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ABSTRACT

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE EDUCATION:
A MULTI-METHOD INVESTIGATION OF
PERSONAL AND SOCIAL FACILITATORS
IN A HIGHER EDUCATION CONTEXT

Vardal Ocakli, Sermin
Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ahmet OK

October 2019, 233 pages

Inspired by the theoretical predictions of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), this study aimed
to investigate personal and social facilitators of student engagement in foreign
language education by adopting a multi-method concurrent research design. Under the
title of personal facilitators, how well students’ sense of belongingness, self-efficacy,
language learning strategy use, and language learning autonomy would predict their
English language performance was questioned. In this part, the correlational method
was utilized and the responses were analysed through the hierarchical regression
method. With regard to the social facilitators, students were asked to express their
opinions concerning teacher practices and school practices that were likely to promote
their engagement. This part of the investigation was conducted in the form of a
descriptive survey, so the descriptive analysis method was utilized. 165 students
studying in the prep school of a private university contributed to this quantitative
research. The results pointed at a significant relationship of students’ sense of
belongingness with their success in the structure and written expression part, their self-
efficacy with their scores in the listening and reading comprehension parts, and their
language learning strategy use with their success in the reading comprehension part of

the TOEFL ITP exam; nevertheless, language learner autonomy did not contribute to



student success in any parts of the TOEFL ITP exam. Moreover, the results indicated
that need-supportive teacher practices and school activities such as organizing
language learning resource centers and extra-curricular activities were essential for

student engagement in foreign language education environments.

Keywords: Student engagement, higher education, student engagement in foreign

language education, facilitators of student engagement
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YABANCI DIiL EGITIMINDE OGRENCI KATILIMI:
BiR YUKSEKOGRETIM KURUMUNDA KOLAYLASTIRICI KiSISEL VE
SOSYAL ETMENLER UZERINE COKLU YONTEM ARASTIRMASI

Vardal Ocakli, Sermin
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ahmet OK

Ekim 2019, 233 sayfa

Skinner ve Pitzer (2012)’in kuramsal 6ngoriilerinden esinlenerek diizenlenmis olan bu
calisma yabanci dil egitiminde 6grenci katilimimi kolaylastiric1 kisisel ve sosyal
etmenleri incelemeyi hedeflemis ve arastirmada ¢oklu eszamanli arastirma yontemi
benimsenmistir. Kolaylastirict kisisel etmenler bashigi altinda, 6grencilerin aidiyet
duygusunun, 6z yeterlik duygusunun, dil 6grenimi strateji kullaniminin ve dil 6grenme
ozerkliginin Ingilizce dil performanslarin1 ne derece yordadigi arastirilmistir. Bu
bolimde iliskisel yontem kullanilmistir ve yanitlar hiyerarsik regresyon metodu ile
analiz edilmistir. Kolaylastirict sosyal etmenler hususunda ise Ogrencilerden
katilimlarini artirmast muhtemel 6gretmen ve okul uygulamalari ile ilgili fikirlerini
belirtmeleri istenmistir. Arastirmanin bu boliimii betimsel tarama seklinde yiiriitilmiis
ve betimsel veri ¢oziimleme yontemi kullanilmistir. Bu nicel arastirmaya 6zel bir
tiniversitenin hazirlik okulunda okuyan 165 6grenci katilmigtir. Sonuglar 6grencilerin
aidiyet duygular ile TOEFL ITP sinavindaki yapi ve yazili anlatim bdliimiindeki
basarilari, 6z yeterlik duygulari ile dinleme-anlama ve okuma-anlama puanlar1 ve dil
ogrenme stratejileri kullanimi ile okuma-anlama bolimiine ait basarilari arasinda
anlaml bir iligkiye isaret etmistir. Ancak dil 6grenme 6zerkligi TOEFL ITP sinavinin
hi¢bir boliimiinde 6grenci basarisina katkida bulunmamaistir. Ayrica sonuglar yabanci

dil egitimindeki 6grenci katilimi i¢in destekleyici 6gretmen uygulamalarinin ve dil

Vi



ogrenme kaynaklari merkezi olusturmak ya da miifredat dis1 etkinlikler diizenlemek

gibi okul uygulamalarinin gerekli oldugunu gostermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogrenci katilimi, yiiksekdgretim, yabanci dil egitiminde dgrenci

katilimi, 6grenci katilimini kolaylastirict etmenler
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The first chapter introduces the background to the research topic, outlines the
purpose and the research questions, presents the significance and provides definitions

of the key terms of the study.

1.1 Background of the Study

The concept of student engagement has attracted considerable interest among
educational research communities in recent years. Despite the disagreement about its
definition and the number of its sub-dimensions, there is a general consensus that
engagement is a term referring to students’ involvement in school-related tasks and
activities (Appleton, Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006) and an umbrella term
covering behavioural, affective, and cognitive engagement (Archambault, Janosz,
Fallu, & Pagani, 2009; Fredericks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Sharkey, Sukkyung,
& Schnoebelen, 2008; Zaff et al., 2011). Behavioural engagement is defined as
learners’ active participation and involvement in social groups via interaction and
collaboration (Archambault et al., 2009; Powell, Burchinal, File, & Kontos, 2008),
while the affective dimension is described as learners’ positive feelings and attitudes
towards teachers, peers, learning and school (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold &
Blumenfeld, 1993; Watt, 2004). Cognitive engagement, integrated into most models,
is referred as a superordinate construct used to define students’ personal investment
in learning activities, including self-regulation, the commitment to mastery learning
and the use of studying strategies (Greene, 2015; Sedaghat, Adedin, Hejazi, &
Hassanabadi, 2011).



There is considerable amount of literature published describing the role of student
engagement in learning (e.g. Appleton et al., 2006; Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Finn,
1989; National Research Council & Institute of Medicine, 2004; Skinner & Pitzer,
2012). Researchers have put forward several theoretical models indicating the
relationship between engagement and learners’ success at school (Fredricks et al.,
2011). Each model has adopted a different view about the number of its sub-
dimensions. However, in the latest studies, engagement has mostly been referred as a
multi-dimensional construct with behavioural, affective and cognitive dimensions
(e.g. Fredericks et al., 2004; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Svalberg, 2009).

The introduction of engagement into educational areas dates back to the 1980s. The
earliest model (participation-identification model) was suggested by Finn (1989) as a
remedy to marginal students’ tendency to withdrawal or dropout. According to the
principles of the approach, engagement was signalled by the interaction of behaviour
and affect and this interaction was claimed to predict students’ academic
achievement. The second model belonged to Connell and his colleague (Connell &
Wellborn, 1991). They proposed a self-system process model, in which engagement
was believed to be highly influenced and shaped by the context. The researchers
established their model on the assumption that people are normally born with basic
needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness. If these individuals are presented
with a context in which these feelings are facilitated, they feel engaged, which in
turn, leads in an increase in the quality of their learning experiences. On the other
hand, when they are exposed to contexts where these needs are ignored, they feel
disengaged, and as a solution, they withdraw or drop out of school. Therefore,
according to the model, in order to increase engagement and success, the satisfaction

and promotion of these needs are of great importance.

Until the 2000s, engagement was the issue addressed by the researchers as a way to
strengthen the connection between marginal students and school life. However, with
the study of National Research Council & Institute of Medicine in the USA (2004),

school engagement became a significant requirement for all learners. In other words,
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it was no longer a term for a specific group or a construct with behaviour and affect
emphasis; rather, it was now an important predictor of all learners’ success with three

major components: behavioural, emotional and cognitive engagement.

The integration of cognitive dimension expanded the scope of the construct and
altered the tendencies of researchers accordingly. Such a departure from previous
assumptions attracted the attention of Appleton and his colleagues (Appleton et al.,
2006) as well. Different from the previous approaches, they regarded engagement as
a multi-dimensional construct with four subtypes (academic, behavioural, cognitive,
and psychological), and in order to assess the engagement degree of students, they
developed a scale called “Student Engagement Instrument”, which later became a

highly recognized scale among researchers.

Within the same decade, the impact of student engagement on learning inevitably
attracted the attention of researchers in other interest groups. Previously, the
construct was mostly approached with an educational perspective; nevertheless, the
motivational model proposed by Martin (2007) brought the issue to the
psychological arenas. He adopted a four-component model (adaptive cognitive
dimensions, impeding/maladaptive cognitive dimensions, adaptive behavioural
dimensions and maladaptive behavioural dimensions) and constructed a Motivation-

Engagement Scale to assess engagement.

Similarly, Skinner and her colleagues (Skinner, Furrer, Marchand, & Kindermann,
2008) studied engagement within the motivational framework with a particular
emphasis on the indicators and facilitators of engagement in their research and
categorized students as engaged or disengaged. Inspired by the self-system processes
model of Connell and Wellborn (1991), the researchers proposed a model with four
major components: context, self, action, and outcomes. Their aim was to understand
how contextual dynamics (teacher practices in terms of warmth, structure and

autonomy support) make impact on student self-perceptions (relatedness,



competence, autonomy), promote student engagement (action), and therefore result

in learning and achievement (outcomes).

Nevertheless, despite its strengths, the model by Skinner and her colleagues (2008)
failed to take into account the cognitive dimension. Being aware of this drawback,
Skinner and Pitzer (2012) proposed a revised model by adding the cognitive
engagement component. Moreover, they included the parent and peer dimension into
the group of contextual facilitators and made some modifications in the indicators of
behavioural engagement. Most importantly, they widened the scope of engagement
by suggesting that engagement should take place in four levels (pro-social
institutions, school, classroom, learning activities) and in each layer, it is shaped by
contexts and self-systems. Therefore, the new model emphasized the fact that in
order to promote student engagement and achieve learning as well as success, each

layer has to be organized with great attention.

As can be seen, since its first introduction to learning, student engagement has been
conceptualized differently, the number of its sub-dimensions has differed and
researchers have attempted to explain its principles through different theoretical
approaches. However, despite all these differences, a great majority of researchers
arrived at a consensus that engagement and educational outcomes are strongly
connected (e.g. Appleton et al., 2006; Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Finn, 1989;
Martin, 2007; Skinner et al., 2008; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Wang & Degol, 2014).
Therefore, increasing student success and supporting learning have been among the
major concerns of all educational stakeholders (Liem & Chong, 2017) and student
engagement has been addressed as a solution to students’ low achievement,
alienation or dropouts by not only researchers and educators but policymakers as

well (National Research Council & Institute of Medicine, 2004).

Its proven significance in different domains has accelerated the rate of research on

student engagement in applied linguistics as well. Since the 1980s, language



education researchers (e.g. Dornyei, 2019; Ellis, 2010; Norton, 2008; Philp &
Duchesne, 2016; Svalberg, 2009) have generated considerable interest in language
learner engagement and contributed to the literature in various aspects. Nevertheless,
unfortunately, the major focus of these studies was second language acquisition.
Issues such as how identity affects the foreign language learner or how foreign
language learning environments help construct a new identity have received less
attention in many countries (Block, 2009; Taylor, Busse, Gagova, Marsden, &
Roosken, 2013) including the Turkish context (Tarhan, 2015). Moreover, the
multidimensionality of engagement has been scarcely addressed; previous research
has mainly focused on a single dimension (Philp & Duchesne, 2016). What’s more,
most of these studies were mainly concerned with the indicators of engagement in
language classrooms. Following the tradition of qualitative research, they generally
tended to make conclusions about students’ engagement and learning by referring to
their observed behaviours (e.g. Han & Hyland, 2015; Qiu & Yi Lo, 2017; Storch &
Wigglesworth, 2010). However, as stated by Skinner and Pitzer (2012) and
supported by the research findings of some studies (e.g. Han & Hyland, 2015; Sachs
& Polio, 2007), combining indicators with outcomes may not yield accurate results.
To clarify, a student’s more on-task behaviour may not mean that s/he will get higher
scores, or as the results of the study by Sachs and Polio (2007) indicate, verbalization
may not guarantee that students are engaged. Besides, whether research findings
related to the indicators of engagement have helped inform the foreign language
educators about its facilitators remains unclear. The meaning attributed to the
facilitators, indicators or outcomes of engagement in language education literature
varies from one study to the other and the presence of such an ambiguity makes it
difficult to interpret research findings accurately. Therefore, it seems essential to
conduct studies which make clear discrimination between the facilitators and

indicators of language learner engagement in foreign language education.

Considering all these factors, it was concluded that despite previous attempts to offer
insights into applied linguistics literature, there was still a need for a more

comprehensive study on learner engagement in foreign language education and this



study emerged as an attempt to address some part of this theoretical and practical
gap. Being aware of this need and so as to contribute to the current knowledge of
engagement in foreign language education, this research was designed in line with
the principles of the engagement model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), which was
widely referred in the literature of various domains including language studies (e.g.
Philp & Duchesne, 2016; Zhang & Hyland, 2018).

The scope of the current research was limited to the facilitators of engagement
(social and personal) that were likely to affect university preparatory school students’
language performance. Under the title of social facilitators, the expectations of
students regarding language teacher practices (provision of structure and pedagogical
caring) and school practices (organizing extra-curricular activities at school, creating
peripheral learning opportunities, having language resource centres) were
investigated. With regard to the personal facilitators, how well students’ sense of
belongingness, self-efficacy, language learning strategy use and language learning
autonomy would predict their English language performance was questioned. In line
with the existing literature, throughout the study, learners’ sense of belongingness
was considered as the facilitator of their affective engagement, whereas self-efficacy,
language learning strategy use and language learning autonomy were regarded as the
facilitators of their cognitive engagement. Their language proficiency exam results
(TOEFL ITP scores) represented the indicator of their learning and achievement as

well as the outcome of their engagement.

Rather than focusing on the indicators of engagement, this study purposefully sought
to address the facilitators of engagement in foreign language education settings. For
one thing, in the educational settings that do not put adequate emphasis on
engagement, it is more likely to observe an increase in dropouts, withdrawals or life-
long resistance to learning (Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) and these risks are valid for
language learners as well. Engagement is “the direct (and only) pathway to
cumulative learning, long-term achievement, and eventual academic success”

(Skinner & Pitzer, 2012, p. 24) and language education is an inseparable part of this
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academic life. In order to avoid such consequences, it is highly significant that the
concept of engagement be considered as one of the central concerns of language
education and what kind of facilitators (both personal and social) could help mitigate
potential negative outcomes of disengagement must be adequately investigated. For
another, understanding the facilitators of language learner engagement is essential to
be able to construct a healthy environment for a successful language learner identity
transformation. As stated by Weedon (1987; p.21):

Language is the place where actual and possible forms of social organization
and their likely social and political consequences are defined and contested.
Yet it is also the place where our sense of ourselves, our subjectivity, is
constructed.

That is, using a language is more than exchanging information; it is a process that
constantly leads language learners into identity development in a new social context.
Therefore, organizing the language learning settings by being aware of how student
engagement could be both personally and socially facilitated is highly significant for

a successful identity development and enculturation process.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

This study was motivated by a desire to afford new insights into foreign language
education about the facilitators of student engagement. In order to investigate the
relevance of student engagement to language learning and achievement, the student
engagement model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012) was adopted and inspired by their
theoretical assumptions, this study attempted to address the following research

questions:

1) How well do personal facilitators of student engagement predict English language

learners’ performance in the TOEFL ITP exam, controlling for the student status



(new vs repeat student) and the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university

enrolment?

a) How well does sense of belongingness (the personal facilitator of affective
engagement) predict English language learners’ performance in the TOEFL

ITP exam (listening comprehension, structure and written expression, reading
comprehension), controlling for the student status (new vs repeat student) and

the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment?

b) How well do self-efficacy, language learning strategy use, and language
learning autonomy (the personal facilitators of cognitive engagement) predict
English language learners’ performance in the TOEFL ITP exam (listening
comprehension, structure and written expression, reading comprehension),
controlling for the student status (new vs repeat student) and the number of

TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment?

2) What are the expectations of English language learners concerning social

facilitators of engagement?

a) What are the expectations of English language learners concerning

language teacher practices that are likely to promote their engagement?

b) What are the expectations of English language learners concerning

language school practices that are likely to promote their engagement?

1.3 Significance of the Study

As stated by Greene (2015), each discipline has its own nature and it is essential to
understand how domain-general knowledge and domain-specific knowledge are

involved in learning. Components of learning may vary depending on the knowledge



of the learner and the demands of the class or discipline. Therefore, the initial
significance of the current study lies in this growing need for the investigation of
domain-specific features of student engagement. With this aim, instead of focusing
on “student engagement” as a general concept, a specific subject area (English as a

foreign language) was selected as the study focus.

Additionally, the tendency of approaching student engagement as a discipline-free
construct in the research areas has led to an increase in the construction and
validation of several student engagement scales in various countries (e.g. Appleton et
al., 2006; Martin, 2007); however, it has concurrently created a gap related to
research on domain-specific engagement. With the purpose of minimizing this gap,
English teaching was selected as the discipline to be analysed and the facilitators of
language learner engagement were assessed through domain-specific scales. Thus,

theoretical literature related to language learning was enriched.

As stated earlier, student engagement is increasingly recognized as an important
issue to be addressed and this study made theoretical contributions to the field by
studying it within a specific discipline. However, the reflection of theoretical
knowledge to the practical areas is highly significant as well. Being aware of this
fact, informing language teachers, (language) curriculum designers and, most
importantly, (language) teacher education programs about the facilitators of

engagement was determined as another major contribution.

It is a well-known fact that language learner characteristics and behaviours are the
key to success; however, when the aim is to promote engagement and achievement,
how teachers construct the instructional process and communicate with learners is as
significant. As stated by Medley (1979), effective teachers are those who possess a
good command of a number of competencies, one of which is the ability of creating a
classroom full of engagement (Skinner & Pitzer, 2012). This study had a purpose of

determining the role of language teachers in the promotion of engagement and



learners’ success and the findings were believed to contribute to language teachers’

awareness regarding language learner engagement.

In addition to teaching and learning platforms, it was also believed that engagement
should also find its place in curriculum design. As stated by Skinner and Pitzer
(2012), “engagement is the active verb between the curriculum and actual learning”
(p. 23). A curriculum with an emphasis on engagement paves the way for a better
performance and more long-lasting learning. Therefore, it was estimated that this
study would provide significant insights and necessary guidelines to language

curriculum designers and curriculum designers in general.

Beside all these contributions, an investigation into what language schools at
universities should do to promote learner engagement was also essential. Transition
from high school to university brings new academic and social challenges to
students’ lives (Cleary, Walter, & Jackson, 2011) and language preparatory schools
in Turkey play a significant role in this transition. The year spent in these schools
coincides with this significant transitional stage, so these contexts have
responsibilities as important as providing learners with foreign language education.
As stated in the model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), students bring their
psychological needs into educational contexts and the context is supposed to meet
these needs to ensure engagement, learning, and achievement. Moreover, as language
learning is a socio-cultural practice, student identity is continuously reshaped by the
school practices (Norton, 2013). Therefore, what is required to construct an
environment full of opportunities to develop positive self-perceptions and identity in

this transitional process was worthy of investigation.

To sum up, this research made significant contributions to the existing literature both
theoretically and practically. It was one of the few studies that undertook an analysis
of student engagement facilitators in a single domain. Therefore, its findings not only

provided empirical evidence for the theoretical predictions but also brought new
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perspectives to all individuals who are involved in learning and teaching.

1.4 Definition of Terms

Although there existed a great variety in their definitions in the literature, throughout

this study, the terms significant for the research were operationalized as follows:

Student engagement is a term referring to students’ involvement in school related
tasks and activities cognitively, affectively, and socially (Appleton et al., 2006;
Fredericks et al., 2004). Specifically, in the domain of language education, it is
defined as “a cognitive, and/or affective, and/or social state and a process in which
the learner is the agent and language is object (and sometimes vehicle)” (Svalberg,
2009, p.247).

Affective engagement is one of the sub-dimensions of student engagement and it

refers to learners’ positive feelings and attitudes towards teachers, peers, learning

and school (Eccles et al., 1993; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Watt, 2004; Svalberg, 2009).

Cognitive engagement is also one of the sub-dimensions of student engagement and
defined as students’ personal investment in learning activities, including self-
regulation, the commitment to mastery learning and the use of studying strategies
(Greene, 2015; Sedaghat et al., 2011).

Indicators are “markers or descriptive parts, inside a target construct” (Skinner &

Pitzer, p.25).

Outcomes are “the results that engagement itself can produce” (Skinner & Pitzer,
p.25).
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Facilitators are “explanatory causal factors, outside the target construct” (Skinner &

Pitzer, 2012, p.25).

Teacher practices refer to the actions of teachers who have the qualities of
pedagogical caring (which contributes to relatedness), provision of structure (which
promotes competence) and autonomy support (which facilitates autonomy) (Skinner
& Pitzer, 2012).

Pedagogical caring refers to the interactions between teachers and students that

involve caring and concern (Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).

Provision of structure refers to “the amount and clarity of information about what the
environment expects the person to do to achieve desired outcomes” (Reeve, 2008,
p.159).

School practices refer to out-of-class learning which were examined under three
categories: organizing extracurricular activities (clubs & seminars), creating

peripheral learning opportunities, and having language resource centres.

The student status represents both new and repeat group students.

Sense of belonging is a feeling that signals the commitment of the members to their
community (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). It was approached as the facilitator of
affective engagement in the current study and represented the feelings that language

learners developed towards the language school.

Self-efficacy refers to learners’ “judgments of their capabilities to organize and
execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performances”

(Bandura, 2002, p.94). Throughout the study, it was regarded as the facilitator of
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cognitive engagement and was narrowed down to students’ self-efficacy beliefs

about their language learning capabilities.

Language learning autonomy is “the ability to take charge of one’s learning” (Holec,
1981, p.3). In this study, it was considered as the facilitator of cognitive engagement

by representing students’ involvement in their own language learning process.

Language learning strategies are “specific behaviours or thought processes that
students use to enhance their own L2 learning” (Oxford, 2003, p.8). In this research,

they were also considered as the facilitators of cognitive engagement.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, the history of student engagement is discussed as an initial step and it
is followed with the explanation of the concept of engagement in language teaching.
Later, the student engagement model of Skinner and Pitzer as well as the components
of the model addressed in the current study are presented. Social and personal
facilitators of student engagement, learning, and achievement are explored in detail.
This chapter is finalized with the related research studies and the summary of the

literature review.

2.1 Roots of Student Engagement

Student engagement is mostly referred as a meta and multidimensional construct
with its affective, behavioural and cognitive components in recent studies (e.g.
Fredericks et al., 2004; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Svalberg, 2009). Nevertheless, it
should be noted that this definition is not valid for the 1990s, when the first serious

discussions related to engagement emerged.

In those years, the USA education was dealing with the problem of school dropout
and trying to create effective intervention programs. As an attempt to recommend
some solutions to this problem, Finn (1989) proposed a model called “the
participation-identification model”, which mainly focused on the interaction of
behaviour and affect and the effects of this interaction on students’ academic
achievement (see Figure 2.1). In the model, engagement was defined on a single
continuum as low and high rather than two different continua such as engagement

and disengagement.
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Figure 2.1. Participation-identification Model. Reprinted from “Withdrawing from
School,” by J.D. Finn, 1989, Review of Educational Research, 59, p. 130. Copyright
1989 by the American Educational Research Association.
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According to the model, students’ engagement was initiated with their school
participation, reinforced with their school success and deepened with their school
identification (Finn & Zimmer, 2012). The behavioural engagement of the learners,
termed participation, was signalled by their involvement in four different classroom
and school activities: (a) basic learning behaviours: paying attention to the teacher,
responding to teacher’s questions, completing assignments, (b) initiative-taking
behaviours: engaging in help-seeking activities, doing more than the minimally
required work, suggesting new ways to look at material being taught, (c)
participation in academic extracurricular activities, and (d) participation in social
tasks of school: attending classes and school, following classroom rules, interacting
positively and appropriately with teachers and peers, and not disrupting the class
(Finn, 1989). The affect dimension was named as identification and recognized by
looking at the existence of the belonging (attachment) and valuing feelings of the
learners. If learners felt themselves as an important member of the school community
and attached enough to their institution, they would be believed to create* the feeling

99 ¢¢

of “belonging,” which is also referred as “school membership,” “bonding,” “school
connectedness,” and “attachment” by other researchers. In addition, if they accepted
their school as a place full of opportunities to improve themselves, the “valuing”

emotion would develop (Voelkl, 1997).
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In 1991, to address the same issue, Connell and Wellborn proposed a “self-system
process model” (see Figure 2.2). The researchers suggested that all humans are born
with three basic needs: competence, autonomy, and relatedness. They develop
through these self-system processes and these processes are highly affected by
contexts and interactions. They may create positive or negative self-systems,
resulting in engagement or disaffection (Connell & Wellborn, 1991). Therefore, the
researchers conclude that if the aim is to increase engagement and, in turn,
achievement, schools should meet learners’ need to feel competent, autonomous and
related. In other words, students’ self-perceptions determine whether they are
engaged at school or disaffected (Connell & Wellborn, 1991).
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Figure 2.2. A Model of Self-System Processes. Reprinted from “Competence,
autonomy and relatedness: A motivational analysis of self-system processes,” by J.P.
Connell and J.G. Wellborn, 1991, Minnesota symposium on child psychology, 23, p.
51. Copyright 1991 by Clarivate Analytics Web of Science.

In 1995, based on the model of Finn (1989), an intervention program called “Check
& Connect” was developed in the University of Minnesota, USA. Nevertheless,
rather than appealing to all learners, the research targeted the marginalized students
and aimed to increase their school engagement and success by the help of trained
mentors (Reschly & Christenson, 2012).
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Until 2004, like in the Check & Connect program, school engagement was mainly
considered significant for dropout and intervention programs and the major concern
was to promote the engagement of students at risk. However, with the attempt of
National Research Council & Institute of Medicine (2004), the issue expanded to all
learners (Reschly & Christenson, 2012) and became one of the high school reform
program titles (Appleton et al., 2006). Student engagement was now regarded as a
meta-construct composed of three subtypes (behavioural, cognitive and emotional)
(Fredericks et al., 2004).
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Figure 2.3. Student Engagement Model. Reprinted from “Measuring cognitive and
psychological engagement: Validation of the student engagement instrument,” by J.J.
Appleton, S.L. Christenson, D. Kim and A.L. Reschly, 2006, Journal of School
Psychology, 44, p. 430. Copyright 2006 by the Study of School Psychology.

In 2006, Appleton and his colleagues made a great contribution to the student
engagement literature by developing and validating an instrument called “Student

Engagement Instrument”. In their study, student engagement was referred as “a
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multi-dimensional construct comprised of four subtypes: academic, behavioural,
cognitive, and psychological” (p. 429). Similar to Finn’s (1989), this model also
considered engagement as low and high (see Figure 2.3). Appleton and his
colleagues claimed that behavioural engagement of learners is best represented by
their attendance, suspensions, voluntary classroom participation, and extra-curricular
participation and psychological (affective) engagement by their belongingness,
identification with school and school membership. In addition, academic engagement
is a significant construct signalled by the time on task, credit accrual, and homework
completion and cognitive engagement by learners’ self-regulation, relevance of
school to their future aspirations, value of learning (goal setting) and strategizing
(Appleton et al., 2006).
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efficacy
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Self-

handicapping Uncertain
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Maladaptive behavioural Impeding/maladaptive cognitive
dimensions dimensions

Figure 2.4. Motivation and engagement wheel. Reprinted from “Examining a multi-
dimensional model of student motivation and engagement using a construct
validation approach,” by A.J. Martin, 2007, British Journal of Educational
Psychology, 77, p. 414. Copyright 2007 by the British Psychological Society.

In 2007, school engagement also began to be discussed in the motivational literature
by Martin (2007). He proposed a motivational model possessing four major and 11
minor components and referred to engagement as engagement and disengagement

(see Figure 2.4). The model consisted of adaptive cognitive dimensions (valuing of

18



school, mastery orientation, self-efficacy), impeding/maladaptive cognitive
dimensions (anxiety, failure avoidance, uncertain control), adaptive behavioural
dimensions (persistence, planning, study management) and maladaptive behavioural
dimensions (disengagement, self-handicapping). To test it, he developed an
instrument called Motivation-Engagement Scale, in which he used these two terms

interchangeably (Reschly & Christenson, 2012).

Like Martin (2007), Skinner and her colleagues (2008) approached student
engagement from a motivational perspective as well. In their study, they attempted to
figure out how different components of engagement make an impact on one another
and how contextual factors (teacher support) and student self-perceptions
(competence, autonomy, relatedness) promote engagement. In other words,

indicator-facilitator discrimination was aimed.
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Figure 2.5. The self-system model of motivational development. Reprinted from
“Engagement and Disaffection in the Classroom: Part of a Larger Motivational
Dynamic?,” by E. Skinner, C. Furrer, G. Marchand, and T. Kindermann, 2008,
Journal of Educational Psychology, 100, p. 768. Copyright 2008 by the American
Psychological Association.

In their model, there were four indicators of engagement. Engagement dimension

consisted of both behavioural (action initiation, effort, exertion, attempts,
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persistence, intensity, attention, concentration, absorption, involvement) and
emotional (enthusiasm, interest, enjoyment, satisfaction, pride, vitality and zest) sub-
dimensions. The disaffection part was divided into behavioural (passivity, giving up,
withdrawal, inattentive, distracted, mentally disengaged, unprepared) and emotional
disaffection (boredom, disinterest, frustration/anger, sadness, worry/anxiety, shame,
self-blame). As for the facilitators, the researchers focused on teacher support,

competence, autonomy, and relatedness (see Figure 2.5).

Nevertheless, a few years later, the researchers realized the fact that their model
failed to address learners’ cognitive engagement and in order to fill this gap, Skinner
and Pitzer (2012) revised the 2008 model (see Figure 2.6) and published a new one

with the cognitive component.
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Figure 2.6. A dynamic model of motivational development organized around student
engagement and disaffection. Reprinted from “Developmental Dynamics of Student
Engagement, Coping and Everyday Resilience,” by E.A. Skinner, and J.R. Pitzer,
2012, Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, p.29. Copyright 2012 by
Springer.

Similar to the previous approach, they conceptualized this new dimension as
engagement and disaffection. However, they broadened the indicators of behavioural
engagement by adding ‘working hard’ and ‘focus’ to the engagement and

‘procrastination’, ‘restlessness’, ‘half-hearted’, “‘unfocused’, ‘burned out’,
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‘exhausted’ and ‘absent’ to the disaffection dimension. Besides, they began to point
at the significance of cognitive orientation, which encompassed a purposeful
approach, strategy use, willingness to participate, preference for challenge, attention,
and concentration; in short, as stated by the researchers, “heads-on participation, and
a willingness to go beyond what is required” (Skinner & Pitzer, 2012, p. 24). As for
the disengaged learner, he was referred as disaffected when he seemed aimless,
helpless, resigned, unwilling, hopeless as well as pressured and displayed the signals

of opposition, avoidance, and apathy.

To sum up, as can be seen, there has always been little consensus between the
theoretical and research literature about how to define and measure student
engagement (Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008). Whereas Finn (1989) defined
it as students’ participation and identification with school, Connell and Wellborn
(1991) approached engagement in terms of its connection with individuals’
psychological needs (i.e., autonomy, belonging, competence). Moreover, in their
report, National Research Council/Institute of Medicine (2004) expressed that
engagement includes behaviours and emotions with an emphasis on competence,
values and connectedness, while researchers such as Appleton et al. (2006),
Fredericks et al. (2004), Martin (2007) or Skinner and Pitzer (2012) were in the
opinion that cognitive engagement should be incorporated into the student

engagement framework as well.

2.2 Student Engagement in Language Learning

Engagement is a term that is mostly used to describe students’ active participation
and involvement. Despite its proven significance for language learning, “there is
little principled understanding of this overused term” (Philp & Duchesne, 2016, p. 1)
in applied linguistics research. One strand of research has focused on engagement
that develops as a result of social interactions in language learning environments,

whereas a different group of researchers have been mostly concerned about its
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multidimensionality. Although they all agreed that engagement is optimal for
language learning, different perspectives have led to different interpretations of

learner engagement in language education settings.

The initial studies emerged in the early 1980s and this first trend of research involved
a number of SLA (Second Language Acquisition) researchers who contributed to the
student engagement literature by focusing on the relationship between language
learner identity and language learning. Inspired by the ideas of the philosophers such
as Vygotsky (1978), Bakhtin (1986), Weedon (1987), and Lave and Wenger (1991),
they began to investigate the impact of social interactions in language learning,
language learner identity, and identity transformation. Particularly, the work of Lave
and Wenger (1991) entitled Situated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral Participation
popularized the terms such as self, language learner identity, community of practice,
situated learning, legitimate peripheral participation, cognitive apprenticeship
method, and enculturation. What these researchers suggested was that education is an
enculturation process and the aim is to help learners acquire and use conceptual
knowledge (a set of tools) in new communities of practice. At the beginning of this
process (legitimate peripheral participation), newcomers (learners) are exposed to the
use of a domain’s conceptual tools through authentic practices by the help of
cognitive apprenticeship method. Teachers are supposed to make students’ tacit
knowledge explicit, scaffold and coach, whereas learners work collaboratively,
discuss their ideas, beliefs as well as their misconceptions and start learning
autonomously. Therefore, through interaction and collaboration, learners start
modifying their ideas and in the end they become not only autonomous but also
social and interactive learners. The activities introduce a new community of practice
for the newcomers where they meet oldtimers (experts). As soon as they enter the
community, they begin to observe and get the details of its culture. When they totally
understand the community or culture in which the tool is used, they start to adopt its
belief system and the transformation begins. As a result of a well-developed and
effective interaction with the oldtimers, they transform their identities and

worldviews, acquire new cultural tools, and lastly enculturate (Brown, Collins &
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Duguid, 1989; Lave & Wenger, 1991). According to Lave and Wenger (1991), this
identity development was called legitimate peripheral participation, which was
proposed as “a descriptor of engagement in social practice that entails learning as an

integral constituent” (p. 35).

