out after the third midterm examinations
immediately after the students in both control and treatment groups received their
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grades (in May, 2011). The same Phase | questionnaires were administered to the
students. After the courses were completed, exam results and final course grades were
obtained from course instructors, and cumulative GPAs and attendance were provided

from the assessment and evaluation office.
3.11. Data Analysis

Quantitative data was analyzed using SPSS (13.0). Regarding the qualitative
data, content analysis was used to analyze qualitative data. Following each interview,
the tape recordings were transcribed and analyzed through content analysis. Since
interviews were carried out in Turkish and all quotations from the interview transcript
were translated into Turkish by the researcher. In earlier stage of data analysis, an
overall reading of the data was conducted and summary tables were prepared for each

interview and participant.



CHAPTER IV
4. FINDINGS
4.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the quantitative and qualitative results of the study. The
purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of a training program on
attributional beliefs, self-efficacy, language learning beliefs, achievement and effort of a
group of undergraduate learners of English as a foreign language. A further concern was
to see whether students who believed their exam score was a success versus those who
viewed their exam score a failure differed on their attributional responses and self-
efficacy beliefs. Gender differences were also explored to see whether male and female
students differed on whether they attributed successes and failures differently.
Relationships between attributions, self-efficacy and language learning beliefs were also
sought.

First analyses included the entire sample of 602 students. These analyses
provided a picture of the various beliefs that students held, the differences between
successful and unsuccessful students, and different beliefs that male and female and
students held.

4.2. Results of Quantitative Analysis (Pre-test)
4.2.1. Descriptive analyses of the demographic questionnaire

The demographic questionnaire provided information about the participants
including gender, department, age and high school they have graduated from. Table 4.1

provides the descriptive statistics on Phase 1 participants’ demographic information.

As shown in Table 4.1, of the 602 participants, 391 (66, 3%) were male and 199
(33, 7%) were female. 12 participants did not indicate gender. The age range of the
participants was from 17 t o 31 years of age ith a mean age of 19 years (SD=1, 32). Of

the students who participated in this study, more than half graduated from a general



77

high school (N=325, %54), followed by students who graduated from Anatolian high
school (n=179, 29, 7%).

Table 4.1.

Sample responding to the Phase | questionnaires

Number of Subjects responding to

the questionnaire

Department
M F
N % %
1 Electrical-Electronics Engineering 55 141 9 4,6
2 Mathematics 16 4,1 39 19,8
3 Geomatics Engineering 39 10 16 8,1
4 Chemistry 14 3,6 30 15,2
5 Civil Engineering 34 8,7 4 2
6 Biology 9 2,3 29 14,7
7 Physics 19 49 14 7,1
8 Public Relations and Advertising 22 5,6 12 6,1
9 Computer Engineering 22 5,6 9 4,6
10  Maritime Transportation and 24 6,1 1 0,5
Management Engineering
11  Mechanical Engineering 23 59 2 1
12 Mining Engineering 20 51 3 15
13 Metallurgy and Material Engineering 18 4,6 7 3,6
14 Geology Engineering 16 4,1 5 2,5
15  Others 42 10,8 19 9,6
Total 373 100 199 100

In the above table, others include the students from Architecture (N=3),
Geophysics Engineering (N=16), Forest Engineering (N=3), Guidance and
Psychological Counseling (N=2), Naval Architecture and Marine Engineering, Fisheries
Technology Engineering, School of Medicine (N=6), and International Relations

Department.
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Before dividing the students into successful and successful groups, the the

means, standard deviations, and the range of scores on the measures of students’

attributions and self-efficacy beliefs. Table 4.2 presents the results:

Table 4.2.

Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges on Attribution and Self-efficacy Measures at

Phase One

Name of Measure Mean (SD) Range
locus of Causality 10,88 (2,31) 1-15
stability 11,28 (2,47) 1-15
personal Control 7,30 (2,74) 1-15
external Control 7,99 (2,87) 1-15
ability 2,62 (1,33) 1-5
effort 3,51 (1,20) 1-5
difficulty 2,81 (1,20) 1-5
luck 2,24 (1,30) 1-5
teacher 2,54 (1,20) 1-5
strategy 3,27 (1,12) 1-5
MSLQ Self-efficacy Scale 3,57 (0,68) 1-5
MSLQ Control of Learning Scale 3,85 (0,76) 1-5
self-efficacy measure — percent confident 23,41 (21,32) 1-100

N=602

To analyze the data, students were then grouped first by whether they perceived

their test scores as a success or failure. That is, they were categorized into successful

and unsuccessful groups not based on their test scores but rather on their perceptions of

whether their grade was a success or a failure. Table 4.3. shows the number of students

who rated themselves successful or unsuccessful on their mid term exams.



79

Table 4.3.
Students Ratings of Success and Failure

N Percent
Number of students who thought they were successful 136 22,6 %
Number of students who thought they were unsuccessful 466 77,4 %
Total 602 100 %

Further analyses were conducted to see whether students who rated themselves
as successful differed from those who rated themselves as unsuccessful in terms of
specific attributions. The Mann Whitney U test is used to test the significance of the
difference between two populations. It is the nonparametric equivalent of parametric t-
test. Table 4.4 below presents the results of the Mann Whitney U Test.

Table 4.4.
Results of the Mann Whitney U test of the difference of in the mean rank of attributions

between successful and unsuccessful students.

Successful  Unsuccesful  Mean rank Z Asymp. Sig.

(Two-tailed)
Attribution M (SD) M (SD) Successful
Unsuccessful

Ability 3,39 (1,13) 2,39 (1,29) 400,07 -7,881 ,000
270,61

Effort 3,72 (1,12) 3,45(1,22) 328,38 -2,210 ,027
292,99

Difficulty 2,45(1,01) 2,92(1,23) 251,75 -3,788 ,000
313,56

Luck 1,63(1,04) 2,41(1,32) 216,89 -6,625 ,000
323,82

Teacher 2,11 (1,08) 2,66 (1,20) 240,36 -4,688 ,000
316,91

Strategy 3,67 (0,95 3,15(1,13) 361,50 -4,895 ,000
281,93

Significant differences between successful and unsuccessful students were found

in the specific reasons for success and failure. Students in the successful group
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attributed their grade to ability (U=) more than did unsuccessful students (M=2, 39,
SD=1, 29). This indicates that successful students thought that their high level of ability
was the reason for their success, whereas unsuccessful students thought that ability was
not the reason for their failure. Similarly, successful students considered effort and
strategy as the reasons for their success more than unsuccessful students did.
Unsuccessful students tended to rate lack of effort for their failure.

These results are remarkable in that they show a difference in the way successful
and unsuccessful students think about the reasons of their success and failure. Results
also indicated that the successful students tended to attribute their success to ability and
effort more than any other attributions, whereas the unsuccessful students attributed
their failure to lack of effort. This type of attribution is theorized to be the best
combination and has been the most valued attribution to increase students’ self-efficacy

in attribution retraining programs (Hsieh, 2004).

Further analyses were contacted to see whether who perceived themselves
successful in learning English differed from those who perceived themselves
unsuccessful in terms of the dimensions of attributions. Because this study aimed to not
only find out the specific reasons students gave for their successes and failures but also
the dimensions of the attributions. Weiner (1983) notes that the “dimensions are
conceived as invariant, whereas the location of any specific cause on a dimension is
variable”. Table 4.5 shows the results of the Mann Whitney u Test for attributions of
students for their reasons of success and failure in learning English. Test showed
significant differences between successful and unsuccessful students in terms of
dimensions of attributions. Results showed that successful students endorsed internal

and personal attributions more strongly than unsuccessful students.

The results indicated that students who perceive themselves successful in
learning English tended to endorse more internal attributions than students who perceive
themselves unsuccessful in learning English. Similarly, students in the successful group
also tended to attribute their success to personal and stable factors more than those
students in the unsuccessful group. No significant reasons were found for external

control factors.
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Table 4.5.

Results of the Mann Whitney U test of the difference of in the mean rank of attributions

between successful and unsuccessful students.

Successful Unsuccesful ~ Mean rank Z Asymp. Sig.

(Two-tailed)
Attribution M (SD) M (SD) Successful
Unsuccessful

Locus 11,87 (2,02)  10,57(2,32) 354,99 -6,372 0,00
254,93

Personal control 12,07 (2,11) 11,03 (2,52) 340,04 -4,206 0,00
272,57

Stability 8,41 (2,38) 6,96 (2,76) 365,33 -5,788 0,000
270,39

External control 7,61 (2,59) 8,10 (2,94) 274,30 -1,691 0,91
303,42

These results support the results of LAAS, which identified strong endorsement
of ability, effort and strategy attributions by the successful students and task difficulty,
luck and teacher attributions by unsuccessful students. The next analysis was done in
order to determine the association of specific attributions with dimensions of
attributions. Table 4.6 shows the results:

Table 4.6.

The correlation between specific attributions and their dimensions

Locus Stability Personal  External
Ability  Pearson correlation ,016 ,242 -,066 ,023
Sig. (2-tailed) ,705 ,000 ,115 579
N 555 581 573 588
Effort Pearson correlation ,167** -,058 ,213** -,103*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,159 ,000 ,012

N 557 583 575 590
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Table 4.6 (continues)

Difficulty Pearson correlation -,169** ,088* -,219** ,092*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,033 ,000 ,026
N 554 580 572 587
Luck Pearson correlation -,144** ,039 -,181** ,099*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,352 ,000 ,016
N 554 580 572 587
Teacher Pearson correlation -,190** ,081 -,195** ,301**
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 0,50 ,000 ,000
N 554 580 572 587
Strategy Pearson correlation ,145** -,034 ,090* -,031
Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 417 ,031 ,452
N 555 581 573 588

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

According to Table 4.6 above, there are significant correlations between specific
attributions and their dimensions. Task difficulty was found to be positively correlated
with stability dimension, indicating that students who attributed their failure or success
to task difficulty believed that their success or failure in learning English is stable.
Another positive correlation was found between effort and strategy attributions and
locus and personal dimensions. That is, students who attribute their failure or success to
effort and strategy also attribute their failure and success to more or less internal and
personal factors. Effort and strategy were also found negatively correlated with external
dimension. External dimesion was found to be positively correlated with task difficulty,
luck and teacher attributions, meaning that students who attributed their success and
failure to difficulty, luck and teacher also attribute their success and failure to external

reasons.
4.2.3. Gender differences in attributions

Participants' scores on the LAAS and CDS Il were also analyzed by gender. To
compare the means of both samples, a t-test was run. From the t-test procedures
revealed in Table 4.7, it was found that female students tended to make more strategy
attributions (t (3,592) = 585, p = .000) than male students. Female students believed that

their use of strategies made a difference in their exam results.
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Another difference in strategy difference was found in unsuccesful group. The t-

test results reported in Table 4.7 indicates that in the unsuccessful group, female
students attributed their failure to lack of strategy (t(3,428)=450, p =,001) more than

female students.

Table 4.7

T-test results for the males and females' scores on the LAAS.

Gender
Females Males . .
Mean (SD)  Mean (SD) t df Sig.(2-tailed)
Strategy 3,49 (1,02) 3,14 (1,15) 3,592 585 ,000
Strategy
(Unsuccessful 3,39 (1,03)  3,01(1,16) 3,428 450 ,001
Group)

Table 4.7 displays the results for gender differences in attribution scores on

LAAS. Another t-test was run to examine gender differences on students’ attributions

using the CDS 11 questionnaire. CDS Il measured internal, external, stable, and personal

attributions. No significant differences were found between how male and female

students make attributions in terms of causal dimensions.

4.2.4. Correlations between self-efficacy and attributions

Pearson's Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was usedto examine

the association between perceived success, attributional and self-eficacy beliefs.

Correlations for all variables in the study are presented in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8.

Intercorrelations among attribution ratings and self efficacy beliefs

. Control of
Self-Efficacy learning beliefs

Ability  Pearson correlation -,191** -,083*

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,044

N 587 595
Effort Pearson correlation ,095* ,387**

Sig. (2-tailed) ,022 ,000

N 589 597
Difficulty Pearson correlation -,226%* -,152**

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000

N 586 594
Luck Pearson correlation -,064 -,104*

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,012

N 586 594
Teacher Pearson correlation -,132** - 171**

Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,000

N 586 594
Strategy Pearson correlation ,027 ,151**

Sig. (2-tailed) ,508 ,000

N 587 595
Locus  Pearson correlation ,354** ,399**

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000

N 548 554
Personal Pearson correlation ,367** AL1T7**

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000

N 566 573
External Pearson correlation -, 175** -,234%*

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000

N 580 587
Stability Pearson correlation -,028 -,104*

Sig. (2-tailed) ,505 ,012

N 575 581

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed).