Bonny Norton, one of the representatives of post-structuralism in education, defined
identity as “how a person understands his or her relationship to the world, how that
relationship is constructed across time and space, and how the person understands
possibilities for the future” (Norton, 2013, p. 45). Drawing mostly on the work of
Lave and Wenger (1991), she claimed that identity is not a personality variable;
rather, it is socially and historically constructed through community practices
(Norton, 2008). As far as language learning is concerned, it is a sociocultural practice
and requires learner investment. Investment is a complementary sociological
construct to motivation and it refers to the connection between students’ desire to
learn a language and their changing identity. In other words, it plays the role of a
bridge between students’ engagement and learner identity, so if a learner invests in

the target language, this signals an investment in that person’s identity.

The value of the contributions of the studies on language learner identity to the
framework of language learner engagement is undeniable. However, although the
significance of engagement was emphasized, its multi-dimensionality was not
adequately addressed in language education till the attempts of Svalberg in 2009. As
stated by Swain (2013), preliminary studies on engagement were generally carried
out to investigate only the effects of one dimension (cognitive engagement while
learning grammar) on language learning. However, Svalberg (2009) changed this
tendency by introducing the term ‘engagement with language’ together with its
cognitive, affective, and social components. Inspired by both the work of Doérnyei on
L2 motivation and Norton’s concept of investment, Svalberg (2009) defined the
concept as “a cognitive, and/or affective, and/or social state and a process in which
the learner is the agent and language is object (and sometimes vehicle)” (p.247).

According to her perspective, cognitive engagement is signalled by alertness,
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focused attention and the construction of own knowledge. Affective engagement is
connected with positive, purposeful and autonomous dispositions towards the

language and social engagement requires interactive and initiating behaviours.

Similarly, Ellis (2010) attempted to clarify what engagement means for language
education. According to the researcher, engagement is a term composed of cognitive,
affective and behavioural perspectives and is associated with “how learners respond
to the feedback they receive” (p.342). If learners “attend to the corrective feedback
they receive” (p.342), they are believed to be cognitively engaged. Their acceptance
of oral corrections and revisions signals their behavioural engagement, whereas their
attitudes to the corrective feedback indicate their affective engagement. He also adds
that engagement is sensitive to individual and contextual differences as well as the

type of the corrective feedback.

Ellis (2010) related engagement to the responses of students to feedback and in 2016,
Philp and Duchesne published a paper in which they examined task engagement in
language classrooms. He used the term engagement as “a state of heightened
attention and involvement, in which participation is reflected not only in the
cognitive dimension, but in social, behavioral, and affective dimensions as well” (p.
3). He advocated the idea that the meaning of engagement differs from one context
to the other; therefore, it should be defined by considering the contextual factors such
as tasks or participants and its multidimensionality must be explored in relation to

the characteristics of that particular context.

Similar to Philp and Duchesne (2016), Dérnyei (2019) also attracted attention to the
rise in the significance of the concept of language learner engagement in language
education. By referring to his work with Mercer (in press) entitled Engaging
Students in Contemporary Classrooms, Dérnyei (2019) explained that it is essential
to redefine L2 Learning Experience with the integration of engagement into the
concept. What he highlighted was that the L2 Learning Experience should be
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characterized as “the perceived quality of the learners’ engagement with various
aspects of the language learning process” such as “school context, syllabus and the
teaching materials, learning tasks, peers, and the teacher” (Dornyei, 2019, p.25). He
claimed that L2 Learning Experience is a broad term and the application of the verb

“to engage” help break these facets of learning into measurable terms.

To sum up, research on engagement in language education has come a long way
since the 1980s. Studies on language learner identity have paved the way for further
research in language learner engagement. Nevertheless, despite the wide range of
research in second language acquisition, our knowledge of student engagement in
foreign language environments is limited (Block, 2009; Taylor et al., 2013). Thus,
there is still a need for more studies that aim to provide new insights into the
multidimensionality, facilitators, indicators, as well as outcomes of foreign language

engagement.

2.3 The Student Engagement Model of Skinner and Pitzer

Among all student engagement approaches, this study favoured the engagement
model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), in which the construct is defined as “energized,
directed, and sustained action, or the observable qualities of students’ actual

interactions with academic tasks™ (p.24).

Their engagement model successfully reflects the principles of self-determination
theory (SDT) of Deci and Ryan (1985). Self-determination is a theory asserting that
all learners are born with three basic needs (autonomy, relatedness and competence),
and they are also born with inner motivational sources for their psychological growth
and engagement. As stated by Niemiec and Ryan (2009), “people are innately
curious, interested creatures who possess a natural love of learning and who desire to
internalize the knowledge, customs and values that surround them” (p. 133). These

resources are neither acquired nor lost in time. Nevertheless, personal, social or
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cultural conditions may facilitate or hinder these innate tendencies (Ryan & Deci,
2000; Ryan & Deci, 2017).

In addition to its reference to learning and engagement as general concepts, the
researchers favouring this theory have specifically investigated its application into
educational contexts. Based on the assumption that a decrease in the engagement
level of a learner signals ineffective educational contexts, the theory emphasizes the
significant impact of the instructional process and social interactions on learners’
engagement. It claims that if students’ inherent capacities are not promoted, they

may lose their motivation, resulting in their disaffection or dropout (Skinner &

Pitzer, 2012).

Engagement

Disaffection

Behavior

Initiation

Ongoing participation
Re-engagement

Action initiation
Effort, Exertion
Working hard
Attempts
Persistence
Intensity

Focus, Attention

Concentration

Passivity, Procrastination
Giving up

Restlessness
Half-hearted

Unfocused, Inattentive
Distracted

Mentally withdrawn

Burned out, Exhausted
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Satisfaction
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Follow-through, care Hopeless
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Figure 2.7. A motivational conceptualization of engagement and disaffection in the
classroom. Reprinted from “Developmental Dynamics of Student Engagement,
Coping and Everyday Resilience,” by E.A. Skinner, and J.R. Pitzer, 2012, Handbook
of Research on Student Engagement, p.25. Copyright 2012 by Springer.
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Taking the principles of SDT into consideration, Skinner and Pitzer (2012) have
developed a theoretical model, in which engagement is referred as a multi-
dimensional construct (behaviour, emotion and cognitive orientation) and is signalled
by a number of indicators (see Figure 2.7). In addition to its multi-dimensionality,

the researchers have identified engagement as a multi-level concept (see Figure 2.8).
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Figure 2.8. A dynamic model of motivational development organized around student
engagement and disaffection. Reprinted from “Developmental Dynamics of Student
Engagement, Coping and Everyday Resilience,” by E.A. Skinner, and J.R. Pitzer,
2012, Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, p.23. Copyright 2012 by
Springer.

27



They claim that, at first, learners attend schools, which are regarded among pro-
social institutions like churches, youth groups or community organizations. In this
level, their engagement protects them against risky behaviours and minor crimes.
This engagement is followed by the engagement of learners with school activities
such as academics, sports or extra-curricular activities, through which they are
believed to be protected from possible dropouts. In the third level, they enter the
classroom, meet their teachers and friends and are introduced to the curriculum. The
engagement in this level is claimed to serve their academic achievement or failure. In
the final level, they are engaged with specific learning activities, during which they
are expected to display behaviours such as high motivation, persistence, cooperation
and collaboration. Therefore, the development of their academic tendencies is

observed in this level (see Figure 2.8).

Teacher Parent Peer
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Figure 2.9. A dynamic model of motivational development organized around student
engagement and disaffection. Reprinted from “Developmental Dynamics of Student
Engagement, Coping and Everyday Resilience,” by E.A. Skinner, and J.R. Pitzer,
2012, Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, p.29. Copyright 2012 by
Springer.

Skinner and Pitzer (2012) also suggest that student engagement possesses a dynamic
nature in that it is continuously reshaped with the interaction between the context,

self, action and outcomes (Figure 2.9). The degree of engagement tends to change in
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line with the facilitation power of both social contact and personal characteristics.
Therefore, if the aim is to ensure engagement in an institution, students’ learning

should be facilitated both socially and personally.

In the model, context represents the social dimension and refers to students’
interactions with their teachers, peers and parents, whereas students’ self-
perceptions (relatedness, competence and autonomy) are approached as the personal
facilitators (see Figure 2.9). The model suggests that students bring their personal
facilitators to the educational platform and for engagement, context is supposed to
meet these needs. In other words, learners should be supported by their teachers,
parents or peers so that their self-perceptions can positively change, their
engagement can increase and as a result, they can learn and perform better. When it
comes to the action component of the model, the researchers suggest that it functions
as a discriminator between students’ engagement and disaffection, whereas the
outcomes dimension refers to “the results that engagement itself can produce”
(Skinner and Pitzer, 2012, p.25). In order to decide whether students are
behaviourally, affectively and cognitively engaged (or disaffected), actions of
students should be analysed, and their behaviours (as listed in Figure 2.7) should be
considered as the indicators of their engagement/disaffection. As for the outcomes,

their performance should be approached as the result that engagement produces.

2.4 Components of Skinner and Pitzer’s Student Engagement Model Addressed
in the Current Study

In Skinner and Pitzer (2012)’s model, all dimensions of engagement are addressed.
Besides, indicators, facilitators and outcomes of engagement are all handled.
However, this study concentrated on the facilitators (social and personal) and the
outcomes of engagement with the aim of providing guidance to educators who look
for ways to foster the engagement level of their learners.
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Figure 2.10. Components of Skinner and Pitzer’s Student Engagement Model
Addressed in the Current Study Note. * = New categories added to the model of
Skinner and Pitzer (2012); ** = Parts excluded from the model of Skinner and Pitzer
(2012).

Since it was not likely to address engagement at all levels in a single study, the
analysis of social interactions was limited to two need-supporting teacher practices:
pedagogical caring (warmth) and provision of structure (see Figure 2.11), and to
school practices as mentioned in the second level of the model (engagement with
school) with some modifications in the categories for language schools (see Figure
2.10).

With regard to the personal facilitators, learners’ sense of belonging (relatedness),
competence (self-efficacy) and autonomy were considered the facilitators of student
engagement in language learning. Additionally, the facilitative role of language

learner strategy use was also questioned (see Figure 2.11).
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Figure 2.11. Components of Skinner and Pitzer’s Student Engagement Model
Addressed in the Current Study Note. * = New categories added to the model of
Skinner and Pitzer (2012); ** = Parts excluded from the model of Skinner and Pitzer
(2012).

While learners’ sense of belonging was considered as the facilitator of affective
engagement, self-efficacy, language learner autonomy, and language learner strategy
use were regarded as the facilitators of cognitive engagement. As for the outcomes
dimension, the language proficiency exam results (TOEFL ITP scores) of the

students were regarded as the outcome of their engagement (see Figure 2.11).

2.4.1 Social Facilitators of Student Engagement, Learning and Achievement

In the model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), teacher and school practices are regarded
as the social facilitators of student engagement. According to the researchers,
supportive interactions with teachers and well-designed school practices help
learners develop positive self-perceptions, which promote their engagement and
result in achievement. Inspired by their model, this study addressed two need-
supportive teacher practices (pedagogical caring and optimal structure) and three

school practices (organizing extra-curricular activities, creating peripheral learning
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activities, having language resource centers), which was discussed in detail in the

following sections.

2.4.1.1 Teaching Practices as the Social Facilitator

Pedagogical caring is one of the expected teacher behaviours and is believed to
support students’ sense of relatedness (Reeve, 2008; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).
Teachers should create opportunities for dialogues in order to increase mutual
understanding and opinion exchange (Noddings, 1992). According to Wentzel (1997,

p. 129), a teacher who cares:

makes a special effort, teaches in a unique way, makes class interesting,
listens well, asks questions, pays attention, is equitable, models respect,
focuses on students’ unique skills, appreciates individuality, checks work
carefully and offers constructive praise.

Fredricks (2014) makes a number of suggestions to teachers who would like to
promote students’ sense of relatedness and help construct healthy self-perceptions.
Initially, she thinks teachers should be informed about their students’ interests and
backgrounds so that they can build rapport with those students and organize the
instructional process according to their personal interests and traits. Moreover, she
believes that positive emotions should dominate the classrooms since students may
model teacher behaviours. Additionally, teachers should listen to their students’
needs and concerns. Besides, they should give both implicit and explicit messages
about their care. Finally, if there are students, with whom they feel difficulty in
building relationship, in their classroom, they should reflect on this problem and get

support if needed.

Whereas pedagogical caring promotes students’ sense of relatedness, optimal
structure facilitates their sense of competence (Reeve, 2008; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).

Fredricks (2014) defines classroom structure as “the amount of information in the
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context about how students can effectively achieve desired outcomes” (p.139). In the
classrooms where optimal structure is achieved, students are fully informed by
teachers about the expectations and outcomes of their behavior. In other words, they
are totally aware of what is needed to be successful and this clarity thanks to the
existence of optimal structure promotes their competency feelings. In addition, in a
classroom that optimal structure exists, teachers not only tell learners what to do to
succeed but also give them feedback about how they are doing and what they should
do to get better achievements, which in turn leads to improvement in their sense of

competence.

Although it is out of the scope of the current study, it is worth mentioning that
creating opportunities conducive to autonomy development is also essential for self-
determined motivation. According to the self-determination theory and Skinner and
Pitzer (2012), students have inner psychological needs to feel autonomous, and as
highlighted by Reeve and Jang (2006), autonomy is a kind of feeling that teachers
cannot give their students directly. Students can only feel themselves autonomous
when they are provided with classroom experiences through which they can develop

a connection between their need and behaviour.

In order to provide guidance to teachers who are interested in creating autonomy-
supportive environments, Fredricks (2014) makes some recommendations. By
referring to the research findings of Reeve and Jang (2006), she describes autonomy:-
supportive teachers as those who listen to the students carefully by using both verbal
and non-verbal signs, create time for them to study independently, explain the
rationale behind the activities, give them time to express themselves, praise their
achievements by giving informational feedback, encourage them to make effort,
provide support when they feel stuck, pay attention to their questions and comments,

and respect students’ ideas.
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All in all, according to the theoretical model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), the
interaction of students with teachers has a significant role in determining the degree
of their engagement and learning. In line with this assumption, in the current study,
the expectations of language learners with regard to engaging teaching practices

were investigated.

2.4.1.2 School Practices (Out-of-class Learning) as the Social Facilitator

Successful language learning was traditionally believed to depend on what is
achieved in the classroom and “little attention has been paid to learners’ views on the
opportunities they have for practising / learning a language outside of the classroom”
(Nunan, 2005, p.72). Nevertheless, it is a well-known fact that language education
has a major aim of preparing learners for the world outside; therefore, limiting it to
the in-class practices may not create intended long-term effects (Richards, 2014).
Fortunately, contrary to traditional approaches, that learning should not be confined
to classrooms is emphasized in contemporary research (e.g. Nunan, 2005; Richards,
2014; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) and among the advocators of out-of-class learning are
Skinner and Pitzer (2012).

Various approaches have been embraced by the researchers so far, but in this study,
the perspective of Skinner and Pitzer (2012) regarding out-of-class learning was
adopted. In their work, Skinner and Pitzer (2012) claim that engaging learners with
school activities such as academics, sports or extra-curricular activities is essential
for learning and achievement (Figure 2.8). However, since they approach school
activities in a more general fashion and do not specifically focus on any subject area
in their model, for the current study, it was found essential to make some
modifications in the categories under this dimension of the model by replacing
“sports”, “clubs” and “government” (Figure 2.8) with organizing extra-curricular

activities, creating peripheral learning opportunities and having language resource

centres (Figure 2.10).
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In the literature, out-of-class learning is defined as “any kind of learning that takes
place outside the classroom and involves self-instruction, naturalistic learning or
self-directed naturalistic learning” (Benson, 2001, p.62). In this study, it refers to
school practices that intend to increase the exposure and therefore engagement in the
target language and it was examined under three main categories: organizing
extracurricular activities (clubs & seminars), creating peripheral learning

opportunities and having language resource centres.

The first sub-dimension of school practices is extra-curricular activities and this term
refers to practices that are beyond the classroom curricula, require no obligatory
participation and mostly do not offer any external motivators. As stated by Richards
(2014), all these activities may vary in terms of its location, modality (e.g. face-to-
face, online), aims, control (e.g. teacher-led or student-led), type of interaction (e.g.
one way, two-way), language register (e.g. scripted, casual, formal), logistics (e.g.
simple, challenging), task demands (e.g. listen, rephrase, summarize), manner (e.g.
pair, group), and means (e.g. computer, mobile phone). The benefits of these
activities to language learning have been greatly emphasized by the supporters of
Communicative Language Learning Approach (Makarova & Reva, 2017). These
activities help create linguistic, communicative and pragmatic competence. Besides,
interaction and meaning making are promoted and learners are more exposed to
English. Thanks to the interaction with the others, they are able to create more
communicative and pleasurable experiences. Most importantly, learners are
encouraged to act autonomously. They learn how to organize the time, place, type
and manner of their own learning, which makes them realize that it is their duty to

take the responsibility of the process (Richards, 2014).

Beside extracurricular activities, this study questioned the necessity of peripheral
learning opportunities at language schools. Peripheral learning refers to the
subliminal perception occurring as a result of continuous exposure to information
(Lozanov, 1978) and is a term that is mostly related to implicit learning. In the

related literature, learning is commonly categorized as explicit and implicit. Explicit
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learning is “a conscious operation where the individual makes and tests hypotheses
in a search for structure” (Ellis, 1994, p.1). On the other hand, implicit learning,
which the current study was interested in, refers to “acquisition of knowledge about
the underlying structure of a complex stimulus environment by a process which takes
place naturally, simply and without conscious operations” (Ellis, 1994, p.1). It is
certain that both kinds of learning are essential for language development and there
is no doubt that classroom teaching provides learners with a lot of opportunities to
practice the target language. Nevertheless, compared to explicit information, “we
perceive much more in our environment than that to which we consciously attend”
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p.84) and unfortunately, despite this fact, the peripheral
learning has been one of the neglected areas in language education research
(Demirag, 2018).

As the third dimension of out-of-class learning, whether having language resource
centres would be beneficial for engagement, learning and achievement was
questioned. Under this category, students were asked if they would believe that
language schools should have a self-access centre, a language laboratory and an

online resource centre.

Self-access centres are the places where students can study on their own or with their
peers and benefit from various resources organized for language learning. A good
self-access centre has classification systems which help students locate the correct
material in terms of skill or level and has pathways that inform students where to go
and what to do in the next step. What’s more, it provides students with training
sessions to make them familiar with the system of the place and try to find ways to
keep students’ interest high in using these centres (Harmer, 2007). The language
laboratory is another place that both teachers and students may benefit from in the
language learning process. As described by Allen (1962), “the laboratory is a tool, an
audio aid, a valuable adjunct to classroom instruction in a foreign language” (p.21).
It should not be considered as an alternative to teachers, but it is worth noting that it

enables learners to acquire knowledge on their own pace and teachers to monitor
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students’ learning in a more effective way (Michalski, 1962). In addition to self-
access centres and language laboratories, an online resource center where students
can obtain the course materials may also help develop more engagement, learning
and achievement. If properly designed, by the help of this kind of resource sharing,
students may have the chance to fill the gaps in their knowledge, find more
examples, do more practice and clarify the misconceptions (McCabe & Gonzalez-
Flores, 2017).

In brief, according to Skinner and Pitzer (2012), opportunities organized for out-of-
class learning play a central role in the development of self-perceptions and learning.
Students’ involvement in these activities not only leads to an increase in their
engagement but also promotes their achievement at school. Being aware of this fact,
Skinner and Pitzer (2012) has placed this component in their theoretical model and

this issue was separately handled in this study as well.

2.4.2 Personal Facilitators of Student Engagement, Learning and Achievement

In the model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), relatedness, competence and autonomy
are considered as the personal facilitators of student engagement. According to the
researchers, when students feel themselves related to their class/school, competent
and autonomous, they develop positive self-perceptions, which promote their
engagement and result in achievement. Inspired by their model, this study focused on
these three psychological needs by adding language strategy use as the fourth

component.

2.4.2.1 Sense of Belonging (Relatedness) as the Personal Facilitator of Affective

Engagement

Not only in language education literature but also in studies of different fields,

affective engagement is described as learners’ positive feelings and attitudes towards
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teachers, peers, learning and school (Eccles et al., 1993; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Watt,
2004; Svalberg, 2009) and the feelings of learners about the group they are involved

in determines their belongingness perception.

McMiillan and Chavis (1986; p. 9) define the sense of community as:

a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to
one another and to the group, and a shared faith that members' needs will be
met through their commitment to be together.

It is composed of four major elements: membership (the feeling of belonging),
influence (a sense of making a difference to a group), integration and fulfilment of
needs (a sense that one’s needs are met in the group), shared emotional connection (a

sense that group members have similar experiences in terms of time, history etc.).

The concept of ‘sense of community’ has been redefined as ‘relatedness’ or
‘belongingness’ by the researchers having an interest in the self-determination
theory. According to the theory and as supported by Skinner and Pitzer (2012),
people feel a need to be connected to the community where they exist and this is
called ‘relatedness’. The theory and the model by Skinner and Pitzer (2012) suggest
that the satisfaction of this feeling helps learners internalize the extrinsic motivation
in contexts where activities seem boring or unsatisfying. Therefore, it can be claimed
that as they feel themselves related to the context, their academic motivation
increases (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Similarly, as stated by
(Voelkl, 2012), identification with school, in other words, belonging or relatedness,
involves emotion, and it leads to a change in students’ attitudes. Besides, it is a kind
of intrinsic motivation, and it encourages learners to feel a desire to improve their

skills and enjoy their success.

To sum up, students create feelings towards schools in different forms. All these

attitudes may create a sense of identification with the school or they may lead to
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disaffection, resulting in a withdrawal or dropout. For the academic, social and
cognitive engagement, appropriate conditions should be prepared (Voelkl, 2012).
Since the strong relationship between learners’ engagement level and their sense of
belonging was detected even in the early engagement models (Finn, 1989), its impact

on engagement and achievement shouldn’t be disregarded.

2.4.2.2 Perceived Self-efficacy (Competence) as the Personal Facilitator of

Cognitive Engagement

As highlighted in the Social Cognitive Theory of Human Functioning (Bandura,
1994), humans are active agents of their own development and the social system in
which they exist. Continuously, they are engaged in tasks or activities and
considering the results of their behaviour, they create self-beliefs, which returns as a
change in their subsequent behaviours. If the outcome is satisfactory, they develop
positive views about their next action; however, if they fail to get the outcomes they
desire, they are discouraged and avoid involving in similar tasks. Therefore, their

next step depends on how they perceive the results of their current actions.

Self-efficacy is a significant component of this self-belief system and has undeniable
importance for students’ engagement, learning and better achievement (Bandura,
1994; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012). Bandura (2002)
defines the term as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to attain designated types of performances” (p.94) and
identifies four major sources for its development: (a) mastery experiences (one’s
previous accomplishments), (b) vicarious experiences (observing others on task),

(c) social persuasions (verbal judgments of the others), (d) somatic and emotional
states (e.g. anxiety, stress, etc.) (Bandura, 1994). It is not related to one’s existing
abilities but it is about a person’s judgments about these skills (Bandura, 2002). It is

concerned with questions such as “Can I do this task in this situation?”” (Linnenbrink
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& Pintrich, 2003, p.120) and is open to change due to “intraindividual or
environmental differences” (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003, p.122).

In an academic setting, self-efficacy has a significant role in the cognitive
engagement dimension of learning and achievement (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003;
Schunk & Mullen, 2012). Students who believe in their capabilities to perform a task
are more cognitively engaged, which is observed in their use of deep processing
strategies (cognitive and metacognitive), the quality of their effort and persistence
(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003). Students with high self-efficacy consider difficult
tasks as challenges rather than threats, are motivated by challenging goals, persist
when they are surrounded with obstacles or failures, avoid any distractions when
they are on task, seek help if they feel stuck, make accurate self-reflection about their
failures by attributing them to causes such as inadequate effort or lack of self-
regulatory strategies, and quickly recover their self-efficacy whenever they feel
incompetent (Bandura, 1994; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Schunk & Mullen, 2012). On the
other hand, being cognitively engaged is less likely for students who question their
capabilities. They exert less effort in learning, avoid challenging tasks, persist less,
and generally tend to use surface-processing strategies (Linnenbrink & Pintrich,
2003).

As can be seen, all these descriptions make it clear that an individual’s self-efficacy
has impact on his/her task choices, the degree of his effort, persistence as well as
academic tendencies. Most importantly, it is situational; in other words, it may
increase or decrease by contextual features (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Skinner
& Pitzer, 2012). For that reason, the selection of tasks and classroom materials has a
significant role. If teachers select tasks and materials that enable learners to feel
competent, their self-efficacy beliefs may positively alter (Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).
Therefore, to ensure its promotion, tasks and activities should be organized in such a
way that students can construct objective views about both their own and their peers’
capabilities. If tasks are challenging enough and allow learners to go beyond their

actual academic abilities, students are more likely to get the sense of achievement
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and feel themselves competent. In addition, feedback also contributes to their
academic self-efficacy. Teachers should inform learners about their progress in such
a way that they will not be discouraged. Their competence should be valued and their
attempts should be approached with encouraging manners. Finally, they should be
informed about the fact that self-efficacy is a domain-specific belief and can change
if necessary effort is given (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009;
Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).

Like various researchers (e.g. Bandura, 1994; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan and Deci,
2000; Schunk & Pajares, 2005), Skinner and Pitzer (2012) also advocate the idea that
self-efficacy has a facilitative role on engagement, learning and achievement. The
promotion of the competence feeling is as essential as that of autonomy and
belongingness. Based on this assumption, the current study was designed with the
aim of investigating whether self-efficacy beliefs of language learners would predict

their achievement.

2.4.2.3 Language Learner Autonomy as the Personal Facilitator of Cognitive

Engagement

According to the self-determination theory (SDT) proposed by Deci and Ryan (1985)
and the student engagement model by Skinner and Pitzer (2012), people have three
basic psychological needs, one of which is autonomy. It is a domain-free construct,

and as defined by Holec (1981), it is “the ability to take charge of one’s learning”
(p.-3).

The assumption behind both the theory and the model is that people are innately
engaged and autonomous. However, the degree of their engagement and autonomy is
sensitive to the differences in social contexts. If students are exposed to supportive
social conditions, they are naturally engaged; nevertheless, if their feelings are not
nurtured, they lose their motivation and become disaffected. Therefore, to ensure
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engagement, learning and achievement, along with the sense of belongingness and

self-efficacy, this psychological need of students should also be given attention.

When it comes to the promotion of autonomy, it is suggested that teachers should use
the target language as the medium of language in the classroom and encourage
students to act in a similar manner (Little, 2007). Controlling behaviours should be
minimized; rather, learners should be given choices and a sense of freedom, and be
allowed to make their own choices about what and how to learn (Niemiec & Ryan,
2009; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Pegrum, Bartle, & Longnecker, 2014). In addition,
students should be provided with activities and tasks that are useful, meaningful and
consistent with their values and goals. They should be informed about the
significance and value of tasks so that they can feel motivated, engaged and act
autonomously (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2000). What’s more, students
can obtain the sense of autonomy through self-access centres, CALL technologies,
distance learning, tandem learning, studying abroad, out-of-class learning activities,

and self-study materials (Benson, 2006).

In addition to all these recommendations, the SDT and the model of Skinner and
Pitzer (2012) suggest that when students are intrinsically motivated, they tend to act
more autonomously, which in turn lead to a change in learning and achievement.
Therefore, intrinsic motivation should be taken seriously as it is the key player in
students’ autonomy and engagement. However, they draw our attention to the fact
that expecting learners to be always intrinsically motivated is not plausible, so they
should be taught how to internalize extrinsic motivation. In other words, school
activities may not be satisfying enough for learners or conditions may not be
supportive for their development. In such situations, through some facilitators or
other incentives such as quality teacher practices, learning tasks and activities,

students should be guided about how to construct intrinsic motivation on their own.
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In brief, autonomy refers to the involvement of learners in their own decision-
making processes. It is claimed that when learners study independently, their
autonomy and cognitive engagement are much more likely to increase as a result of
their self- initiated information-seeking behaviours (Rotgans & Schmidt, 2011;
Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) and this research questioned this assumption as a part of this

study.

2.4.2.4 Use of Deep-Processing Language Learning Strategies as the Personal

Facilitator of Cognitive Engagement

According to Elaboration Likelihood Theory, when individuals encounter with new
information, they go through two different processing systems: deep central
processing (deep learning) and shallow peripheral processing (surface learning)
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1984). Deep processing is an approach to learning that stems
from individuals’ intrinsic motivation to have a meaningful mastery of concepts with
the integration of prior and new knowledge in a highly collaborative, integrative,
self-reflective and application-centered atmosphere and is finalized with their
successful transfer to real-life situations (Biggs, 1990; Biggs & Tang, 2011,
Campbell & Cabrera, 2014; Fink, 2003; Moon, 1999; Ramsden, 2003).

Students who use deep processing strategies are much more likely to be cognitively
engaged (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). They tend to
build a connection between new and prior knowledge (Greene, 2015; Murphy &
Alexander, 2002; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986), aim to understand the material and
internalize the information (Brown, Aoshima, Bolen, Chia, & Kohyama, 2007), use
self-regulatory skills (Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Khine & Saleh, 2013; Lau, Liem, &
Nie, 2008), and use metacognitive strategies to plan, monitor, and evaluate his
cognition (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman, 1990). Also, they are more
likely to relate the concepts with one another by comparing and contrasting them,

and attempt to visualize this connectedness (Biggs, 1987; Brown et al., 2007; Senko
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& Miles, 2008; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986) and not only think about the material but
construct their own opinions about it (Senko & Miles, 2008). In addition to all these
traits, they find personal examples and make the task meaningful for their life and
the real world (Murphy & Alexander, 2002; Senko & Miles, 2008) and tend to
question the given content and approach it critically (Biggs, 1987; Finn & Zimmer,
2012; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). Moreover, they are intrinsically motivated to have
an interest in the academic tasks (Biggs, 1987), do not limit their studies to course
requirements (Brown et al., 2007; Finn & Zimmer, 2012) and are able to understand
which information is important and which one is not (Nolen, 1988). They prefer
challenging tasks, are not discouraged by the failures (Connell & Wellborn, 1991),
persist even if the task is too difficult (Finn & Zimmer, 2012) and avoid distractions
in order to keep their engagement high (Corno, 1993; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990).
As the final characteristic, they do not hesitate to ask for further clarifications and
manage to find out alternative ways to gain further information (Finn & Zimmer,
2012).

On the contrary, students with shallow peripheral processing mostly concentrate on
the signs of learning such as words and items rather than their deep meanings (Biggs
& Tang, 2007). They try to reproduce the material with no elaboration, use strategies
to take the information without questioning (Biggs, 1987; Harlow, Debacker, &
Crowson, 2011), tend to study mainly for course requirements and consider tasks as
demands (Campbell & Cabrera, 2014). Besides, they are not mainly concerned with
learning how to grasp new concepts and transfer to new situations (Bowden &
Marton, 1998); rather, they apply rote learning and study by memorizing the terms
and facts (Biggs, 1987; Biggs & Moore, 1993; Brown et al., 2007; Greene, 2015;
Nolen, 1988; Senko & Miles, 2008). Unfortunately, they are externally motivated
(fear of failure, career options etc.) (Biggs & Moore, 1993). Finally, they are unable
to make discrimination between principles and examples and approach concepts as

discrete and unrelated ideas (Brown et al., 2007).
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Such differences in the academic tendencies are also observed among language
learners. Similar to the meaning attributed to learning strategy in the other fields, in
language education literature, it refers to “thoughts and actions, consciously selected
by learners, to assist them in learning and using language in general, and in the
completion of specific language tasks” (Cohen, 2011, p.682). In language
classrooms, it is likely to observe that some students are more inclined to benefit
from deep processing strategies while learning English, whereas some prefer
applying surface processing strategies. However, according to Macaro (2001), “those
learners who are pro-active in their pursuit of language learning appear to learn best”
(p. 264) and such control on learning is achieved through “deep processing,

elaborative strategy use and significant metacognitive reflection” (Dole & Sinatra,

1998, p. 121).

Despite the existence of different approaches, the mostly referred classification of
language learning strategies belongs to Rebecca Oxford (Agikel, 2011; Demirel,
2012). She defines the term as “specific behaviours or thought processes that
students use to enhance their own L2 learning” (Oxford, 2003, p.8) and categorizes
learning strategies as direct (memory-related strategies, cognitive strategies, and
compensatory strategies) and indirect (metacognitive, affective, and social) (Oxford,
1990). Memory-related strategies are used for remembering words or concepts by
some technigues such as using acronyms, images or pictures, but they may not
encourage deep learning. Cognitive strategies are the processes that students go
through while learning a language (e.g. reasoning, analyzing, note-taking,
summarizing, synthesizing, outlining, reorganizing the knowledge to construct a
wider picture) and using the language in real life. Compensatory strategies have the
function of helping learners when they cannot have the necessary knowledge.
Pausing, using gestures or using synonyms are some of its examples. Metacognitive
strategies are the ones that students employ for planning the learning process,
checking the progress and evaluating their learning. The learner organizes the
necessary materials and an appropriate place for studying. He monitors his mistakes
and finally checks his success in the task. Affective strategies are employed by the
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learners to reduce anxiety, express feelings, motivate and reward oneself for the
performance. Social strategies are the ones used while interacting with the other
people. It involves cooperation, or asking for help for further explanations (Cohen,
2011; Oxford, 1990, 2003).