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

Consistent with the literature, self-efficacy scores correlated negatively with
external attributions. These findings indicated that students who attributed causes to
either internal or personal reasons also had higher self-efficacy than those who made
external attributions. The positive correlation between students’ self-efficacy and

internal/personal attributions support the definition of self-efficacy as an individual’s
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judgment of his or her capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to
attain designated types of performances (Bandura, 1977, 1997).

Control of learning beliefs are students' beliefs that their efforts to learn
will result in positive outcomes (Pintrich et al., 1991). They also refer to how much the
student expects to be able to control the outcomes of the course. Analyses showed that
control of learning beliefs are positively correlated with internal and personal
attributions (i.e. effort and strategy) and negatively correlated with external and stable
attributions (i.e. ability, task difficulty and teacher).

Further analyses were done using the ratings on the LAAS. It was found that
self-efficacy scores correlated positively with effort and strategy attributions but
negatively with difficulty, luck and teacher factors. Again, those students who took
responsibility for their own successes and failures tended also to have higher self-
efficacy beliefs.

4.2.5. Relationship between language learners’ beliefs and attributions

In order to determine whether language learners’ beliefs are constructed in a
similar way to their attributions for success and failure, a Pearson Product Moment
correlation coefficient was run. Attributions were found to be correlated significantly
with certain items in subscales of BALLI. Table 4.9 shows the correlations between
students’ language learning beliefs about foreign language aptitude and attributions. In
the table, BALLI-1, BALLI-2 and BALLI-8 stand for the items “Bazi insanlarin
yabanci dil 6grenme konusunda 6zel bir yetenekleri vardir”, “Dil 6grenme konusunda
1y bir hafizaya sahibim.” and “Yabanci dil 6grenmeye kars1 6zel bir yatkinligim var.”,

respectively.
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Table 4.9.

Correlations between Students’ language learning beliefs about foreign language
aptitude and attributions

BALLI-1 BALLI-2 BALLI-8

Succesful  Unsuccessful  Succesful Unsuccessful  Succesful  Unsuccessful

Attributions Group Group Group Group Group Group

Ability Pearson correlation -,015 ,212** ,388** -,270** ATL** -,352**

Sig. (2-tailed) ,865 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000

N 136 446 134 445 134 445

Effort Pearson correlation  ,130 -,124** ,075 -,018 ,001 ,003

Sig. (2-tailed) 132 ,008 ,388 ,702 ,994 ,957

N 136 448 136 447 134 447
Difficulty Pearson correlation  -,050 ,191** ,214* -,179** ,201* -,255**

Sig. (2-tailed) ,565 ,000 ,012 ,000 ,020 ,000

N 136 445 136 444 134 444
Luck Pearson correlation — -,194** ,134%* -,151 ,031 -,107 ,075

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,024 ,005 ,079 ,508 ,219 117

N 136 445 136 444 134 444
Teacher Pearson correlation  -,121 ,153** ,025 ,011 ,006 ,006

Sig. (2-tailed) ,159 ,001 174 ,819 ,948 ,905

N 136 445 136 444 134 444
Locus Pearson correlation ,041 -,021 ,251%* ,126** 214* ,179%*

Sig. (2-tailed) ,641 ,666 ,003 ,011 0,14 ,000

N 134 407 134 407 132 406
Stability Pearson correlation  -,204* ,219%* ,291** -,010 ,227** -,047

Sig. (2-tailed) ,017 ,000 ,001 ,843 ,008 ,329

N 136 432 136 432 134 431
Personal Pearson correlation ,077 -,084 ,138 ,172%* ,035 ,192%*
Control  Sig. (2-tailed) 371 ,083 ,109 ,000 ,689 ,000

N 136 424 136 424 134 424
External Pearson correlation -,009 ,168** -,102 -,078 -041 -,098*
Control  Sig. (2-tailed) ,913 ,000 ,237 ,100 ,641 ,039

N 135 440 135 440 133 440

The students in the succesful group, whatever their reasons are for success, do
not believe that some people are born with a special ability which helps them learn a
foreign language. But the students in the unsuccessful group who attribute their failure
to lack of ability, task difficulty and luck feel that some people have a special ability to
learn languages. Stable and external reasons for being unsuccessful in learning a
language also correlate with the belief that some people have a special ability to learn
languages. While the successful students who endorsed ability, task easiness, internal
and stable attributions belive that they a good memory, unsuccessful students who
attributed their failure to lack of ability and task difficulty belive that their memory is

not good.
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It was also found that students’ beliefs about having the aptitude to learn a
foreign language correlated positively with attributing the test results to ability, task
easiness, internal and stable attributions. This result shows that students who believe
that they have foreign language learning aptitude will attribute the outcome of their
exams to internal factors, giving more credit to themselves for success because they
believe they are equipped with the ability. In the unsuccessful group, ability, task
difficulty and external reasons were found to correlate negatively with the belief about
having the language aptitude. But student who attribute their failure more to internal

and personal reasons believe that they have the ability to learn a language.

The belief that English learning is difficult correlated positively with the scale
that measured attribution of success or failure to the difficulty of the task and lack of
ability. That is, successful students who attribute their success to their ability and task
easiness belive that English is an easy language. However, students who think that their
failure is due to their lack of ability and to task difficulty think that English is a difficult
language. Scores on the beliefs scale indicating the degree to which an individual
believes that practice is an important aspect of success in foreign language learning
(item 10) correlated positively with attribution ratings of effort. Tables 4.10 and 4.11
present these results. In Hsieh’s (2004) study, these correlations shown these tables

were not found to be statistically significant.

Table 4.10.

Correlations between the belief about difficulty of language and ability and task
difficulty attributions

BALLI item 30: Difficulty of English

Succesful Unsuccessful
Attributions Group Group
Ability Pearson correlation ,140 -,293**
Sig. (2-tailed) ,104 ,000
N 135 450
Task Pearson correlation ,349** -,513**
Difficulty Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000
N 135 449
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Table 4.11.

Correlations between the belief about practice and effort attributions

BALLI item 10: It is important to repeat
and practice a lot.

Succesful Unsuccessful
Attribution Group Group
Effort Pearson correlation ,213* -,033
Sig. (2-tailed) ,013 ,492
N 135 449

4.3. Results of the Comparisons between Quantitative Pre-and Post Tests

The quantitative analyses showed significant differences between pre and post
test scores on attributional beliefs, self-efficacy, control for learning beliefs and effort.
No significant differences were found with respect to language learning beliefs and
achievement, indicating that the training program did not affect beliefs about language

learning and achievement.

4.3.1 Comparison of pre-and post-test scores on attributional beliefs

Paired sample t tests were conducted within both groups to assess changes in
participants’ beliefs over time. First analyses compared the attributions of students for
success and failure. Students’ attributions were measured using two scales, the Causal
Dimension Scale Il (CDS II; McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992) and the Language
Achievement Attribution Scale (LAAS; Hsieh and Schallert, 2008). LAAS measures the
actual reasons for students’ believed success and failure using Weiner’s examples of
effort, ability, teacher, task difficulty, and luck and the CDS Il measures the dimensions

of causal attributions (locus, personal control, stability, and external control).

First, a paired sample t-test was conducted on LAAS scores to determine
whether scores from the posttest would be statistically more significant than the pretest.
Table 4.12 summarizes the results of the paired sample t-test analysis performed on the

pretest and posttest measures of LAAS.


http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0361476X08000052#bib44#bib44
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Table 4.12.

Comparison of the Experimental and Control Group’s scores on LAAS before and after
the training program

. . Sig.

. Paired Differences :
Pair Mean (SD) t (2-tailed)

Abilitypre-Abilitypost Experimental ,176 (1,776) 410 ,687
Control -,052 (1,129 -,203 841
Effortpre-Effortpost Experimental -1,176(1,286) -3,771 ,002
Control ,315(1,293) 1,064 301
Difficultypre-Difficultypost Experimental ,823(1,704) 1,992 ,064
Control ,473(1,020) 2,024 058
Luckpre-luckpost Experimental ,117(1,76) 275 , 187
Control ,473(1,645) 1,255 226
Teacherpre-teacherpost Experimental ,941(1,197) 3,241,005
Control ,789(1,618) 2,126 ,048
Strategypre-strategypost Experimental -,529(1,504) -1,450 ,166
Control -,210(,976) -,940 360

P<.05

The results indicate an improvement in the lack of ability attributions and
teacher attributions in the AR (experimental) group as compared with those in the
control (No-AR) group, although teacher attributions of the control group also changed
to some extent. There was a significant difference in the pre and post scores of effort
attributions (t(-3,77),p=,002) in the experimental group. Students in the experimental
group made more lack of effort attributions, indicating that they saw themselves
responsible for their failure in exams. They also made less teacher attributions (t(3,24),
p=,005) which is external, stable and uncontrollable. No significant changes were found

in other attributions.

Next analysis was performed to see if there was a change in perceived success of
both groups. As shown in Table 4.13 the paired sample t-test showed no significant
differences between pre-and posttest scores in perceived success within groups (t(-
1,97),p=0,66 for experimental group, t(1,073),p=,297 for control group) , indicating that
groups are homogeneous and comparable in terms of their attributions. Students in both
groups perceived themselves low with respect to success in learning English with means
(SD) of 4, 70(1,40) for experimental group and 3,89(,80) for control group. However,

the reasons for low perceived success appeared to change in the experimental condition.
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Table 4.13. presents the Experimental and Control Group’s scores on CDSII before and
after the training program.

Table 4.13.

Comparison of the Experimental and Control Group'’s scores on perceived success and
CDSII before and after the training program

. . Sig.
Pair Pa'r&deaDn'f(fgg")”CES t  (2-tailed)
Perceivedsuccesspre- Experimental -,588(1,227) -1,975 ,066
perceivedsuccesspost Control -,421(1,709) -1,073 297
Locuspre-locuspost Experimental -1,500 (2,58) -2,324 035
Control -,947 (2,54) -1,620 ,123
Personalcontrolpre- Experimental -2,529(3,572) -2,919 ,010
personalcontrolpost Control ,105(4,507) ,102 ,920
Stabilitypre-Stabilitypost Experimental -,411(5,303) -,320 753
Control -1,000(4,434) -,983 339
Externalcontrolpre- Experimental 1,823(4,246) 1,771,096
Externalcontrolpost Control ,263(4,147 207 ,785
P<.05

The difference between the experimental and control groups was on the locus
and personal attributions. Compared to control group, experimental group endorsed
more internal (t(-2,32),p=,035) and personal (t(-2,919), p=,010) attributions after the
training program. This result indicates that students in the experimental group being
successful in learning English result was an internal and personal factor, and thus were
more likely to expect success in the future. No significant changes were found in the

control group.

These results support the findings from the previous analysis suggesting an
increasein the endorsement of lack of effort attributions (internal and personal) in the

experimental group.
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4.3.2. Comparison of pre-and post-test scores on self-efficacy and control of
learning beliefs

From results of the paired sample t-test, it was found that there was a significant
difference between experimenal group’s control of learning beliefs, assessed through
the MSLQ, before and after the training program. No significant differences were found
with respect to self-efficacy beliefs. The beliefs that changed are listed in the table
below.

Table 4.14.

Comparison of the Experimental and Control Group’s scores on MSLQ before and after
the training program

. . Sig.
. Paired Differences :
Pair Mean (SD) t (2-tailed)
It is my own fault if [ can’t Experimental -,882(1,452) -2,504 0,23
learn English. Control -,157(,958) -, 718 482
If I don’t learn English, it Experimental -,823(1,236) -2, 746 0,14
is because I didn’t try hard Control -,157(1,25) 547 ,591
enough.
P< .05

With regard to the first item in Table 4.14, the mean score on the pretest for the
experimental group was 2,55 (SD = 1,20) and the posttest was 3,05(SD = 1,09). The
mean difference between the pretest and posttest scores was -,882, t(-2,504), p = 0,23
(two tailed). As for the second item, the mean score on the pretest for the experimental
group was 2,58 (SD = 1,18) and the posttest was 3,27 (SD = 1,16). The mean difference
between the pretest and posttest scores was -,823 t(-2,746) , p = 0,14 (two tailed).