As can be seen, similar to other fields, strategy use has a significant role in language
education as well. For this reason, different from Skinner and Pitzer (2012), learners’
use of deep learning strategies was added to the current study as the facilitator of
cognitive engagement and its predictive power on students’ achievement was

investigated.

2.4.3 Outcome: TOEFL ITP Exam Scores

In the current study, despite the existence of the other in-house measures of language
proficiency such as quizzes or midterms at TOBB ETU prep school, only the TOEFL
ITP exam scores of the students were secured as the outcome of their engagement

due to several reasons.

The first reason was that the TOEFL ITP test (Test of English as a Foreign Language
— Institutional testing Program) is a widely accepted test in various parts of the
world, which can be seen on various reports published on the official website of ETS
(Educational Testing Service) (Educational Testing Service, 2019). This test is
peculiar to the foundation called ETS, which develops, administers and scores more
than 50 million tests in more than 180 countries a year. It is a language test used to
measure the listening comprehension, structure and written expression (grammar and
vocabulary), and reading comprehension of non-native English learners in more than
50 countries and 2500 institutions such as colleges, universities, secondary schools,

and English-language programs.
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Its preparation process was another factor behind its selection for the current
research. A team composed of language and assessment specialists are responsible
for designing the materials and tests are professionally reviewed by the ETS
Standards for Fairness and Quality. Besides, in one of its research reports, based on
the data from 2009 TOEFL ITP scores, the reliability score for section 1 (Listening
Comprehension) was reported as .93; for section 2 (Structure and Written
Expression), it was .90; for section 3 (Reading Comprehension), it was found as .88,
which strengthened the belief that the test would be a reliable instrument for the

current study (Educational Testing Service, 2019).

In addition, the compatibility of the test scores with the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) levels appeared as another indicator
of its power to measure the related skills. In 2011, a series of mapping studies were
conducted with experts to understand how test scores would correspond to CEFR
levels (Tannenbaum & Baron, 2011) and the results are shared on the ETS website as
a guide to test administers who has a desire to interpret their students’ scores in terms

of their correspondence with CEFR levels (Educational Testing Service, 2019).

To sum up, because of all the above-mentioned reasons, rather than using all test
scores, it was decided that this research should consider the TOEFL ITP scores as the

outcome of students’ language learning and achievement.

2.5 Related Research Studies on the Facilitators of Engagement, Learning and

Achievement

In this part of the review, related empirical research studies on social (teacher and
school practices) and personal (sense of belongingness, self-efficacy, learner
autonomy, language learning strategy use) facilitators of engagement, learning and
achievement were shared. The previous research findings on the TOEFL ITP exam

were presented as well.
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2.5.1 Related Research Studies on the Social Facilitators of Student

Engagement, Learning and Achievement

The related studies as well as their findings on the social facilitators of student
engagement, learning, and achievement were presented under two titles: related

research on teaching practices and related research on school practices.

2.5.1.1 Related Research on Teaching Practices as the Social Facilitator

According to Skinner and Pitzer (2012), in order to construct healthy and supportive
educational environments for students, teachers should have the qualities of

pedagogical caring, provision of structure, and autonomy support.

As underlined in the review of Stroet, Opdenakker and Minnaert (2013), the studies
on the effects of need-supporting teacher practices (involvement, autonomy support,
provision of structure) on students’ engagement varied in terms of their approach to
this issue. Whereas a group of researchers focused on students’ perceptions, some
studies depended on the observations by trained raters, or were conducted as
intervention studies. However, of all tendencies, the current study aimed to the
provide more insight to the first group of research by gathering student expectations
related to teaching practices, and therefore, the related research findings based on
student perceptions were shared below.

Among the earlier and significant studies was the one by Skinner and Belmont
(1993), who investigated the effects of teacher behaviour (involvement, structure,
autonomy support) on students’ behavioural and emotional engagement. One
hundred forty-four students were asked to respond to two questionnaires, one of
which was about their perceptions regarding teacher behaviour. They also
contributed to the study by sharing their views on their own engagement. What the

researchers discovered was that the interaction between teachers and students had
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impact on the degree of engagement. Teachers’ involvement shaped the perception
of the learners related to the teachers. What’s more, the clarity in the expectations
and strategic help contributed to students’ engagement as well. Besides, when
students perceived their teachers as warm and affectionate, they felt more willing to

learn. Autonomy support and structure also helped increase motivation.

In another study, Wang and Holcombe (2010) questioned whether students’
perceptions with regard to school environment contributed to their school
engagement and their academic achievement. Controlling for gender, race, SES and
prior academic performance, they conducted a longitudinal study and asked 1,046
students to make contributions to the investigation by responding to a self-report
questionnaire. Students’ self-reports focused on their perception related to the school
environment (school performance goal structure, school mastery goal structure,
support of autonomy, promotion of discussion, teacher social support) and their
school engagement (their participation in school activities, their school identification
and their use of self-regulation strategies). The academic achievement and the other
demographic information were collected through school report cards and primary
caregivers. As for the results, the researchers witnessed a significant association
between students’ school experiences and their engagement. Considering their
findings, they highlighted a need for teacher praise and positive approach for student
engagement and success. Besides, the significance of mastery-oriented structures for
students was emphasized and teachers were advised to avoid competitive

environments in which students were exposed to performance goal structures.

As mentioned earlier, Stroet, Opdenakker and Minnaert (2013) published a review
article on need-supporting teacher practices. Considering all the findings of these
studies, the researchers concluded that there existed a significant and positive
relationship between need-supporting teacher practices and student engagement.
Nevertheless, the researchers also attracted the attention to the scarcity of empirical

research on the unique contribution of each dimension (involvement, autonomy
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support, provision of structure) to engagement and learning and highlighted a need

for more empirical evidence.

Leenknecht, Wijnia, Loyens, and Rikers (2017) also conducted research with 623
students to understand the interrelations between autonomy support, structure and
involvement in Dutch higher education. The participants took part in the study by
responding to a questionnaire composed of items for need-supporting teaching
practices (autonomy support, structure and involvement). Their GPA was also used
as the indicator of their performance. The data analysis showed that teachers who
were considered as autonomy supportive were also reported as being involved
(caring) and skilled at provision of structure. Moreover, the researchers discovered
that there was a significant and positive relationship between need-supporting

teaching practices and students’ performance.

When it comes to the expectations of students regarding language teacher practices,
one study was carried out by Arikan, Taser, and Suzer (2008) with the aim of
gathering the perceptions of students related to language teacher characteristics. The
data were collected from 100 students and two data collection tools were utilized: a
questionnaire on the qualities of an effective foreign language teacher and a written
response in which they described the effective language teacher. According to the
findings, an effective English language teacher should teach both formal and
informal English, use games while teaching, give place to pair/group work activities,
and use real life situations as an example. Moreover, they are expected to be young,

friendly, creative and humorous.

Similarly, Barnes and Lock (2013) focused on language teacher characteristics and
conducted a quantitative study which was a follow-up to a previous qualitative
research. The sample group consisted of 222 students and the data were collected
through a questionnaire. The results showed that building rapport was essential to get

rid of the affective filters while learning a language. In addition, students expected

50



teachers to help them reduce language-learning anxiety, and clearly explain the
concepts by referring to the examples. Besides, teachers should not only be friendly,
caring and patient, but also be sensitive to individual differences and design the
instructional process accordingly. Students also gave importance to teacher planning
and use of supplementary materials. Finally, they expressed their need for EFL

teachers’ English language proficiency.

In a more recent study, Kil (2015) conducted research with 227 students to
understand the qualities of effective English language teachers in her master’s thesis.
She collected data through a questionnaire in which students were asked to rank the
qualities of effective English language teachers and later answer the open-ended
questions on the same issue. The results of her study led to a conclusion that students
expected teachers to motivate them for learning English, help them enjoy the
process, and approach them in a friendly way. Besides, teachers were supposed to
have a good command of English, be knowledgeable, have the ability to increase

learner motivation, and use various methods and materials.

To sum up, many researchers contend that teachers hold a highly influential position
in education, which is also highlighted in the model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012).
They can either promote or hinder learning, which is also evident in the

aforementioned research findings.

2.5.1.2 Related Research on School Practices (Out-Of-Class Learning) as the
Social Facilitator

As stated earlier, in this study, the term “out-0f-class learning” refers to “school
practices” that aim to increase student engagement by exposing them to the target
language outside the classroom in three different ways: (a) organizing extracurricular
activities at school (clubs & seminars), (b) creating peripheral learning opportunities,

and (c) having language resource centres.
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The relationship between extra-curricular activities and language proficiency has
been investigated in various contexts. To begin with, Fatash (2008) conducted a
descriptive research in a Palestinian context to understand students’ attitudes towards
using extra-curricular activities as a way to increase their motivation in learning
English. Sixty-four students were asked to participate in the study by responding to a
questionnaire developed by the researcher himself. The survey results indicated that
they were willing to take part in these activities if organized, signalling their

motivation.

In her master’s thesis, Yin (2015) investigated the relationship between learners’
outside-of-class language activities and their listening comprehension performance in
listening tests. Twenty-two college students, who were studying in the USA,
contributed to the research, and as the data collection tools, outside-of-class activity
questionnaire, metacognitive awareness listening questionnaire and self-efficacy
about listening skill questionnaire were utilized. The results of her study highlighted
the significant relationship between outside-of-class language activities and the

listening skill.

Similarly, Yildiz (2016) attempted to explore the impact of language-oriented
extracurricular activities on academic achievement in language preparation schools
in an Iraq context. The researcher discovered that these activities helped learners

cope with anxiety and increase motivation.

In a more recent study conducted with 119 university students in Canada and Russia,
Makarova and Reva (2017) aimed to figure out the perceived impact of extra-
curricular activities on foreign language learning. According to their findings, these
activities made huge impact on students’ motivation and learning. Besides, they

helped them get rid of their shyness and anxiety.
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With regard to peripheral learning activities, Gezer, Sen, and Alci (2012) conducted
research to understand the effect of peripheral learning on English idioms. One
hundred and eleven university students contributed to the study and their
achievement test scores represented their idiom knowledge. In this research, posters,
on which idioms were written and visually illustrated, were used as the material.
Later, students were asked about their opinions regarding the posters on the walls
and how they made impact on their learning. In the light of their answers, the
researchers concluded that this peripheral learning technique was beneficial for

idiom teaching and learning.

Similar to Gezer, Sen, and Alci (2012), Bahmani, Pazhakh, and Sharif (2012) carried
out research with the aim of exploring the impact of peripheral learning on Iranian
EFL learners’ vocabulary acquisition, retention, and recall. With 80 participants, the
researchers tested whether there would be a difference among learners in vocabulary
acquisition under peripheral and non-peripheral conditions. After eight sessions of
intervention, a series of tests were applied to the students and it was discovered that

peripheral conditions significantly affected students’ vocabulary acquisition.

In a more detailed examination, Demirag (2018) investigated the effectiveness of
peripheral learning that was tested through educational posters. The researcher
organized a classroom with posters and kept them on the wall for 12 weeks. By
comparing the exam scores of the experimental group to those of the control group,
he claimed that students who were exposed to the posters displayed better

performance in vocabulary and grammar.

Language resource centres were also investigated in different educational settings.
The first sub-dimension, self-access centres, was studied by Morrison (2008), who
aimed to discover the role of these settings in tertiary language learning. Favouring
grounded theory approach as the method, he carried out research with 16

participants. In the light of responses gathered through interviews and a follow-up
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questionnaire, the researcher concluded that these centres help increase linguistic

knowledge, proficiency and learning strategies.

Mohammed (2017) focused on the role of language laboratory in language learning
settings and aimed to figure out whether these places were useful for Saudi students
and how they would help improve student performance. Twenty-seven university
students took part in the study and their exam scores were used as the data sources.
The findings of the study pointed at the possible positive impact of lab use on

students’ listening and speaking skill.

In a different study, Danaher & Danaher (1998) aimed to understand whether
language laboratories were beneficial for learning Japanese as a foreign language.
The results of the questionnaire indicated that these centres contributed to students’
learning in that they had the opportunity to hear the voices of native speakers, and do

repetitive practice for speaking and listening.

With regard to the impact of online resource sharing, a single study was detected.
Kvavik (2005) conducted research with 4,374 students from various universities to
explore the types of technologies students mostly preferred and how this use
contributed to their learning. In order to collect data, he utilized a survey and the
results indicated that although sharing materials online was among the least used

interactive features by the faculty, students would like to have materials online.

As can be seen, similar to Skinner and Pitzer (2012), several researchers called into
question whether students would develop more positive learning experiences by
involving in out-of-school activities and received similar results. Inspired by these
findings, in the current study, it was decided to create space for school practices (out-
of-class learning) in order to offer new insights into how engagement, learning, and

achievement could be facilitated through these activities.
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2.5.2 Related Research Studies on Personal Facilitators of Student Engagement,

Learning and Achievement

The related studies on the personal facilitators of student engagement, learning, and
achievement were presented under four titles: related research on sense of
belongingness, related research on on perceived self-efficacy, related research on

language learner autonomy, and related research on language learner strategy use.

2.5.2.1 Related Research Studies on Sense of Belongingness as the Personal

Facilitator

Although the relationship between sense of belongingness and engagement as well as
achievement was widely discussed in the related literature, in the language education
studies, no research for the relationship between language learning environments and
relatedness was detected in the mostly-used databases such as EBSCO, ProQuest,
and Google Scholar. Therefore, research findings were discussed in a more general
fashion under this title.

One correlational study was conducted by Furrer and Skinner (2003) with the aim of
questioning the predictive power of sense of relatedness on students’ academic
engagement. Six hundred and forty-one participants were asked to complete self-
report questionnaires, in which they would report their relatedness to their social
partners (their mother, father, teacher, classmates, and friends), their perceived
control, and their engagement/disaffection degree in the classroom. With regard to
the engagement/disaffection dimension of the research, their teachers were asked to
share their views about the engagement level of the students by responding to two
scales: behavioural engagement scale (effort, attention and persistence of the
students during the activities) and emotional engagement scale (e.g. enthusiastic,
frustrated etc.). A similar scale was given to the students and they also reported their

own perceptions. As the indicator of their academic performance, students’ grades
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were secured. The findings of the study indicated that students’ sense of relatedness
significantly predicted learners’ academic motivation and performance. Besides, it
was discovered that students with greater sense of belonging reported more
behavioural and emotional engagement. What’s more, of all social partners, teachers

were found to play the most significant predictor of students’ sense of relatedness.

In a different correlational study, Archambault et al. (2009) aimed to discover how
students developed behavioural, affective and cognitive engagement at school and
how it was connected with the dropouts. The data were collected from 13,330
students living in Quebec, Canada. The student responses to a scale on student
engagement and the official records indicating dropout status, gender, age and
placement in special class were used as the data sources in the research. Their study
yielded valuable results in that students with high engagement and achievement were
found as less likely to drop out, whereas those who were at risk displayed
insufficient engagement. Most importantly, the researchers found out that there was a
relationship between students’ tendency to withdraw and the feeling of
disconnectedness towards school; in other words, the weaker the feeling of belonging

was, the more possible they would withdraw without completing their education.

In another study, Wang and Holcombe (2010) questioned whether students’
perceptions with regard to school environment contributed to their school
engagement and their academic achievement. As previously shared under the
teaching practices part of this study, they conducted a longitudinal study and asked
1,046 students to make contributions to the investigation by responding to a self-
report questionnaire. The findings of the research indicated that students’ perceptions
about the school environment led to a change in their school participation and
identification positively. To be more precise, of all sub-categories of school
environment, school mastery goal structure, support of autonomy, promotion of
discussion, and teacher social support contributed to their sense of belonging, which
in turn made positive impact on their academic achievement. Nevertheless, a

performance goal structure that exposed students to competitive environments
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resulted in a decrease in their school participation, school identification and

achievement.

Wang and Eccles (2011) also examined school engagement with its three sub-
dimensions: school participation, school belonging, and self-regulated learning. They
attempted to check the relationship between school engagement and GPA through a
correlational study. They asked 1,148 adolescents to contribute to the study by
responding to various scales. The results of their investigation indicated that student
success required regular participation at school, so belongingness feelings did not
make impact unless they participated in class regularly. Students with higher sense of
belonging towards their school seemed to be more motivated, but it was not enough

for their academic achievement.

In a different study, Kennedy and Tuckman (2013) aimed to explore the relationships
between students’ academic and social values, procrastination, perceived
belongingness and academic performance. They gathered data from 671 students by
online questionnaires, and conducted a SEM analysis. Their results indicated that

perceived school belongingness had an indirect effect on students” GPA.

To sum up, with regard to all these findings, it can be claimed that the facilitative
role of sense of belongingness has been investigated in various contexts, but
although previous studies have suggested that it is necessary for engagement and
learning, whether its impact is direct or indirect and its role in language education

requires more empirical evidence.

2.5.2.2 Related Research Studies on Perceived Self-Efficacy as the Personal

Facilitator

The impact of self-efficacy has been investigated in various ways. Some researchers

have attempted to explore whether self-efficacy contributes to both student
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engagement and achievement (e.g. Greene & Miller, 1996; Pintrich & De Groot,
1990; Sedaghat et al., 2011). On the other hand, a number of researchers have
uniquely concentrated on its role in students’ engagement (e.g. Walker, Greene, &
Mansell, 2006) or only on its impact on achievement (e.g. Cerasoli, Nicklin, &
Nassrelgrgawi, 2016).

One of the preliminary investigations on the relationship of self-efficacy with student
engagement and academic achievement was carried out by Pintrich and De Groot
(1990). Through a correlational study with 173 students and by using an inventory
called Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire, they discovered that self-
efficacy did not directly predict performance on seatwork, exams or essays.

Cognitive engagement variables were more related with their achievement.

Similarly, Greene and Miller (1996) attempted to find out the relations among
college students’ self-reported goal orientation, perceived ability, cognitive
engagement and course achievement through a correlational study. One hundred and
four students of an educational psychology class were asked to participate in the
study and as an instrument, they utilized their own questionnaire called “Motivation
and Strategy Use Survey”, which was composed of items for learning goal
orientation, performance goal orientation, perceived ability, meaningful cognitive
engagement and shallow cognitive engagement. When the self-reported
questionnaires were analysed through path analysis, it became evident that students
with goal orientation and high perceived ability were more cognitively engaged;
however, these variables had an indirect effect on students’ success and meaningful

cognitive engagement played the mediator role.

In a different correlational study, Walker, Greene, and Mansell (2006) questioned the
predictive value of identification with academics (belonging and valuing), intrinsic
motivation and self-efficacy on meaningful engagement. One hundred and ninety-

one university students participated in the research by responding to four separate
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scales designed for intrinsic/extrinsic motivation, self-efficacy, identification with
academics and meaningful cognitive engagement. By considering self-reports of the
students and their exam results, the researchers concluded that intrinsic motivation

and self-efficacy led to an increase in student cognitive engagement.

More recently, Sedaghat et al. (2011) conducted a correlational study with 1,371
students to test the impact of perceived ability, perceived instrumentality,
achievement goals on engagement and academic achievement. As a part of the
Approaches to Learning Scale, they assessed students’ perceived ability and their
cognitive engagement was evaluated through the Motivated Strategies Learning
Questionnaire. Besides, they used students’ academic achievement scores as the
outcome variable. Their findings indicated that perceived ability both directly and

indirectly predicted academic achievement.

In their meta-analysis, Cerasoli, Nicklin, and Nassrelgrgawi (2016) questioned
whether perceived competence was positively related with performance and their
literature review demonstrated that when compared with the three personal needs
suggested in the self-determination theory, perceived competence was the strongest

predictor of performance.

Given the examination of the relationship between self-efficacy and students’
language proficiency, various research attempts were also made in language
education. One study by Mills, Pajares, and Herron (2007) aimed to explore whether
students’ self-efficacy beliefs about the grades they would get from the exam and
their self-efficacy for self-regulation significantly predicted their final grade in the
French course by controlling their French anxiety and perceived value of language
and culture. Their detailed research with 303 students revealed that both variables

significantly predicted students’ language achievement.
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As a part of her Master’s thesis, Acikel (2011) used the data gathered from 643
language preparatory school students to examine self-efficacy in two aspects: self-
efficacy for the receptive skills and self- efficacy for the productive skills. She
utilized the Questionnaire of English Self-efficacy as an instrument. By referring to
the research findings, she arrived at the conclusion that self-efficacy was one of the
predictors of English proficiency (TOEFL ITP test score). Specifically, for receptive
skills, she discovered that students with high self-efficacy appeared to be more

successful; nevertheless, the degree of achievement wasn’t the same for productive

skills.

Similarly, Nasrollahi and Barjasteh (2013) questioned the existence of a relationship
between Iranian students’ language proficiency and their self-efficacy. The
researchers gathered data from 112 university students and utilized two data
collection tools: a self-efficacy questionnaire and Michigan Test of English
Language Proficiency. Their results indicated that students’ self-efficacy and their

language proficiency were positively related.

In a more recent study, Bai, Chao, and Wang (2019) conducted research in Hong
Kong in order to investigate the predictive power of self-efficacy on students’
language proficiency. One thousand and ninety-two students constituted the sample
group of the study, and the self-efficacy items of the Motivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire were used as the data collection instrument. This study
revealed similar results with those of Nasrollahi and Barjasteh (2013) in that self-

efficacy was significantly correlated with students’ language proficiency.

The relationship between language learners’ self-efficacy and their listening
comprehension performance was also specifically investigated in a number of
studies. For instance, as a part of her Phd dissertation, Chen (2007) carried out a
correlational research with 277 university students in Taiwan to understand the

impact of students’ English listening-self-efficacy on their listening performance. In
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order to explore the perceived self-efficacy of the students, the researcher utilized a
tool called English Listening Self-Efficacy Questionnaire, which was composed of
subcategories such as English listening self-efficacy, English listening anxiety,
perceived value of English language and culture, and sources of English self-efficacy
information. The findings provided evidence for self-efficacy-listening performance
link. In other words, students with higher self-efficacy in listening seemed to be
more likely to succeed. Despite the weaknesses in the data collection process due to
tools and the small sample size, this relationship was also addressed by Rahimi and
Abedini (2009). Their investigation also indicated that when students felt themselves
capable of language learning, they displayed better performance in the listening part
of their exam. Tabrizi and Saeidi (2015) reached similar conclusions about the
potential impact of listening self-efficacy on Iranian EFL learners’ listening
comprehension. They obtained data from 90 students, whose Preliminary English
Test (PET) results, listening self-efficacy beliefs, listening autonomy beliefs and the
TOEFL listening comprehension test scores were secured as the data sources of the
research. What was discovered mirrored those of Chen (2007) and Rahimi and
Abedini (2009). Likewise, Todaka (2017) focused on the self-efficacy of 200
Japanese college EFL learners for English listening skill. In the light of the findings
gathered through two TOEIC test results and a self-efficacy questionnaire, the
researcher also discovered that there existed a positive correlation between students’

self-efficacy and their listening performance.

Although there was a tendency to explore the relationship of self-efficacy with
students’ listening comprehension, unfortunately, no studies focusing on the
predictive value of students’ self-efficacy on their grammar or vocabulary
performance were detected in the mostly-used databases such as EBSCO, ProQuest
and Google Scholar. Rather, it was discovered that students’ grammar or vocabulary
performance was mostly investigated with the aim of highlighting the dynamic
nature of self-efficacy. The study of Collins and Bissell (2004) appeared as one of
the pioneers who were interested in such kind of grammar and self-efficacy

relationship. In their investigation, the researchers studied with students in an
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introductory writing course and asked these students to fill a survey at the beginning
and end of the semester. Students’ grammar competency was assessed through these
surveys, in which they were presented sentences with grammar mistakes. After
correcting each error, students were asked to rate their confidence in their answer and
their responses were coded as their grammar self-efficacy. The results of the study
indicated that students’ self-efficacy did not change at the beginning but it increased
at the end of the semester and the researchers attributed this significant link to the
impact of practice in grammar. In another study, Wu, Lowyck, Sercu, and Elen
(2012) conducted an experimental study with 78 Chinese students learning English
as a foreign language. They attempted to understand how tasks at different
complexity (simple and complex vocabulary tasks) would affect students’ self-
efficacy beliefs. The results indicated that task complexity contributed to students’
self-efficacy; however, it was also noted that self-efficacy developed when tasks
were given in the order of simple-complex, suggesting that exposing students to
simple tasks prior to the complex ones helps them perceive complex tasks in a more

positive manner.

Another relatively neglected area was the possible self-efficacy-reading
comprehension relationship in the field of language education. Only a few studies
attempted to investigate this link and the research conducted by Naseri and
Zaferanieh (2012) was one of them. With the aim of understanding the nature of the
relationship, they carried out research with 80 Iranian EFL learners by utilizing the
responses given to Michigan reading comprehension test, a reading strategy use
questionnaire and a reading self-efficacy questionnaire. In the light of the results of
their research, they concluded that students with higher self-efficacy received better
scores in reading. Similarly, Balci (2017) showed interest in the self-efficacy and
reading comprehension relationship. Through a quasi-experimental study and with
totally 78 participants, the researcher aimed to examine whether learning-style based
activities would make impact on students’ reading comprehension skills and self-
efficacy beliefs. Besides, she also investigated the relationship between EFL

learners’ self-efficacy and their reading comprehension achievement. Her results
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were in line with Naseri and Zaferanieh (2012) in that this study also demonstrated
that self-efficacy and reading comprehension performance were significantly and

positively related.

To sum up, a large number of studies, some of which were exemplified above,
attempted to explore the relation of self-efficacy with students’ engagement or
achievement. Despite this fact, its role in language education, particularly its impact
on each language skill, was by and large ignored and therefore requires more

attention.

2.5.2.3 Related Research Studies on Language Learner Autonomy as the
Personal Facilitator

Several studies have questioned the existence of a connection between language
learner autonomy and the quality of learning so far, but not in a similar trend. Some
researchers aimed to explore the impact of language learner autonomy supportive
environments on students’ engagement or achievement (e.g. Dinger, Yesilyurt, &
Takkag, 2012), whereas some studies, including the current study, were conducted
with the aim of questioning the predictive value of students’ learner autonomy on
their engagement or achievement (e.g. Dafei, 2007; Ghorbandordinejad &
Ahmadabad, 2016; Mohamadpour, 2013; Unlu & Er, 2016).

The relationship between language learners’ autonomy and their success was
investigated in various contexts such as China, Iran or Turkey and similar results
were obtained. For instance, Dafei (2007) conducted research in China with 129 non-
English students, who were asked to contribute to the study by responding to a
questionnaire and taking part in interviews. The results demonstrated that autonomy

and language proficiency were significantly related.
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Ghorbandordinejad and Ahmadabad (2016) conducted a correlational study in Iran
with the same aim but they added language anxiety as a mediator into their research.
Four hundred students participated in the study and three different data sources (the
autonomy questionnaire, foreign language classroom anxiety scale, final exam
results) were used. The results of their study indicated that both autonomy and
anxiety were significantly related to English achievement and anxiety played an

important role between autonomy and students’ success.

Similarly, Mohamadpour (2013) addressed the same issue in Iran with 30 students.
She used questionnaire, interview, and PET (proficiency exam) results as the data
sources and provided more evidence to the autonomy-language proficiency
relationship. In a Turkish context, Unlii and Er (2016) conducted an experimental
study with 37 university students. Considering the responses given to the
autonomous learning perception scale and ALCPT (English language test), the
researchers concluded that when students were autonomous, their performance in

language learning improved.

There exist studies on the predictive value of autonomy on students’ language
proficiency; however, unfortunately, there is few published research on the
relationship between autonomy and language sub-skills. Whether language learner
autonomy contributed to students’ reading comprehension skills was called into
question by Ozturk (2007) and Koosha, Abdollahi, and Karimi (2016). As a part of
her dissertation, Ozturk (2007) aimed to explore whether students’ autonomy
perception was related to their reading comprehension performance. Five hundred
and sixty students took part in the research and autonomy perception scale,
classroom behaviours scale and a reading test were utilized as the data sources. Her

investigation suggested a positive link between autonomy and reading skill.

In a similar vein, Koosha, Abdollahi and Karimi (2016) carried out research in an

Iranian context with 121 university students. In the light of the findings gathered
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through an autonomy questionnaire and PET reading comprehension test, the
researchers concluded that autonomy significantly predicted students’ reading skill

performance.

When it comes to the impact of autonomy on students’ listening comprehension, two
studies, Liu (2014) and Tabrizi and Saeidi (2015), seemed to have considered this
association and discovered a positive significant relationship. Liu (2014) carried out
her research with 176 students in China, whereas Tabrizi and Saeidi (2015) had 90

participants in Iran. In both contexts, the same findings were identified.

As for the relationship between autonomy and grammatical competence, it was
discovered that the research routines altered. For instance, Vickers and Ene (2006)
conducted research with 13 advanced English learners. They presented tasks to the
students, in which they asked them to compare their own written outputs with the
authentic ones. The results indicated that if tasks were designed in order to enable
learners to compare their own written outputs with the authentic texts, students
would learn how to self-correct and therefore act autonomously by noticing and
correcting their own mistakes. With regard to autonomy in vocabulary learning, no
empirical studies were detected in the databases EBSCO, ProQuest and Google
Scholar.

To sum up, there is no doubt that previous studies have afforded new insights to our
understanding with regard to language autonomy-success association. However, it is
worth noting that far too little attention has been to its impact on language skills
separately, which highlights a need for further studies.
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2.5.2.4 Related Research Studies on the Use of Deep-Processing Language

Learning Strategies as the Personal Facilitator

There is growing evidence regarding the close relevance of language strategy use and
student achievement in language learning; however, its role in the development of

each skill and sub-skills has been displayed in few studies, which are shared below.

One of these studies questioning whether strategy use and success in language
learning were significantly related was carried out by Green and Oxford (1995).
three hundred seventy-four university students contributed to the research by
responding to a strategy use inventory (SILL - Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning). Their findings indicated that successful learners tended to use more
strategies and the number of strategies was greater for girls. Considering these
findings, the researchers concluded that the proficiency levels of students create
differences in strategy kinds and use. Moreover, they pointed at the complexity of
the relationship by speculating on the assumption that use of some strategies may
have led to an increase in proficiency, but proficiency may also have affected the

strategy choice.

As a part of her Phd dissertation, Griffiths (2003) aimed to assess the degree of the
relationship between language learning strategy use and proficiency. She conducted
research with 348 participants by using SILL as the research data collection
instrument. Her findings accorded with those of Green and Oxford (1995) in that this
study also provided evidence to the assumption that successful learners use more

strategies.

In the same vein, Magno (2010) used SILL to understand whether 302 Korean
students’ language learning strategies and years of studying English predicted their
English proficiency. The results of his study further supported previous findings, but
he also identified that time spent for formal study of English made impact on
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learners’ strategy use, which in turn resulted in an improvement in students’

language proficiency.

With a desire to provide more implications for language strategy use-proficiency
association, Acikel (2011) conducted research by using SILL as a tool. However, her
study differed from the previous attempts as she studied the relationship of language
learning strategy use as well as self-efficacy beliefs with language proficiency of the
language preparatory school students. In the light of the findings, she reached a
conclusion that there was a significant relationship between learners’ deep strategy

use and their English language proficiency scores.

With 702 participants, Demirel (2012) also carried out research with the aim of
understanding which language learning strategies were used by university students.
Similar to Green and Oxford (1995), she discovered that students’ strategy use
contributed to their achievement and females tended to use more strategies.

In order to contribute to the reading skill dimension of the literature, Cesur and Fer
(2011) carried out research that aimed to investigate whether there was a relationship
between Turkish university preparatory students' language learning strategies,
learning styles and success in reading comprehension. Three hundred sixty-eight
university students were asked to take part in the research and as the data collection
tools, SILL, Learning Style Survey, and a reading test developed by the researcher
were utilized. With regard to their findings, the researchers reached a conclusion that
students' language learning strategies (cognitive, memory, compensation) and

learning styles (auditory) predicted success in reading.

More recently, Marzban and Barati (2016) carried out research to explore the
relationship between critical thinking ability, language learning strategies, and
reading comprehension of Iranian intermediate EFL university students. The
responses of 79 university students to California Critical Thinking Skill Test, SILL,
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and TOEFL (reading part) were analyzed and it was discovered that students’

strategy use was significantly related with their reading comprehension scores.

So as to understand the strategy use - listening comprehension link, Kok (2018)
conducted research with 44 university students by using two data collection tools:
The Listening Comprehension Strategy Use Inventory (LCSUI) and the listening
comprehension proficiency tests (IELTS). The results of his study indicated that
listening strategy use was a good predictor of success. Moreover, more proficient
learners used more cognitive and metacognitive strategies, but as far as socio-

affective strategies were concerned, no significant relationship was detected.

Unlike Kok (2018), Graham, Santos, and Vanderplank (2008) carried out a
qualitative and longitudinal study with two students to provide in-depth analysis for
listening comprehension and strategy use. Their detailed investigation revealed that
strategy use was an individualized act and no matter what strategies students used,
the significant thing was that they had to know how to use them correctly. Therefore,
the difference between knowing and doing was emphasized. In addition, regarding
the findings, the researchers concluded that rather than categorizing strategies as
good or bad strategies, all strategies should be presented to students and let them
select the most appropriate and helpful ones for themselves.