These results indicated that after the training program, students in the
experimantal group started to take more responsibility fort their failure and believed that
they could learn the course material only if they tried hard enough and that it is their

responsibility if they failed to learn English.
4.3.3 Comparison of pre-and post-test scores on effort

Students’ effort was operationalized as the number of classes attended and

classroom participation grades (CPG) given by instructors in speaking, listening,
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reading, grammar and writing courses. An independent samples t-test was run to see if
there was a significant difference between experimental and control groups in terms of
class attendance and CPG. Results indicated a significant difference for class attendance

but no significant differences for CPGs. Table 4.15 displays the results:

Table 4.15.

Means and Independent samples t-test results for Experimental and Control Group'’s
scores on Class Attendance.

Experimental Sig
Group Control Group t df (2-tailed)
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Attendance 227,64(28,34) 172,31(84,18) 2,699 22,446 ,013
P< .05

As shown in Table 4.15, there was a significant difference in the number of
classes attended by experimental and control groups (t(2,699), p=0,13). The students in
the treatment group attended more classes than the students in the control group.
Clearly, controllable and unstable causal attributions for failure are functional because
they foster academic engagement as reflected in class attendance Perry et al. (2008).

4.4. Results of Qualitative Analysis (Pre-test)

This section presents the qualitative analysis of pre and post interviews with 8
participants. The purpose was to detect any changes in the informants’ perceived self-
efficacy and attributional tendencies. Of the the 8 interviewees, 3 were female and 4
were male, studying at different departments (2 from Computer Engineering, 2 from
Public Relations and Advertising, 1 from Maritime transportation and Management
Engineering, 1 from Biology, 1 from Physics and 1 from Geology Engineering). Each
participant was asked a series of questions which were open-ended and allowed for free
discussion at many points during each of the interview. The pre-intervention interviews
were conducted during the last week of November 2010. The post-intervention

interviews were conducted in May 2011.
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4.4.1. Qualitative analysis of pre-test interviews

Table 4.16 shows participants’s attributions for failure and classifications of

those attributions according to their dimensions:

Table 4.16.

Participants’ attributions for doing poorly in learning English(pre-interview)

Participants

Attributions for failure Locus Stability Controllability
Inf.01 Lack of ability Internal Stable Uncontrollable
Ineffective External Stable Uncontrollable
language
instruction
Inf.02 Lack of ability Internal Stable Uncontrollable
Lack of interest Internal Unstable Controllable
Inf.03 Lack of ability Internal Stable Uncontrollable
Dislike for Internal Unstable Controllable
English
Inf.04 Lack of ability Internal Stable Uncontrollable
Difficulty of External Stable Uncontrollable
English
Inf.05 Dislike for Internal Stable Uncontrollable
English
Lack of interest Internal Unstable Controllable
Teachers External Stable Uncontrollable
Inf.06 Lack of ability Intarnal Stable Uncontrollable
Inf.07 Difficulty of External Stable Uncontrollable
English
Lack of
opportunities External Stable Uncontrollable
Inf.08 Lack of External Stable Uncontrollable

opportunities

The participants perceived their grades in English as failures and reported that
they were not satisfied with the grades they had received. Most attributions for failure
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mentioned by participants were uncontrollable. One attribution stated by participants for
failure in learning English was lack of ability. These participants felt that their failures
were due to limitation in their abilities, including poor memory, not understanding
lessons, not remembering what they had studied before, not being good at English. The
students told about how they became overwhelmed and perform poorly at the outset.
They all became discouraged after the exams. Inf.03 explains how she gave up trying

after a failure as a result of attribution to lack of ability:

Initially, everything was good. | was studying. | was so keen on learning
English. 1 bought different notebooks for each class. | was bringing all
my books to class. | even bought an English grammar book in Turkish in
case I didn’t understand what is taught in class. But I was discouraged
soon after | learned my grammar score. It was 18. | thought no matter
how hard I had studied, it never seemed to be good enough. I'm still
studying but not as much as previously. I don’t have the ability. This is

what | exactly think.
This can also be illuminated in the following response by Inf.06:

| was disappointed. | made a great effort but that effort resulted in failure.
| fortunately got nowhere. Some students are getting really high grades
on grammar exam. | wonder how they do it. | am sometimes questioning

my ability.

Inf.04 attributed her failure to her poor memory. Her statements are a good

example for the relationship between attributions and language learning beliefs:

| think I have no ability to learn languages. | am memorizing every word

but forgetting too soon. That’s why I ‘m not getting succeed.
She goes on to say:

As | said before, there is such a thing as memory. You study one night
before an exam, memorize everything for the exam, write them down on

your exam paper and pass the class! You see this is not success.
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Similar ideas were stated by Inf.02, too:

| am bad at memorizing. If I memorize all the material and then take the
exam, I’ sure I will be successful. But memorizing is not learning. Is it

possible to learn without memorizing? If it is, I don’t know how.

Another attribution for failure that prevailed among the participants in this study
was school-related factors including ineffective language instruction, inappropriate

assessment and teachers which are external, stable and uncontrollable attributions.

Inf.05 said explanations about teachers also involved personal conflicts between

teacher and student. He said he failed because:

| had a quarrel with the speaking teacher in class over the grades. | said
that the grades are not fair. The teacher got very angry. The quarrel
turned out to be a running battle. Finally, I gave up when | got to know

that a teacher can not be beaten. I sat down saying ‘OK, you’re right’.

Inf.06 also mentioned how a conflict with a teacher negatively contributed to her

performance:

For example, the behaviors of the teacher are very important for me. If a
teacher behaves cold and indifferent to students, | become uninterested in
his class. If you’re not interested in class, you won’t be able to succeed. |

had a quarrel with a teacher here. After that, | took a dislike to English.

Students seemed mostly to blame teachers when they failed an exam in which
they expected to do well. That is, they explained their failure as being the fault of the
teachers or ineffective language instruction. Inf.01 shared her disappointment with the
education given in the preparatory program, which she thought was the reason for her

failure:

The reason is I didn’t find what I expected here. I was initially so willing
to learn English. But I don’t know. Maybe the teachers are fast in
teaching. I just can’t keep up with the teachers. For example, the teacher

is writing a few words on the board and explaining them in English
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which I can’t understand. But the class goes on and on. The result is
when the teacher asks questions about that subject | dare not look at him
in case he calls me. This is the reason why | am not successful in

reading..

Inf.03 presented a different perspective on teacher factor. According to her,
negative experiences she had in high school were responsible for an emotional block
she seems to have developed to learn English.

| have a dislike for English that has been constantly growing since high
school. | was graduated from Anatolian High school. We had 10 class
hours of English a week. I didn’t have a good relationship with the
English teacher. That’s why I failed English. Because I failed English, I

failed the class. This made me hate English.

Dislike for English was an attribution mentioned by other students, too. There
appeared to be a relationship between students’ success and how English appealed to
them as a discipline. As a graduate of a regular high school, Inf.05 developed a dislike

for of English. His dislike of the discipline is evidenced in the following quote:

Why do | not like English? I think English is too exaggerated in Turkey.
English should be offered as a selective course. What if | wanted to learn
another language? You can’t! Because English is an international
language! Why should 1 learn a language of a nation which colonizes

another!

Lack of opportunities to practice was an attribution mentioned by three students.
It was seen as a constraint to their learning English. In fact, this is a typical complaint in
an EFL context, where opportunities to speak English is confined to the classroom. As
pointed by Inf.08’s statement, most schools fail to prepare students to use English in-

real situations.

What makes it worse is that we have no opportunity to use English. In
class, teachers rarely speak English. I've no idea how to seek and create

opportunities to use the language.
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They pointed out that they were unable to use English to communicate in real
situations as they were weak in speaking skills and in putting their knowledge of
English into practice. Inf.07 expressed: “When having to speak in class suddenly, 1
became stunned and can’t speak out at that moment. I couldn’t even understand the

teacher says to me!”

Another attribution emerged from participants’ accounts was the difficulty of

English language. Inf.07 says:

English is a very difficult language. For example, Turkishis an easy
language because it is read as it is written. French is much more difficult.
English is difficult because it isn’t read as it is written. This is the most
difficult thing in English. Maybe | can achieve this with a huge effort. If
a person doesn’t have an ability to learn a language, he/she has to put in a

lot of effort and be so willing to do it. But I’'m not.

The quotation above is another indication that attributions may be closely

associated with learners’ beliefs about language learning.

In sum, attributions for failure were mostly external ones, indicating that these
students tended to see outside factors as more in control of their learning than
themselves. All the students perceived themselves as a failure in English language

learning. Inf.06 seemed helpless to do anything about it:

Who should I ask for help? I don’t know. I need someone to tell me
what to do when | go home. | need someone to wind me up. | need
someone to encourage me. Someone with patience. I don’t want to give

up again.

The ways learners view these failures may determine grounds for future action
in terms of persistence, investment of more time and effort. For this reason,
investigations on attributions are of fundamental importance. Tse (2000) pointed out
that “attributions of success and failure in FL classrooms have implications for student

decisions whether to continue language study” (p.72).
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Students' prior attributions for failure were explored in the pre-interviews; the

same students were interviewed a second time after the training. All students perceived

themselves failure again but the reasons for failure given were different. Table 4.17

shows students’ attributions for failure and their classification. Compared to Table 4.16,

participants’ reported attributions for failure in learning English were notably different

after the treatment. The exception was Inf.06, who reported that he had inability to learn

English.

Table 4.17.

Participants’ attributions for doing poorly in learning English (post-test interview)

Participants

Attributions for failure Locus Stability Controllability
Ineffective External Stable Uncontrollable
Inf.01 instruction
Lack of effort Internal Unstable Controllable
Inf.02 Lack of effort Internal Unstable Controllable
Passing criteria External Stable Uncontrollable
Inf.03 Laziness Internal Unstable Controllable
Lack of effort Internal Stable Uncontrollable
Inf.04 Lack of strategy Internal Unstable Controllable
Passing criteria External Stable Uncontrollable
Lack of interest Internal Stable Controllable
Inf.05 Lack of effort Internal Unstable Controllable
Passing criteria External Stable Uncontrollable
Inf.06 Lack of ability Internal Stable Uncontrollable
Inf.07 Lack of strategy Internal Unstable Controllable
Lack of interest Internal Unstable Controllable
Inf.08 Passing criteria External Stable Uncontrollable
Lack of effort Internal Unstable Controllable

The attribution “lack of effort” was mentioned by 5 participants. Not studying

for exams and not practicing English enough were what informants believed caused
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their failure. But students had another reason for not studying and for not wanting to put
effort into learning English: passing criteria for preparatory class. Five of the students
reported that they gave up studying because the passing grade was too high. They
complained about how hard they have to work for a passing grade. Inf. 02 said “I gave
up studying this semester.Because | know | will fail. How can | get a 70 %? To get a
passing score of 70%, | need to score at least 90% on the midterm exams! It is
impossible.” Inf.05 shared a similar concern: “I never studied this term. It takes too

much time and | know I won’t get a passing score.”
Inf. 08 also complained that 70% is too high a standard to meet. She stated that:

It (passing the preparatory class) is very difficult. You need to keep your
second semester GPA over 70% so that you can pass the final exam. |
think the passing score is too high. If the passing score were 50%, I
believe | would pass. | would just study harder.

The above excerpt demonstrates that Inf.08 had an internal attributional profile
and believed that outcomes are linked to effort. This is an indication of a healthy
attributional profile (Graham and Weiner, 1996; Weiner, 1986; Zimmerman, 2000). As
mentioned before, the literature on attribution retraining identifies effort attributions as a

means for correcting maladaptive attributions.

Inf.01 also felt her failure was due to lack of effort: “Learning English is
different than learning mathematics. Most of the time I don’t feel like studying. What |

know is what I learned at school. At home... No, I don’t study at all.”

In sum, students believed that learning English would take effort. They also
recognized that success is linked to effort but they did not invest the required effort. The
passing criteria for the final exam constituted an impediment to their achievement
striving and school engagement. However, they believed that they can learn English
outside of school, for example, going to private courses. Inf.02 says “I will learn
English sooner or later. If | study harder then I will succeed. | have what it takes to
succeed. Next year, | will go to a private course. | think that studying English at a
private course is much better than studying at the school. Because you won’t have any

concerns about an exam.” Inf.01 was also sure of herself: “I know I will fail but I made
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a good start here. The semester passed. But | know I can learn English through my own

effort. I can even learn a second language. Maybe Spanish.”