Given the predictive value of language strategy use on students’ grammatical and
vocabulary competence, the existing literature fails to make satisfactory
generalizations. Only a few studies have addressed this need and research conducted
by Yalcin Tilfarlioglu and Yalcin (2005) appears as one of them. In their study, they
called into question whether there was a significant relationship between students’
strategy use and language proficiency. Considering students’ achievement grades and
responses to Grammar Learning Strategies Questionnaire, they concluded that there
was a non-significant link between the use of grammar learning strategies and their

achievement.
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Contrary to Yalcin Tilfarlioglu and Yalcin (2005), the research by Zekrati (2017)
with 230 students indicated a significant association between grammar learning
strategy use and language achievement of Iranian EFL learners. What’s more, the

results pointed at a difference in strategy use in terms of students’ proficiency level.

When it comes to the analysis of the predictive value of language strategy use for
students’ vocabulary knowledge, Teng (2015) examined the impact of vocabulary
learning strategies on 145 Chinese EFL students’ vocabulary knowledge. The results
indicated that among direct strategies, they tended to use memory strategies more
and cognitive strategy of analysing the least and among indirect strategies, they
employed affective strategies the most and cognitive creative strategies the least.
However, it was discovered that students’ vocabulary knowledge mostly benefited

from indirect strategies, yet the participants of the study used them less.

To sum up, language strategy use has been widely investigated in the language
education field and the findings are mostly consistent in that strategy use contributes
to students’ language proficiency. However, the skills and sub-skills dimension still

requires more empirical evidence.

2.5.3 Research on the TOEFL ITP Exam as the Language Proficiency Exam

In the related literature, studies using the TOEFL test as the indicator of language
proficiency exist. However, since the categories of the TOEFL test totally differ from
one another in terms of content or number of questions and this research makes use
of the results of the TOEFL ITP test specifically, rather than focusing on all types of
the TOEFL test, the research findings for only the TOEFL ITP test are shared below.

One of the studies using the TOEFL ITP scores as the evidence of language
proficiency was conducted by Acikel (2011). She investigated the relationship

between language learners’ strategy use and self-efficacy beliefs and their language
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proficiency indicated by their TOEFL ITP scores. Nevertheless, despite her
elaborations on ‘language proficiency’, the study failed to provide adequate

explanations about the rationale behind her test choice.

Different from Acikel, Dogru (2013) attempted to understand whether the exams
administered throughout the year predicts the performance of the learners on the
TOEFL ITP test given at the end of the year. In other words, the relationship
between the in-house measures and the TOEFL ITP test was examined and the
results indicated that among all exams, only the results of the midterms and the
TOEFL ITP test were highly correlated.

2.6 Summary of the Literature Review

One of the significant advances in education has been the emergence of student
engagement as a concept. Since its introduction to the educational settings, there
have been substantial improvements in our understanding as to why students

alienate, withdraw or drop out.

In order to clearly present the development of student engagement concept in
education, this review of the literature began with the historical account of
engagement, dating from its recognition in the 1980s to the current century. In this
part, student engagement was described and how its definition and scope altered in
time was explained by referring to various theoretical approaches. It was emphasized
that the meaning attributed to the term engagement changed to a great extent, its
value in the eyes of both educators and policymakers increased, and it finally became

one of the significant issues to be handled in education.

The review continued with the aim of attracting the attention to the importance of
student engagement in language education platforms. Unfortunately, when the

related literature was scrutinized, it became apparent that few researchers addressed
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the issue of engagement in foreign language learning environments. Most studies
were designed with a focus on second language acquisition, the impact of feedback
on engagement or the role of tasks in engagement; therefore, it was discovered that
our knowledge about engagement in foreign language learning was largely based on
limited data.

Following the information related to student engagement in language learning, the
student engagement model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012) as well as the components of
the model addressed in the current study were described in detail. As explained
earlier, various approaches were analyzed, yet among all, the engagement model by
Skinner and Pitzer (2012) was opted as a theoretical frame of reference for the
current study. The model addresses student engagement as a multi-dimensional
concept (behavioural, affective and cognitive) and categorizes students as engaged or
disengaged. In addition, the researchers support the idea that engagement takes place
in four levels (prosocial institutions, school, classroom, learning activities) and it has
a dynamic nature, which is highly sensitive to the contexts, self-systems, actions and
outcomes. Most importantly, they believe it is of great importance to make
discrimination between indicators, facilitators and outcomes. Indicators of
engagement include action (mostly observable), whereas facilitators are believed to
exist outside the construct. As for the outcomes, they are described as the results of

engagement.

As can be seen, the model approaches engagement in a highly comprehensive
manner, but this study uniquely concentrated on the social and personal faciliatators
of engagement that were likely to affect university preparatory school students’
language performance. The social dimension focused on the expectations of students
regarding language teacher practices (provision of structure and pedagogical caring)
and school practices (organizing extra-curricular activities at school, creating
peripheral learning opportunities, having language resource centres), whereas
students’ sense of belongingness, self-efficacy, language learning strategy use and

language learning autonomy were considered the personal facilitators of their
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engagement. Their language proficiency exam results (TOEFL ITP scores)
represented the indicator of their learning and achievement as well as the outcome of

their engagement.

The literature moved on to the description of the variables of the study and the
review was finalized with the presentation of the related research studies. In this part,
the aim was both to describe how social and personal facilitators of engagement were
investigated in various domains including language education studies and to point at
the necessity as well as the significance of such a study. To begin with, the analysis
of related studies indicated that the facilitators of student engagement were mostly
investigated quantitatively, validating the paradigm choice of the current study.
Moreover, it was also discovered that a great majority of studies, including the
current one, aimed to explore whether there was a significant relationship between
these facilitators and student engagement, learning or achievement, which led to an
increase in the tendencies to conduct correlational studies. As far as the participants
were concerned, it was observed that despite the existence of studies with students at
higher education, researchers mostly conducted their investigation with K-12
students and this highlighted a need for more research in higher education. With
respect to the data collection tools, it became evident that similar to the current
research, most researchers were inclined to utilize scales or questionnaires to collect
data from participants and the data collected mostly depended on student
perceptions. When it comes to the tendencies in instrument selection, it was
discovered that most researchers preferred to develop and utilize their own
instruments, but there were also those who benefited from commonly used
inventories such as Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionaire or Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning. Moreover, both regression and SEM were found
as the commonly used analysis methods and in most studies including the current
research, student achievement test scores were integrated into the analysis as the
indicator of their engagement and learning. When it comes to other research

tendencies, it was observed that the studies varied in terms of their data collection
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process, sample size, sampling method and the profile of participants, which helps

enrich the literature on engagement and learning.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter attempts to provide information about the method used for this study. It
begins with the description of the design of the study and continues with the research
variables as well as the research questions. Later, the population and the sample
characteristics are presented. Next are the description of the data collection
instruments, data collection procedure and data analysis process. Finally, the chapter

ends with the presentation of the limitations.

3.1 Design of the Study

Rather than limiting the research into a single method, this dissertation followed a
multi-method concurrent research design. Multi-method design refers to the practice
of combining two or more research methods in a single study regardless of being
quantitative or qualitative (Hunter & Brewer, 2015). Multi-method concurrent
research is a subset which requires the collection of two separate data sets
concurrently but two separate data analysis plans (Hesse-Biber, Rodriguez, & Frost,
2015).

In this quantitatively-driven inquiry, two quantitative research methods were utilized.
Since one aim of this study was to investigate the relationships among various
variables without any intervention, the first parts of the research took the form of a
correlational study, which is defined by Jackson (2014) as a type of non-
experimental method focusing on the relationship between two or more measured
variables. In the second part of the research, the purpose was to gather the
expectations of the participants concerning language teacher and school practices;
therefore, this part of the investigation was conducted in the form of a descriptive

survey design, whose aim is “to describe behaviours and to gather people’s
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perceptions, opinions, attitudes, and beliefs about a current issue in education”

(Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2006, p.12).

In brief, this study was conducted considering the quantitative paradigm principles.
To provide different perspectives to the research focus, the multi-method concurrent

research design was utilized in this study.

3.2 Description of Variables

Adopting two different research methods in a single study resulted in variable
descriptions in two steps. For the parts of the research where correlation method was
applied, English language learners’ (a) listening comprehension performance,

(b) structure and written expression performance, and (c) reading comprehension
performance in the TOEFL ITP exam were considered as the dependent variables,

while the independent variables were dealt under three major themes:

Confounding variables: The number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university
enrolment and the student status (new vs repeat student) were believed to interfere
with the research results. For this reason, in order to prevent any possible damage to
the internal validity of the study, these two variables were controlled throughout the
research. The reason why the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university
enrolment was regarded as the confounding variable was that it might create a
testing/practice threat, which occurs when participants are more experienced in the
test and therefore may get higher scores. The reason behind the selection of the
student status (new vs repeat student) as the other confounding variable was to avoid
any possible maturation effect, which is related to the changes in a person due to the
passing of time and therefore might become an advantage for the students who

enrolled earlier (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007).
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Variables related to English language learners’ affective engagement: In this
research, students’ sense of belonging was referred as the facilitator of their affective

engagement in language learning.

Variables related to English language learners’ cognitive engagement: This
research considered students’ self-efficacy, language learning strategy use, and
language learning autonomy as the facilitators of their cognitive engagement in

language learning.

In addition to the correlation method, the study also adopted the descriptive survey
method, and in this part of the research, the expectations of the language learners
concerning both language teacher and school practices were determined as the
variables of interest. Teacher practices were studied under two themes: pedagogical
caring and provision of structure, whereas school practices were investigated under
three different titles: organizing extracurricular activities (clubs & seminars),
creating peripheral learning opportunities, and having language resource centres.
Since this part of the study was descriptive in nature and there were no
predetermined cause/effect relationships among the variables, they were not
categorized as dependent or independent; instead, they were approached as the
variables describing the expectations of the sample group.

3.3 Research Questions

The following research questions were addressed in this study:

1) How well do personal facilitators of student engagement predict English language
learners’ performance in the TOEFL ITP exam, controlling for the student status
(new vs repeat student) and the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university

enrolment?
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a) How well does sense of belongingness (the personal facilitator of affective
engagement) predict English language learners’ performance in the TOEFL
ITP exam (listening comprehension, structure and written expression, reading
comprehension), controlling for the student status (new vs repeat student) and
the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment?

b) How well do self-efficacy, language learning strategy use, and language
learning autonomy (the personal facilitators of cognitive engagement) predict
English language learners’ performance in the TOEFL ITP exam (listening
comprehension, structure and written expression, reading comprehension),
controlling for the student status (new vs repeat student) and the number of

TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment?

2) What are the expectations of English language learners concerning social

facilitators of engagement?

a) What are the expectations of English language learners concerning

language teacher practices that are likely to promote their engagement?

b) What are the expectations of English language learners concerning

language school practices that are likely to promote their engagement?

3.4 Context

This study was conducted with students studying at the language preparatory school
of a private university called TOBB ETU (TOBB University of Economics and
Technology). TOBB ETU is a private university which was established in 2003 as a
non-profit institution in Ankara, Turkey. It has six faculties, which could be listed as
School of Engineering, School of Medicine, Faculty of Economics and

Administrative Sciences, Faculty of Law, Faculty of Architecture and Design, and
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Faculty of Science and Literature. In addition to all these faculties, the university

offers students foreign language education in the Department of Foreign Languages.

Although the medium of instruction is Turkish at this university, for all programs, it
is required to pass the English proficiency exam, given by the Department of Foreign
Languages. Students who get the required score in the exam are allowed to take
departmental courses. However, those who fail are supposed to get language
education in the language preparatory school, where they are categorized as AF
(beginner), A (elementary), B (pre-intermediate), C (intermediate) and D (pre-
intermediate for repeat students) according to their test performance. If they are
unable to complete it successfully, they repeat a level and unless they meet the
requirements of school in terms of absenteeism (maximum 10 %) and GPA
(minimum 65/100), they are not allowed to the language proficiency test at the end

of the year.

When it comes to the facilities offered by the language school, students are provided
with different opportunities ranging from a self-access center to extracurricular
activities such as a movie or conversation club. In addition to these facilities, the
online programs of various coursebooks are integrated to the language program as a
contributor to student language development.

3.5 Population and Sample

The target population of the study comprised of all students at the English language
preparatory classes of private universities in Ankara and the accessible population
was students studying at TOBB ETU preparatory school, Ankara.

While selecting both the university and the participants, among various types of
sampling, convenience sampling was preferred. Despite its limitations, this

non-probability technique was purposefully chosen for this study due to several
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reasons. The first reason behind its selection was the need for a reliable and valid
English language proficiency test for the study. Various universities were
investigated but no report indicating the reliability and validity scores of their
home-grown language tests were detected. Therefore, the need for an objective,
reliable and valid test required the selection of both the university and the
participants conveniently. The second reason was that it was essential to locate a
research setting where the data collection process would run smoothly and reliably.
Therefore, instead of collecting data where she would have less control, the
researcher found it more appropriate to conduct the research where she was familiar
with and had a reliable and direct contact with the head of the department and the

coordinators.

165 students participated in the study and their profile is presented in Table 3.1. As
can be seen, 57 % of the subjects (n=94) were female and 43 % of them were male
students (n=71). The respondents ranged in age from 18 to 25, with a mean age of
19.15 (SD=1.27).

Table 3.1
Demographic Characteristics of the Study Participants
f % M SD
Gender
Female 94 57
Male 71 43
Age 19.15  1.27
18 61 37
19 53 321
20 31 18.8
21 12 7.3
22 4 24
23 2 1.2
24 1 6
25 1 6
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As a part of the demographic information, students were asked about their high
school education and the results indicated that, of all students involved in the study,
57.6 % of the participants (n=95) graduated from private schools, while 41.8 % of

them (n=69) received education in a public high school (see Table 3.2).

Table 3.2
Educational Background of the Participants (High School)
f %
Category of High School System
Public 69 41.8
Private 95 57.6
Missing 1 .6
Type of High School
General High School 55 33.3
Anatolian High School 82 49.7
Science High School 14 8.5
Military High School 1 .6
Social Sciences High School 1 .6
Vocational High School 1 .6
Open High School 8 4.8
Anatolian Teacher High School 3 1.8

In terms of the type of the high school, the students differed, but it was discovered
that students having studied at General High School, Anatolian High School and
Science High School occupied the largest percentage of the whole sample group. Of
all participants, 33.3 % of the students graduated from General High School (n=55),
49.7 % from Anatolian High School (n=82) and 8.5 % from Science High School
(n=14) (see Table 3.2).

Data collected also included the information regarding students’ university
education. As displayed in Table 3.3, the results revealed that 9.7 % of the students
(n=16) were from the Faculty of Science and Literature, 10.3 % of them (n=17) were
from the Faculty of Law, 24.8 % students (n=41) were from the Faculty of
Economics and Administrative Sciences, 15.8 % (n=26) from the Faculty of

Architecture and Design, 34.5 % (n=57) from the Faculty of Engineering, and 3.6 %
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students (n=6) belonged to the Faculty of Medicine. However, 1.2 % the students

(n=2) did not respond to the item related to their departments.

Table 3.3
Educational Background of the Participants (University)
f %
Faculty
Faculty of Science and Literature 16 9.7
Faculty of Law 17 10.3
Faculty of Economics and Administrative 41 24.8
Sciences
Faculty of Architecture and Design 26 15.8
Faculty of Engineering 57 34.5
Faculty of Medicine 6 3.6
Missing 2 1.2
Language Level
BR 12 7.3
C 115 69.7
CR 34 20.6
D 4 2.4
Student status
Repeat 46 27.9
New 119 72.1
# of TOEFL ITP exam taken
2 68 41.2
3 76 46.1
4 13 7.9
5 8 4.8

According to the school system of TOBB University, if a student gets a score of 500
or above from the TOEFL ITP test (550 or above for students studying at the English
Language and Literature Department), s/he is considered proficient in English and
found eligible to take departmental courses. The other students who are unable to get
this score are placed into AF, A, B, C, and D levels (students of English Language
and Literature Department) according to their exam scores. Within the process,
unless a student completes a level successfully, s/he is placed into repeat groups (e.g.
BR or CR). As shown in Table 3.3, when the data of the current study were being
collected, 69.7 % of the students (n=115) were studying at the C level, 7.3 % of them
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(n=12) were at the BR level, 20.6 % (n=34) were at the CR level, and 2.4 % of them

(n=4) were in D level classes.

In terms of the student status, the results showed that 27.9 % of the sample group
(n=46) were repeating the course, while 72.1 % of them (n=119) were new to the
university (see Table 3.3).

In addition to all this information, students’ TOEFL ITP experiences were also
gathered and it was found out that the number of the test taken throughout their
preparatory education differed among the students. According to the results, 41.2 %
of the students (n=68) took the test twice, 46.1 % of them (n=76) three times, 7.9 %
of the students (n=13) four times, and 4.8 % of them (n=8) five times (see Table 3.3).

3.6 Data Collection Instruments

For the data collection purpose, students were given a demographic information form
and six different instruments. The data necessary for the first research question were
gathered through four different scales: (a) Sense of University Belonging Scale
adapted from Freeman, Anderman, and Jensen (2007) by Capa Aydin (2011) for
METU Center for Advanced Learning and Teaching, (b) English Self-Efficacy Scale
adapted from Wang (2012) by Acikel (2011), (c) Language Learner Autonomy Scale
developed by Ozturk (2007), and (d) Language Learning Strategy Use Scale

developed by the researcher for the current study.

So as to address the second research question, two separate instruments were
constructed by the researcher. One questionnaire was designed to get students’
opinions about the role of two need-supporting language teacher practices (provision
of structure and pedagogical caring) on the promotion of their engagement. The other

instrument focused on their expectations concerning language school practices. As
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for the indicators of students’ language proficiency and the outcome of their

engagement, the TOEFL ITP exam scores were secured.

3.6.1 Validity and Reliability Analyses of the Instruments

Prior to the administration of all these instruments to the study group, they were all
piloted and then analysed through exploratory factor analysis. Following the
analysis, Cronbach Alpha level was calculated for the internal consistency of the
scale and the reliability levels were checked whether they were higher than .70
(Nunnaly, 1978). With regard to the exploratory factor analysis results, the

instruments were modified and prepared for the real implementation.

3.6.1.1 Profile of the Pilot Study Participants

The pilot study of this research was conducted with 420 students, most of whom
were new at the university (n=394). Of all the participants, 12.4% (n=52) were AR
level students and 87.6 % (n=368) were B level students. 54% of the respondents
(n=227) were female and 41% of them (n=172) were male. They ranged in age from
18 to 37, with a mean age of 18.77 (SD=1.21). Of all, 32.6% of the students (n=137)
graduated from a public high school, whereas 58.3% of them (n=245) reported to
have studied at a private high school. In terms of the type of the high school, there
existed a variety in the pilot study group members, but it was discovered that 47.3%
of them graduated from an Anatolian High School (n=199) or a General High School
(n=112). When it comes to their faculties at TOBB University, the respondents were
divided into six groups; however, the pilot study group was mostly comprised of
those from the Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences (24.8%) and those

from the Faculty of Engineering (28.8%).
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3.6.1.2 Assumption Check for the Exploratory Factor Analyses

To investigate the factor structure of all instruments, exploratory factor analyses
were conducted through PASW Statistics 18, and for all statistical analyses, the
selected alpha level was .05.

As an initial step, necessary assumptions were checked. First, KMO test was
computed to check the sampling adequacy. The analysis obtained the value of .93,
which pointed at the adequacy of the sample size by being above .60 (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Later, the existence of correlation among the items for each scale was
examined and it was discovered that the correlation values between items were above
.30 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2006). The factorability of the correlation
matrix was also checked through Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, and the test revealed
significant values (p<.05) for each scale, indicating that the correlation matrix was
significantly different from the identity matrix. Considering these results, it was
concluded that there was a correlation among the items for each scale.

In addition, univariate normality was checked through Skewness and Kurtosis
values, the test of normality, histograms and Q-Q plots. Skewness and Kurtosis
values pointed at the normal distribution of the items as they were between the
critical values -3 and +3 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Besides, the histograms and
Q-Q plots supported the Skewness and Kurtosis values. However, the test of
normality (Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests) violated normality by

revealing significant values (p<.05).

As the final assumption, the existence of multivariate normality was checked through
norm test macro, but the assumption was violated because Mardia’s Test value was
found significant (p>.05). Therefore, rather than Maximum Likelihood Estimation,
Principal Axis Factor Analysis technique with direct oblimin rotation was used as the
method of analysis.
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3.6.1.3 Validity and Reliability Analysis of Sense of University Belonging Scale

The Sense of University Belonging Scale was adapted from Freeman, Anderman,
and Jensen (2007) by Capa Aydin (2011) for a part of research conducted by METU
Center for Advanced Learning and Teaching. The scale was composed of three
factors with totally 13 items (general sense of belonging, teacher support and peer
acceptance) and participants were expected to rate their feeling of relatedness

through a five-point scale ranging from “totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5).

However, since the reliability score of the adapted version was not reported in the
document of METU Center for Advanced Learning and Teaching, it was found
essential to run factor analysis to validate the underlying factor structure of the scale.
Besides, the word “university” was changed into “preparatory school” in all items
and the peer acceptance dimension of the sense of belonging was left out of the
scope of this research. Therefore, the scale was reorganized by removing two items
referring to peer acceptance and piloted.

Considering the Eigenvalue criterion of Kaiser (1960), the results of the exploratory
factor analysis were interpreted and it was discovered that the scale was composed of

three factors, all of which explained the 56.94 % of the total variance (see Table 3.4).

Table 3.4

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Sense of University Belonging Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 3.90 35.45 35.45
2 1.33 12.13 47.57
3 1.03 9.37 56.94

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring
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However, in order to determine the number of factors, the scree plot was also
analysed and when the point of inflexion of the curve was taken into consideration
(Cattell, as cited in Field, 2009), it became apparent that the scale was composed of
two factors (see Figure 3.1). Moreover, when the factor loadings were analysed, it
was discovered that one item did not fit into any of the factors and one factor had
two items, preventing the solution to be considered as a factor (Hair, Black, Babin, &
Anderson, 2010).

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
1

Factor Number

Figure 3.1. Scree plot of the Sense of University Belonging Scale

Due to the above-mentioned reasons and considering the two-factor structure
proposed originally, the factor analysis was run for the second time. The results

validated the new two-factor structure (see Table 3.5).

Table 3.5

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Sense of University Belonging Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 3.10 44.34 44.34
2 1.30 18.63 62.97

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring

The examination of the results suggested that there were four items whose loadings
were less than .30 (Hair, Black, Tatham, & Anderson, 2010) and therefore it was
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found essential to exclude these items (Item 2 - | am treated with as much respect as
other students; Item 7 - | can really be myself at this prep school; Item 11- | am
included in lots of activities at this prep school; Item 12- | feel very different from

most other students at this prep school).

Table 3.6

Summary of Factor Loadings for the Oblimin Two-Factor Solution for the Language
Learners’ Sense of Belonging Scale

Factor
loading
Item 1 2

Being noticed by the instructors when s/he is good at something 72 -.02
(Item 10)
Being cared by most of the instructors (Item 13) 70 -01
Being believed that s/he can do good work (Item 9) .67  -.08
Having at least one instructor that s/he can talk to when s/he has .61 .06
a problem (Item 8)

Feeling himself/herself as a real part of the school (Item 3) -08 -97
Feeling proud to be a student of this school (Item 1) 10  -58
Feeling as if s/he does not belong to the school sometimes 01 -58

(Item 4) (reversed)

Factor Correlations
Perceived pedagogical caring -
Identification with university -.50 -
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Direct
Oblimin; Factor loadings >.30 are in boldface.

Regarding the total variance explained by both factors, the analysis pointed at 62.97
%. The first factor (perceived pedagogical caring) had four items (Item 8, 9, 10, 13),
uniquely explained 44.34 % of the variance and its loadings ranged between .61 and
.72. The second factor (identification with university) had three items (Item 1, 3, 4).
It accounted for 18.63 % the variance and the item loadings were from .58 to .97 (see
Table 3.5 and 3.6).

As for the reliability values of the factors, Cronbach Alpha coefficients indicated that

each factor satisfied the necessary reliability levels (Nunnaly, 1978). While the

87



analysis revealed a reliability value of .77 for the first factor (perceived pedagogical
caring), it was calculated as .74 for the second factor (identification with university)
(see Table 3.7).

Table 3.7
Reliability Scores for Factors of the Language Learners’ Sense of Belonging Scale
Factors Factor o o
loading if item deleted
Perceived pedagogical caring 7
Iltem 10 12 .70
Item 13 .70 g1
Iltem 9 .67 71
Item 8 .61 .75
Identification with university e
Item 3 -.97 .53
Item 1 -.58 .70
Item 4 -.58 73

3.6.1.4 Validity and Reliability Analysis of English Self-Efficacy Scale

English Self-Efficacy Scale was adapted from Wang (2012) by Acikel (2011).
Despite the four-factor structure of the original scale, Acikel (2011) found two
factors after adopting it into Turkish culture and named them as self-efficacy for
receptive skills and self-efficacy for productive skills. Under the former factor, there
were 15 items (ec=.94) and the latter one had 8 items (oc=.87). Therefore, there were
23 items in the adapted scale and respondents were supposed to assess themselves
through seven points ranging from “Definitely I cannot” (1) to “Definitely I can” (7).

Since the questionnaire was adapted from a different language by Acikel (2011) and
its factor structure was changed from four to two, it was found essential to pilot the
scale prior to the study and make necessary modifications if necessary by

considering the factor analysis results.
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Considering the initial eigenvalue solutions, the factor analysis suggested a four-

factor structure, which totally explained 57.51 % variance (Table 3.8) and the scree
plot indicated a 2-3 factor structure (Figure 3.2). Nevertheless, the solutions did not
yield meaningful interpretations and similar to Acikel (2011), a two-factor structure

was detected after running the factor analysis again.

Table 3.8

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the English Self-Efficacy Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 8.97 38.98 38.98
2 1.93 8.40 47.37
3 1.26 5.49 52.86
4 1.07 4.65 57.51

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

Factor Number

Figure 3.2. Scree plot of the English Self-Efficacy Scale

As illustrated in Table 3.9, the results showed that the scale better fitted a two-factor
structure. Besides, both factors accounted for 49.24 % of the total variance. At first,
11 items loaded on the first factor (self-efficacy for receptive skills), but later one
item (Item 23) was placed under this factor for accurate interpretation as well.
Despite the fact that it received a higher value for the second factor, it was found
appropriate to place the item 23 (Being able to understand new lessons in his/her

English book) under the first factor. Therefore, the number of items renewed and
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twelve items loaded on the first factor (self-efficacy for receptive skills) (Item 3, 5, 6,
8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 23). This factor uniquely explained 40.21 % of the
variance and the loadings varied from .30 to .85 (see Table 3.9 and 3.10).

Table 3.9

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the English Self-Efficacy Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 8.44 40.21 40.21
2 1.90 9.03 49.24

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring

As for the second factor (self-efficacy for productive skills), the results indicated that
this factor uniquely explained 9.03 % of the total variance and was composed of nine
items (Item 2, 7, 9, 12, 13, 16, 19, 21, 22). Their loadings ranged between .34 and .89
(see Table 3.9 and 3.10). Two items (Item 1 — understanding stories told in English;
Item 4 — describing the way from school to house in English) did not seem to fit
either of the factors and were therefore removed from the scale. As a result of this
removal, the number of the items decreased from 23 to 21, but the number and the

name of the factors stayed the same.

Table 3.10

Summary of Factor Loadings for the Oblimin Two-Factor Solution for the English
Self-Efficacy Scale

Factor
loading
Item 1 2
Being able to understand radio programs in English speaking 85 .12
countries (Iltem 5)
Being able to understand English TV programs (Item 3) 76 .09
Being able to understand English movies without Turkish 73 A2
subtitles (Item 15)
Being able to read English newspapers (Item 18) .67 -.07
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Table 3.10 (continued)

Being able to understand English TV programs made in Turkey 63 -13
(Item 6)

Being able to understand the English news on the Internet 61 -.13
(Item 11)
Being able to understand English songs (Item 17) 56 -.15

Being able to understand English articles about Turkish culture 48  -.04
(Item 20)

Being able to guess the meaning of unknown words when s/he 45 -15
reads English articles (Item 8)

Being able to understand a tape-recorded English dialogue about .41  -.36
school life (Item 10)

Being able to read English short novels (Item 14) 38  -.26
Being able to understand new lessons in his/her English book 30 -47
(Item 23)

Being able to introduce his/her instructor in English (Item 13) -11 -89
Being able to ask questions to instructors in English (Iltem 12) 00 -76
Being able to introduce himself/herself in English (Item 21) -14  -75
Being able to answer the instructors’ questions in English 13 -.68
(Item 16)

Being able to make sentences with the words just learned 01 -64
(Item 9)

Being able to leave a message to classmates in English (Item 7) 09 -56
Being able to write a composition about his/her instructor in 18 -.46

English (Item 22)

Being able to finish reading assignments independently (Item 2) A7 -.40

Being able to find the meaning of new words by using English- 29  -34

English dictionaries (Item 19)

Factor Correlations

Self-efficacy for receptive skills -

Self-efficacy for productive skills -.60 -
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Direct
Oblimin; Factor loadings >.30 are in boldface.

The reliability values for each factor were also calculated and both factors received
high reliability scores. Cronbach Alpha coefficients indicated that the first factor
(self-efficacy for receptive skills) had the value of .89 and the second factor (self-
efficacy for productive skills) had .88, meeting the reliability criteria (Nunnaly,
1978) (see Table 3.11).
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Table 3.11
Reliability Scores for Factors of the English Self-Efficacy Scale

Factors Factor o o
loading if item deleted

Self-efficacy for receptive skills .89
Item 5 .85 87
Item 3 .76 .87
Item 15 73 .88
Item 18 .67 .87
Item 6 .63 87
Item 11 .61 .87
Item 17 .56 .88
Item 20 48 .88
Item 8 45 .88
Item 10 41 .88
Item 14 .38 .88
Item 23 .30 .88
Self-efficacy for productive skills .88
Item 13 -.89 .85
Item 12 -.76 .86
Item 21 =75 .87
Item 16 -.68 .86
Item 9 -.64 .87
Item 7 -.56 87
Item 22 -.46 .87
Item 2 -40 87
Item 19 -.34 .87

3.6.1.5 Validity and Reliability Analysis of Language Learner Autonomy Scale

The language learner autonomy scale was developed by Ozturk (2007) to investigate
the relationship between the autonomy of English language learners, their success in
reading skill and in-class behaviors. It was a five-point scale ranging from “totally
disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5) and was originally composed of 38 items and 4
factors, with a total reliability score of .90. The first factor, taking responsibility of
language learning, had 17 items and its reliability was .90, while the second factor,
taking part in language learning activities out of school consisted 7 items with a
reliability score of .80. The third factor was about learners’ use of meta-cognitive

skills and had 9 items, but this part of the scale was not included to this study since
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there existed a separate scale assessing learners’ strategy use. The final factor,

associating the language with real life, had 6 items and its reliability score was .74.

Table 3.12

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Language Learner Autonomy Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 7.94 26.46 26.46
2 3.09 10.31 36.77
3 2.56 8.52 45.29
4 1.44 4.80 50.10
5 1.25 4.17 54.26
6 1.00 3.34 57.60

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring

Despite the high reliability score of the scale, due to the removal of one factor from
the original scale, the instrument was piloted and its factor structure was re-examined
through exploratory factor analysis prior to the main implementation. After checking
the assumptions, the factor analysis was conducted and the scree plot pointed at 4-5
factor structure, whereas the results of the factor analysis suggested 6 factors, whose
Eigenvalues were over 1.00 (Kaiser, 1960) and they totally explained 57.60 %

variance (see Table 3.12 and Figure 3.3).

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
i

Factor Nlumber

Figure 3.3. Scree plot of the Language Learner Autonomy Scale
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Nevertheless, this factor structure did not yield similar qualities with the original
scale and it was not theoretically interpretable. Therefore, the factor analysis was
run for the second time by limiting the solution to three factors as suggested in the
original scale. The results of the piloting study with 420 students validated the three-
factor structure, which explained 46.43 % of the total variance (see Table 3.13).

Table 3.13

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Language Learner Autonomy Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 7.63 27.26 27.26
2 2.83 10.12 37.37
3 2.54 9.05 46.43

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring

17 items loaded on the first factor (taking responsibility of language learning), which
accounted for the 27.26 % of the variance (Items 1 - 17). The second factor
(associating the language with real life) contained five items (Item 25, 26, 28, 29, 30)
and it explained 10.12 % of the variance. The third factor (taking part in language
learning activities out of school) explained 9.05 % variance and six items loaded on
this factor (Item 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24). However, two items did not seem to have
fitted to the factors (Item 23, 27), so they were excluded from the scale and the final

version of the scale had totally 28 items and three factors (see Table 3.13 and 3.14).

Table 3.14

Summary of Factor Loadings for the Oblimin Three-Factor Solution for the
Language Learner Autonomy Scale

Factor loading

Items 1 2 3
Studying English voluntarily (Item 9) 80 -01 -04
Monitoring what is learnt regularly (Iltem 17) .79 05 -01
Doing extra grammar practice (Item 8) 74  -01 -07
Revising what is learnt regularly (Item 12) 12 02 -.06
Doing homework even if it is not graded (Item 7) 64 -01 -003
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Table 3.14 (continued)

Having a study plan (Item 4) .61 24 -13
Studying English besides his/her homework (Item 1) .61 12 -.001
Setting learning objectives (Item 5) 57 .07 A5
Asking teachers for advice about different learning .55 A2 .04

methods (Item 10)
Studying only when there is an exam (Item 6) (reversed) b5 -16  -.02

Attending English classes prepared (Item 2) .53 31 -13
Thinking on how to study English (Item 14) .52 -06 .08
Searching for answers to the exam questions that s/he A7 09 .15
couldn’t answer even if s/he receives high marks

(Item 16)

Searching for answers to the exam questions that s/he 44 05 .18
couldn’t answer when the exam is over (Item 13)

Keeping a record of new English words (Item 11) 43 -19 15
Being willing to attend English classes even if the 42 A3 -.05
compulsory attendance policies are abolished (Iltem 15)

Attending English speaking clubs after school (Item 30) -.01 .74 .003
Following English newspaper or magazine(s) (Iltem 29) A1 67 .17
Keeping a diary in English (Item 25) .05 .63 -.08
Attending English speaking clubs at school (Item 26) .06 63 .01
Reading newspapers that are in English (Item 28) 10 56 .17
Watching English TV channels (Item 20) -.03 A5 74
Listening to English songs (Item 21) .02 -11 .67
Watching English films (Item 18) -02  -20 .67
Listening to English CDs/cassettes (Item 19) A5 16 .53
Trying to understand the lyrics of English songs .03 07 b2
(Item 24)

Listening to the English radio stations (Iltem 22) .01 30 44

Factor correlations
Taking responsibility of language learning -
Associating the language with real life .23 -
Taking part in language learning activities out of school 27 A1 -
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Direct
Oblimin; Factor loadings >.30 are in boldface.