‘Lack of strategy' was an attribution mentioned by two students (Inf.04 and

Inf.07). Inf.07 mentioned how the use of wrong strategies caused his failure:

I don’t feel dejected any more this semester. Looking back, I feel that I
was unsuccessful because | made use of wrong study strategies. | know
which strategies work best in science and maths but I don’t know any in
English. It was a kind of trial and error thing. | have tried some methods
but lost a lot of time.

He also added how the intervention helped him regulate his studies on
his own:

Remember you gave us a story book? You told us to work on it over the
midterm break. We also worked on it in the classroom. Studying it
helped me a lot. It aroused a feeling in me that I can do. Just when | was
beginning to learn, the school finished. But because that feeling aroused
in me, 1 will go on studying. (Inf.07)

Inf.04 also seemed to recognize the value of using the right strategies: “English
is still difficult for me. But if | knew the right methods, | could learn easily. I think this

can be done practicing a lot.”

Participants also shared their impressions about the training. Inf.03 talked about

how much he enjoyed the speaking class with the native teacher. She said:

It was really fun. I haven’t had such a fun since the beginning the year.
Her attitudes and sincerety affected me positively. | was very relaxed
and felt very good. | thought I knew everything about English. I am not
afraid of making mistakes any more. I don’t care | don't care. Let 'em
laugh at me.

They viewed it as a step in their learning, such as Inf.08:
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| have never had a native teacher. It was just wonderful. I could
understand most of what she said. I felt very successful.When the class
finished; | thought I could do it. I thought I could try. It was an

important step as it gave me the confidence | needed.

Another participant identified himself with the native teacher: “She was the
exact opposite of us. That is, she knew very little English. We completed each other.She

gave us the confidence to learn English. Forever Emily! (Inf.02)

Inf.06, though he found himself unsuccessful in the class, explains how he was
positively affected by the class: “This experience was a real life experience rather than a
class. Speaking to somenone whose native language is English and seeing how she is

reflecting her language encouraged me to learn.”

Inf.06 was the only student who attributed his failure to lack of ability was still
exhibiting the symptoms of learned helplessness. He desperately wanted to succeed but
still thought he had the inability to do it: “l really need to feel that I can succeed. | need
to put aside the feeling that I’'m always making mistakes. But it’s beyond my power to

do that.”

Lack of interest was another internal, controllable attribution that informants
reported. Disinterest was a recurrent attribution in Inf.05’s statements. He described his
disinterest in learning English in these words: “If | force myself to study, | can learn

English. But I don’t want to”.

Overall, participants’ reported attributions for failure in learning English were
notably different after the treatment. These findings from the analyses of the qualitative
data collected through the interviews with 8 key informants, to a very great extent, were
found to be consistent with the findings from questionnaires used in quantitative data

collection.



CHAPTER V

5. DISCUSSION
5.1. Introduction

In this chapter, the most important findings of this study will be described and
evaluated based on the literature. Finally, implications for research and education

practice will be discussed.
5.2. Summary of the Findings

The main purpose of the study was to investigate the effectiveness of a training
program that included attributional retraining in a foreign language learning
environment for undergraduate learners of English as a foreign language. The program
was intended to affect students’ maladaptive attributional beliefs about the causes of
failure in language learning, their low self-efficacy, language learning beliefs,
achievement and effort. It was hypothesized that motivationally at-risk students
completing this training program would make more attributions to
internal/unstable/controllable factors (i.e. effort), have higher self-efficacy, and improve

classroom performance and effort.

A further concern was to investigate the explanations of EFL students of success
and failure, assigning them to successful and unsuccessful groups based on their
satisfaction ratings for the grades they had received on mid term exam. Gender was also
explored to see whether male and female students differed on their attributions for
success and failure. Another concern was to examine the nature of the relationship

between self-efficacy, attributions for success and failure and language learning beliefs.
5.2.1. Attributions in foreign language learning

Attributions have been researched in various areas from psychology to sports.
However, it is a relatively unexplored area in foreign language learning (Hsieh, 2004).

Dornyei (2001) suggested that because of the generally high frequency of language

102
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learning failure worldwide, attributional processes are assumed to play an important role

in language studies, but that investigation with much further scope is needed.

This study contributed to this line of research by exploring the attributions of a
group of undergraduate EFL students for their success and failure in learning English.
Consistent with past findings (Hsieh,2004; Hsieh and Schallert, 2008), students’
attributions in language learning differed depending on whether achievement outcome
was judged to be a success or a failure. Significant differences between successful and
unsuccessful students were found in the specific reasons for success and failure.
Students in the successful group attributed their grade to ability more than did
unsuccessful students. This indicates that successful students thought that their high
level of ability was the reason for their success, whereas unsuccessful students thought
that ability was not the reason for their failure. Similarly, successful students considered
effort and strategy as the reasons for their success more than unsuccessful students did.

Unsuccessful students tended to rate lack of effort for their failure.

Another finding that supported the above observations was the similar patterns
found in the dimensions of attributions. This study aimed to not only find out the
specific reasons students gave for their successes and failures but also the dimensions of
the attributions. Results showed that successful students endorsed more internal and

personal attributions (effort and strategy) more strongly than unsuccessful students.

Thus, it may be concluded that language learners who participated in first phase
of the study had “healthy attributions.” That is, these language learners made internal,
stable attributions, such as attributing success to ability, and internal, unstable
attributions, such as to lack of effort, for failure, something over which they had control.
These language learners seemed to have positive beliefs that they could succeed with

more effort because they viewed failure as unstable.

Gender difference was also examined. Past research suggests inconsistent
findings regarding gender difference in attributions. Nicholls (1975) found that boys
more often attribute their successes to ability and their failures to lack of effort. Girls
often attribute their successes to luck (Reis, 1987) or to effort (Rimm, 1991) and their
failures to lack of ability (Nicholls, 1975; Reis, 1987). Stipek and Gralinski (1991) also
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found that girls were less likely than boys to attribute success to high ability and failure
to luck, and were more likely to attribute failure to low ability. Campbell and Henry
(1999) found no difference in general attributional style by gender but the results
showed that there were gender differences in specific explanations for performance in a
course. Although effort was the most stated reason for course performance, women
mentioned effort significantly more often than men. Women were less likely to attribute

their performance in the course to ability than were men.

To expand on the investigation of students’ attributions for their achievement
and to help clarify prior inconsistent findings, this study also looked at gender
differences in the attributions made by foreign language students. It was found that
female students made both effort and strategy attributions while male students tended to
attribute their success or failure to effort. Both are internal and personal “positive”
attributions for success and therefore do not indicate a strong difference between men

and women.
5.2.2. Important correlations

In this study, attributional beliefs were related to self-efficacy beliefs. Research
on the relationship between self-efficacy and attribution have been investigated in areas
such as mathematics (Shehni Yailagh, Lloyd and Walsh, 2009), distance learning
(Wang, Peng, Huang, Hou and Wang, 2008), general academic performance (Adam,
Schmidt and Aaron, 2008; Lane & Lane, 2001; Lynden, Chaney, Danehower, and
Houston, 2002; Sherman, 2002) and sports (Chase, 2001; Bond, Biddle and Ntoumanis,
2001) In general, results have indicated that individuals with low self-efficacy were
more likely to attribute their failure to lack of ability than were individulas with high
self-efficacy. In addition, Bond et al. (2001) reported that individuals whose self-
efficacy increased made significantly more stable and internal attributions than those

whose self-efficacy decreased over time.

Consistent with this literature, self-efficacy scores correlated negatively with
external attributions. The findings indicated that students who attributed causes to either
internal or personal reasons also had higher self-efficacy than those who made external

attributions. The positive correlation between students’ self-efficacy and
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internal/personal attributions support the definition of self-efficacy as an individual’s
judgment of his or her capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to
attain designated types of performances (Bandura, 1977, 1997). That is, when students
attribute a successful outcome to internal and stable factors, they are attributing success
to high ability, meaning that they have confidence that they have the ability to
successfully complete future tasks. When students attribute success to external factors,
they are attributing the outcome to something out of their control, which may not be a

good indicator for their confidence about future success.

Control of learning beliefs were also found to be positively correlated with
internal and personal attributions (i.e. effort and strategy) and negatively correlated with
external and stable attributions (i.e. ability, task difficulty and teacher). In terms of
specific attributions, it was found that self-efficacy scores correlated positively with
effort and strategy attributions but negatively with difficulty, luck and teacher factors.
Again, those students who took responsibility for their own successes and failures

tended also to have higher self-efficacy beliefs.

In order to determine whether language learners’ beliefs are constructed in a
similar way to their attributions for success and failure, the relationship between
language learning beliefs and attributions were examined. Important correlations were
found. The belief that some people have a special ability to learn languages positively
correlated with stable and external reasons (lack of ability and task difficulty). It was
also found that students’ beliefs about having the aptitude to learn a foreign language
correlated positively with attributing the test results to ability and internal attributions
giving more credit to themselves for success because they believe they are equipped

with the ability. Similar findings were also reported by Hsieh (2004).

The belief that English learning is difficult correlated positively with the scale
that measured attribution of success or failure to the difficulty of the task and lack of
ability. That is, successful students who attribute their success to their ability and task
easiness belive that English is an easy language. However, students who think that their
failure is due to their lack of ability and to task difficulty think that English is a difficult
language. Scores on the beliefs scale indicating the degree to which an individual

believes that practice is an important aspect of success in foreign language learning



106

(item 10) correlated positively with attribution ratings of effort. In Hsieh’s (2004) study,
were not found to be statistically significant.

5.2.3. Comparison of pre-and post-test results

The major concern in this study was to test the effectiveness of a training
program on attributional beliefs, self-efficacy, language learning beliefs, achievement
and student effort. A comparison was done of students who attended a training program
which included an attributional retraining and those who did not attend. The
quantitative analyses showed significant differences between pre and post test scores on
attributional beliefs, self-efficacy, control for learning beliefs and effort. No significant
differences were found with respect to language learning beliefs and achievement,
indicating that the training program did not affect beliefs about language learning and

achievement.

Students when confronted with failure may develop self defeating maladaptive
attributions (i.e. attributions to external, stable, and uncontrollable causes. In foreign
language education we can sometimes encounter students who think that there is a
stable cause for failing an exam or for failure in learning English. Very often we hear
students saying “No matter how hard | study, | will not be able to learn a foreign
language”. Or they may believe that foreign language learning is difficult and they do
not have the ability to do it. These students may in advance expect to fail on the exams
and will not spend much time studying. Thus, many students can develop maladaptive
attributions for academic failure (i.e. lack of ability) which leads to less motivation,

poor performance and low-self efficacy.

It has been suggested that attribution retraining can provide remedial assistance
for students by changing maladaptive beliefs to more adaptive ones. AR is a
psychotherapeutic treatment designed to modify students' causal explanations for
failure, and thereby bolster perceived control, motivation, and subsequent achievement
(Haynes, Perry, Stupnisky and Daniels, 2009). It aims to replace maladaptive and self-
defeating attributions with more adaptive and functional ones encouraging to make
internal/stable/controllable attributions for academic failure (i.e. lack of effort, poor
strategy use) in place of internal/stable/uncontrollable attributions (i.e.lack of ability).
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Through these changes, the program is intended to enhance self-efficacy, motivation

and subsequent achievement.

The training program was expected to enhance internal, unstable and
controllable attributions for failure (i.e. lack of effort). The training program induced a
more adaptive attributional profile in experimental group. Pre and posttest results
showed an increase in the “lack of effort” attributions and a decrease in teacher
attributions in the experimental group as compared with those in the control (No-AR)
group, although teacher attributions of the control group also changed to some extent.
Students in the experimental group made more internal and personal attributions
(i.e.lack of effort), indicating that they saw themselves responsible for their failure in
exams. They also made less teacher attributions which is external, stable and

uncontrollable.

These findings are analogous to research with college students in which AR
encouraged college students to endorse more controllable attributions and de-emphasize
uncontrollable attributions in explaining achievement outcomes (Hall et al., 2004;
Haynes et al., 2006; Perry et al, 2010; Ruthig et al. 2003; Wilson and Linville, 1982).

In parallel to this finding, the training program resulted in significant
improvements in control of learning beliefs. The training had positive effects on such
beliefs as “It is my own fault if I can’t learn English”’and “If [ don’t learn English, it is
because I didn’t try hard enough.” Students in the experimental group started to take
more responsibility for their failure and believed that they could learn the course
material only if they tried hard enough and that it is their responsibility if they failed to
learn English.