For the internal consistency of the scale, Cronbach Alpha level was calculated for
each factor. The first factor (taking responsibility of language learning) had the
reliability value of .90, the second factor (associating the language with real life) had
the value of .81, and for the final factor (taking part in language learning activities
out of school), it was calculated as .78. Therefore, since these results were above .70,
they all satisfied the reliability levels (Nunnaly, 1978) (see Table 3.15).
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Table 3.15

Reliability Scores for Factors of the Language Learner Autonomy Scale

Factors Factor loading « a if item deleted

Taking res. of lang. learning .90

Item 9 .80 .88
Item 17 .79 .89
Item 8 74 .89
Item 12 12 .89
Item 7 .64 .89
Item 4 .61 .89
Item 1 .61 .89
Item 5 57 .89
Item 10 .55 .89
Item 6 .55 .89
Item 2 53 .89
Item 14 .52 .89
Item 16 A7 .89
Item 13 44 .89
Item 11 43 .90
Item 15 42 .90
Item 3 41 .90
Assoc. the lang. with real life 81

Item 30 74 7
Item 29 .67 15
Item 25 .63 .80
Item 26 .63 .78
Item 28 .56 .78
Taking part in lang. learn. act. .78

Item 20 74 71
Item 21 .67 15
Item 18 .67 .76
Item 19 .53 15
Item 24 52 .76
Item 22 44 e

3.6.1.6 Validity and Reliability Analysis of Language Learning Strategy Use

Scale

As mentioned in the literature review part, several researchers have advocated the
idea that students’ cognitive engagement is signalled by his use of deep processing

strategies (e.g. Dole & Sinatra, 1998; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). Therefore, in this
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study, it was significant to assess learners’ strategy use to have a broader perspective
about their engagement. To fulfil this aim, relevant literature, research findings and
some important scales such as the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning by
Oxford (1990), Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (Pintrich &
DeGroot, 1990), Cognitive Engagement Scale (Greene & Miller, 1996), and
Learning & Study Strategies Inventory (Weinstein, Palmer, & Acee, 2016) were
examined. Nevertheless, it was discovered that there was no scale focusing on
mainly language learners’ deep strategy use and therefore a new scale was

developed.

Since there existed a theoretical explanation of the construct ‘deep strategy’ in the
related literature, a deductive scale was constructed for this study (Hinkin, Tracey &
Enz, 1997). As an initial step, after a broad review of literature, an item pool was
created. The preliminary analysis of related literature resulted in the development of
20 items. While designing each item, the suggestions of Hinkin, Tracey, and Enz
(1997) were taken into consideration and double-barreled and negatively-worded
items were avoided. Later, items were tested for content adequacy to understand
whether the items were conceptually consistent with each other and the instrument
represented the construct in a comprehensive way or not (Cohen, Manion, &
Morrison, 2007; Hinkin, Tracey & Enz, 1997). Therefore, to provide evidence for its
construct validity, content and face validity of the instrument were checked (Drost,
2011).

To ensure its content validity, in the item construction process, both theoretical and
practical literature were thoroughly examined by the researcher. Besides, the scale
was shared with the experts with the aim of making necessary modifications in the
instrument. Considering the feedback of the experts, the item, “I underline the parts
that I think are important,” was deleted since there appeared controversy about
whether “underlining” represents surface-learning or deep-learning. Besides, it was
claimed by the experts that students may approach the items in a more general

fashion and they suggested adding the word “English” to all items to prevent such
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misunderstandings. Their suggestions were considered and the scale was revised
accordingly. The face validity of the scale was also taken into consideration during
the development process. To ensure it, prior to the pilot test, the revised version was
tested with a small number of students. According to their feedback and suggestions,
necessary changes were made and the scale was finalized for the piloting purposes.
The scale was piloted with 420 students studying at the Language Preparatory School
of TOBB University. The participants were asked to share their strategy use by

responding to items ranging from “totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5).

After the assumption check, exploratory factor analysis was performed, and
preliminary judgments about the number of factors were made by depending on the
Eigenvalue 1 criterion (Kaiser, 1960). Considering the initial Eigenvalues presented
in Table 3.16, it was revealed that the scale was composed of five factors and totally,
the factors accounted for 63.76 % variance. However, since it was not possible to
interpret this five-factor structure theoretically and the scale was originally designed
to have a three-factor structure (which was also supported by the scree plot presented

as Figure 3.4), another EFA was performed and the results validated this prediction.

Table 3.16

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Language Learning Strategy Use Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 6.63 34.91 34.91
2 2.04 10.74 45.65
3 1.29 6.77 52.42
4 1.09 5.72 58.14
5 1.07 5.61 63.76

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring
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Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

Factor Number

Figure 3.4. Scree plot of the Language Learning Strategy Use Scale

Considering the factor loadings, it was concluded that the scale was composed of
three factors, which were later named as planning and organizing the language
learning process (Item 1, 2, 3, 4, 5), monitoring the language learning process (ltem
14, 15, 16, 18, 19), and elaborating on new knowledge (Item 6, 7, 8). The total
variance accounted for by all three factors was 60.52 %. The first factor (planning
and organizing the language learning process) explained 39.41 %, the second factor
(monitoring the language learning process) 13.12 %, and the third factor (elaborating

on new knowledge) 7.99 % of the total variance (see Table 3.17).

Table 3.17

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Language Learning Strategy Use Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 5.12 39.41 39.41
2 1.71 13.12 52.53
3 1.04 7.99 60.52

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring

Table 3.18 presents the factor loadings that are above .30 (Hair, Black, Tatham, &
Anderson, 2010) and as can be seen, the loadings of the items for the first factor
(planning and organizing the language learning process) ranged between .50 and .78;

for the second factor (monitoring the language learning process), the factor loadings
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were between .62 and .75; for the final factor (elaborating on new knowledge), the

loadings ranged from .50 to .73.

Table 3.18

Summary of Factor Loadings for the Oblimin Three-Factor Solution for the
Language Learning Strategy Use Scale

Factor loading

Items 1 2 3

Revising what is learnt in English classes regularly 78 .01 -.03
(Item 2)

Taking notes in English classes (Item 4) 69 .01 .15
Summarizing what is learnt in English classes after class 64 02 -11
(Item 5)

Preparing study plans for English classes (Item 1) 54 10 -15
Attending English classes by searching about the topic 50 -03 -11
which will be covered in class (Item 3)

Making sure that s/he is using the appropriate study 03 75 -01

methods while studying English (Iltem 15)

Making sure that s/he is using the appropriate information  -.03 .71 .09
resources (the Internet, books, dictionaries etc.) while

studying English (Item 16)

Making sure that s/he is focusing on the relevant topics -05 .70 -05
while studying English (Item 14)

Checking the consistency of the information that s/he has  -.00 .64 -.13
gathered from different resources (the Internet, books,

dictionaries etc.) while studying English (Item 18)

Making sure that s/he has correctly identified the pointthat .06 .62 .03
s/he should give priority while studying English

(Item 19)

Using shapes, graphics, pictures etc. that can help -04 01 -73
understand the topics easily while studying English

(Item 8)

Doing exercises to practice the newly learnt topics while 29 .10 -52

studying English (Item 7)
Studying English by finding more examples for the newly .25 .11  -50
learnt topics (Item 6)

Factor correlations

Planning and organizing the language learning process -
Monitoring the language learning process 49 -
Elaborating on new knowledge -53 -.40 -

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Direct
Oblimin; Factor loadings > .30 are in boldface.
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However, six items (Item 9 - | study English through different resources (the
Internet, books, dictionaries etc.); Item 10 - I get help from my classmates for the
parts | could not understand while studying English; Item 11 - I get help from the
instructor for the parts | could not understand while studying English; Item 12 - |
study English by connecting the information | already have with the new one; Item
13 - I study English by making a connection between the information I have learnt
with the real life; Item 17 — While studying English, | make sure that I could
understand the similarities and differences between the topics accurately) did not
receive the necessary factor loadings and this led to their deletion from the scale.
Therefore, the final version of the scale was composed of three factors with totally

13 items.

Table 3.19

Reliability Scores for Factors of the Language Learning Strategy Use Scale

Factors Factor o o
loading if item
deleted

Planning and organizing the language .80
learning process
Item 2 .78 73
Item 4 .69 .78
Iltem 5 .64 75
ltem 1 54 75
Iltem 3 .50 .78
Monitoring the language learning process .82
Item 15 75 .76
Item 16 g1 .79
Item 14 .70 .78
Item 18 .64 .78
Item 19 .62 .79
Elaborating on new knowledge 75
Iltem 8 -.73 73
Item 7 -.52 .64
Iltem 6 -.50 .65

Similar to the previous scale, for the internal consistency of the scale, Cronbach

Alpha level was calculated for each factor. All the reliability values were above .70
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and this satisfied the necessary reliability levels (Nunnaly, 1978). The reliability
coefficient for the first factor (planning and organizing the language learning
process) was calculated as .80, for the second factor (monitoring the language
learning process), it was .82 and for the final factor (elaborating on new knowledge),
it was .75 (see Table 3.19).

3.6.1.7 Validity and Reliability Analysis of Teaching Practices Questionnaire

In order to investigate learners’ expectations related to need-supporting teacher
practices (provision of structure and pedagogical caring), a questionnaire was
developed for the current study by analyzing the earlier research on the role of
teachers promoting engagement in the classrooms, and existing teacher evaluation
forms as well as documents such as “General Competencies for Teaching
Profession” published by MONE (http://oygm.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/

2018 06/29111119_ TeachersGeneral Competencies.pdf), “National Qualifications

Framework for Higher Education in Turkey” by the Council of Higher Education
(http://tyyc.yok.gov.tr/?pid=48), and “Teacher Self-Assessment Rubric” shared on
the website of National Council of Teacher Quality (https://www.nctg.org/dmsView/
RISE_Rubric).

The first version of the instrument had 15 items for provision of structure, and 20
items for pedagogical caring. Similar to the previous instruments, it was piloted with
420 students and the participants were asked to respond to the items ranging from
“totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5). Factor analysis was performed in order to
see the underlying structure and the results indicated that the instrument was
composed of six factors with 64.62 % total variance explained (Table 3.20).
Nevertheless, the questionnaire was designed to have a two-factor structure and the

scree plot also suggested two factors as well (see Figure 3.5).
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Table 3.20

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Teaching Practices Questionnaire

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 14.92 42.63 42.63
2 2.33 6.67 49.30
3 1.72 4.92 54.23
4 1.36 3.88 58.11
5 1.25 3.58 61.69
6 1.03 2.93 64.62

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
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Figure 3.5. Scree plot of the Teaching Practices Questionnaire

The data were re-examined and the results of the factor analysis validated that the
instrument was composed of two factors. Both factors accounted for 49.30 % of the
total variance. The first factor (pedagogical caring) uniquely explained 42.63 %
variance, and the variance computed for the second factor (provision of structure)
was 6.67 % (see Table 3.21).

Table 3.21

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Teaching Practices Questionnaire

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 14.92 42.63 42.63
2 2.33 6.67 49.30

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring
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Table 3.22

Summary of Factor Loadings for the Oblimin Two-Factor Solution for the Teaching
Practices Questionnaire

Factor loading

Item 1 2

Motivating learners for learning (Item 25) 79 .04
Keeping learners from feeling hopeless when they fail (Item 24) 79  -.09
Building a learning environment of love and respect (Item 19) .78 .03
Helping learners love learning English (Item 30) 76 -.02
Being open to communication (Item 20) 75 .02
Being fair (Item 22) J4  -11
Showing sympathy towards the mistakes (Item 32) 74 .09
Helping become aware of their language abilities (Iltem 27) 73 .01
Valuing students’ feelings (Item 17) 72 .03
Having a good sense of humour (ltem 21) 69 -.05
Using an encouraging language while giving feedback (Item 33) 68 .11
Encouraging students to ask questions (Item 31) 67 -.06
Valuing students’ opinions (Item 18) .66 .09
Helping acquire self-discipline to study English (Item 26) 65 .06
Listening to students actively (Item 16) 64 .16
Appreciating students’ success (Item 23) 60 .01
Trying to increase students’ belongingness (Item 29) 56 -.00
Communicating with students after class as well (Item 34) 52 .05
Approaching all students with the same sensitivity (Item 28) 51 .03
Being a role model by using English actively (Item 35) 48 .18
Recommending some extra resources (Item 3) 09 .89
Recommending some study techniques (Item 4) -05 .82
Assigning students exercises to help overlearn (Item 5) -02 .75
Coming to class prepared (Item 1) -03 .70
Sharing the lesson objectives with students (Item 2) -06 .68
Giving constructive feedback about learning process (Item 9) 09 .68
Benefiting from instructional technology (Item 8) 00 56
Teaching by emphasizing similarities and differences (Iltem 12) 22 55
Providing students with real life examples (Item 11) A7 .53
Telling where, when and how to use that information (Iltem 13) 19 51
Asking questions which students can answer by integrating 19 51
information they have acquired at different times (Item 14)

Giving constructive feedback to students related to the 26 .48

techniques that they use while studying English (Item 10)
Factor Correlations

Pedagogical caring -

Provision of structure 73 -
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Direct
Oblimin; Factor loadings >.30 are in boldface.
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Table 3.22 summarizes the factor analysis results. As can be seen, the first factor
(pedagogical caring) consisted 20 items and their loadings were above .48, whereas
12 items loaded on the second factor (provision of structure) with the minimum
factor loading of .48. Nevertheless, item 6 (conducting pair work studies in class),
item 7 (conducting group work studies in class), and item 15 (asking questions that
requires a great amount of thinking before finding the answer) did not show similar

patterns, and therefore they were excluded from the instrument.

When it comes to the reliability scores, the results indicated that the first factor
(pedagogical caring) had the value of .94 and the second factor (provision of
structure) had the reliability value of .92 (see Table 3.23).

Table 3.23
Reliability Scores for Factors of the Teaching Practices Questionnaire
Factors Factor loading o  aif item deleted

Pedagogical caring 94

Item 25 .79 94
Item 24 .79 .94
Item 19 .78 .94
Item 30 .76 .94
Item 20 75 .94
Item 22 g4 .94
Item 32 74 .94
Item 27 73 94
Item 17 12 .94
Item 21 .69 .94
Item 33 .68 .94
Item 31 .67 .94
Item 18 .66 .94
Item 26 .65 .94
Item 16 .64 .94
Item 23 .60 .94
Item 29 .56 .94
Item 34 .52 .94
Item 28 51 .94
Item 35 48 .94
Provision of structure .92

Item 3 .89 91
Item 4 .82 91
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Table 3.23 (continued)

Iltem 5 .75 91
Iltem 1 .70 91
Item 2 .68 91
Iltem 9 .68 91
Iltem 8 .56 91
Item 12 .55 91
Item 11 .53 91
Item 13 51 91
Item 14 51 91
Item 10 48 91

3.6.1.8 Validity and Reliability Analysis of School Practices Questionnaire

The study also had a purpose to understand the expectations of learners concerning
school practices and a questionnaire was developed with three major themes:
organizing extracurricular activities at school (clubs & seminars), creating peripheral

learning opportunities, and having language resource centres.

For the first version of the instrument, 20 items were developed and the
questionnaire was designed to have a four-factor structure (organizing extra-
curricular activities - clubs, organizing extra-curricular activities - seminars, creating
peripheral learning opportunities, having language resource centres). Later, the
instrument was piloted with 420 students and an exploratory factor analysis was

conducted.

Table 3.24

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the School Practices Questionnaire

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 7.53 39.61 39.61
2 2.39 12.58 52.19
3 1.65 8.67 60.86
4 1.10 5.78 66.64

Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring
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The results of the analysis supported the predetermined factor structure. As indicated
in Table 3.24 and Figure 3.6, the questionnaire was composed of four factors,

explaining 66.64 % of the total variance.

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

Figure 3.6. Scree plot of the School Practices Questionnaire

The first factor organizing extra-curricular activities (clubs) explained 39.61 %
variance, the second factor organizing extra-curricular activities (seminars) 12.58 %
variance, the third factor creating peripheral learning opportunities 8.67 % variance,
and the final factor having language resource centres 5.78 % variance. All the factors
totally accounted for 66.64 % variance and the finalized version of the instrument

had four factors with totally 19 items.

It is clear from the Table 3.25 that six items were loaded on the first factor
organizing extra-curricular activities (clubs) (Item 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14), five items
on the second factor organizing extra-curricular activities (seminars) (Item 15, 16,
17,18, 19), five items on the third factor creating peripheral learning opportunities
(Item 1, 2, 3, 4, 6), and three items on the final factor having language resource
centres (Item 5, 7, 8). Nevertheless, the item 20 (having language exams such as
TOEFL or IELTS at the preparatory school) was deleted since it did not load on

either of the factors.
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Table 3.25

Summary of Factor Loadings for the Oblimin Four-Factor Solution for the School
Practices Questionnaire

Factor loading

Items 1 2 3 4
English book and discussion club (Item 13) 88 .01 .13 -11
English music club (Item 12) 81 -03 -10 .02
Student newspaper in English (Item 14) .64 07 .14 .03
English speaking club (Item 10) 53 -27 .00 .03
English movie club (Item 11) 53 -15 -21 .38
British/American culture club (Item 9) 43 01 12 12
Seminar on “Why is English important?” (Item 15) -.03 -86 .10 -.08
Seminar on “The role of English in my success” -09 -8 .09 -.02
organized by successful sector representatives
(Item 19)
Seminar on “Why is English necessary for your -02 -8 -01 .01
career?” organized by lecturers of the faculties
(Item 18)
Seminar on “How is English learnt?” (Item 16) 14 -75 -03 .02
Seminar on “How to lessen English language 11 -70 -15 .13
learning anxiety” (Item 17)
Using English as the correspondence language 05 01 86 -.03
(emails, facebook, twitter etc.) (Item 2)
Making all announcements and notices (registrar’s .02 01 73 .03

office, cafeteria, service etc.) in English (Item 1)

Sharing weekly programs on the school’s website 06 -01 .68 .10
in English (Item 3)

Sharing weekly materials on the school’s website 03 -12 63 .10
in English (Item 4)

Putting posters, newspaper/magazine clippingson .29 -17 .30 .09
the walls to increase exposure to English (Item 6)

Having a language library (Item 8) -00 .02 .03 .76
Having a language laboratory (ltem 7) 04 03 06 .75
Sharing the names of the resources that can -03 -12 19 37
contribute to our learning on the school’s website

(Item 5)

Factor correlations

Organizing extra-curricular activities (clubs) -
Organizing extra-curricular activities (seminars) -.46 -

Creating peripheral learning opportunities 38 -.26 -
Having language resource centres 55 -44 46 -

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Direct
Oblimin; Factor loadings >.30 are in boldface.
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The Cronbach Alpha coefficients of .85, .91, .85, and .72, respectively for the four

factors, confirmed the internal consistency of the scale. The item-deleted value of

item 5 was computed as higher than the reliability score, yet since the item was

significant for the study, it was found essential to keep it rather than deleting it for

the sake of increasing the reliability score (see Table 3.26).

Table 3.26

Reliability Scores for Factors of the School Practices Questionnaire

Factors Factor loading o o if item deleted

Org. extra-cur. act. (clubs) .85

Item 13 .88 81
Item 12 81 .82
Item 14 .64 .83
Item 10 53 .83
Item 11 53 .83
Item 9 43 .85
Org. extra-cur. act. (seminars) 91

Item 15 -.86 .88
Item 19 -.86 .89
Item 18 -.85 .89
Item 16 -.75 .89
Item 17 -.70 .89
Creating peripheral learning opp. .85

Item 2 .86 .80
Item 1 73 .82
Item 3 .68 81
Item 4 .63 81
Item 6 .30 .85
Having language resource centres 12

Item 8 .76 49
Item 7 75 57
Item 5 37 .76

3.6.1.9 The TOEFL ITP exam scores

TOBB ETU uses TOEFL ITP exam scores not only for placement purposes but as

the indicators of students’ language proficiency as well. Similarly, this study

approached students’ TOEFL ITP scores as the indicators of their language
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proficiency and considered them as the dependent variable of the research.

3.7 Data Collection Procedures

Prior to the data collection process, all the instruments were sent to the Ethics
Committee at the Middle East Technical University and they all were found ethically
appropriate for the implementation. When the approval was received, the researcher
applied for the permission of the university, where the data would be collected and

fortunately the application was accepted.

Initially, an informative email about the implementation process was sent to the
instructors by the curriculum coordinator of the institution. In that mail, they were
explained that the scales would be administered to the groups at two sittings. The
first sitting (Part I: Demographic Information, English Self-Efficacy Scale, the Sense
of University Belonging Scale, School Practices Questionnaire) would be on
Wednesday, 4™ hour and the second sitting (Part I1: Language Learning Strategy Use
Scale, Language Learner Autonomy Scale, Teaching Practices Questionnaire) would
be on Thursday, 1% class hour. They were supposed to take the questionnaires from
the coordinator during the previous break and leave them to her after class. Each
administration would last about 20 minutes and students who were not in class in that
hour would not be allowed to take the instruments in a different session.

In the e-mail, the instructors were also informed about the lists in the pack. They
were explained that they would find a list and an assigned number for each student in
the packs and they were told that it was of high importance for the study that students
get the correct questionnaire. For example, if in the list number 12 was assigned to
Ahmet Yilmaz, he should get the questionnaire number 12 and this process would be
applied for both days. The students’ names would not be used in the study; instead,
the numbering was only essential so as to combine the responses of each student in

both sessions.
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Since students studying at AR and B levels participated in the pilot study, the
instruments were distributed only to the instructors of BR, C, CR and D levels to be
implemented at a predetermined class hour. In totally 13 classes, students were asked
to read the consent form and fill it as a sign of their voluntary participation to the
research. Then, they were given the instruments and asked to respond to the
questions. Finally, the instructors brought the administered instrument packs back to
the curriculum office. The researcher organized all the documents and prepared for

the analysis.

3.8 Data Analysis

As explained earlier, two different research methods were adopted for this study and
this created a need for two different data analysis plans. For the parts of the research
where correlation method was applied, hierarchical regression analysis was
conducted. As explained by Tabachnick and Fidell (2006), “regression analyses are a
set of statistical techniques that allow one to assess the relationship between one DV
and several IVs” (p. 117) and it is composed of three categories: multiple regression,
hierarchical regression and stepwise regression. In this study, hierarchical regression
method was preferred since it was found essential to give a priority to some variables
to avoid their possible confounding effects on the prediction of the outcome variable
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Therefore, in order to address the first research
question, hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted and throughout the
analysis, the alpha was set at .05. The data necessary for the study were gathered
through six different instruments, screened for missing values and then secured for
the analysis in PASW 18.

At the beginning of the study, the sample size was evaluated for its adequateness
through the formula N>50 + 8k, where k stands for the number of predictors (Green,
1991). Since there were twelve predictors and 165 students participated in the study

(N>146), the sample size was found appropriate for the study. After the necessary
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assumptions were checked, the main analyses were conducted. To be able to address
the research question accurately, at first, the variables the number of TOEFL ITP
exam taken after university enrolment and the student status (new vs repeat student)
were controlled. The other variables were entered in the second step as the predictors

of the outcome variable and the regression analysis was run.

In addition to the correlation method, the study also utilized the descriptive survey
method, and therefore the analyses for this part of the research differed. Rather than
inferential statistics methods, a descriptive analysis was carried out for the second

research question.

3.9 Limitations

Similar to many studies, this investigation also suffered from a number of
limitations. The main limitation of this research was that data were collected from a
single university and this influenced the external validity of the study. There is no
doubt that this investigation should have been conducted with a larger sample group
representing various universities; nevertheless, since the study required a valid and
reliable language proficiency exam such as TOEFL, IELTS or FCE as the dependent
variable, there were not many alternatives, but to conduct the research with a
university using the TOEFL test to avoid any possible bias. Nevertheless, the general
description of the sample group was presented in detail to minimize the impact of
this limitation. An additional limitation was that the student engagement model of
Skinner and Pitzer (2012) had a very comprehensive nature and this study attempted
to integrate as many dimensions as possible to the study. However, since it was
unlikely to add all variables into a single investigation, some parts of the model were

excluded in this study.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this chapter, data analysis results are presented under two major headings. The
first section focuses on the results regarding the relationship between the personal
facilitators of student engagement and English language proficiency, whereas the
second part presents the results related to the expectations of English language
learners concerning language teacher and school practices.

4.1 The Relationship Between Personal Facilitators of Student Engagement and

English Language Proficiency

The first aim of the study was to explore how well the personal facilitators of student
engagement predicted the TOEFL ITP test scores and the results regarding this
relationship were presented in the following section after describing the variables of

the study.

4.1.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Variables

Prior to the main analyses, descriptive analysis was carried out to have a general
view of the data. In the study, the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university
enrolment, the student status (new vs repeat student), students’ English self-efficacy
(receptive skills and productive skills), their sense of belongingness (perceived
pedagogical caring and identification with the school), their language learning
strategy use (planning and organizing the language learning process, monitoring the
language learning process, and elaborating on new knowledge), and their language
learning autonomy (taking responsibility of language learning, associating the
language with real life, and taking part in language learning activities) were

considered as the independent variables. Whether these variables predicted the
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TOEFL ITP Listening Comprehension score, TOEFL ITP Structure and Written
Expression score, and TOEFL ITP Reading Comprehension score of the students

was questioned.

As presented in Table 4.1, 41.2 % of the students took the TOEFL ITP exam twice
(n=68), 46.1 % of them three times (n=76), 7.9 % of them four times (n=13) and 4.8
% of them five times (n=8). Of all participants, 27.9 % of them (n=46) were repeat
group students, while 72.1 % (n=119) were new to the university. Besides, when
students were asked about their belongingness feelings towards the prep school, the
results indicated that the total score of their responses for the first dimension of this
variable, perceived pedagogical caring, differed between 5 and 20 (M = 15.06, SD =
2.97) and for the second dimension, identification with the school, the score was
between 3 and 15 (M = 8.65, SD = 2.66) (see Table 4.1). In addition to sense of
belongingness, students were also asked to express their self-efficacy beliefs.
According to the analysis results, the total score of their responses ranged between
34 and 83 (M =62.83, SD = 9.27) for receptive skills and from 19 to 63 (M = 52.04,
SD = 6.87) for productive skills. In terms of their language learning strategy use, the
results revealed that the responses of the students ranged between 5 and 22 for
planning and organizing the language learning process (M = 13.44, SD = 3.72), from
6 to 25 for monitoring the language learning process (M = 17.85, SD = 3.71), and
between 3 and 15 for elaborating on new knowledge (M = 8.71, SD = 2.64). When it
comes to the results regarding their language learning autonomy, it was discovered
that the total scores for the first dimension, taking responsibility of language
learning, differed between 21 and 82 (M = 48.95, SD = 11.15), for the second
dimension, associating the language with real life, between 5 and 23 (M = 10.80, SD
= 3.56), and for taking part in language learning activities, between 13 and 30 (M =
23.54, SD = 4.02).
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Table 4.1

Descriptive Statistics for Variables

Variables N f % M SD  Min Max

# of TOEFL ITP exam taken 165

2 68 41.2

3 76 46.1

4 13 7.9

5 8 48
Student status 165

Repeat 46 27.9

New 119 72.1
Sense of belongingness
Perceived pedagogical caring 165 15.06 2.97 5 20
Identification with the school 165 8.65 2.66 3 15
Self-efficacy
Self-efficacy for rec. skills 165 62.83 9.27 34 83
Self-efficacy for pro. skills 165 52.04 6.87 19 63
Language learning strategy
use
Planning and organizing the 165 13.44 3.72 5 22
language learning process
Monitoring the language 165 17.85 3.71 6 25
learning process
Elaborating on new 165 871 264 3 15
knowledge
Language learning autonomy
Taking responsibility of 165 4895 1115 21 82
language learning
Associating the language with 165 10.80 3.56 5 23
real life
Taking part in language 165 2354 402 13 30
learning activities
TOEFL ITP Listening 165 53.20 444 40 65
Comprehension score (LC)
TOEFL ITP Structure and 165 5046 478 35 64
Written Expression score
(SWE)
TOEFL ITP Reading 165 50.33 327 41 58

Comprehension score (RC)

In the TOEFL ITP exam, the participants of this study received scores ranging
between 40 and 65 (M = 53.20, SD = 4.44) from the listening comprehension part.
As for the second part, the students involving in this study received scores between
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35 and 64 (M =50.46, SD = 4.78). From the reading comprehension part, the
participants of this study had scores from 41 to 58 (M = 50.33, SD = 3.27) (see Table
4.1).

4.1.2 The Relationship Between the Personal Facilitator of Affective
Engagement and English Language Proficiency

As part of the first research question, the predictive value of sense of belongingness
(the personal facilitator of affective engagement) on language proficiency was
questioned. Prior to the analysis, the intercorrelations between the TOEFL ITP
scores and the sub-dimensions of sense of belongingness were checked. The results
for this pre-analysis step and the hierarchical regression analysis were presented in

the following sections.

4.1.2.1 Intercorrelations for the TOEFL ITP Scores and the Personal Facilitator

of Affective Engagement

Prior to all analyses, the intercorrelations between the TOEFL ITP scores and
predictors as well as the correlations among all predictors were examined for
multicollinearity. As illustrated in Table 4.2, the bivariate correlations between the
dependent variables and the predictors were analyzed and it became apparent that
there existed no correlation higher than .90, making the results interpretable (Field,
2009).

As an initial step, the statistically significant relationships between the dependent
variables and the predictor variables were taken into consideration. First, it was
discovered that the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment
variable was positively correlated with the structure and written expression (SWE)
score, but it was negatively related with the reading comprehension (RC) score.

These findings may point to the likelihood that when students took more tests, their
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success in the SWE part increased, but their RC scores tended to decrease (see Table
4.2).

Table 4.2

Intercorrelations for the TOEFL ITP Scores and the Personal Facilitator of Affective
Engagement (Sense of Belongingness)

Variable 1 2 3 4
Listening comprehension score (LC -11 61* A1 23*
score)
Structure and written expression 16* 10 .25% 18*
score (SWE score) .
Reading comprehension score (RC -.16* 47* -.03 A7*
score)

Predictor variables

1. # of TOEFL ITP exam taken . -.48* A7* -.09

2. Student status (New vs repeat) . .07 .35*

3. Perceived pedagogical caring . .30*

4. Identification with the school .
* p<.05

Secondly, the results indicated that the student status (new vs repeat student) was
significantly and positively correlated with the listening comprehension (LC) score
and the RC score. In other words, in terms of students’ LC and RC performance, new
students seemed to display more achievement. The results also indicated that
whereas there was a significant and positive relationship between the identification
with the school variable and all TOEFL ITP scores, the perceived pedagogical caring
predictor was only correlated with the SWE score. This may suggest that feelings
towards the school played a more significant role in students’ success in the exam. In
other words, students feeling more attached to the school seemed to have more

potential to get higher scores.

When the correlation scores among all predictors were examined, the results revealed
that the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment was negatively

correlated with the student status (new vs repeat student), which was among the
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expected results. Another observation was that it was positively correlated with
perceived pedagogical caring. In other words, as the number of the TOEFL ITP
exam taken after university enrolment increased, students felt themselves more cared
by their teachers. What’s more, the results pointed at a possible positive and
significant relationship between the student status (new vs repeat student) and
identification with the school. This may suggest that unlike repeat group students,
new students were more likely to feel more attached to the school. Beside all these
findings, it was also discovered that both sense of belongingness variables were
significantly and positively related. In other words, the more cared students felt, the

more attached they became to the school.

4.1.2.2 Results of the Hierarchical Analyses for the Personal Facilitator of

Affective Engagement

A series of hierarchical analysis were conducted to understand how well sense of
belongingness (the personal facilitator of affective engagement) predicted English
language learners’ performance in the TOEFL ITP test exam (listening
comprehension, structure and written expression, reading comprehension),
controlling for the student status (new vs repeat student) and the number of TOEFL
ITP exam taken after university enrolment. For each analysis, the confounding
variables (the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment and the
student status (new vs repeat student)) were first entered into the model. In the
second step, the variables under students’ sense of belongingness (perceived
pedagogical caring and identification with the school) were entered as the second

model.