Surprisingly, the training program had no effect on self-efficacy beliefs. This
may be because the self-efficacy scale had items pertaining to their beliefs about being
successful in prep class. The students in both groups had very little confidence in their
competences needed to achieve success in the preparatory program (means (SD)=
23,52(36,90) and 7,36 (23,53) for experimental and control groups, respectively). The
students did not feel self-efficacious because they did not expect to pass the preparatory

class. Schunk and Pajares (2001) points out that outcome expectations, or the
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consequences expected from one’s actions, are related to self-efficacy beliefs but they
are not synonymous. Students believed that they had the capability to learn English but
they also believed that despite their perceived capability they will not pass preparatory

class because the passing score is too high to achieve.

This is also the reason for lack of effort attributions stated by informants in the
posttest interviews. Before the treatment, pre-interviews indicated that attributions of
students for failure were mostly external ones, indicating that these students tended to
see some external, stable or uncontrollable factors as more in control of their learning
than themselves. Post-test interviews revealed more internal, unstable and controllable
reasons for failure. The students expressed that they gave up studying because they did
not have any hope of passing the class. They complained that 70% is too high a standard
to meet and there is no way that they get a 70 %. The implementation of attributional
training in such a setting is limited by this condition because its effectiveness is
inherently tied to students being able to see the connection between success and effort
without being confronted with such an anxiety provoking situation. The results may
have been different or more significant if there were not such a boundary condition.

Controllable and unstable causal attributions for failure are functional because
they foster academic engagement as reflected in class attendance (Perry et al.2008) This
study also found a significant difference in the number of classes attended by
experimental and control groups (t(2,699), p=0,13). The students in the treatment group
attended more classes than the students in the control group. No significant differences

between the two groups were found in the classroom participation grades.

The research also had no effect on achievement. There were no significant
differences in achievement of the two groups as measured by GPA which is the average
of the grades the students received in courses grammar, speaking, listening, writing and
reading at the end of the academic year. It is important to recognize that high motivation
cannot improve achievement if the students lack the necessary skills to succeed. Van
Overwalle and De Metsenaere (1990) argued that while AR could increase motivation, a
study strategy course would enhance students’ skills in effective study. Therefore,

future research can add a language learning strategy training to attributionsl training.
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This result contradicts the other studies that found significant increases in
achievement (Hall, et al. 2010; Haynes et al. 2006; Perry et al., 2010). However, it must
be noted that most of these studies were carried out in psychology. Learning a foreign
language is different in many ways from learning other school subjects. First of all,
students are asked to make something foreign a part of their self. As Horwitz (1990)
notes, probably no other field of study requires an individual to take social risks or
endure potential public embarrassment in the way language study does. Therefore,
learning a foreign language may be very different from other areas of learning and the

motivation to learn a language may work differently in influencing their achievement.

As for the language learning beliefs, no changes were observed. Beliefs about
language learning are generally thought to be strongly held and difficult to change
(Kern, 1995; Weinstein, 1994; Peacock, 2001). As already mentioned in the literature
review section, some studies reported evidence of change in these beliefs, especially in
ESL contexts (Amuzie and Winke, 2009; Kayaoglu,1997) These two studies support the
view that beliefs may be socially constructed and responsive to context, suggesting that
learning context and length of context exposure influence belief changes. Moreover,
these studies were longitudinal in nature. Thus a longitudinal study may offer a better
evidence of the effectiveness (or ineffectiveness) of the training program used in this

study.
5.3. Strengths and Limitations of the Study

One of the most important strengths of this study is the comprehensive data
which was gathered through different data collection instruments. The data collected
through four different scales and interviews allowed an in-depth analysis of
participants’ attributions for failure in learning English as a foreign language and of the
factors that underlie the learners’ perceived attributions. This study also gave the
opportunity to collect information about the relationships between attributions, self-
efficacy and language learning beliefs, an area of research that has been received little

attention in foreign language field.

By this study, implications about what should be done to develop more adaptive

and functional attributions for failure were drawn as well. Maybe the most important
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strength of this study is that it showed how useful it could be to change students’
maladaptive beliefs in terms of their control beliefs, engagement and effort.

There were also some limitations encountered in this study. First, limitations
related to the sample will be addressed. The sample was done purposively from an
overall sample of 602 students. Students who had maladaptive attributional styles and
low self-efficacy were involved in the study. In addition, all students who participated
in the study were undergraduate EFL students (N = 602) enrolled in a preparatory
program at Karadeniz Teknik University. Therefore, this study is only generalizable to
this population of students. Nonetheless, this research is beneficial in that instructors in
other universities would benefit from knowing whether or not attribution training has

benefits in regards to student performance on academic-based tasks and student effort.
5.4. Implications for Future Research

Research on ARin foreign language field is still in its nascent stages and more
research will need to be done. There are positive indicators from this study to suggest
that more research on this topic would be worthwhile. It would be interesting to do a
longitudinal study to see the long-term effects of AR.

Participants’ attributions for their learning failures were measured using two
questionnires: LAAS and CDS Il. A further study may use participants’ own
classifications of attributions according to locus, stability and controllability dimensions
as postulated by Weiner (1986). Considering the range of students’ attributions for
failure is considerably wide, as Weiner (1986) acknowled, these attributions may be
classified differently by different people. In future studies, the participants may be asked
about the causes that, in their opinion, lead to failure in learning English and if they
perceive these causes as internal or external to them, stable or unstable, controllable and

uncontrollable.

As already indicated, attributions are linked to different emotions such as pride,
shame, and guilt. Weiner (1986) notes that “how we think influences how we feel”
(p.119). Locus particularly influences feelings of pride in success and self-esteem. A
student might be happy, for example, after getting a good grade on a difficult exam, but

he or she will not feel pride if she or he believes that the teacher gives high grades.
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Controllability dimension influences whether guilt or shame is experienced following a
failure. Attribution of failure to lack of effort often causes guilt, whereas lack of ability
attributions elicits feelings of shame and embarrassment. Stability dimension is more
linked to feelings of hope.This study did not deal with emotional consequences of
attributions. Future research on attributions in foreign language learning should take
emotions into account and examine how different attributions are linked to different
emotions. Moreover, it may also be interesting to investigate how emotions can be

changed when attributions are retrained.

Another area for future research is to investigate the sense of progress in L2
language learning. Sense of progress is a construct which has been gaining attention in
foreign language learning field due to its potential in revealing learners’ management
and assessment of academic outcomes (successes or failures) of their learning activities
in face of their personally established learning goals (Bahia, 2004). Sense of progress is
closely related to attributions in that students’ perceptions about their learning progress
may be powerfully influenced by causal attributions they make for their perceived

language learning successes and failures.

The treatment used in this study was adapted from Haynes et al. (2009). But
some other elements such as the inclusion a class with a native teacher were added to
the training in order to make it more feasible to use in a foreign language learning
context. Future studies may wish to add more elements, especially cultural ones, to

extend the the training program used in this study.
5.5. Implications for Educators

The results of this study offer valuable information to language teachers who are
able to influence the causal attributions of learners in foreign language learning settings
when those attributions are detrimental to achievement. AR studies have consistently
yielded positive behavioral changes in a diversity of areas. They, therefore, demonstrate
that such short and economic cognitive interventions can be effectively used to modify

behavior in “therapy-like” (Forsterling, 1986) situations.

It is clear that attribution theory is a very useful framework to understand how

students experience their success and failure in school. (Stipek, 1988; Weiner, 1979,
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1985) Clearly, attribution of failure in EFL classrooms has implications for student
decisions on whether to continue language study. Attribution of ‘lack of ability’ is
especially damaging to the long-term success and retention of students in language
classes, leading also to low self-efficacy and a sense of learned helplessness (Graham,
1990). Teachers and educational administrators thus face the challenge of helping

students make desirable attributions that can promote motivation and academic success.

This study revealed that educators may help students be aware of the causes for
their successes and failures and create appropriate attributions for failure thus
preventing failure in academic activities. Through such a training implemented in this
study, they may encourage learners to adopt a more positive approach to failure, thus
enhancing their motivation, engagement and achievement. Attributions of effort should
be reinforced therefore encouraging learners to be more in control of their learning

process and see the link between effort and success.

Given the clear need for more effective strategies that can improve academic
performance and motivation of low achieveing EFL students, attribution training should
be considered a valuable approach to be used in foreign language settings. A better
understanding of the nature and impact of AR would allow teachers to help those who

withdraw from activity in foreign language settings because of repeated failures.
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Sevgili 6grenciler, bu ¢alismanm amaci égrencilerin ingilizce 6greniminde kendi basari ya da basarisizliklari (izerine kurduklar

neden-sonug iliskileri hakkinda bilgi edinmektir.

Bu anketteki sorularm dogru cevaplari yoktur. Onemli olan sizin gercek diisiincelerinizi 6grenmektir. Liitfen sorular eksiksiz

olarak doldurmaya dikkat ediniz.

Arastirmacilar: Yrd.Dog.Dr.M.Naci KAYAOGLU

VNIV Miidiiri

Ogr.Gor. Oznur SEMIZ

inailiz Nili va Fdahivats RAlimii

1. Bu dénem Ingilizce hazirhkta aldigimiz notlarin genel ortalamasim yaziniz:

2. Aldigimiz bu nottan memnun musunuz? (Sadece tek secenegi isaretleyiniz)

EVET O

Eger 2. soruya Evet seklinde cevap verdiyseniz
, SADECE bu kolondaki maddeleri yanitlayiniz
ve gbrislintza yansitan rakami (1,2,3,4,5) ilgili
bosluga yaziniz.yaziniz.

: |

HAYIR O

Eger 2. soruya Hayir seklinde

cevap

verdiyseniz SADECE bu kolondaki maddeleri
yanitlayiniz ve gorisinizi yansitan rakami
(1,2,3,4,5) ilgili bosluga yaziniz.yaziniz.

: ]

1) (2) (3) (4) ()
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Fikrim yok Katihyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katilryorum
Aldigim bu not: Aldigim bu not:

1. Yabanci dil 6grenme yetenegimden
kaynaklanmaktadir.

1. Yabanci dil 6grenme yetenegimin
olmayisindan kaynaklanmaktadir.

2.Gostermis oldugum ¢abadan
kaynaklanmaktadir.

2. Yeterli ¢cabay1 gostermememden
kaynaklanmaktadir.

3. Ingilizce’nin kolay olmasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir.

3. Ingilizce’nin zor olmasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir.

4. Tamamen sans.

4. Tamamen sanssizlik.

5. Hocalarin not verme yontemlerinden
kaynaklanmaktadir.

5. Hocalarin not verme yontemlerinden
kaynaklanmaktadir.

6.Kullandigim ¢aligma yontemlerinden
kaynaklanmaktadir.

6. Kullandigim ¢aligma yontemlerinden
kaynaklanmaktadir.
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APPENDIX 2. CAUSAL DIMENSION SCALE (CDS-II)-Turkish version

Genel itibariyle Ingilizce 6grenme konusunda kendinizi ne él¢iide basarih
buluyorsunuz?

Cok basarisiz Cok basarih
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Benim bu olciide basarili veya basarisiz olmam:

S
E| E
- EFEEEN
X2 |3 |8 |X5
ZE|E |E |z |E=x
2|5 | |5 |&§
¥ 2| M i o X M
1. Benim bir 6zelligimi yansitmaktadir (caba, yetenek,
beceri, motivasyon, tutum, vb.) o o O 0] O
2. Benim elimdedir. 0 0 0 0 0
3. Kalicidr. o o o o o
4. Kontroliim altindadir. 0 0 0 0 0
5. Bagkalarina baglidir (hocalar, arkadaslar, aile, vb.) 0 0 0 0 0
6. Benden kaynaklanmaktadir. 0 0 0 0 0
7. Zaman iginde degismez. 0 0 0 0 0
8. Baskalarinin denetimindedir (hocalar, arkadaslar, aile, vb.) 0 0 0 0 0
9. Kendimle ilgilidir. 0 0 0 0 0
10. Benim denetimim altindadir. 0 0 0 0 0
11. Hep boyle kalacaktir. o o o o o
12. Diger insanlar tarafindan kontrol edilebilir. o o 0 o o
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Bu boliimde Ingilizce dgrenmeye yonelik 6z yeterlik algisini igeren ifadeler

bulunmaktadir. Liitfen, her bir ifadeyi okuyarak goriislinlizii yansitan rakami (1,2,3,4,5) ilgili

bosluga yaziniz.
() 2) ©) (4) ()
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Fikrim yok Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

1. Eger dogru bir sekilde ¢alisirsam, Ingilizce 6grenebilirim.

2. Sene sonunda ¢ok 1yi bir not alacagima inantyorum.

3. En zor Ingilizce metinleri bile anlayabilecegimden eminim.

4.