Prior to each analysis, a number of assumptions were checked: a) the normally
distributed errors, b) homoscedasticity, c¢) the independent errors,
d) multicollinearity, e) influential observations (Field, 2009). The first assumption,

the normally distributed errors, was examined through histograms and p-p plots and
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since the residuals of this data set were normally distributed and random, it was
concluded that the normality assumption was met (Field, 2009). For the second
assumption, homoscedasticity, the scatterplot was examined, and no apparent pattern
was observed (Field, 2009). The third assumption was the independent errors, which
could be checked through the Durbin-Watson test. Since the Durbin-Watson test
value of the study was not above 3 (Field, 2009), it was concluded that the
assumption was met as well. Multicollinearity was also validated by scanning the
correlation matrix, Tolerance and VIF scores. On the correlation matrix, there was no
correlation above .90; the Tolerance values were above .10; the VIF values were
lower than 4 (Field, 2009), validating the assumption. The final assumption to be
checked was influential observations, which was checked by using partial regression
plots of each predictor, and by examining Leverage, Cook’s Distance and DF Beta
values. First, the partial regression plots were examined and no outlier was
identified. Secondly, Leverage, Cook’s Distance and DF Beta values were checked
to see whether or not the calculated maximum values exceeded .40 for Leverage
(Stevens, 2002), 1.00 for Cook’s Distance (Cook & Weisberg, 1982), and 1.00 for
DF Beta (Field, 2009). The results indicated that all values were below the limits and

therefore the assumption was satisfied.

Three hierarchical regression analyses were conducted and the results of the first
hierarchical regression analysis, which was carried out for the listening
comprehension part of the exam, were presented in Table 4.3. As can be seen, the
predictors in the first model significantly predicted the outcome variable, the
listening comprehension performance of the students, and explained 41 % of total
variance, R? = .41, AF = 56.52, p<.05. Approximately 4 % of the variance in the
listening comprehension performance of the students was explained by the predictor
the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment and 40 % was
accounted by the student status (new vs repeat student) variable. Besides, both
predictors were positively correlated with the outcome variable. Nevertheless, the

results for the second model revealed a non-significant fit; in other words, sense of
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belongingness did not predict the listening comprehension performance of the

students.

Table 4.3

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the
Listening Comprehension Performance of the Students

b SE B t s’ R? AF
Variable B
Model 1 41  56.52*
# of TOEFL ITP 1.28 .38 23 3.36* .04
exam taken
Student status 7.08 .68 12 10.47* .40
(New vs repeat)
Model 2 A1 .07
Sense of
Belongingness
Perceived .04 10 .03 .39 .00
pedagogical caring
Identification -.01 A1 -.01 -.10 .00

with the school
*p<.05

The results obtained through the hierarchical regression analysis for the second
outcome variable, the structure and written expression performance of the students,
indicated that both models significantly fitted the data (see Table 4.4). The predictors
in the first model (the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment
and the student status (new vs repeat student)) significantly and positively predicted
the outcome variable and explained 6 % of total variance, R? = .06, AF = 5.41, p<.05.
Five per cent of the variance in the structure and written expression performance of
the students was explained by the predictor the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken
after university enrolment and 4 % was accounted by the student status (new vs

repeat student) variable.
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Table 4.4

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the
Structure and Written Expression Performance of the Students

b SE S t sr? R? AF

Variable B

Model 1 .06 5.41*
# of TOEFL ITP exam 158 52 26 3.03* .05

taken

Student status 236 .92 .22 256* .04

(New vs repeat)

Model 2 A1 4.18*
Sense of Belongingness

Perceived pedagogical .28 13 .18 220 .03

caring

Identification with the .18 15 .10 1.19 01

school
*p<.05

As for the second model into which the sub-dimensions of belongingness were
entered, a significant relationship between sense of belongingness and the structure
and written expression performance of the students was detected. When the number
of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment and the student status (new vs
repeat student) were controlled, sense of belongingness contributed to the SWE score
of the students with a 5 % variance, R? = .11, AF = 4.18, p<.05. With regard to the
predictive value of the sub-dimensions, it was discovered that only the variable
perceived pedagogical caring predicted the outcome variable, SWE score, with 3 %

variance contribution.

The results of the hierarchical regression analysis for the reading comprehension
performance of the students indicated that only the first model was a significant fit of
the data overall (see Table 4.5). The predictors in the first model significantly
predicted the outcome variable, the reading comprehension performance of the
students, and explained 22 % of total variance, R? = .22, AF = 23.21, p<.05.
However, as displayed in Table 4.5, only the student status (new vs repeat student)

variable significantly and positively predicted outcome variable and it uniquely
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explained 20 % of the variance in the reading comprehension performance of the

students.

When the variables the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment
and the student status (new vs repeat student) were controlled, it was found out that

the second model did not significantly predict the dependent variable. In other words,
it was discovered that similar to the listening comprehension, sense of belongingness

did not contribute to the reading comprehension performance of the students.

Table 4.5

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the
Reading Comprehension Performance of the Students

b SE S t sr? R? AF
Variable B
Model 1 22 23.21*
# of TOEFL ITP .35 .32 .09 1.09 .01
exam taken
Student status 3.68 .57 b1 6.44* .20
(New vs repeat)
Model 2 .23 .78
Sense of
Belongingness
Perceived -.10 .08 -09 -125 .01

pedagogical caring
Identification with .03 10 .03 .35 .00
the school
*p<.05

To sum up, in this part of the research, whether or not sense of belongingness (the
personal facilitator of affective engagement) predicted English language learners’
performance in the TOEFL ITP exam, controlling for the student status (new vs
repeat student) and the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment
was investigated. The results of each analysis indicated that the first models (the
number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment and the student status

(new vs repeat student)) significantly predicted all the outcome variables (LC, SWE,
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RC). Nevertheless, controlling for these variables, it was discovered that the
predictor sense of belongingness only had a significant and positive relationship with

the outcome variable, SWE score.

4.1.3 The Relationship Between the Personal Facilitators of Cognitive
Engagement and English Language Proficiency

As the other part of the first research question, the predictive value of self-efficacy,
language learner autonomy and language learner strategy use (the personal
facilitators of cognitive engagement) on language proficiency was examined.
Initially, the intercorrelations between the TOEFL ITP scores and all the predictors
were checked. The results for this pre-analysis step and the hierarchical regression

analysis were presented in the following sections.

4.1.3.1 Intercorrelations for the TOEFL ITP Scores and the Personal

Facilitators of Cognitive Engagement

Similar to the affective dimension, the first data inspection was made to ensure that
there was no correlation higher than .90 between the variables (see Table 4.6). As
can be guessed, the bivariate correlations between the dependent variables and the
predictors, the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment and the
student status (new vs repeat student) yielded the same results for cognitive

engagement.
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Table 4.6

Intercorrelations for the TOEFL ITP Scores and the Personal Facilitators of Cognitive Engagement

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Listening comprehension score (LC score)  -.11 .61* 37 .26 -15* .05 .10 -21*  -02  -20*
Structure and written expression score 16* 10 10 22* .08 .06 -.02 10 15* -.02
(SWE score) -.16* AT 19* A13* -.02 10 -11 -11 A4* - 15%

Reading comprehension score (RC score)

Predictor variables

1. # of TOEFL ITP exam taken . -.48* .03 .07 A1 .06 10 12 -.00 .00

2. Student status (New vs repeat) . 24* 20%  -18* .06 -10 -23* -00 -.15*
3. Self-efficacy for receptive skills _ .76* .03 14* A1* -.06 .26* -.06
4. Self-efficacy for productive skills . 10 10 34* .05 .30* .02

5. Taking responsibility of language . 40*  .18* .70* A48* .60*
learning

6. Associating the language with real life . .20* 31* 23%  .26*

7. Taking part in language learning . 14* 30*  .18*
activities

8. Planning and organizing the learning . 37 .60*
process

9. Monitoring the language learning . 42*
process

10. Elaborating on new knowledge

* p<.05



As for the other relationships, it was discovered that except the non-significant
relationship between the structure and written expression (SWE) score and self-
efficacy for receptive skills, a significant and positive relation with both self-efficacy
predictors and all TOEFL ITP scores was detected, which may mean that students
with higher self-efficacy were more likely to get higher scores in each of the TOEFL
ITP parts. In addition, of all factors of language learning autonomy, only the
predictor taking responsibility of language learning appeared to have a significant
and negative relationship with the listening comprehension (LC) score. This was a
very surprising result in that students who felt more responsible for their language
learning process seemed to get lower scores in the LC part.

When it comes to the dimensions of language strategy use, the results indicated that
the variable planning and organizing the language learning process was only
significantly related to the LC score and they were negatively correlated. That’s to
say, students who had a tendency for planning and organizing their learning process
unfortunately received lower scores in the listening part. Secondly, the data set
indicated that monitoring the language learning process was positively related to
both the SWE score and the reading comprehension (RC) score, which may mean
that students who had a habit of monitoring their learning process were more likely
to achieve higher scores in the SWE and RC parts. Thirdly and interestingly, a
negative correlation between the predictor elaborating on new knowledge and the
scores of the LC and RC parts was identified. In other words, students who were into

elaboration strategies were also those getting lower scores from LC and RC parts.

With regard to the statistically significant relationships between the predictor
variables, the first thing that was noticed was that the number of TOEFL ITP exam
taken after university enrolment was negatively correlated with the predictor the
student status (new vs repeat student), which was also discovered in the previous

part. As for the variable the student status (new vs repeat student), the results
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indicated a positive correlation with both self-efficacy predictors, which may suggest
that new students had more self-efficacy. Nevertheless, the variable, the student
status (new vs repeat student), was found to be negatively correlated with one learner
autonomy variable, taking responsibility of language learning, and two strategy use
sub-dimensions planning and organizing the language learning process, and
elaborating on new knowledge. In other words, repeat groups seemed more likely to
use planning, organizing as well as elaboration strategies and feel more responsible

for their learning process.

In addition to all these observations, it was also discovered that both self-efficacy
variables were significantly and positively related. In other words, an increase in the
self-efficacy for receptive skills seemed to lead to an increase in the self-efficacy for
productive skills. Moreover, the variable self-efficacy for receptive skills was
positively correlated with both two autonomy variables (associating the language
with real life and taking part in language learning activities) and one strategy use
variable (monitoring the language learning process). On the other hand, the variable
self-efficacy for productive skills was only significantly and positively related to
taking part in language learning activities, and monitoring the language learning
process. These results could be interpreted as evidence for the fact that students with
higher self-efficacy were more likely to take part in language learning activities and
monitor their own learning, whereas those who felt themselves more capable at
receptive skills tended to act more autonomously by trying to make connections with

real life.

Beside all these findings, the results indicated that all predictors under the title of
language learning strategy use and language learning autonomy were positively and
significantly related. That’s to say, students who were used to planning were more
likely to monitor or elaborate, or those who took more responsibility of language
learning seemed to display either or both of the two other dimensions of language

learning autonomy as well.
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4.1.3.2 Results of the Hierarchical Analyses for the Personal Facilitators of

Cognitive Engagement

A series of hierarchical analysis were conducted to understand how well self-
efficacy, language learning autonomy, and language learning strategy use (the
personal facilitators of cognitive engagement) predicted English language learners’
performance in the TOEFL ITP exam (listening comprehension, structure and
written expression, reading comprehension), controlling for the student status (new
vs repeat student) and the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university

enrolment. In order to address this need, three hierarchical analyses were conducted.

Before these analyses, the assumptions of the hierarchical analysis were checked and
the results indicated that all necessary assumptions were satisfied. Initially, for the
normally distributed errors assumption, the histograms, p-p plots, and the residuals of
the data were scanned and considering the analysis results, it was concluded that the
normally distributed errors assumption was met. Secondly, homoscedasticity was
inspected by checking the scatterplots and no apparent pattern was observed; thus,
this assumption was satisfied as well. The third assumption, the independent errors,
was also taken into consideration and the results pointed at its validation since the
Durbin-Watson test value of the study was not above 3. For multicollinearity, first,
the correlation matrix was examined and it was found out that there was no
correlation above .90. Second, the Tolerance and VIF values were checked and it
was discovered that the values are within the expected limits. The final assumption,
influential observations, was checked by using partial regression plots of each
predictor and by examining Leverage, Cook’s Distance, and DFBeta values. All

values signalled the non-existence of outliers.

Similar to the analyses carried out for the affective dimension, as an initial step, the
confounding variables the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university

enrolment and the student status (new vs repeat student) were entered. Since the
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confounding variables were the same, the same results were received for the first
models of each analysis (see Table 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9). Later, the sub-dimensions of
self-efficacy (self-efficacy for receptive skills and self-efficacy for productive skills),
language learning autonomy (taking responsibility of language learning, associating
the language with real life and taking part in language learning activities), and
language strategy use (planning and organizing the language learning process,
monitoring the language learning process, and elaborating on new knowledge) were

entered into the analysis respectively.

The first hierarchical regression analysis was conducted for the listening
comprehension performance of the students and it was discovered that in addition to
the first model, the second model was also a significant fit of the data overall. When
the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment and the student
status were controlled, it was found out that the predictors under the second model
(self-efficacy for receptive skills and self-efficacy for productive skills) accounted
for 4 % variance in the outcome variable, R? = .45, AF = 6.32, p<.05 (see Table 4.7).
When it comes to its sub-dimensions, the results indicated that only self-efficacy for
receptive skills significantly and positively predicted the dependent variable and
uniquely explained 3 % of the variance.

In the third step, after the possible impact of the variables the number of TOEFL ITP
exam taken after university enrolment, the student status (new vs repeat student), and
self-efficacy were controlled, a new model with the sub-categories of the variable
language learning autonomy was entered. The results indicated that the variable
language learning autonomy did not significantly predict the outcome variable, the

listening comprehension performance of the students.

In the fourth step, a new model was composed by controlling all these variables as

well as language learning autonomy. The results mirrored those of the previous
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model in that students’ language learning strategy use did not contribute to their

listening comprehension performance.

Table 4.7

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the
Listening Comprehension Performance of the Students

Variable b SE S t sr? R? AF
B
Model 1 41 56.52*
#of TOEFLITP 128 .38 23 3.36* .04
exam taken
Student status 7.08 .68 72 1047 .40
(New vs repeat)
Model 2 45 6.32*
English self-efficacy
SE for rec. skills 14 .04 .28 3.12* .03
SE for pr. skills -07 .06 -11 -1.16 .00
Model 3 A7 1.06
Language autonomy
Taking resp. of -02 .03 -.06 -.86 .00
language learning
Associating the -03 .08 -.03 -.40 .00
lang. with real life
Taking part in A1 .07 10 1.51 .01
lang. learning act.
Model 4 47 15
Language strategy
use
Planning and -04 11 -04 -40 .00
organizing the lang.
learning process
Monitoring lang. -06 .09 -.05 -.64 .00
learning process
Elaborating on -13 .13  -.08 -.97 .00

new knowledge

*p<.05

A second hierarchical regression analysis was conducted for the structure and written

expression performance of the students and the results indicated that only the first

and the second model significantly fitted the data. In other words, neither language
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learning autonomy nor language learning strategy use significantly predicted the

dependent variable (see Table 4.8).

Table 4.8

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the

Structure and Written Expression Performance of the Students

Variable b SE S t sr? R? AF
B
Model 1 .06 5.41*
#of TOEFLITP 158 .52 .26 3.03* .05
exam taken
Student status 236 .92 22 2.56* .04
(New vs repeat
groups)
Model 2 11 3.86*
English self-efficacy
SE forrec. skills  -10 .06 -19  -1.67 .02
SE for pr. skills 22 .08 .32 2.74* .04
Model 3 12 57
Language autonomy
Taking resp. of .03 04 .07 .86 .00
language learning
Associating the .02 A1 .02 19 .00
lang. with real life
Taking part in -10 .10 -.08 -.96 .01
lang. learning act.
Model 4 14 1.47
Language strategy
use
Planning and A7 15 13 1.15 01
organizing the lang.
learning process
Monitoring lang. 19 12 .15 1.60 .01
learning process
Elaborating on -.24 18  -.13 -1.29 .01

new knowledge

*p<.05
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With regard to self-efficacy, it was discovered that when the confounding variables
were controlled, the predictors under the second model (self-efficacy for receptive
skills and self-efficacy for productive skills) accounted for 5 % variance in the
outcome variable, R? = .11, AF = 3.86, p<.05. However, of all sub-dimensions, only
the variable self-efficacy for productive skills predicted the outcome variable and

uniquely explained 4 % of the variance (see Table 4.8).

Table 4.9

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the
Reading Comprehension Performance of the Students

Variable b SE S t sr? R? AF
B

Model 1 22 23.21%
# of TOEFL ITP .35 .32 .09 1.09 .01

exam taken
Student status 3.68 .57 51 6.44* .20

(New vs repeat

groups)

Model 2 23 53

English self-efficacy
SE for rec. skills .04 .04 .10 .95 .00
SE for pr. skills -02 .05 -05 -.44 .00
Model 3 .25 1.27
Language autonomy
Taking resp. of .02 .02 .06 .70 .00
language learning
Associating the .05 .07 .05 .69 .00
lang. with real life

Taking part in -1 .07 -14  -1.70 .01
lang. learning act.
Model 4 29 3.16*
Language strategy
use
Planning and -04 09 -04 -.39 .00

organizing the lang.
learning process
Monitoring lang. 19 .07 21 2.55* .03
learning process
Elaborating on -23 11 -18 -199* .02
new knowledge
*p<.05
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The third hierarchical regression analysis, which was for the reading comprehension
score of the students, yielded interesting results. As explained earlier, the first model
was a significant fit of the data overall. Nevertheless, it was found out that neither
the second model in which the relationship with self-efficacy was tested nor the third
model into which the variable language learning autonomy was entered contributed

to students’ reading comprehension.

In contrast to these non-significant relationships, the third variable, language learning
strategy use, was found to have a predictive power accounting for 4 % variance in
the outcome variable, R? = .29, AF = 3.16, p<.05. As for its sub-dimensions, the
results showed that monitoring the language learning process and elaborating on new
knowledge significantly predicted the dependent variable. The first predictor
monitoring the language learning process uniquely explained 3 % of the variance,
whereas the other variable elaborating on new knowledge accounted for 2 %
variance in the outcome variable. However, while the variable monitoring the
language learning process was positively correlated with the outcome variable, there
was a negative relationship between the predictor elaborating on new knowledge and

the outcome variable (see Table 4.9).

Overall, in this part of the study, it was aimed to examine how well the personal
facilitators of cognitive engagement predicted English language learners’
performance in the TOEFL ITP exam, controlling for the student status (new vs
repeat student) and the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university
enrolment. To begin with, as previously mentioned, the results of each analysis
indicated that the first models (the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after
university enrolment and the student status (new vs repeat student)) significantly
predicted all the outcome variables (LC, SWE, RC). Besides, when they were
controlled, the analyses revealed that self-efficacy contributed to students’ LC and
SWE scores. On the other hand, no significant link was detected between students’

language learning autonomy and their TOEFL ITP scores. As for the predictive value
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of language learning strategy use, it was discovered that the variable only had impact

on students’ reading comprehension performance.

4.2 The Expectations of English Language Learners Concerning Social

Facilitators of Engagement

The second aim of the study was to gather student opinions related to social
facilitators (teacher and school practices) that were likely to increase their
engagement and learning while learning English. The results were presented in the

following sections.

4.2.1 The Expectations of English Language Learners Concerning Language

Teacher Practices

As a part of the study, it was aimed to understand the expectations of the language
learners concerning language teacher practices that are likely to promote their

engagement. To explore their opinions, a questionnaire was administered.

Table 4.10 displays the items of the questionnaire regarding the first dimension of
the need-supportive teacher practices — provision of structure — and related
descriptive statistics results. As can be seen, students’ response ratings, most of
which were accumulated around ‘totally agree’, ranged between 4.18 and 4.45. The
analysis of each item separately yielded more detailed results. Considering the items
receiving the highest mean values, it was discovered that for the promotion of their
engagement, most participants preferred to get education from teachers who
recommend some extra resources that they can get help while studying English (Item
3) (M=4.45, SD=.68), benefit from instructional technology (computers, projectors
etc.) during class (Item 6) (M=4.41, SD=.76), and give constructive feedback related
to their English language learning process (Item 7) (M=4.42, SD=.69).
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Table 4.10

Provision of Structure

Items M SD f

a b C d e
1. Coming to class prepared 422 .94 4 4 22 56 79
2. Sharing the lesson objectives  4.22 .84 2 3 23 65 72

with students
3. Recommending some extra 445 .68 1 14 59 90 1
resources
4. Recommending some study 439 .71 0 1 19 60 85
techniques
5. Assigning students exercises  4.33 .77 0 3 21 60 81
to help overlearn
6. Benefiting from instructional 4.41 .76 2 2 10 64 87
technology
7. Giving constructive feedback 4.42 .69 0 2 13 63 87
about learning process
8. Giving constructive feedback 4.27 .79 1 3 20 67 74
to students related to the
techniques that they use while
studying English
9. Provide students with real life 4.18 .86 1 6 25 64 69
examples
10. Teaching by emphasizing 432 .80 1 3 19 62 80
similarities and differences
11. Telling where, when and 440 .83 1 5 15 50 94
how to use information in daily
life
12. Asking questions which 426 .82 1 2 27 58 77
students can answer by
integrating information they
have acquired at different times
Note. a = totally disagree; b = disagree; ¢ = somewhat agree; d = agree; e = totally
agree.

On the other hand, of all need-supportive teacher practices, coming to class prepared
(Item 1) (M=4.22, SD=.94), sharing the lesson objectives with them (Item 2)
(M=4.22, SD=.84), and providing them with real life examples while presenting a
topic (Item 9) (M=4.18, SD=.86) received the least mean scores.
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Table 4.11
Pedagogical Caring

Items M SD f

a b C d e
13. Listening to students 454 .62 0 1 8 57 99
actively

14. Valuing students’ feelings 448 .82 2 4 11 44 104
15. Valuing students’ opinions 461 .63 0 1 10 41 113
0

16. Building a learning 460 .67 2 11 38 114
environment of love and respect

17. Being open to 465 .59 0 0 10 37 118
communication

18. Having a good sense of 436 .77 0 1 27 49 88
humour

19. Being fair 459 71 2 1 6 45 111
20. Appreciating students’ 427 .93 2 6 24 46 87
success

21. Keeping learners from 444 77 1 2 16 51 95
feeling hopeless when they fail

22. Motivating learners for 448 .82 3 2 11 46 103
learning

23. Helping acquire self- 433 81 2 1 21 57 84

discipline to study English

24. Helping become aware of 443 .73 1 2 12 60 90
their English language abilities

25. Approaching all students 435 .88 1 6 20 45 93
with the same sensitivity

26. Trying to increase students’ 4.15 100 5 5 27 51 77
belongingness

27. Helping learners love 435 .87 3 3 16 54 89
learning English

28. Encouraging students to ask  4.27 .88 2 5 20 57 81
questions

29. Showing sympathy towards  4.47 .79 3 1 9 5 97
the mistakes

30. Using an encouraging 447 .82 3 2 11 48 101
language while giving feedback
31. Communicating with 427 .92 2 6 23 49 85

students after class as well
32. Being a role model by using 4.43 .86 4 1 14 47 99
English actively

Note. a = totally disagree; b = disagree; ¢ = somewhat agree; d = agree; e = totally
agree.
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In addition to the teacher behaviours related to the provision of structure, the
questionnaire had items for teaching practices signalling pedagogical caring. As
illustrated in Table 4.11, the mean scores of the items differed from 4.15 to 4.65 and
except one item (Item 26), students totally agreed with all the items. When the results
were examined, it became evident that items 15, 16 and 17 received the highest mean
values, which means that of all teacher behaviours, students would like their teachers
to actively listen to them (Item 15) (M=4.61, SD=.63), build a learning environment
of love and respect (Item 16) (M=4.60, SD=.67), and be open to communication
(Item 17) (M=4.65, SD=.59) to become more engaged. On the other hand, the items
20, 26, 28, and 31 received the lowest mean scores. That’s to say, when compared to
the other teacher practices promoting engagement, appreciating students’ success
(Item 20) (M=4.27, SD=.93), trying to increase their belongingness to the school
(Item 26) (M=4.15, SD=1.00), encouraging them to ask questions (ltem 28) (M=4.27,
SD=.88), and communicating with them after class (Item 31) (M=4.27, SD=.92)

appeared to be less preferred.

4.2.2 The Expectations of English Language Learners Concerning Language

School Practices

In addition to teacher practices, students were also asked to share their expectations
concerning language school practices that are likely to promote their engagement.
Five items of the instrument questioned whether or not students needed peripheral
learning opportunities for engagement. As illustrated in Table 4.12, considering the
mean scores, students’ ratings ranged from 3.21 (somewhat agree) to 4.21 (totally
agree). The highest mean score was observed for Item 6, which was about placing
posters, newspaper/magazine clippings on the walls (M=4.21, SD=.93), whereas Item
1, ‘All announcements and notices (registrar’s office, cafeteria, service etc.) should

be made in English’ had the least mean value (M=3.21, SD=1.34).
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Table 4.12

Creating Peripheral Learning Opportunities

Items M SD f

a b ¢ d e

1. Making all announcements and notices 3.21 134 19 38 36 34 38
(registrar’s office, cafeteria, service etc.)

in English

2. Using English as the correspondence 333 133 17 34 34 38 42
language (emails, facebook, twitter etc.)

3. Sharing weekly programs on the 379 111 8 14 33 60 50
school’s website in English
4. Sharing weekly materials on the 381 109 9 10 32 67 47

school’s website in English

6. Putting posters, newspaper/magazine 421 93 5 3 18 65 74
clippings on the walls to increase exposure

to English

Note. a = totally disagree; b = disagree; ¢ = somewhat agree; d = agree; e = totally
agree.

The school practices questionnaire also had a section focusing on language resource
centres and participants were expected to report if their engagement might increase

through these centres or not.

Table 4.13
Having Language Learning Resource Centres

Items M SD f
a b ¢ d e

5. Sharing the names of the resources 447 68 1 0 11 61 92

that can contribute to our learning on the

school’s website

7. Having a language laboratory 425 91 4 2 23 56 80

8. Having a language library 440 76 1 2 16 57 89
Note. a = totally disagree; b = disagree; ¢ = somewhat agree; d = agree; e = totally
agree.

As illustrated through Table 4.13, this factor had three items and students’ responses
indicated that they totally agreed with the items, which may suggest that they would
like to get education at a school where they are provided with resources and suitable

settings. Considering the mean values, of all school practices, it was observed that
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the highest mean value was calculated for Item 5 (M=4.47, SD=.68). In other words,
students were of the opinion that if their school supported their learning by sharing
the names of the language learning resources online, their engagement would most

likely increase.

The school practices questionnaire had another section investigating the role of
extra-curricular activities, particularly clubs, on the participants’ engagement. Table
4.14 shows the items and the related analysis results. As can be seen, the mean
values of the items differed from 3.89 (agree) to 4.30 (totally agree). The minimum
mean value belonged to the Item 9, which questions whether students feel a need for
a British/American culture club in the prep school or not (M=3.89, SD=1.15). When
it comes to the highest value, it was observed that Item 11, ‘There should be an
English movie club in the prep school’ (M=4.30, SD=.87) received the highest.

Table 4.14

Organizing Extra-Curricular Activities (Clubs)
Items M  SD f

a b ¢ d e

9. British/American culture club 389 115 9 10 34 49 63
10. English speaking club 419 94 5 1 27 57 75
11. English movie club 430 87 4 0 20 59 82
12. English music club 415 98 4 5 30 50 76
13. English book and discussion club 412 9% 3 6 30 55 71
14. student newspaper in English 396 109 5 11 38 43 68

Note. a = totally disagree; b = disagree; ¢ = somewhat agree; d = agree; e = totally
agree.

The final part of the questionnaire aimed to gather the opinions of learners regarding
the role of seminars in their engagement. As can be seen through Table 4.15, this
section was composed of five items and it was discovered that the mean values

ranged between 3.75 and 4.18, suggesting that they agreed with all the items.
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Table 4.15

Organizing Extra-Curricular Activities (Seminars)

Items M SD f

a b ¢ d e
15. Seminar on “Why is English 375 126 11 19 32 41 62
important?”
16. Seminar on “How is English 408 106 6 9 23 55 72
learnt?”

17. Seminar on “How to lessen English 4.04 112 9 5 31 45 75
language learning anxiety”
18. Seminar on “Why is English
necessary for your career?”” organized 418 102 3 13 16 52 81
by lecturers from the faculties.
19. Seminar on “The role of Englishin 414 1.08 7 4 32 38 84
my success” organized by successful
sector representatives.
Note. a = totally disagree; b = disagree; ¢ = somewhat agree; d = agree; e = totally
agree.

When the results were analysed, it was observed that Item 15, which was about the
organization of a seminar on “Why is English important?”, received the least mean
value score (M=3.75, SD=1.26), whereas Item 18, questioning the necessity of a

seminar on “Why is English necessary for your career?” got the highest.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter is structured around two major themes. First, the results for each
research question are discussed and each finding is critiqued in the light of the
existing literature. Second, the implications for educational practice and the

presentation of the areas identified for further research are shared.

5.1 Discussion of the Results

This research was designed in line with the principles of the engagement model of
Skinner and Pitzer (2012) in order to offer new insights into the current knowledge
of engagement in language education. Inspired by their theoretical predictions
regarding the facilitators of engagement, two research questions were raised and
analysed: 1) How well do the personal facilitators of student engagement (sense of
belongingness, self-efficacy, language learning strategy use, language learning
autonomy) predict English language learners’ performance in the TOEFL ITP exam
(listening comprehension, structure and written expression, reading comprehension),
controlling for the student status (new vs repeat student) and the number of TOEFL
ITP exam taken after university enrolment?, 2) What are the expectations of English
language learners concerning social facilitators (teacher practices and school

practices) of engagement?.

165 English language preparatory school students participated in the study and as the
indicator of their language proficiency, their TOEFL ITP scores were secured. The
data necessary for the first dimension of the study were gathered through four
different scales and the hierarchical regression method was adopted for the analysis,
whereas the second dimension was assessed through two different questionnaires and

the data gathered were analysed in a descriptive manner. The results were discussed
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under two major themes: a) the relationship between personal facilitators of student
engagement and English language proficiency, b) the expectations of English
language learners concerning social facilitators of engagement, which could be found

in the following sections.

5.1.1 The Relationship Between Personal Facilitators of Student Engagement

and English Language Proficiency

The first objective of the study was to examine whether the personal facilitators of
student engagement predicted English language learners’ performance in the TOEFL
ITP exam, controlling for the student status (new vs repeat student) and the number
of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment.

Initially, as part of this research question, the predictive value of sense of
belongingness (the personal facilitator of affective engagement) was questioned. The
responses of the students to the scale were investigated through the hierarchical
regression method. In the first step, the contribution of the number of TOEFL ITP
exam taken after university enrolment and the student status (new vs repeat student)
into students’ performance was checked. The results indicated that the model
significantly predicted the performance of the students in all parts, validating the
possible confounding effect of the variables on the outcome.

Considering the variables separately, it was discovered that the number of the
TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment was significantly and positively
related to both the listening comprehension (LC) and structure and written
expression (SWE) scores with a similar contribution, yet there was no significant
correlation between the predictor and the reading comprehension (RC) score. Despite
its small contribution into the total variance, this finding indicated that experience in
the TOEFL ITP test predicted students’ performance in the listening, grammar and
vocabulary parts of the exam. Nevertheless, it did not make impact on their reading
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comprehension score, suggesting that whether or not they took the TOEFL ITP test

previously did not change their reading comprehension performance.

The results indicating the significant links provided evidence for a possible testing
effect for two parts of the exam. As stated by Schweigert (1994), when individuals
take standardized tests more than once, their scores tend to increase as a result of the
testing effect. It seems that the results of the current study pointed at a similar
relationship in that as the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken increased, students
became more knowledgeable about the testing procedure, which in turn influenced
their scores in two parts of the exam. On the other hand, the non-significant
connection between students’ experience in the TOEFL ITP test and their reading
score could be attributed to the length of the reading texts and the time allocated for
this section. In this part of the test, the length of the reading texts varies from 200 to
450 words, students are given 55 minutes to read 5-6 reading passages, and they are
expected to answer totally 50 questions. Therefore, the demanding nature of this task
might have led to an increase in the anxiety level of the students and prevented the

potential influence of practice effect.

On the other hand, with regard to the other confounding variable, the student status
(new vs repeat student), it was found out that it was significantly and positively
related to all scores. In contrast to repeat group students, new students displayed
better performance in all parts of the TOEFL ITP exam. This was an unexpected
finding in that this variable was expected to interfere with the results by creating
some maturation effects on repeat group students and make them more
advantageous; however, the results indicated an inverse relationship. Contrary to the
expectations, repeat group students seemed to be less advantageous and this finding
accorded with the observations of Morrison and On No (2007), who also discovered
that repeating a year in English language schools did not improve performance in the
final exams. One possible explanation for this negative correlation could be that
being with new students in the same classroom might have led to a transformation in

their self-beliefs. In these competitive environments, they might have begun to
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question their innate potential and feel less competent compared to the others, which
in turn may have negatively affected their academic performance. Moreover, since
these students went through the same learning process with the same materials, it is
likely that they lost their interest and motivation to attend the course, which may
have led to a decrease in their success. Or it may simply be due to their resistance to
following the necessary steps of learning a language, attending school regularly, and

completing the required tasks.

With regard to the performance of the new students, the results indicated that they
received higher scores and there could be a number of reasons behind this finding.
Initially, the analysis of the students’ educational background and previous abroad
experiences might partly explain their success in the exam. Acikel (2011) conducted
research at the same language school and discovered that previous language learning
experience, being abroad, and having a private school background contributed to
students’ TOEFL ITP scores. Although the demographic form distributed as a part of
this study did not ask for this information, a more detailed investigation on these
factors might point at a positive impact on these students’ academic performance.
Besides, the significant and positive relationship between being a new student and
the TOEFL scores could be attributed to these students’ eagerness to pass the test in
order to be in their department. Despite the fact that both new and repeat groups had
the same desire, the degree of motivation among new students is likely to be higher.
Although such kind of motivation seems to be a kind of performance goal
orientation, it is possible that these feelings increased their willingness to study,
helped them develop necessary language skills, and enabled them to get higher

scores in the exam.

Apparently, all these results provided evidence for the assumption that both the
number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment and the student status
(new vs repeat student) would confound the results. After blocking on these variables
as a precaution, in the second step, students’ responses related to their belongingness

feelings (perceived pedagogical caring and identification with the school) were
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entered into the model and the results indicated that students’ sense of belongingness
towards the language school did not predict their LC (Listening Comprehension) and
RC (Reading Comprehension) performance on the TOEFL ITP test. To clarify,
whether English language learners felt attached to the language school did not make
any difference in their listening or reading performance.

There are several possible explanations for this result. First of all, these findings may
be due to the fact that although language education is offered as the initial step of
university education at TOBB ETU, students may not have perceived it as a part of
their undergraduate program. Therefore, since the primary motivator for attending
university is to get a degree from a department, it is likely that the participants of the
current research did not develop a sense of belonging towards the language school.
The other possible explanation of this non-significant link could be that as some
researchers have speculated (e.g. Lam, Chen, Zhang, & Liang, 2015; Niemiec &
Ryan, 2009: Ryan & Deci, 2000), the relationship between belongingness and
achievement may require the existence of some other variables in the role of
mediators. For instance, the studies of Ryan and Deci (2000) and Niemiec and Ryan
(2009) indicated that feeling more related to a community and motivation are
associated. Therefore, according to these researchers, motivation plays the role of a
mediator between belongingness and achievement. Nevertheless, at TOBB ETU, it is
officially announced that the medium of instruction at the departments is Turkish,
which may lead to a lack of motivation to get language education. Based on this
assumption, this statistically non-significant association could be attributed to the
lack of motivation towards learning English. In a different investigation, Lam and his
colleagues (2015) discovered that positive academic emotions (i.e. pride, happiness,
hope, satisfaction) mediated the relationship between school belonging and
achievement. Sense of school belonging was found to be one of the significant
sources of academic emotions, which in turn led to a change in the degree of
engagement and achievement. The statistically non-significant correlation detected in
the current study might also be explained when a detailed investigation is conducted

to understand students’ both positive and negative academic emotions. Alternatively,
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as indicated in the study of Wang and Eccles (2011), it is likely that belongingness
does not contribute to students’ success unless they attend classes regularly and do
the required tasks. Feeling attached to school may not be adequate for a better

performance in these two major skills.

Although the analysis results indicated that students’ sense of belongingness did not
predict their LC and RC scores, a significant relationship with their SWE (Structure
and Written Expression) scores was noted. Besides, of two sub-dimensions, only the
perceived pedagogical caring variable significantly contributed to students’ grammar
and vocabulary performance. Taking these findings into consideration, it can be
concluded that despite its low contribution, sense of belongingness, when
particularly facilitated by teachers, helped students display better performance in
grammar and vocabulary. One of the reasons for this impact could be partly related
to the instructional behaviours of the English language teachers at TOBB ETU. It is
possible that compared to major skills such as reading or listening, these sub-skills
(grammar and vocabulary) were emphasized in the classrooms in such a way that
students felt noticed or cared by the instructors and were encouraged to feel that they
can do good work, which in turn contributed to their belongingness feelings and
performance in the exam. Or alternatively, this can be simply attributed to the nature
of the sub-skills. When studying language skills (reading, writing, speaking, and
listening), students are supposed to employ these sub-skills and this creates a need
for more interaction with the instructors, specifically for grammar and vocabulary.
Receiving more and immediate feedback from their teachers about their grammar or
vocabulary skills may have created a feeling that they were cared by their teachers,
which in turn increased their sense of belongingness as well as achievement. The
other likely explanation for this finding could be that self-efficacy might have
mediated the relationship between students’ belongingness feelings and their
achievement in the SWE part of the exam. The findings of the current study pointing
at a significant connection between students’ self-efficacy and their SWE
performance seem to provide evidence for this assumption. As stated in the results

part of the study, it was discovered that students who felt more capable of succeeding
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displayed better performance in the SWE part of the exam,; therefore, the relationship
between belongingness feelings and their achievement could be attributed to the
contribution of their self-efficacy beliefs. A similar conclusion was made by
Zumbrunn, McKim, Buhs, and Hawley (2014). Their detailed investigation on
belongingness, engagement, and achievement demonstrated that belongingness was
not directly related to achievement; rather, the results indicated that self-efficacy

played the mediator role, which can also be valid for the current study as well.

As the second part of the research question, in addition to the predictive value of
sense of belongingness as the personal facilitator of affective engagement, this study
called into question whether self-efficacy, language learner autonomy, and language
learning strategy use (the personal facilitators of cognitive engagement) would
predict English language learners’ performance in the TOEFL ITP exam, controlling
for the variables the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment
and the student status (new vs repeat student) as well. The responses of the students
were gathered through three scales and analysed through the hierarchical regression

analysis.

Initially, similar to the analysis carried out for the affective dimension, the number of
TOEFL ITP exam taken after university enrolment and the student status (new vs
repeat student) into students’ performance were controlled and as expected, this
model significantly predicted the performance of the students in all parts. Later, as a
second step, controlling for these variables, the contribution of self-efficacy (self-
efficacy for receptive skills and self-efficacy for productive skills) was investigated.
The results indicated that English self-efficacy significantly predicted the LC and
SWE performance of the students, but there was no significant relationship between
the predictor and the RC score of the language learners. When it comes to the sub-
categories of self-efficacy, significant links were detected only between the variable
self-efficacy for receptive skills and students’ LC performance and between the

variable self-efficacy for productive skills and their SWE scores.
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Despite the fact that self-efficacy explained only a small amount of variance in
students’ LC and SWE scores, regarding these findings, the first comment to be
made was that language learners who believed in their own capabilities for language
learning tended to obtain better scores in listening, grammar and vocabulary;
nevertheless, whether or not they felt competent did not make any change in their
reading skill. In addition, particularly those with higher self-efficacy for the receptive
skills (listening and reading) were more likely to be better at listening and students
who felt themselves adept at productive skills (speaking and writing) seemed to be

good at grammar and vocabulary.

Considering the results of the previous studies identifying a significant relationship
between self-efficacy and engagement (e.g. Greene & Miller, 1996; Walker, Greene,
& Mansell, 2006), self-efficacy and achievement (e.g. Cerasoli, Nicklin, &
Nassrelgrgawi, 2016; Sedaghat et al., 2011), self-efficacy and language proficiency
(e.g. Acikel, 2011; Bai, Chao, & Wang, 2019; Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2007;
Nasrollahi & Barjasteh, 2013), self-efficacy and the listening performance of
language learners (e.g. Chen, 2007; Rahimi & Abedini, 2009; Tabrizi & Saeidi,
2015; Todaka, 2017), and self-efficacy and grammar (e.g. Collins & Bissell, 2004),
the findings of the present study came as no surprise. As also strongly underlined in
the self-determination theory of Deci and Ryan (1985), in the detailed observations
of Bandura (1994), in the studies of Schunk and Pajares (2005), and in the
engagement model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), learners’ perceived self-efficacy
significantly contributed to their performance in the current research as well.
However, what appeared as contradictory to previous studies (e.g. Balci, 2017,
Naseri & Zaferanieh, 2012) was that language learners’ perceived self-efficacy did

not lead to a change in their reading comprehension.

Given the concept of self-efficacy and the listening performance of language
learners, the results of this study accorded with the observations of Chen (2007). In
her investigations into the predictive value of English listening self-efficacy, English

anxiety, and perceived value of English language and culture on EFL learners*
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listening performance, Chen (2007) found out that English listening self-efficacy and
EFL learners® listening performance were significantly related. This finding also
corroborated that of Rahimi and Abedini (2009), who also suggested that when
students perceived themselves capable of performing the listening comprehension
tasks, they were able to demonstrate more proficiency in the listening skill. Likewise,
Tabrizi and Saeidi (2015) questioned the predictive value of self-efficacy and
autonomy for listening comprehension and their research yielded similar results.
Finally, in a more recent study, Todaka (2017) confirmed the relationship between

English self-efficacy and language learners’ listening comprehension ability.

Despite the significant relationship between self-efficacy for receptive skills and the
LC performance of the learners, it was discovered that self-efficacy for productive
skills did not predict the outcome variable. Therefore, it was concluded that language
learners with higher self-efficacy for listening and reading were more likely to be
better in the listening skill. Nevertheless, their belief in the capabilities for speaking

and writing did not make impact on their listening proficiency.

Several possible explanations for this finding can be made. First, to some extent, this
finding was in agreement with that of Acikel (2011), who questioned the predictive
value of self-efficacy for productive skills on students’ proficiency (not specifically
the listening skill) by using the same scale and discovered that self-efficacy for
productive skills was not significantly related with language proficiency. As she
suggested, this result might have been partly due to the simple nature of the activities
given in the scale to test the self-efficacy of learners for productive skills. All
students may have thought that they were competent at doing all those language-
related activities, which may have damaged the discrimination of the students in
terms of efficacy. Or different from Acikel (2011), it can be suggested that this result
may have been simply because of the fact that listening is a receptive skill and it is

highly possible that a receptive skill requires self-efficacy for receptive skills.
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Considering the relationship between the self-efficacy and SWE performance of the
students, the results indicated that they were significantly related. In other words, the
students with high English language self-efficacy tended to display better
performance in grammar and vocabulary. Despite its small contribution to the total
variance in the outcome variable (SWE), this finding strengthened our confidence in
the significance of self-efficacy on students’ performance. Similar to the initial
findings for the listening comprehension part of the exam, it was observed that a
person’s judgments about his/her capabilities play an important role on his/her

grammar and vocabulary performance.

Additionally, the results indicated that individuals who felt themselves more
successful in productive skills (speaking and writing) appeared to get higher scores
in the SWE part of the exam. This finding could be attributed to the components of
speaking and writing skill. Both skills require the production of the target language
and the quality of this production depends on the individual’s vocabulary and
grammatical competence. If a student feels himself/herself adept at speaking and
writing, it is likely that s/he is satisfied with the language s/he has produced, which
may signal that s/he is able to write and speak with a command of grammar and
vocabulary. Therefore, the relationship identified between students’ self-efficacy for
productive skills and their SWE scores could be related to the extensive use of
grammar and vocabulary during the production process and the success it brings to

students when they are appropriately applied.

With regard to the predictive value of self-efficacy on students’ reading
comprehension, the findings were different from previous research. For instance, the
results of the study by Naseri and Zaferanieh (2012) suggested a positive relationship
between self-efficacy and the reading comprehension proficiency of Iranian EFL
learners. In another study, carried out by Balci (2017), the significant impact of self-
efficacy on reading comprehension was emphasized as well. Despite all these
findings, this study was unable to point at any links between self-efficacy and

reading comprehension. This finding can be explained by the fact that other factors
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such as tendencies to read in the mother tongue or the familiarity with the academic
topics may have played more significant roles in the prediction of the RC score. Or
alternatively, as mentioned earlier, this section has a demanding nature and this
might have increased the anxiety level of the students, which may have avoided the
contribution of self-efficacy into student performance.

In the third step of each analysis, after controlling for the student status (new vs
repeat student), the number of TOEFL ITP test taken after university enrolment, and
self-efficacy, the facilitative value of language learning autonomy (taking
responsibility of language learning, associating the language with real life, taking
part in language learning activities) was investigated.

As explained in the literature part of this study, learner autonomy was one of the
central concerns of both the Self-Determination Theory of Deci and Ryan (1985) and
the model of Skinner and Pitzer (2012). In line with the theory and the model, it was
questioned whether learner autonomy would facilitate engagement and therefore
predict achievement in the current study. Nevertheless, the results indicated that
language autonomy did not make any contribution to students’ performance in the
exam. In other words, whether students acted autonomously or not did not make
impact on their LC, SWE, or RC scores.

As far as the empirical evidence was concerned, the literature mostly offered results
indicating a significant relationship of language autonomy with language proficiency
(e.g. Dafei, 2007; Mohamadpour, 2013; Unlu & Er, 2016), reading comprehension
(e.g. Koosha, Abdollahi, & Karimi, 2016; Ozturk, 2007), and listening
comprehension (e.g. Liu, 2014; Tabrizi & Saeidi, 2015). Nevertheless, despite all
these findings, the results of this study did not point at any significant contribution.
One possible explanation for this finding is that the non-significant link between
autonomy and achievement could be due to the impact of autonomy on the process

rather than the result. Rotgans and Schmidt (2011) carried out research to understand
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how well autonomy predicted cognitive engagement in a problem-based learning
classroom. Their findings supported ours in that contrary to what was proposed in the
self-determination theory, students’ autonomy did not make direct contribution to
their cognitive engagement; rather, students’ autonomy made direct impact on their
knowledge construction. The conclusion made by Rotgans and Schmidt (2011) was
that autonomy was indirectly related to success. It contributed to the process rather
than the outcome, which may also be valid for the current study as well.
Alternatively, this finding might be related to the structure of the culture, the nature
of the self, and the definition of autonomy in Turkey. As stated by Palfreyman
(2004), the meaning attributed to learner autonomy differs between Western and
Eastern countries. In the Western culture, individualism and self-actualization are
highly emphasized, while collectivism and familial self mostly dominate the Eastern
culture (Kara, 2007). An investigation on the interaction between culture, self, and
autonomy might provide more detailed information about these statistically non-

significant relationships.

Apart from autonomy, in the fourth step, controlling for all variables in the first three
models, the facilitative role of language learning strategy use (planning and
organizing the language learning process, monitoring the language learning process,
elaborating on new knowledge) was questioned. At this stage, students’ responses
were entered and the results showed that there was no significant relationship
between students’ language learning strategy use and their LC scores. Similarly, the
SWE performance of the students was not predicted by language learning strategy
use, either. On the other hand, the analysis indicated that this variable significantly
predicted the RC performance of the students, and except the planning dimension,
monitoring the language learning process was positively correlated, while

elaborating on new knowledge was negatively related.

Considering these findings, it can be concluded that in spite of the fact that language
strategy use did not make any improvement in students’ listening, grammar and

vocabulary, it had a facilitative role for the reading skill. Students monitoring the
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learning process through strategies such as checking whether they are using
appropriate study methods or the consistency of the information that they have
gathered from different resources (the Internet, books, dictionaries etc.) while
studying English displayed better performance in the RC part of the exam. On the
other hand, students using elaboration strategies such as using shapes, graphics,
pictures etc. while studying English or studying English by finding more examples

for the newly learnt topics were those receiving lower scores in the RC part.

Given the predictive value of students’ strategy use on their reading comprehension
score, the findings of this study mirrored those of Cesur and Fer (2011), who
proposed a model to test whether there was a relationship between Turkish university
preparatory students' language learning strategies, learning styles and success in
reading comprehension and reached a conclusion that students' language learning
strategies and learning styles predicted success in reading. Likewise, by using the
reading section scores of the students at a TOEFL test, Marzban and Barati (2016)
conducted research and identified a significant positive relationship between

students’ language learning strategies and their reading comprehension.

As for the sub-dimensions of the scale, the results indicated that when students
monitored their learning process, they tended to perform better in the reading
comprehension part of the exam. This could be explained by the consistency between
the strategies presented under this part of the scale and the characteristics of the
reading passages given in the TOEFL ITP test. Both the strategies given under the
monitoring dimension of the scale and the questions in the reading comprehension
part of the TOEFL ITP exam require critical thinking. As suggested by Fahim,
Bagherkazemi, and Alemi (2010), there exists a statistically significant relationship
between students’ critical thinking abilities and their performance on the reading part
of the TOEFL exam. Therefore, it is highly possible that students having the
tendency to monitor their language learning process continue and reflect this habit on

the reading part of the exam.
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In contrast to the monitoring aspect, it was discovered that students’ reading
comprehension scores and the elaboration dimension of the scale were negatively
related. This negative correlation could be related to the nature of the items presented
under this sub-dimension. That is, students with higher scores most probably had
procedural or conditional knowledge, whereas the items under this title mostly
required declarative knowledge. As suggested by Smith and Ragan (2005),
declarative knowledge is the first step of knowledge construction and involves
elaboration of information. They claim that when students receive information for
the first time, they tend to elaborate on this knowledge to make it more meaningful
by “filling in gaps, making inferences, imagining examples and so forth,” (Smith &
Ragan, 2005, p. 155). Therefore, from this perspective, the negative correlation
between students’ reading comprehension scores and the elaboration dimension of

the scale was quite meaningful.

When it comes to the findings indicating the non-significant relationships, first, it can
be claimed that the non-significant links could be attributed to the lack of motivation
to use these strategies. As noted by Pintrich and De Groot (1990), having the
knowledge of strategies is not adequate for achievement; students should be
motivated to apply these strategies. The participants of the current study may not
have felt motivated or may not have been motivated in the classrooms to use these
strategies. Another alternative explanation could be that despite their engagement
and learning, it was likely that high achievers did not report any use of strategies,
which was also reported by Blumenfeld and Meece (1988). The results of their study
demonstrated that although successful students knew about effective strategies, they
did not report a greater use of them. Since it is likely for self-regulated learners to
choose not self-regulating (Zimmerman, 1990), this assumption may also be valid for
this study. Or the apparent non-significant correlation could be justified by the lack
of ability to use the strategies. It is likely that although students had the knowledge of
the strategies, they were not able to use them, which was also highlighted in the
study of Graham, Santos, and Vanderplank (2008). Their detailed examination
indicated that knowing and doing are two different terms. Even if students know the
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strategies, it will not make impact unless they know how to apply them. This
assumption can also be true for the current study as well in that despite their
knowledge about the strategies, the students might have been unable to apply them

appropriately.

All in all, according to the student engagement model proposed by Skinner and
Pitzer (2012), students’ self-perceptions contribute to their engagement and
achievement. In line with the principles of the self-determination theory, the
researchers suggested that people are born with three basic psychological needs,
which are autonomy, relatedness, and competence. When students act autonomously,
feel attached to a community, and have belief in their own capabilities, their
engagement and achievement are positively affected. Interestingly, the results of the
current study partly provided evidence for this assumption. It was discovered that
sense of belongingness, which was regarded as the personal facilitator of affective
engagement, contributed to students’ performance only in the SWE part of the
TOEFL ITP exam. Of all the personal facilitators of cognitive engagement, self-
efficacy was found to have a significant relationship with their LC and RC
performance, whereas the results pointed at a non-significant relationship between
learner autonomy and the TOEFL ITP scores. Different from the model, the
facilitative role of language learner strategy use was questioned and it was
discovered that it only predicted their success in the RC part of the exam. Therefore,
in this study, little evidence was offered to substantiate the claims of Skinner and
Pitzer (2012) regarding the facilitative role of self-perceptions on achievement.
However, the incongruity between the theoretical predictions of the researchers and
the findings of the current study must be interpreted cautiously. As highlighted by
Greene (2015), each discipline has its own characteristics, so components of learning
vary depending on the requirements of the discipline. With this in mind, it is worth
noting that the interplay between students’ self-perceptions and language proficiency

may require the integration of several other factors into the model.
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5.1.2 The Expectations of English Language Learners Concerning Social

Facilitators of Engagement

The second objective of the study was to gather the opinions of English language
learners about the social facilitators of engagement. Initially, students were first
asked to express their views related to various teacher practices that would increase

engagement in language classrooms.

The data collected through the teacher practices questionnaire provided information
about two need-supportive teacher practices: provision of structure and pedagogical
caring. The results for the provision of structure indicated that except for one item
(which was about providing students with real life examples while presenting a topic
and students agreed with), the students totally agreed that the given language teacher
practices were essential for their engagement. When the three items receiving the
highest mean values were investigated, it became apparent that students believed in
the necessity of the recommendation of extra resources (books, websites etc.) that
they can get help while studying English, getting constructive feedback related to
their English language learning process, and being informed about where, when and
how to use the information they have learnt in their daily life. On the other hand, the
teacher practices such as coming to class prepared, sharing the lesson objectives with
students, providing them with real life examples while presenting a topic, and asking
questions to students which they can answer by integrating information they have

acquired at different times received the least mean values.

Apparently, the shared opinion among the students was that the provision of
structure, one of the two need-supportive teacher practices, was essential for their
engagement, which was largely congruent with the findings of previous studies.
Particularly, the results supported the claims of Skinner and Pitzer (2012) about the
close relevance of need-supportive teacher practices to student engagement and

learning. The investigation by Skinner and Belmont (1993) on the effects of teacher
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behaviour yielded similar results. The researchers discovered that provision of
structure significantly and positively predicted student engagement. Their study
revealed that when students were provided with clear expectations and strategic help,
they felt more engaged. More recently, Hospel and Galand (2016) conducted a
similar research and their findings mirrored those of Skinner and Belmont (1993).
They also found out that students were more engaged in the classrooms where the
structure was well-defined. Providing them with guidance reduced their cognitive
load and enabled the existing cognitive resources to be used for more attention on the

given tasks.

When it comes to the research conducted in language education, similar findings
were noted. For instance, one of the earliest studies was carried out by Brosh (1996),
who aimed to identify the characteristics of an effective language teacher. The results
indicated that students believed in the necessity of proper course organization.
Teaching the content professionally and providing students guidance about what s/he
was and would be teaching were found to be significant for students. Likewise,
Barnes and Lock (2013) carried out research with an aim of exploring language
teacher characteristics. Under the title of delivery attributes, students were asked to
share their opinions regarding necessary teacher provision of structure behaviours.
The results indicated that of all behaviours, the students gave more importance to the
clarity of explanations and the use of examples while teaching. A more detailed
investigation was conducted by Hicks (2008) with an aim of understanding the
teacher actions that support classroom structure. Considering the responses of the
students, the researcher concluded that the structure is maintained when the teacher
is clear and consistent in his/her expectations, pays attention to students’ reactions
and checks whether they have understood, offers help when students have difficulty
in answering the questions, simplifies or modifies the question when students are
unable to respond, encourage students to continue speaking by asking additional
questions, gives immediate feedback in an encouraging manner, and provides
feedback for previous work so that students can identify the areas of weaknesses and

strengths.
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It is also worth noting at this point that, as highlighted by Connell and Wellborn
(1991) and restated by Reeve (2008), the provision of a structured environment helps
satisfy the need for competence. The finding pointing at a significant relationship
between self-efficacy and student performance in two parts of the TOEFL ITP exam
may imply that the students studying at TOBB ETU prep school were presented with
environments with a clear structure. A more detailed investigation may help
understand to what extent the classrooms are structured and able to nurture the

students’ competency feelings.

In addition to the provision of structure, students were also provided with a variety of
teacher practices questioning the necessity of teacher pedagogical caring. The
analysis of the data indicated that similar to the results for the first subscale, except
for one item (which was about teachers’ attempt to increase students’ belongingness
to the school and students agreed with), the students totally agreed that the practices
presented under this title were necessary for their engagement. Considering the three
items receiving the highest mean values, it was discovered that students would like to
get language education from teachers who value their opinions, build a learning
environment of love and respect, and are open to communication. On the other hand,
the items related to being appreciated for success, being motivated to feel attached to
the school, being encouraged to ask questions, and communicating with teachers

after class as well received the least mean values.

A number of researchers investigated the same relationship and reached at the same
conclusion. For instance, as a part of their study, Skinner and Belmont (1993) aimed
to understand whether pedagogical caring would make a difference in the
engagement of the students and their results provided evidence to the teacher caring-
student engagement relationship. Their findings suggested that when students
perceived their teachers as warm, caring, and affectionate, they became more
affectively engaged. In a different study, Wentzel (1997) questioned to what extent
teacher caring predicted academic outcomes and her findings were in line with those

of Skinner and Belmont (1993). She also concluded that engagement increased when
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students felt supported and valued, so the interaction between student and teacher
had a positive influence on student engagement. Likewise, Wang and Holcombe
(2010) drew attention to students’ need for teacher praise and positive approach. In
their research, they discovered that there existed a significant association between
students’ school experiences and their engagement and teacher support acted as a

part of this connection.

The language education literature offered similar findings. For instance, Barnes and
Lock (2013) carried out research to gather the perceptions of students related to
essential language teacher characteristics. The results showed that students would
like to get education from teachers who are friendly, caring, patient, and sensitive to
individual differences. Likewise, Kil (2015) found out that students expected
teachers to motivate them for learning English, help them enjoy the process, and
approach them in a friendly way. The investigation of Hicks (2008) indicated that
students feel more engaged and motivated when teachers are patient, enthusiastic,
energetic, approachable, and have a good sense of humour. Moreover, as also
reported by the students, they expect teachers to help students feel comfortable in the
classroom, give the sense that making mistakes is tolerable, communicate with
students in a sincere way, and give individual attention to each learner during the

activities.

These results were also in accord with the theoretical predictions of Skinner and
Pitzer (2012). The expectations of the students provided evidence to the view that
teachers’ caring behaviours function as a contributor to student engagement, which
was also observed in the relationship between the pedagogical caring dimension of
belongingness and students’ SWE scores detected in the current study. As previously
stated, the results indicated that when students felt cared by the teachers, their
performance in grammar and vocabulary improved. Despite its non-significant links
with the listening and reading comprehension scores of the students, this finding

strengthened the potential of pedagogical caring as a contributor to engagement.

158



In order to offer more insight into the social facilitators of engagement, students were
also asked to express their opinions regarding various language school practices that
were likely to increase their engagement. The data were collected through a
questionnaire composed of four categories (creating peripheral learning
opportunities, having language learning resource centres, organizing extra-curricular

activities - clubs, and organizing extra-curricular activities - seminars).

When the opinions of students regarding peripheral learning opportunities were
analysed, it was discovered that all students agreed that placing posters, or
newspaper/magazine clippings on the walls would help increase their exposure to
English and positively affect their engagement. On the other hand, the results
indicated that they were undecided about whether announcements and notices
(registrar’s office, cafeteria, service etc.) should be made in English, the
correspondence language (e-mails, facebook, twitter etc.) should be English, and

weekly programs and materials should be shared on the school’s website in English.

The findings related to the placement of posters or newspaper/magazine clippings on
the walls mirrored those of Gezer, Sen, and Alci (2012). These researchers
conducted research to explore the effect of peripheral learning on idiom teaching and
learning by putting posters on the walls and when students were asked about their
opinions regarding the impact of this activity, they reported that putting posters was
beneficial for their learning. Similarly, Demirag (2018) questioned whether putting
educational posters on the wall would make impact on students’ learning. The results
of the study indicated that students who were exposed to the posters were more

successful at vocabulary and grammar.

With regard to the peripheral learning opportunities which students were undecided
about, the first conclusion that could be made was that these students were not so
eager for being exposed to English outside the classroom. It seemed that they would

like to limit language education to their classroom and once they left the classroom,

159



it is possible that they preferred to interact with people and be contacted in their own
language. This tendency might be explained by the fact that, as mentioned earlier,
TOBB ETU openly declares that the medium of instruction at this university is
Turkish and this school policy might have resulted in the development of
performance-oriented goals rather than mastery goals towards language learning.
Rather than considering language education as a shaping factor on their future career,
it is likely that these students developed a short-term goal, that is, to pass the
proficiency test and be in their department. Another explanation could be that such
school practices might have caused the students to question their communication
skills in English. Due to a possible decrease in self-efficacy and an increase in the

anxiety, students may have approached these opportunities with some hesitations.

In addition to peripheral learning opportunities, students were also asked to respond
to the items regarding language learning resource centres. Considering the results, it
was concluded that students totally agreed that if the language school shared the
names of the resources that can contribute to their learning on the school’s website,
and had a language laboratory as well as a library that they can benefit from, they
would feel more engaged. Of all these items, the item questioning the necessity of
resource sharing on the school’s website received the highest mean value, whereas
the item about the language library had the least mean value. These findings
suggested that students would feel more engaged in a language school giving priority

to all these needs, particularly resource sharing on the school’s website.

The students’ expectations were consistent with the findings of earlier research. One
of the researchers interested in the language resource centers was Danaher &
Danaher (1998), who examined the impact of language laboratories on student
performance. The researchers found out that students had the opportunity to hear the
voice of native speakers and do exercises for speaking and listening in the
laboratories and this positively affected their performance. Likewise, Mohammed
(2017) questioned whether language laboratories would be beneficial for students

and the results of his study indicated that lab use increased students’ performance in
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both speaking and listening skill. In a different investigation, Morrison (2008) aimed
to understand the effectiveness of self-access centers and what he discovered was
that these places helped increase students’ linguistic knowledge, proficiency and
learning strategies. With regard to the impact of online resource sharing, the study of
Kvavik (2005) yielded supportive results. His research on the types of technologies
which students mostly would like to have at university indicated that although not

widely used at university, students would like to have materials online.

The final two parts of the questionnaire aimed to gather the opinions of the students
related to the necessity of extra-curricular activities for their engagement. When the
opinions of the students regarding clubs as extra-curricular activities were analysed,
it was discovered that expect for one item (which was about the necessity of an
English movie club in the prep school and students totally agreed with), students
agreed with all the items. The maximum mean value was calculated for the item on
English movie club, suggesting that having a movie club would make language
learners feel more engaged. Besides, of all the agreed items, organizing an English
speaking club appeared to have received the maximum value, while organizing a
British/American culture club received the least. These findings pointed at the fact
that in addition to having an English movie club, students mostly expected the
language school to have a speaking club for their engagement. When it comes to the
expectations of students regarding seminars as the extra-curricular activities, the
investigation of student responses showed that they all agreed with the items. In
other words, students reported that if the language school organized seminars on
topics related to English learning, they would feel more engaged. Among all seminar
titles, a seminar on “Why is English necessary for your career?” organized by
lecturers from the faculties received the highest mean value, while the minimum
value was observed for the item questioning the necessity of a seminar on “Why is

English important?”.

The students’ expectations were in line with the studies conducted to understand the

impact of extra-curricular activities on student language performance. For instance,
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Fatash (2008) carried out a descriptive research to explore students’ attitudes towards
using extra-curricular activities. The results of his study showed that if organized,
students would like to benefit from such activities while learning English. Likewise,
Yin (2015) focused on the relationship between learners’ outside-of-class language
activities and their listening comprehension performance in listening tests and she
discovered that these activities contributed to students’ performance. Yildiz (2016)
conducted a similar investigation and discovered that language-oriented
extracurricular activities increased the motivation of the students and helped them

deal with anxiety.

To sum up, Skinner and Pitzer (2012) propose that student engagement is a construct
that is continuously reshaped with the interaction between context and self.
According to their model, students bring their personal facilitators (self-perceptions)
into the educational platforms and if the aim is to ensure engagement, learning, and
achievement, the context is supposed to help develop positive self-perceptions
through social interactions. As suggested by the researchers, the interaction with
teachers is one way of building social contact. If teachers provide students with a
clear classroom structure and approach them with care, they feel more engaged. The
social interaction built during school activities is the second way of engagement.
When students are involved in school activities, they have more opportunities to be
in social interactions and improve self-perceptions, which facilitates their
engagement. The results of the current study indicated that, the expectations of the
students studying at TOBB ETU prep school were, by and large, in line with the
theoretical predictions of Skinner and Pitzer (2012), notably in terms of the necessity
of need-supportive teacher practices (provision of structure and pedagogical caring)
and school activities such as organizing language learning resource centers and
extra-curricular activities. Thus, although their impact on student performance still
required investigation, the contribution of social facilitators into student engagement

was validated.
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5.2 Implications of the Results

In the previous section, the findings of the current study are discussed and the
following sections address the implications of these findings for educational practice

and further research.

5.2.1 Implications for Educational Practice

The results of the current study show that as proposed by Skinner and Pitzer (2012),
students’ self-perceptions have impact on their achievement and contextual features
have the potential to improve these self-beliefs. Considering these findings, a number
of critical recommendations have been made for those who would like to create

language learning environments conducive to engagement and learning.

Of all the personal facilitators, the results revealed that sense of belongingness
contributed to the students’ performance in the SWE part of the TOEFL ITP exam.
Specifically, it was discovered that those whose belongingness feelings were mainly
shaped by teachers’ pedagogical caring behaviours displayed better performance in
grammar and vocabulary. This finding indicates that creating a community where its
members “experience a sense of belonging or personal relatedness” (Osterman, 2000,
p. 324), “feel supported, respected, and accepted by other members of the school
community” (Lam et al., 2015, p. 405) is crucial. As stated by Cleary, Walter, and
Jackson (2011), the transition from high school to college brings new academic and
social demands to students’ lives. They are led into a new community of practice
where they interact with new people, exchange ideas, acquire new cultural tools, and
finally transform their identities and worldviews (Brown, Collins & Duguid, 1989).
Helping students complete this enculturation process successfully rests heavily on
teacher behaviours. As also indicated in the current study, approaching students with
care, interest, and enthusiasm plays a significant role in the development of their
relatedness feelings. Therefore, it is recommended that teachers create supportive
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learning environments that nurture students’ belongingness feelings. Similar to those
offered in grammar and vocabulary teaching/learning sessions, it is essential that the

teacher-student interaction opportunities be optimized for the other skills.