5.

6.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Eger Ingilizce 6grenemiyorsam bu benim kendi hatamdir.
Ingilizce’deki temel yapilar1 6grenebilecegimden eminim.

Ingilizce’nin en zor konularini bile anlayabilece§imden eminim.

. Eger calisir gayret edersem Ingilizce dgrenebilirim.
. Bu sene 6devlerde ve sinavlarda basarili olacagima inaniyorum.

. Hazirlik sinifim1 gegebilecegime inantyorum.

Ingilizceyi ¢ok iyi konusabilecegime inantyorum.
Eger Ingilizce 6grenemiyorsam, bu yeterince ¢alismadigim igindir.

Eninde sonunda ingilizce 6grenecegim.

Ingilizcenin zorlugunu, dgretmenleri ve becerilerimi dikkate aldigimda, bence bu sene

hazirlik siifinda basarili olurum.
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Sene sonunda hazirlig1 gecebilece§imden eminim.

EVET O
Eger bu soruya EVET seklinde
cevap verdiyseniz, ankete
asagidan devam ediniz.
Liitfen sene sonunda hazirlik

smifini

HAYIR O

Eger bu soruya HAYIR seklinde
cevap bir

sayfaya geginiz.

verdiyseniz

sonraki

asagida

verilen

notlarla
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gegip

gecemeyeceginize olan inancmizi Evet (E) veya Hayir (H) segeneklerinden birisini
isaretleyerek belirtiniz. Eger EVET isaretlediyseniz, gecebileceginizden ne kadar emin
oldugunuzu 10 ile 100 arasinda bir segenegi isaretleyerek belirtiniz. Once verilen 6rnekleri

inceleyiniz:
Ornek I:

Sene sonunda 95-100 arast bir
not ile gegebilecegimden
eminim.

of

10 20 30 40 @60 70 80 90 100

Ornek II:

Sene sonunda 95-100 arast bir
not ile gegebilecegimden
eminim.

- [©

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Simdi liitfen her secenegi teker teker degerlendiriniz:

Evet/
Hayir

EVET ise, ne kadar eminsiniz? (%)

Sene sonunda 95-100 arast
bir not ile gecebilecegimden
eminim.

E H

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Sene sonunda 90-94 aras1 bir
not ile gecebilecegimden
eminim.

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Sene sonunda 85-89 arasi bir
not ile gegebilecegimden
eminim.

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Sene sonunda 80-84 arasi bir
not ile gegebilecegimden
eminim.

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Sene sonunda 75-79 arasi1 bir
not ile gecebilecegimden
eminim.

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Sene sonunda 70-74 arasi bir
not ile gegebilecegimden
eminim.

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100
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APPENDIX 5. YABANCI DiL OGRENME HAKKINDA iINANISLAR ANKETI-Turkish

version

Asagida yabanci dil 6grenme konusunda bazi diisiinceler verilmistir. Liitfen her birini

okuyarak goriisiiniizii

1) (2) (3)

(4)

()

Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum Fikrim yok

Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle
katilryorum

siklarindan birini isaretleyerek (X) belirtiniz. Liitfen unutmayin burada dogru veya yanlis

cevap yoktur. Onemli olan sizin diisiincelerinizdir.

1. Bazi insanlarm yabanct dil 6grenme konusunda ozel | (1) | (2) | (3) | (4) (5)
bir yetenekleri vardir.

2. Lisan 6grenme konusunda iyi bir hafizaya sahibim. @ 1@ | 3 4) (5)
3. Ingilizceyi miikkemmel bir telaffuzla konusmak

Snemlidir. o a6 @6 6
4. Ingilizcede bir seyi tam dogrusunu &grenmeden @ (@ @ | ©® (5)
sOylememek gerekir.

5. En iyisi Ingilizceyi Ingilizce konusulan bir iilkede Q 1@ 6 | @® (5)
Ogrenmektir.

6. CD ve teyplerle pratik yapmak, Ingilizce TV @ @] @6 | © (5)
programlar seyretmek 6nemlidir.

7. Ingilizcede bilmedigim bir kelimeyi tahmin etmeye @ (@ | B (4) (5)
calismak iyidir.

8. Yabanci dil 6grenmeye karsi 6zel bir yatkinligim var. @ (2) (3) (4) ()
9. Yabanci dil 6grenmek ¢ogunlukla kelime O6grenme @ @ | @ (4) (5)
meselesidir.

10. Tekrar ve bolca pratik yapmak 6nemlidir. @ 1@ © ) )
11. Baskalariyla Ingilizce konusurken kendimi rahat @ @ | @ (4) (5)
hissederim.

12. Ingilizceye yeni baslayan kisilerin hata yapmalarma

g6z yumulursa, ileride bunlarin Ingilizceyi dogru olarak 1@ 6 (4) ()
konusmalar1 giiglesir.

13. Yabanci dil ogrenmek g¢ogunlukla o dilin gramer | (1) | (2) | (3) | (4) (5)
kurallarin1 6grenme meselesidir.

14. Ana dili Ingilizce olmayanlarla pratik yapmak @ (@ | @ (4) (5)
onemlidir.

15. Yabanci dili konusmak onu dinleyip anlamaktan daha | (1) | 2) | 3) | (4) (5)
kolaydir.

16. Ingilizcede galisnigim bir konu zor goziikiiyorsa @ @ | @ (4) (5)
genelde onu o anlik birakirim.

17. ingilizceyi iyi 6grenmem gelecekte akademik veya is @ (@ @ | ©® (5)
hayatim i¢in daha iyi olacak.

18. Ingilizceyi yazip okumak konusup anlamaktan daha @ @ | @ (4) (5)
kolaydir.
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19. Matematik veya fende iyi olanlar yabanci dili @ 1@ | @ (4) (5)
O6grenmede basarili olur.
(1) (2) (3) (4) ()
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Fikrim yok Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
20. Cogu arkadasim Ingilizce konugsmanin énemli oldugu @ 1@ | @ (4) (5)
kanisindadir.
21. Ingilizcedeki bir &nemli amacim da Ingilizceyi (1) @ | 3 (4) (5)
yabancilarla iyi konusmaktir.
22. Herkes Ingilizce konusmayi iyi dgrenebilir. (1) @] G ) )
23. Ingilizceyi cok iyi 6grenmek benim igin oldukga (1) @ | ® (4) (5)
Onemlidir.
24. Yabanci dili, Ingilizce metinleri daha iyi okuyup (1) @ | 3 (4) (5)
anlayabilmek i¢in ilerletmek istiyorum.
25.Sosyal bilimlerde iyi olanlar Ingilizce 6grenmede (1) @ | © (4) (5)
basarili olur.
?6. Bazilar1 ne kadar siki c¢alisirlarsa ¢aligsinlar (1) @ | 3 (4) (5)
Ingilizceyi ¢ok iyi 6grenemezler.
27. Yabanci dili 6grenmek diger akademik konulari (1) @ | (4) (5)
ogrenmekten biiyiik ol¢lide farklidir.
28.Ingilizcede herhangi bir zorlukla karsilastigimda, cogu (1) @2 | 3 (4) (5)
zaman o anda onu ¢6zmek i¢in bir yol bulmaya ¢aligirim.
29. Kisilerin Ingilizce dgreniminde ulasacaklari seviye W @ e | @ (5)
bazi faktorlerden dolay1 sinirhidir.

30. ingilizce:
0 oldukca zor bir dildir.
0 zor bir dildir.
O orta zorlukta bir dildir.
o kolay bir dildir.
o oldukga kolay bir dildir.

31. Universite dncesi yabanci dil §grenme siirecinizi nasil degerlendirirsiniz?

O Cok yetersiz
O Yetersiz
o Ortalama
o Memnuniyet verici
0 Cok memnuniyet verici

32. Ingilizceniz igin yeteri kadar gayret gosterdiginiz kanaatinde misiniz?

Evet 0O Hayrr [
33. Giinde kag saat Ingilizce galigirsiniz?
1 Hig

[ 30 dk.dan az
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O 1-2 saat
0 3-4 saat
O 4 saatten fazla
34. Sayet birisi yabanci bir dili 6grenmek i¢in giinde bir saat calisirsa, o dili ¢ok 1iyi
konusmasi i¢in ne kadar siire gerekir?
] 1 yildan az
O 12yl
O 3-5yi
O 6-10 yil

[J Giinde 1 saat caligmakla yabanci dil 6grenilmez.

Anket sorular1 sona ermistir.
Calismamiza gostermis oldugunuz ilgi i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

KiSISEL BiLGILER

Sevgili 6grenciler;

Son olarak, sizden bazi kisisel bilgiler istenmektedir. Bu bilgiler sadece arastirma
amagch olarak kullanilacak ve arastirmacilar disindaki kisi ve kurumlarla paylasilmayacaktir.
Sizden istenmekte olan AD SOYAD bilgisi, ilerde dolduracaginiz diger anketlerle eslestirme
ve karsilastirma yapabilmek icindir. Kisisel bilgileriniz bagka hicbir amacla
kullanilmayacaktir. Katiliminiz i¢in tekrar tesekkiir ederiz.

1. Ad soyad:

2. Cinsiyet: Kiz o  Erkek O

3. Bolum :

4. Yas :

17¢) 18(C) 19() 20 () 21() 22 () Diger ()

5- Mezun oldugunuz lise tiirii:

a) Diiz Lise b) Anadolu Lisesi c) Ozel Lise d) Siiper Lise e) Teknik Lise

f) Diger
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APPENDIX 6. LANGUAGE ACHIEVEMENT ATTRIBUTION SCALE(LAAS)-English

version

1. How successful do you feel you are in your English Course so far?

Very Unsuccessful
1 2 3 4 5

Very Successful
7 8 9 10

2. Are you satisfied with your performance? (Check one)
__1(A) =Yes, | am happy with my GPA __ 0 (B) = No, | am disappointed with my GPA

If you checked “Yes, | am happy with my
GPA?”, rate your responses to questions in this
column ONLY

If you checked “No, | am disappointed with my
GPA”, rate your responses to questions in this
column ONLY

3. The GPA that | have is due to my high
ability.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4O 5(B)

Strongly Agree

3. The GPA that I have is due to my lack of
ability.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4(MO) 5(B)

Strongly Agree

4. The GPA that | have is due to the amount of
effort | put into studying.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4Md) 5(B)

Strongly Agree

4. The GPA that I have is due to the lack of
effort | put into studying.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4(Md) 5(B)

Strongly Agree

5. The GPA that | have is due to the ease of the
course material in the classes.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4(MO) 5(B)

Strongly Agree

5. The GPA that I have is due to the difficulty
of the course material in the classes.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4(M) 5(B)

Strongly Agree

6. The GPA that | have is due to good luck.

1(A) 2(B) 3(C) 4((M) 5(B)
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

6. The GPA that | have is due to bad luck.

1(A) 2(B) 3(€C) 4@ 5(B)
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

7. The GPA that | have is due to the way my
teacher grades.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4(MO) 5(B)

Strongly Agree

7. The GPA that | have is due to the way my
teacher grades.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4(MO) 5(F)

Strongly Agree

8. The GPA that | have is due to the strategies |
used.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4O 5(B)

Strongly Agree

8. The GPA that | have is due to the strategies |
used.

1(A) 2(B)
Strongly Disagree

3(C) 4(Md) 5(F)

Strongly Agree
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My performance so far...
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—_ N D —_
o 2 - s
st © Q
g g |5 |5 |
> |8 |2 | < |8
k% S
&) <
> >
o (@)
c c
o o
H 23
1 reflects an aspect of myself (effort,
ability, skill, motivation, attitude, 1(A) |2(B) | 3(C) | 4(D) | 5(B)
etc.)
2 is due to factors that | can manage
Folaw 2@ |30 | 4@ | 56
3 is due to a stable factor 1(A) |2(B) 3(C) | 4(D) | 5(E)
4 is due to something that | have
control over 1(A) |2(8) 3 | 4O | 5(B)
5 is due to something over which
others have control 1(A) |2(B) 3(C) | 4(D) | 5(B)
6 is due to a factor inside of
is due to a factor inside of me 1A |28 30 | 40) | 5
7 is stable over time 1(A) |2(B) 3(C) | 4(D) 5 (E)
8 is under the power of other people
(e.0. 1(A) |2(B) | 3(C) | 4(D) | 5(8)
teacher, peers, parents, etc.)
o | _ 1(A) |2(B) | 3(C) | 4(D) | 5(E)
is due to something about me
10
is due to something over which I| 1(A) [2(B) | 3(C) | 4(D) | 5(E)
have power
H 1(A) [2(®) |30 | 4D) | 56
is unchangeable
12 1(A) [2(B) | 3(C) | 4(D) | 5(F)
is regulated by other people
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APPENDIX 8. MOTIVATED STRATEGIES LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE
(MSLQ) SELF-EFFICACY AND CONTROL FOR LEARNING ITEMS

Directions: You have just received your test grade. Please read each item carefully and
indicate the extent to which the statement describes you on the line provided in front of each

statement.

1 = Not at all true of me
2= Not very true of me

3 = Neutral

4 = Somewhat true of me

5 =Very true of me

Self-efficacy items:
1.1 believe I will receive an excellent end-of-semester grade in this class.
____ 2. lamcertain I can understand the most difficult material presented in this
course.
______3.lamconfident I can learn the basic concepts taught in this course.
4. 1am confident | can do an excellent job on the assignments in this course.
5. 1expectto do well in this class.
___ 6. lam certain | can master the skills being taugt in this class.
Control for learning items:
______T7.If I study in appropriate ways, then | will be able to learn the material in this
course.
8. It is my fault if I don’t learn the material in this course.
_______9.1f I try hard enough, then I will understand the course material.
10.1f 1 don’t understand the course material, it is because I didn’t try hard

enough.
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APPENDIX 9. BELIEFS ABOUT LANGUAGE LEARNING INVENTORY (BALLI)

English version

Directions: Please read each item carefully and indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with each of the following statements about your beliefs about foreign language
learning in the spaces provided in front of each statement.

1 = Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree
4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree

1. It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language.
2. Some people are born with a special ability which helps them learn a foreign language.
3. Some languages are easier to learn than others.
4. The language | am trying to learn is:
1) a very difficult language,
2) a difficult language,
3) a language of medium difficulty,
4) an easy language,
5) a very easy language.
5. The language | am trying to learn is structured in the same way as English.
6. | believe that | will ultimately learn to speak this language very well.
7. It is important to speak a foreign language with an excellent accent.
8. It is necessary to know the foreign culture in order to speak the foreign language.
9. You shouldn’t say anything in the foreign language until you can say it correctly.
10. It is easier for someone who already speaks a foreign language to learn another one.
11. It is better to learn a foreign language in the foreign country.
12. If I heard someone speaking the language | am trying to learn, | would go up to them so
that I could practice speaking the language.
13. It’s o.k. to guess if you don’t know a word in the foreign language.
14. If someone spent one hour a day learning a language, how long would it take him/her to
become fluent? 1) less than a year, 2) 1-2 years, 3) 3-5 years, 4) 5-10 years, 5) You can’t
learn a language in 1 hour a day.
15. | have foreign language aptitude.
16. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matter of learning a lot of new vocabulary words.
17. It is important to repeat and practice a lot.
18. | feel self-conscious speaking the foreign language in front of other people.
19. If you are allowed to make mistakes in the beginning it will be hard to get rid of them later

on.
20. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matter of learning a lot of grammar rules.
21. It is important to practice in the language laboratory.
22. Women are better than men at learning foreign languages.
23. If | get to speak this language very well, | will have many opportunities to use it.
24, It is easier to speak than understand a foreign language.
25. Learning a foreign language is different from learning other school subjects.
26. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matter of translating from English.
27. If I learn to speak this language very well, it will help me get a good job.
28. It is easier to read and write this language than to speak and understand it.
29. People who are good at math and science are not good at learning foreign languages.
30. Americans think that it is important to speak a foreign language.
31. I would like to learn this language so that | can get to know its speakers better.
32. People who speak more than one language well are very intelligent.
33. Americans are good at learning foreign languages.
34. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language.
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APPENDIX 10. CALL FOR STUDENTS

-\NGiLiZCE OGRENMEDE
BASARISIZIM
DIYENLERDENSENIZ!

5 HAFTA SURECEK VE UZMANLARIN

ESLIGINDE HAZIRLANAN BIR EGITIM PROGRAMINA
KATILMAYA NE DERSINIZ?

NOT:
> PROGRAM OKULUMUZDAKI HERKESE (ACIK OLUP
UCRETSIZDIR.OTURUMLAR HER CARSAMBA 2°’DE YDYO’DA
YAPILACAKTIR.
> BELLI SAYIDA OGRENCIi KABUL EDILECEKTIR.
> EGER KATILMAK ISTIYORSANIZ HEMEN SiZE
ULASABILECEGIMIZ BiR TELEFON YA DA ya da E-POSTA
ADRESIi YAZMAYI UNUTMAYINIZ:
TEL: e
EPOSTA ADRESI: .....................

Yrd.Dog.Dr. M.Naci KAYAOGLU Ogr.Gér.Oznur SEMIZ
YDYO Miidiirii Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati Boliimii
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APPENDIX 11. INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Sevgili 6grenciler,

Bu arastirma bir doktora tez ¢alismasinin bir pargasi olarak yapilmaktadir. Arastirmanin
amact 5 haftalik bir egitim programinin O6grencilerin bagarisizlik ylikleme egilimleri, 6z
yeterlik, dil 6grenme inanislari ve basarilarina olan etkilerini saptamaktir.

Bu calismaya katilmak isterseniz formu imzalayiniz. Caligsma siiresince herhangi bir noktada
katilmaktan vazgegebilirsiniz. Vereceginiz kisisel bilgiler gizli tutulacak ve arastirma disinda
baska hicbir amagla kullanilmayacaktir. Tez c¢alismasi bittiginde isterseniz arastirmanin
sonuglarini igeren Ozet bir rapor e-mail adresinize gonderilecektir. Eger herhangi bir asamada
bir sorunuz olursa bana e-mail adresim araciligiyla (oznursemiz@ktu.edu.tr) ulasabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu deneye goniillii olarak katilmaya karar verdim.

Arastirmact: Ogrt.Gor. Oznur SEMIZ Katihmei

Adi1 Soyadu:

e-mail adresi:

Ogrenci No:

Tarih:

Imza:


mailto:oznursemiz@ktu.edu.tr
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APPENDIX 12. VIDEO TRANSCRIPT
Sevgili 6grenciler;

I Ogrencilerin akademik basarilarini algilama
i bigimleri onlarin genel benlik algilar: icinde 6nemli bir
| yer olusgturmaktadir. Ogrenciler kendi benlik
i algilarini degerlendirirken ayni zamanda da akademik
. benlik algilarini da bu degerlendirmenin bir pargasi
. olarak ele alirlar. Bu ¢ergevede akademik benlik
" algisiyla iliskilendirebilecegimiz belli kavramlar var.
. Bunlardan bir tanesi 6grencilerin basarilarina iligkin
i algilamalari  baska  bir  deyisle basari ve
' basarisizliklarini  yorumlamalaridir. Bunlar aslinda
. bireylerin akademik yagam igerisinde herhangi bir
i duruma, olaya veya yasantiya donik olarak sahip
' olduklari agiklama bigimleridir. Ogrenciler belli bir
iR i nedensellikle bu olaylari agiklama ve anlama ¢abasi
oo DALl ' iginde olurlar. Bir bakima kendi akademik
N ' performanslarini bu 6znel degerlendirme bigimi
icerinde anlamaya ve agiklamaya ¢ahsirlar. Bu

zihinsel yapilarin olusumunda ozellikle yakin gevrenin, okulun, anne-babanin,
ogretmenlerin ve bireyin kendisinin yagsamis oldugu bir takim olaylarin etkisi s6z
konusudur. Bunu spesifik olarak bazi derslerle iliskilendirebilme imkanimiz da
vardir. Ornegin bizim ilkemizde gerek matematik ogretiminde gerek Ingilizce
ogretiminde ogrencilerin algilamalariyla iliskilendirilebilecek birtakim basarisizlik
durumlar: vardir. Yani, 6grenci herhangi bir derse yonelik basarisizlik inancini
gelistirirken bunu nasil temellendirmektedir? Bu soruyu erken ddnem
yasantilariyla ve gevresel etkilerle agiklama imkdanimiz vardir. Tabii ki burada
bireylerin iginde bulundugu bu durum ayni zamanda kendi gegmis deneyimleriyle
de ilgilidir. Sunu biliyoruz: Deneyimlerimiz genel anlamda olumlu sonuglar verdiyse
bu hem kendimize hem de kendi performansimiza veya akademik
degerlendirmemize iliskin bakis agimizda etkili olabilir. Hem de gelecekte
basarabilecegimiz durumlar hakkinda bu yasantilar bizim igin 6nemli birer
ipucudur. Bunu biraz daha basitlestirmek gerekirse genelde olumsuz deneyimler
yani bagarisizlik durumlari bireyin kendi basarisini degerlendirme bigimi lizerinde
olumsuz etkiler ortaya ¢ikarirken olumlu yasantilar, olumlu sonuglar veya
kazanilan basarilar yasantilarin daha anlamh bir sekilde degerlendirilmesine yol
agmaktadir. Simdi bu degerlendirme bigimi lizerinde yine olaylarin yorumlama
bigimlerinin etkili olduju kanaatindeyim. Insanlar bazen bir zihinsel siizgeg
kullanirlar. Bazi insanlar bu zihinsel siizgegten sadece basarisizliklarini gegirirler

DOG. DR. HIKMET YAZICI

FATIH EGT. FAKULTESI -
DEKAN YRD.

EGITiM BiLIMLERI BOLUMU
REHBER. PSiKO. DANIS.
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higbir basarilari bu zihinsel siizgegten gegmez. Clinki genel anlamda onlarin
kendileriyle ilgili algilama bigimlerinde olumsuz bir degerlendirme bigimi vardir.
Simdi burada bazen insanlar basarisizligin kendi kaderleri oldugu veya 6miir boyu
basarisizlik durumuyla karsi karsiya kalabileceklerini diisiinebilirler. Ogrenciler
ornegin herhangi bir derste basarisiz olduklarinda bunun siirekli olarak ortaya
¢ikacak bir sonug oldugu seklinde degerlendirme yapabilirler. Burada aklimiza
gelen 6nemli unsurlardan bir tanesi bagarisizligi 6nlemenin aslinda bireyin elinde
olduguna iligkin bir bakis agisinin 6n plana gikmasidir. Birey gegmisteki yasantilari
ne olursa olsun veya iginde bulundugu durum ne olursa olsun kendi basarilarini
olusturabilme veya basarisizhigini ortadan kaldirabilme gii¢ ve yeteneklerine
sahiptir. Bu ayni zamanda bireyin kendi yeteneklerine giiciine 6grenme
performansina veya gegmiste yapmis oldugu yiiklemeyle iligkili bir durumdur.
Kendisini degerlendirme bigimi ortaya koyacag

basari performansi agisindan son derece onemlidir SOR
diyoruz.

Basamsn.zhk yasal.q‘rular'ml dnlemenin“en c').'nfam'li *Birey gecmigteki
yollarindan bir tanesi basarisizliga yiikledigimiz yasanhlar: ne olursa olsun
anlami de§i§‘r.ir'rr}skle iliskilfdir. Ciinkli eger bireyde veya iginde bulundudu
$G§G:'S|2|lk kllmllil yer‘lezmig‘f;:. ne )(/fi?r'sa yaps;n bu durum ne olursa olsun

eme anlayis! egistirmedikten onra A
davranislarinda bir degisimin olmasi son derece giig bk hagurduran

olur diye diigiiniyorum. O nedenle bagarisizlik hangi ohgturabitne veye
alanda ortaya ¢ikmigsa ¢iksin biz bunu eger akademik mﬁu"@m ottodon
alanda veya dersle ilgi olarak diisiiniiyorsak bunun kaldwabitme gl ve
gegici ve kontrol edilebilir bir durum olduguna iligkin yeteneklerine sahiptir.”
bir kanata sahip olmamiz gerekiyor. Bu kendi

tabiatimizi da degerlendirmeyle iligkili bir durumdur. 4
Zaman zaman insanlar bireyler 6grenciler yani hangi

kategoride degerlendirirsek degerlendirelim

durumsal anlamda basarisizlik yasayabilirler. Yani basarisiz durumlarla karsilasip
engelleri asmada zorlanabilirler. Ama biz su gergeveden bakiyoruz. Bireyin kendi
yapabilirlik inanglariyla ilgili farkindalk alanini gelistirebilirse ve basarilarini
degerlendirme becerisine sahip olabilirse o zaman yasamis oldugu
basarisizliklarin telafi edilebilir oldugunu da fark edebilir. Bu gergevede
basarisizlikla ilgili algilarimizin dogrudan egomuza déniik olmasindan gok aslinda
yasamda karsilagilan bir engel olduguna iliskin bir inanca sahip olmamiz s6z
konusu. Séyle diginin. Ben Ingilizce 6grenemiyorum bagaramiyorum o halde kétii
bir 6grenciyim veya kétii bir insanim seklindeki diigiince yapistyla Ingilizce dersini
bagaramiyorum bu benim akademik performansimi gelecegimi olumsuz etkiliyor
anlayisi arasinda farklilik vardir. Farkhligi su sekilde vurgulayayim miisaade
edersiniz. Birincisinde bireyin dogrudan kendine doniik kendi egosuna yénelik bir
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olumsuz degerlendirme var. Basarisiz isem koti bir insanim kot bir 6grenciyim.
Ikincisinde ise basarisizhgin ortaya ¢ikardigi olumsuz sonuglarin genel gidisatta
veya yasaminda ortaya ¢ikarabilecegi sonuglari algilama s6z konusudur. Simdi
suphesiz ki simdi kendimizi insanlari dersleri tim gevresel durumlar: algilamamiz
tek basina bir sey ifade etmez. Ayni zamanda o6zellikle akademik agidan
degerlendirdigimizde var olan durumu degistirmeye yonelik bir gaba igerisinde de
bulunmamiz ¢ok onemli. Ne tiir ¢abalar ortaya koyariz? Ne yapiyoruz sorusunu
siklikla ortaya koymamiz gerekiyor. Durumu degistirmek igin basarisizligi ortadan
kaldirmak igin daha iyi bir performans sergileyebilmek igin ne yapiyoruz bu
yaptiklarimiz acaba bizim sahip olmamiz gereken basari performansina
ulasmamiza ne kadar destek sagliyor. Herkesin bir defa su soruyu kendisine
sormasi gerekiyor. Hedefime ulasmak igin yaptiklarim gercekten bu anlamda
gerekli bir ¢abay! olusturmada yeterli oluyor mu veya gabam ortaya koydugum
¢aba uygun mudur? Bu soruyu sorariz tekrar ediyorum. Ne istiyorum sorusunu
genel anlamda ortaya koymak durumundayiz.

Istedigim seye ulasmak igin ne yapiyorum sorusunu

N soracagiz. Yaptigim eksi istedigim bu arada g¢ikan
Neistiyorum?Ne  fork cok onemli. Eger gercekten yaptiklarim
yqp.yomm?j:stedigi istediklerimi karsilamada yetersiz kaliyorsa o zaman
mi elde etmek icin daha uygun birtakim gabalar'm. o.r"r.aya !(onm?SIndq
daha farkh performanslarin gelistirilmesinde onemli

yoptiklarim unsurlari  dikkate almamiz  gerekiyor.  Yani
yeterlimidir2" gabalarimizi  gayretlerimizi ilgimizi degistirme
anlayisi igerisinde olmamiz gerekir diyoruz. Simdi

burada olaylara kisilere akademik basarilara veya

kendimize iliskin nedensel yiiklemelerimiz ile diisiince

yaptlarimiz  arasinda bir iliski oldugunu ifade

etmistik. Bir bakima basarisizliga iligskin diisiince yapilarimizin algilamalarimizin
muhakemelerimizin aracilik ettigini soyleyebilme imkdnimiz vardir. Siiphesiz ki
yapilan yiiklemeler bu farkli kaynaklara doniik olarak bizim disiincelerimi
duygularimizi davraniglarimiz etkiler. Eger olumsuz anlamda yiiklemeler varsa yani
biz 6rnegin herhangi bir durumla ilgili dersle ilgili bu dersi basarabilme imkanim
yok zaten bu dersten gogu kisi kalir. Bu dersten kalmak normalmis gibi bir
anlayisi ortaya koyarsak bu bizim diisiince siireglerimizi etkili olabilir. Bu
mantiksiz bir diginme bigimidir. Ve aslinda fonksiyonel olmayan bir diisiinceyi
ortaya koymus oldugu bir yiikleme bigimi olarak ortaya koymus oluruz. Simdi
burada yiiklemelerimizin o6zellikle kendimizi algilama bigimlerimizle de iligkili
oldugunu séylemistik. Kendimizi yetenekli degil de yetersiz olarak algilarsak
akademik bagarimizi da olumsuz degerlendirme inanci gelistiririz. Ama her birey
yetenekli olduguna, bagarili olabilecegine, ilgilerinin herhangi bir konuda kendisi
igin yeterli olabilecegine iligkin bir inang gelistirebilirse boyle bir durum
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yeteneklilik inanciyla iliskilendirebilecegimiz bir durum ayni zamanda bireylerin
¢aba gostermesi agisindan 6nemli bir unsurdur

Kendimizi nasil algiladigimiz kendi nasil tanimladigimiz son derece
onemlidir. Akademik benlik algimiz bunun bir pargasidir. Akademik benlik algimiz
igerisinde akademik performansimizi olumlu veya olumsuz seklinde diisiik veya
yiksek bir bigimde degerlendirme olanagina sahibiz. Kendimize doniik
degerlendirme sistemimizin yeniden ve gergege uygun bir bigimde buradaki
gergek aslinda insan tabiatinin gergegidir ¢iinki her insanin yetenekleriyle
basarili olma egilimleriyle degerleriyle tutumlariyla kendi yasamini siirdiirebilme
kendine 6zgii basarilar ortaya koyabilme ve yeni basarilar ortaya koyabilme
glcilini  kabul ediyoruz. Bunun var olduguna inaniyoruz. Olaylari yorumlama
bigimimiz eger degisebilirse gegmisteki akademik performansimizi dogru olarak
degerlendirebilme ve eger birtakim bagarisizliklar varsa ve bunlari uygun sekilde
telafi edebilme imkdnimiz olursa ve davranisin kendi
igimizden kaynaklandigini algilayabilirsek ¢iinkii bu SOHCR
bir segimdir her davranis bir segimdir ve
davraniglar: biz segeriz. Olumsuz bir davranigi olursa  wyepn davrans bir secimdir
da bunu biz segmis oluruz. Basarisizlikta bu anlamda

) N R : ve davraniglar: biz
bir segimdir. Bunu kendi i¢ diinyamizda ararsak yani seceriz. Qlumsuz bir
gevresel durumlari yansitmazsak ve gevresel da

o . o vrang olursa da bunu
nedenlere baglamazsak bu sekilde basarisizhg . .
onleyebilme kendi elimizde oldugu ve basarisizligin biz Seghis shurur
ve sadece belli durumlarda ortaya gikan gegici bir Bagarisizik Yo by
bir segimdir.”

durum oldugu genel anlamada insanin yasam boyunca
etkilemeyecek bir durum oldugu konusunda bir
anlayis gelistiriz. Bu bizim ¢abalarimizla ve kendimizi SOG4

kendi yeteneklerimizi kendi performansimizi algilama

bigimimizle iligkilidir.

Sonug olarak diisiince yapilarimizi gergege ve mantiga uygun olarak bu
sekilde olusturabilirsek davraniglarimizi kontrol edebilme ve segme giiciimiizii
ortaya koyabilirsek yiiklemelerimizin daha saglkli olabilecegi kanaatindeyim.
Hepinize bagarilar diliyorum.
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Yabanci dil 6grenmede basarisiz oldugunuzu mu diisiiniyorsunuz?

Umitsizlik, kizginhk ve endise mi yasiyorsunuz?

Iste daha basarili olabilmeniz icin bazi éneriler:

Boyle diisiinmektense...

Bunlari deneyin...

e ingilizce’yi kafam almiyor, bir tiirli
o6grenemiyorum.

e Ingilizce gok zor bir dil.

e Buisi tek basima
yapamayacagim.

e Buis hazirlik sinifinda
olmayacak.

e Yabanci dil kaygim var.

. Eger gerekli zaman ve gaba harcarsa,
herkes yabanci dil 6grenebilir. Iste nasil
basarili olabileceginiz konusunda bazi
oneriler:

- Herglin diizenli galisin
- Kendinize net hedefler koyun .

- Ogrendiklerinizi ayni giin iginde tekrar edin.

- Gerektiginde yardim alin.

- Ingilizce'nin kolay wnutulacagimi ddsdnerek sik
sik tekrar yapin.

e Belki de dogru 6grenme yontemlerini
bilmiyorum.

e Yardima ihtiyaciniz oldugunda, hig
¢ekinmeden ve beklemeden
ogretmenlerinizden veya
arkadaslarinizdan yardim alin.

e Yine de iyi bir baslangi¢ yaptim. En azindan
ne yapmam gerektigini biliyorum.

e Hata yapmak Ingilizce 6grenme siirecinin
dogal sonucudur ve son derece normal bir
durumdur. Hata yapmaktan korkmayin.

Eger Ingilizce 6grenmede bagarisiz oldugunuzu disiiniyorsaniz ve hig imidiniz yoksa

unutmayin ki bu durumu kontrol altina alip degistirmek tamamen sizin elinizde.

Ingilizce 6grenmek ciddi manada ¢aba ve zaman ayirmayi gerektirir.




APPENDIX 14. AR HANDOUT (Haynes et al., 2009)

Didn’t do as well on a test as you wanted?
Feeling frustrated, depressed, angry?

Here are some suggestions as to how you can change the way you
think about negative experiences in your life:

* I'm stupid. * Everybody can succeed - you just have to work at it
: Here are some examples as to how you can study
more effectively:
- read chapters several times
- review notes several times
- use your study guide
- study with someone
Note: Counseling Services offers various study skills
courses '

* The test was too difficult. o Tests can appear difficult when you’re not well
enough prepared. Study more for the next test.

* My professor is lousy. * If you are having problems with a professor, talk
to him or her about your difficulties. If that
doesn't help, you may have to work extra hard

to do well in the course.

¢ T had a bad day. o We all have bad days once in a while, but make
sure that you study enough for the next test to
improve your grade.

* I panicked. ¢ If you have a problem with test anxiety, try to

relax under stress (see your psychology text for
relaxation methods or check the Counseling
Services for courses on stress management).

The next time you don’t do as well on a test or assignment as
you wanted, remember that most reasons for doing poorly
are under your control and can be changed.

© copyright 1954
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APPENDIX 15. AR Writing Assignment

1. Videoda ve sunum 6zetinde anlatilanlar1 kendi climlelerinizle 6zetleyiniz.
2. Sizce basarisizligin kontrol edilebilir nedenleri var midir? Kendi tecriibelerinizden de

bahsederek bunlarin sizin Ingilizce calismanizi nasil etkiledigini yaziniz.

3. Videoda ve sunum 6zetinde anlatilanlar Ingilizce galismalarinizda nasil
uygulayabileceginizi 6rneklerle anlatiniz.

4. Basarisiz oldugunuz veya istediginiz gibi ge¢meyen bir Ingilizce smavini diisiiniin. Bu
olayin size neler hissettirdigini (endise, pismanlik, kizginlik, utang, vb.) acik¢a ve diirlistce
yazin. Sizce bu olaydan ne gibi bir ders ¢ikarabilirdiniz?
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APPENDIX 16. AR ELABORATION WRITING ASSIGNMENT-English

(Haynes et al., 2009)

1. Discuss and summarize the main points of the video/ handout in your own words.

2. Discuss and describe several important and controllable reasons for why university students
may not perform as well as they could in their courses, and provide an example for each.

3. Discuss and describe several examples of how you apply the main points of the video to the
way you currently approach your English courses.

4. What are the factors or reasons for success and failure in language learning. Could you

write about your experiences, ideas and beliefs about language learning?

Emotion Elaboration Writing Assignment

5. Try to recall a recent instance when you performed poorly, or did not perform as well as
expected on an English test. Discuss as openly and honestly as you can how the event made
you feel (e.g. anxious, regretful, angry, ashamed, helpless, guilty, etc.) If possible, also
explain how you were able to learn from this event, or how you were able to reinterpret the

event in a positive way. All your writing is completely confidential.
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APPENDIX 17. PHOTOGRAPHS TAKEN DURING THE TRAINING PROGRAM
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