This study also detected that perceived self-efficacy contributed to the students’
listening comprehension, grammar and vocabulary performance in the TOEFL ITP
exam. Particularly, it was discovered that those who felt competent at receptive skills
displayed better performance in the listening part and those who believed in their
capabilities in productive skills received better scores in the structure and written
expression part of the exam. Thus, the facilitative role of self-efficacy on these skills
was validated and this finding highlights the fact that if context nurtures competency
feelings, students tend to perform better in language learning. Therefore, the first
step to be taken might be to provide learners with a clear structure both in class and
school. When students know what the context expects them to do, they feel more
competent as they are fully aware of the requirements to be successful (Reeve,
2008), so it is important to provide learners with clear guidance about what is
essential to achieve desired outcomes in each skill. Moreover, the challenge degree is
another issue that requires attention. Teachers are recommended to select tasks,
activities, and materials that nurture students’ self-efficacy feelings. They should
keep the challenge at the optimal level and help learners develop positive self-views
(Skinner & Pitzer, 2012). In addition, giving feedback in a constructive and
encouraging manner is also essential for the improvement of self-efficacy beliefs.
During feedback sessions, comparing student performance with that of the others
should be avoided; instead, students should be led into a reflection process of their
own strengths and weaknesses. Besides, students should be taught about the
significance of making accurate interpretations about their performance in each skill.
When they fail, they should be encouraged to persist and try to figure out the real
reasons behind these failures. They should be advised to reflect on some issues such
as whether they have studied adequately, made enough effort, used necessary
strategies, or asked for help when they have felt stuck. Otherwise, it is highly

possible for students to begin questioning their capabilities, create negative self-
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beliefs, and generalize these failures to all dimensions of language learning
(Bandura, 1994; Linnenbrick & Pintrich, 2003; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan &
Deci, 2000; Schunk & Mullen, 2012; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).

Apart from the above-mentioned findings, this study pointed at a significant
relationship between language strategy use and students’ reading comprehension
performance in the TOEFL ITP exam as well. Those monitoring the language
learning process showed better performance; on the other hand, students using
elaboration strategies were found to receive lower scores. These findings provide
evidence to the fact that the language curriculum designers at TOBB ETU prep
school should pay special attention to the integration of reading comprehension
strategies into the program. Giving space to strategy teaching/learning in tasks,
activities, or materials may help raise awareness. However, considering the negative
correlation between elaboration strategies and the reading comprehension scores, it is
recommended that strategy teaching be consistent with students’ language level.
Those with declarative knowledge may receive training for elaboration strategies
first, but when they acquire procedural knowledge, they may be provided with
strategies that necessitate more critical thinking. Additionally, giving enough
guidance about how to apply these strategies appropriately in the TOEFL ITP test is
also essential. Analysing reading texts that are similar to those in the TOEFL ITP

may help students make connections and understand which strategy works best.

In addition to the personal facilitators, this study offers some practical implications
for the social facilitators of engagement in language learning as well. To begin with,
the results for teacher practices indicate that students would like to get language
education from teachers who are able to provide a well-designed structure and give
pedagogical caring. In order to provide students with a clear structure and thus,
nurture their competency feelings, informing learners about classroom expectations
and procedures as well as school policies is of primary importance. It is essential for
both school administrators and teachers to set consistent standards so that students

can organize their learning process by being aware of what the environment expects
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from them to achieve desired goals (Reeve, 2008). In addition to the clarity of
expectations, designing tasks with an optimal challenge is also required for the
provision of structure (Reeve, 2008). When tasks are too simple, it is likely that
students feel bored and disengaged; on the other hand, if students are presented with
tasks that are too difficult, it may also result in disengagement. Therefore, the
difficulty level of the tasks should be kept at an ideal level. Students should be given
a chance to get the sense of achievement and feel competent at doing the tasks.
Besides, teachers should avoid direct intervention into the learning process; rather,
they should assist learners by applying instructional scaffolding. This strategy
“enables a child or a novice to solve a problem, carry out a task or achieve a goal
which would be beyond his unassisted efforts” (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976, p.90)
and what makes it effective is that it helps improve student competency feelings and
strengthens the motivation to proceed. Therefore, it is recommended for teachers to
break tasks into meaningful and manageable chunks and provide help only when
students are unable to complete the task on their own. Teachers can initiate the
solution and increase their engagement by asking reflective questions or providing
hints and tips but it is the learners who are supposed to complete the task. Moreover,
as stated by Bransford et al. (2006), learners should be provided with immediate and
constructive feedback about their performance and encouraged to try and make
revisions. When they are given unclear or unspecified feedback, they feel
incompetent and as a result, their self-perceptions are negatively affected (Raftery,
Grolnick, & Flamm, 2012). To avoid such consequences and contribute to the
structure of the classroom, teachers are advised to give clear, relevant, consistent,
encouraging, and constructive feedback (Gettinger & Walter, 2012; Hicks, 2008) and
remind learners that mistakes and failures are essential for future steps. Finally, so as
to increase engagement, students should be provided with rich and skill-building
information that reflects the real life conditions. Providing students with a rich
content and informing them about the conditions in which this new information is
applicable makes learning more meaningful and students become more adept at
making connections and transferring knowledge to other situations, which in turn

facilitates their engagement and learning.
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In addition to the provision of structure, attention should also be paid to the other
teacher need-supportive behaviour, pedagogical caring. As stated by various
researchers (e.g. Hicks, 2008; Reeve, 2008; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012), teacher warmth
promotes student engagement since it helps satisfy the need for relatedness. Based on
the observations of these researchers and the findings of the current study, it is
recommended for teachers to build a healthy and trustworthy relationship with
students to ensure engagement and learning. They should cooperate with students,
rely on their abilities, respect their feelings and ideas and avoid judgment (Costa &
Garmston, 1994). It is also advised to create environments where students trust their
teachers and feel free to express themselves (Flaherty, 1999). By using paralanguage
or paraphrasing what the individual is asking/saying, teachers may help learners feel
that they are important and listened (Costa & Garmston, 1994). Having detailed
information about the students, showing care, expressing affection and appreciation,
supporting them emotionally and taking time for their concerns also help the

facilitation of belongingness feelings and engagement (Reeve, 2008).

The student responses also indicated that school practices/activities were essential for
their engagement and learning and considering these findings, some suggestions
could be made. To begin with, in order to facilitate student engagement, it is
recommended to place posters, or newspaper/magazine clippings on the walls. In
addition to their possible benefits to the language learning process, these authentic
materials may arouse interest among students and help develop curiosity in the target
culture and language, which may make them feel more engaged. Moreover,
providing guidance about helpful language learning resources on the school website
may also contribute to student engagement. This strategy may not only increase
student motivation but prevent learners from using irrelevant resources and wasting
time as well. Additionally, it is also recommended to have a language laboratory at
schools. These places play a significant role in language education, but they are also
beneficial for self-pacing, autonomy and anxiety control. Besides, building self-
access centers is also essential for student engagement. If properly designed, these

places may help learners act more autonomously, feel more motivated and engaged.
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Moreover, organising extra-curricular activities within the language school is also
recommended for student engagement. Having an English movie club or an English
speaking club could be beneficial for both language learning and social interactions.
Finally, seminars organized by faculty members or sector representatives on topics
such as “Why is English necessary for your career?” or “The role of English in my
success” may contribute to students’ task value perceptions. Since the medium of
instruction is Turkish at TOBB ETU, such organisations might motivate those who

are unable to find learning English relevant to their future career.

Apart from all these findings, the study revealed that there was a significant
relationship between the number of TOEFL ITP exam taken and students’ listening
comprehension, structure and written expression scores. This provides evidence to
the impact of test practice on student performance and this testing effect could be
turned into an advantage by integrating similar tests into the curriculum as a learning
tool. Making students more familiar with the test structure might help decrease
student test anxiety and facilitate student self-efficacy as well as motivation.
Moreover, it was also discovered that student status (new vs repeat) was significantly
related to all scores in the TOEFL ITP test, signalling an urgent need for curricular
improvements for repeat group students. More attention should be paid to the
academic and psychological needs of these learners. A detailed needs analysis might
provide guidance about their self-perceptions since repeating a year might have
resulted in the development of negative personal and academic emotions. If required,
intervention programs should be organized to increase their persistence, motivation,
and engagement. Moreover, it should be investigated whether placing these students
with the newcomers in the same context is beneficial or not. Being with new students
might negatively affect their self-efficacy beliefs and if so, this placement system
should be reconsidered. Most importantly, organizing teacher training sessions or
workshops on how to approach these students is essential for healthy teacher-student
interactions. Teachers should be equipped with skills that are required to cope with

the negative consequences of class repetitions. These students should be made sure
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that they are still the part of the community and will always be equally treated

regardless of their negative academic experiences.

This research has significant implications not only for language teachers and schools,
but also (language) teacher education programs, school administrators, and
(language) curriculum designers. In order to achieve consistent and long-term
effectiveness, the initial step to be taken could be to integrate student engagement
into courses such as educational psychology or classroom management in (language)
teacher education programs. It may help raise the awareness of the teacher
candidates about the significance of engagement on learning and student

performance.

These pre-service attempts to equip teachers with adequate knowledge about student
engagement should be complemented with in-service teacher training programs at
language schools. If these programs are designed by considering the needs of the
students studying in that particular school, the teacher profile, and the existing
contextual features, they might bring more benefits to these educational
environments. In addition to the training programs for teachers, the language school
administrators are advised to establish a student engagement office whose aim will
be to improve students’ self-perceptions, provide academic guidance, organise
motivating events with an emphasis on the importance of English language learning,
and increase student-student or teacher-student interactions through various social
activities. Besides, having an office for psychological support is also essential,
especially for repeat group students. In order to eliminate their concerns and
hesitations, some intervention programs could be organised. New students may also

benefit from these offices by attending orientation programs.

When it comes to the responsibilities of (language) curriculum designers, at the
beginning of each academic year and on a regular basis throughout the year, they are

recommended to conduct a needs analysis to understand students’ self-perceptions,
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anxiety, and motivation degree and if required, the components of the program
should be reconsidered so as to improve students’ both in-class and out-of-class
learning experiences. Moreover, both language curriculum designers and curriculum
designers in general should regularly organize meetings with teachers as well as
administrators and inform them about students’ needs, lacks, and wants. Most
importantly, the success of such a curriculum requires teamwork and collaboration,
so it is recommended for (language) curriculum designers to work closely with
administrators, subject area experts, educational psychologists, and student

representatives in their design, evaluation, and revision process.

5.2.2 Implications for Further Research

It is recommended that further research be conducted in a number of areas. To begin
with, although the results of the current study are encouraging, validating the
findings by a larger sample might strengthen the generalizability of the results.
Comparisons between state vs public universities, faculties, or repeat vs new students

might be more likely with a larger sample size.

In this study, due to its comprehensive nature, the student engagement model of
Skinner and Pitzer (2012) was not fully addressed. Future work is required with a
focus on the other components of the model such as the facilitators of behavioural
engagement, the indicators of engagement or the role of peer interaction in the
development of student engagement. In addition, the dynamic nature of student
engagement requires further investigation. As stated by Skinner and Pitzer (2012),
student engagement is continuously reshaped with the interaction between context
and self, so conducting a longitudinal study with the contribution of various

stakeholders may offer more detailed information about the nature of the construct.

Research into the contribution of student engagement into students’ productive skills

(writing and speaking) is also essential. The TOEFL ITP exam is designed to assess
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students’ listening comprehension, reading comprehension, and structure and written
expression performance and unfortunately, the facilitative value of self-perceptions
on students’ productive skills was left out of the scope of the current study due to
validity and reliability issues. If possible, more research should be conducted in

contexts where these skills are objectively evaluated.

Considering the non-significant relationships between the target psychological needs
(belongingness, autonomy, and self-efficacy), it is recommended to enhance the
comprehensiveness of the research by adding more variables such as language
anxiety, student task value, goal-oriented orientations, persistence tendencies, or
some presage variables such as prior language knowledge or abroad experience. New
results may point at any of these variables in a mediator role. Besides, studying the
sense of belongingness towards class, language school, and university separately is
suggested since there could be differences in student perceptions. Moreover, the non-
significant link between autonomy and student performance has given rise to many
questions about the impact of autonomy on achievement. Future studies should
question whether autonomy has a facilitative role on the language learning process
rather than the outcome. In addition, self-efficacy might be investigated for each skill
to understand its direct impact. This feeling is believed to be domain-specific, so it is
also likely that student self-efficacy tends to change from one skill to the other,

which could only be understood by conducting more research.

To gain more insight about the complex nature of student engagement, the
quantitative findings could be enriched by adding a qualitative dimension into the
research. Interviews with both students and teachers or classroom observations might
yield more detailed results. Besides, since this study aimed to examine the predictive
nature of the variables, whether there exist any causal relationships with the outcome
variables still requires further investigation. Moreover, the time of the administration
of the scales and the TOEFL ITP test differed. It is likely that collecting data
concurrently with the TOEFL ITP test may yield different results. In addition, if

possible, some intervention programs could be designed and the impact of these
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programs on student engagement as well as achievement might be examined. Finally,
as part of this study, student expectations about teacher and school practices were
gathered. However, students were not asked to express opinions related to their
teachers or existing school practices. To fill this gap, a qualitative dimension could
be added to the study and such an investigation might help provide more information
about the teacher behaviours at TOBB ETU prep school and existing school

activities/practices.
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APPENDICES

A. DEMOGRAPHIC FORM

Demografik Bilgiler
1. Cinsiyetiniz: ( YKz () Erkek
2. Yasmiz:

3. Mezun oldugunuz lise: ) Devlet () Ozel

~~~

) Genel Lise

) Temel Lise

) Anadolu Lisesi

) Fen Lisesi

) Askeri Lise

) Sosyal Bilimler Lisesi
) Imam Hatip Lisesi

) Cok Programli Lise

) Ticaret Meslek Lisesi
) Teknik Lise

) Endiistri Meslek Lisesi
) Diger:

4. Mezun oldugunuz lise tiirii:

o Y Y N N e N e e e e N

5. Kayith oldugunuz fakiilte:

6. Hazirliktaki kurunuz: ) BR
)C
) CR

)D

—~ N A~
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B. SENSE OF UNIVERSITY BELONGING SCALE

Olgegin bu boliimiinde ingilizce hazirhk okuluna dair sahip oldugunuz duygular

iizerinde durulmaktadir. Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu
ifadelere ne derece katildiginizi “kesinlikle katilmiyorum”, “katilmiyorum”, “ne
katihlyorum ne katilmiyorum”, “katillyorum”, “kesinlikle katiliyorum” seklinde

sadece bir secenegi isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

HAZIRLIK OKULUNDA KENDINIZI NASIL
HISSEDIYORSUNUZ?

1. Bu hazirlik okulunun 6grencisi olmaktan gurur
duyuyorum.

2. Kendimi ger¢ekten bu hazirlik okulunun bir
parcasi gibi hissediyorum.

3. Bazen kendimi bu hazirlik okuluna ait degilmis
gibi hissederim.

4. Hazirlik okulunda bir problemim oldugunda

konusabilecegim en az bir hoca var.

5. Hazirlik okulundaki hocalarim benim bir isi 1yi
yapabilecegimi diisiiniir.

6. Hazirlik okulundaki hocalarim bir seyde iyi
oldugum zaman bunu fark ederler.

7. Hazirlik okulundaki hocalarimin ¢ogu benimle
ilgilenir.
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C. ENGLISH SELF-EFFICACY SCALE

Olgegin bu boliimiinde ingilizce yeterliginize dair ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Liitfen
asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadelere ne derece katildiginizi
“Kesinlikle yapamam (1)”dan “Kesinlikle yapabilirim (7)”e uzanan yedili

degerlendirme 6lgeginde sadece bir segenegi isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle yapamam
Yapamam

c | E|l E
s | E| £
'_6 =
S | =28
o o o
> © ]
>
i Z| >
T | =< &
o | 8| =
(a8)

INGILIZCE BILGINIZIi NASIL DEGERLENDIRIRSINI

1. Kendi basiniza Ingilizce okuma 6devini
bitirebilir misiniz?

2. Ingilizce TV programlarini anlayabilir
miginiz?

3. Ingilizce konusan iilkelerde yayinlanan radyo
programlarini anlayabilir misiniz?

4. Tiirkiye’de yapilan Ingilizce televizyon
programlarini anlayabilir misiniz?

5. Sinif arkadasiniza Ingilizce mesaj birakabilir
misiniz?

6. Ingilizce makale okudugunuzda, bilmediginiz
kelimelerin anlamini tahmin edebilir misiniz?

7. Yeni 6grendiginiz kelimeleri kullanarak ctimle
yazabilir misiniz?

8. Ogretmeniniz okul yasamuiyla ilgili Ingilizce
kaydedilmis bir konugma kaydi verirse
anlayabilir misiniz?

9. Internetten Ingilizce haber okudugunuzda
anlayabilir misiniz?

10. Ogretmenlerinize Ingilizce soru sorabilir
misiniz?

11. Ingilizce 6gretmeninizi Ingilizce tanitabilir
misiniz?

12. Ingilizce kisa romanlari okuyabilir misiniz?
13. Ingilizce filmleri Tiirkge altyazisiz anlayabilir
misiniz?
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14. Ogretmenlerinizin sorularini Ingilizce
cevaplayabilir misiniz?
15. Ingilizce sarkilar1 anlayabilir misiniz?

16. Ingilizce gazeteleri okuyabilir misiniz?

17. Ingilizceden Ingilizceye olan bir sézliik
kullanarak bilmediginiz bir kelimenin anlamin1
18. Tiirk kiiltiirii hakkinda yazilmis Ingilizce
makaleleri anlayabilir misiniz?

19. Kendinizi Ingilizce tanitabilir misiniz?

20. Ingilizce 6gretmeniniz hakkinda Ingilizce bir
kompozisyon yazabilir misiniz?

21. Ingilizce kitabinizdaki yeni konulart
okudugunuzda anlayabilir misiniz?
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D. LANGUAGE LEARNER AUTONOMY SCALE

Olgegin bu boliimiinde kendinizi_dzerklik acisindan degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir.

Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadelere ne derece katildiginizi

2 ¢

“kesinlikle katilmiyorum”, “katilmiyorum”, “ne katilryorum ne katilmiyorum”,
“katillyorum”, “kesinlikle katilhyorum” seklinde sadece bir se¢enegi isaretleyerek

belirtiniz.

KENDINIZI 0ZERKLI'I( ACISINDAN NASIL
DEGERLENDIRIRSINIZ?

1. Odevlerim disinda Ingilizce caligirim.
2. Ingilizce dersleri 6ncesi hazirlik yaparim.

3. Sadece 6gretmenin not verecegi 6devleri
tamamlarim.

4. Ders sonrast i¢in izledigim diizenli bir ¢alisma
programim vardir.

5. Ingilizcemi gelistirmek igin kendime 6grenme
hedefleri koyarim.

6. Sadece simav dénemlerinde Ingilizce caligirim.

7. Ogretmenin not vermeyecegini bilsem de
odevlerimi yaparim.

8. Odevlerim disinda dilbilgisi caligirim.

9. Zorunlu olmadig1 halde kendi kendime Ingilizce
alistirmalar ¢zerim.

10. Farkli 6grenme yontemleri i¢in 6gretmenlerime
danisirim.

11. Yeni 6grendigim Ingilizce kelimeleri not ederim.

12. Ogrendiklerimi diizenli olarak tekrar ederim.

13. Sinavlardan sonra yapamadigim sorularin
yanitlarini arastiririm.

14. “Nasil galigirsam Ingilizceyi daha iyi
O0grenirim?”’ sorusunu yanitlamaya c¢aligirim.
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16. Sinavlardan 1yi not alsam bile yapamadigim O @ B @ 6
sorularin yanitlarini arastiririm.

18. Ingilizce filmler izlerim. O @ 6 @ &

O ® 6 o 6

20. Ingilizce yayin yapan TV kanallarini izlerim.

O @ 6 ® 6

22. Ingilizce yayin yapan radyo kanallarimi dinlerim.
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E. SAMPLE ITEMS FROM THE LANGUAGE LEARNING STRATEGY USE
SCALE

Olgegin bu boliimiinde Ingilizce 63renirken kullandigimz cahisma stratejileriniz
sorgulanmaktadir. Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadelere ne
derece katildiginizi “kesinlikle katilmiyorum”, “katilmiyorum”, “ne katiliyorum
ne katilmiyorum”, “katiliyorum”, “kesinlikle katiliyorum” seklinde sadece bir
secenegi isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

g E
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INGILIZCE OGRENIRKEN . .
KULLANDIGINIZ CALISMA STRATEJILERI
NELERDIR?

1. Kendime Ingilizce dersi i¢in ¢alisma planlari
hazirlarim.
4. Ingilizce dersinde diizenli bir sekilde not tutarim.

9. Ingilizce ¢alisirken dogru konulara
odaklandigimdan emin olurum.

10. Ingilizce ¢alisirken dogru ¢alisma ydntemlerini
kullandigimdan emin olurum.

G CHONG)
OI® O ®
O OO
® & ®
&) OGN C)

199



F. SAMPLE ITEMS FROM THE TEACHING PRACTICES
QUESTIONNAIRE

Olgegin bu boliimiinde Ingilizce 63renim siirecinizde okula katihmimz artiracak
O0gretmen uygulamalary/davramslar {izerinde durulmaktadir. Liitfen asagidaki
ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadelere ne derece katildigimizi “kesinlikle

(13

katilmiyorum”, “katilmiyorum”, ne katihyorum ne katilmiyorum”,
“katihlyorum”, “Kkesinlikle katillyorum” seklinde sadece bir segenegi isaretleyerek

belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum
Ne katilryorum
ne katilmiyorum
Katihhyorum
Kesinlikle
katiliyorum

iz_VGI'LI'ZCE OGRENIM SURECINIZDE
SIZCE OGRETMEN NE YAPMALIDIR?

2. Bizimle dersin hedeflerini paylasmali

7. Ingilizce 6grenim siirecimize iliskin yapici geri
bildirimler vermeli
28. Bizi soru sormaya tesvik etmeli

® 0 e 0
& O ©
© © @ ©
CHORONRC)
@ @ @ ©

30. ingilizce 6grenirken yaptigimiz hatalari
diizeltirken cesaretlendirici bir dil kullanmali
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G. SAMPLE ITEMS FROM THE SCHOOL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE

Olgegin bu boliimiinde ingilizce 6§renme ortam iizerinde durulmaktadir. Liitfen
asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadelere ne derece katildiginizi
“kesinlikle katilmiyorum”, “katilmiyorum”, “ne katilryorum ne katilmiyorum”,
“katilyorum”, “kesinlikle katihyorum” seklinde sadece bir secenegi isaretleyerek

belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum

Ne katihlyorum
ne katilmiyorum
Katihyorum

Kesinlikle

katiliyorum

INGILIiZCE HAZIRLIK OKULUNDA OGRENME
ORTAMI NASIL DUZENLENMELIDIR?

® 6 ® 6
@6 ® 6
®@ 6 ® 6

@6 ® 6

1. Biitiin duyurular ve yazilar (6grenci isleri, kantin,
servis vb. ) Ingilizce olarak yapilmali

8. Ogrencilerin faydalanabilecegi bir dil kiitiiphanesi
olmal

11. Hazirlik okuluna ait bir ingilizce sinema kuliibii
olmal

18. Fakiilte hocalari tarafindan, “Kariyeriniz i¢in
Ingilizce neden gereklidir?”” konulu bir seminer
diizenlenmeli

® 0 60 6
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I. INFORMED CONSENT FORM

ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Bu arastirma, ODTU Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii doktora &grencisi Sermin
VARDAL OCAKLI tarafindan yiiriitilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar

hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?
Bu ¢alisma, 6grencilerin akademik basarilari ile onlarin okula katilimlari (biligsel

ve duyussal) arasinda anlaml bir iliski olup olmadigini tespit etmeyi amaglamaktadir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?
Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden 6l¢ekte yer alan bir dizi soruyu
derecelendirme o6lgegi ilizerinde yanitlamaniz beklenecektir. Bu calismaya katilim

ortalama olarak 15 dakika siirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katilimimiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Olgekte, sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla
gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan
elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yaymnlarda
kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler goniillii katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik

bilgileri ile eslestirilmeyecektir.

Katillminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Olgek, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi bagka bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz
hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda
Olcegi uygulayan kisiye iletip, calismayr tamamlamadigimizi sdylemeniz yeterli

olacaktir.
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Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:
Bu ¢alismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederim. Calisma hakkinda daha
fazla bilgi almak i¢in Sermin VARDAL OCAKLI (E-posta: serminvo@gmail.com)

ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu caliymaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katilyyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza

204


mailto:serminvo@gmail.com

J. CURRICULUM VITAE

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Name, Last Name: Sermin VARDAL OCAKLI
Nationality: Turkish

Date of Birth: 29/11/1982

Place of Birth: Adana, TURKEY

Marital Status: Married

Current Place of Residence: Ankara

Cell Phone Number: + 90 505 4685171

e-mail: serminvo@gmail.com

EDUCATION

2005 — 2008 Ankara University ~ Foreign Language Teaching (MA)
2000 — 2004 Ankara University  English Language and Literature
2001 — 2003 Anadolu University  Public Relations

1993 — 2000 Mersin Yusuf Kalkavan Anatolian High School

OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE

2008 — currently Ankara University Instructor
2005-2008 TOBB University Instructor
2004-2005 Fatih Primary School Teacher

205


mailto:serminvo@gmail.com

K. TURKISH SUMMARY/ TURKCE OZET

YABANCI DIiL EGITIMINDE OGRENCI KATILIMI:
BIiR YUKSEKOGRETIM KURUMUNDA
KOLAYLASTIRICI KiSISEL VE SOSYAL ETMENLER UZERINE
COKLU YONTEM ARASTIRMASI

Giris

Ogrenci katilimi son yillarda aragtirmacilar tarafindan oldukga ilgi gdrmiis bir
kavramdir. Tanim1 ve alt boyutlar1 konusunda heniiz genel bir ortak goriise
vartlamamis olsa da ¢cogunlukla 6grencilerin okulla ilgili etkinliklere katilimi
seklinde yorumlanmakta (Appleton, Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006) ve
davranigsal, duyussal ve biligsel katilim olarak ii¢ alt bilesenden olustugu
diisiiniilmektedir (Archambault, Janosz, Fallu, & Pagani, 2009; Fredericks,
Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Sharkey, Sukkyung, & Schnoebelen, 2008; Zaff ve
digerleri, 2011). Davranigsal katilim 6grencilerin derse ve sosyal gruplara olan etkin
katilimi (Archambault ve digerleri, 2009; Powell, Burchinal, File, & Kontos, 2008),
duyussal boyut bireylerin 6gretmenlerine, akranlarina, 6grenme siirecine ve okula
kars1 gelistirdikleri olumlu duygular (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold & Blumenfeld, 1993;
Watt, 2004) ve bilissel boyut ise 6grencilerin 6grenme etkinliklerine yaptiklar
zihinsel yatirim seklinde tanimlanmaktadir (Greene, 2015; Sedaghat, Adedin, Hejazi,
& Hassanabadi, 2011).

1980lerden bugiine 6grenci katiliminin 6grenme iizerindeki etkisini konu alan birgok
calisma yayimlanmis (6rn., Appleton ve digerleri, 2006; Connell & Wellborn, 1991,
Finn, 1989; National Research Council & Institute of Medicine, 2004; Skinner &
Pitzer, 2012) ve 6grenci katilimi ile okul basaris1 arasindaki iliskiye yonelik ¢esitli
kuramsal modeller gelistirilmistir (Fredricks ve digerleri, 2011). Alt boyutlar

konusunda farkli yaklagimlar ortaya atilmis olsa da ¢ogu model 6grenci katilimini ti¢
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bilesenli bir kavram (davranigsal, duyussal, biligsel) olarak ele almis (6rn.,Fredericks
ve digerleri, 2004; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Svalberg, 2009) ve modeli 6grenci
katiliminin basari ile baglantili oldugu varsayimi tizerine kurgulamistir (6rn.,
Appleton ve digerleri, 2006; Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Finn, 1989; Martin, 2007;
Skinner ve digerleri, 2008; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Wang & Degol, 2014).

Ogrenci katili ile ilgili farkl alanlarda yiiriitiilmiis olan akademik ¢alismalar
uygulamali dilbilimdeki arastirmalarin hizlanmasina yardimci olmustur. Dornyei
(2019), Ellis (2010), Norton (2008), Philp ve Duchesne (2016) ve Svalberg (2009)
gibi arastirmacilar dil 6grencilerinin okula katilimlarina odaklanmis ve dil 6grenimi
alanyazininin zenginlesmesine yardimci olmustur. Ancak ne yazik ki ¢aligmalarin
cogu Ogrenci katilimini ikinci dil edinimi baglig altinda ele almis ve dolayisiyla,
Tiirkiye’nin de aralarinda bulundugu (Tarhan, 2015) birgok tilkede bu kavramin
yabanci dil egitimindeki roliine iliskin alanyazin yeterince zenginlestirilememistir
(Block, 2009; Taylor, Busse, Gagova, Marsden, & Roosken, 2013). Dahasi,
yiiriitiilmiis olan ¢alismalar ¢ogunlukla tek bir boyutu (Philp & Duchesne, 2016) ya
da sadece 6grenci katiliminin gostergelerini konu almistir (Han & Hyland, 2015; Qiu
& Yi Lo, 2017; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). Katilim gostergelerine iligkin elde
edilmis olan arastirma bulgularinin yabanci dil 6gretimindeki kolaylastiric1 etmenleri
tespit etmemize ne derece yardime1 oldugu bir soru isaretidir. Ogrenci katilimimin
kolaylastirict etmenlerine, gostergelerine ve ¢iktilarina yiiklenen anlam ¢alismadan
calismaya farklilik gostermekte ve bu belirsizlik arastirma bulgularinin dogru bir

sekilde yorumlanmasini zorlagtirmaktadir.

Tiim bu sebeplerden yola ¢ikarak, gerek kuramsal gerekse uygulama noktasinda
alanyazina katkida bulunabilmek adina yabanci dil 6gretiminde 6grenci katilimi
konulu bir ¢aligma yiiriitiilmesine karar verilmistir. Daha 6nceden de bahsedildigi
lizere, ilgili alanyazinda farkli 6grenci katilim modelleri bulunmaktadir ancak bu
calismada dil 6gretimi dahil olmak {izere (6rn., Philp & Duchesne, 2016; Zhang &
Hyland, 2018) bir¢ok alanda yaygin bir sekilde kabul gormiis olan Skinner ve Pitzer

(2012) dgrenci katilim modeli kullanilmistir. Arastirma, tiniversite dil hazirlik
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okulunda egitim goren 6grencilerin dil basarilarina katki saglamasi muhtemel
kolaylastirict kisisel ve sosyal etmenler ile sinirlandirilmistir. Kisisel etmenler basligi
altinda, 6grencilerin aidiyet duygular, 6z yeterlik duygulari ve dil 6grenim 6zerkligi
ve dil 6grenimi strateji kullanimi ele alinmis ve bu etmenlerin onlarin dil yeterlik
smavinda gosterdikleri basariy1 ne derece yordadigi incelenmistir. Alanyazina paralel
olarak, calisma boyunca aidiyet duygusu duyussal katilimin kolaylastirici etmeni, 6z
yeterlik, dil 6grenim 6zerkligi ve dil 6grenimi strateji kullanimi ise biligsel katilimin
kolaylastirict etmeni olarak kabul edilmistir. Dil yeterlik gostergesi olarak da
ogrencilerin TOEFL ITP puanlar kaydedilmistir. Sosyal etmenler baslig1 altinda ise
ogrencilerden onlarin okula katilimlarini artirmast muhtemel 6gretmen ve okul

uygulamalarina yonelik goriis bildirmeleri istenmistir.

Bu calismada kolaylastirict etmenlere odaklanilmis olmasinin en temel sebebi
yabanci dil 6grenim ortamlarinda goriilmesi muhtemel olumsuz egitim
deneyimlerinin 6niine gegebilmektir. Skinner ve Pitzer (2012)’in de belirttigi gibi,
ogrenci katilimina gerekli 6nemi vermeyen egitim kurumlarinda okulu birakan,
dersten ¢ekilen ya da 6grenmeye kars1 direng gosteren 6grenci sayisinda artig
goriilme ihtimali ¢ok daha ytiksektir. Ayn1 durum dil 6grenimi géren 6grenciler i¢in
de gecerlidir ve bu tarz sonuclarin olusmamasi i¢in 6grenci katilimi kavrami yabanci
dil 6gretiminin temel basliklar1 arasinda yer almalidir. Kolaylastirici kisisel ve sosyal
etmenler konusunda bilgilenildikg¢e olasi olumsuz durumlara kars1 6nlem
alinabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu ¢alismada 6grenci katilimi konusunda
kolaylastirict etmenlere odaklanilmis olunmasinin bir diger sebebi ise yabanci dil
Ogrenimi goren dgrencilere basarili bir benlik doniisiimii icin gerekli olan saglikli
ortami sunabilmektir. Bir dili kullanmak bilgi degisiminden Gte bir kavramdir. Yeni
bir dil 6grenmek demek yeni bir sosyal ortamda yeni bir kimlik edinimi anlamina
gelmektedir. Dolayisiyla yabanci dil 6grenimi ortamlarini kolaylastirict kisisel ve
sosyal etmenlerin bilincinde olarak diizenlemek saglikli bir benlik doniisiimii i¢in

oldukc¢a 6nemlidir.
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Kolaylastirici etmenler lizerine odaklanmis ve Skinner ve Pitzer (2012)’in kuramsal
ongoriilerinden ilham alinarak diizenlenmis olan bu ¢alismaya iki temel aragtirma

sorusu yon vermistir:

1. Ogrencilerin iiniversiteye kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP smav
say1s1 ve 0grenci durumlari (yeni ve tekrar 6grencileri) kontrol edildiginde,
ogrenci katilimini kolaylastirici kisisel etmenler (aidiyet duygusu, 6z yeterlik,
dil 6grenim 6zerkligi, dil 6grenimi strateji kullanimi) onlarin TOEFL ITP
smavinda gosterdikleri basariyr (Dinleme-Anlama Boliimii, Yapi ve Yazili

Anlatim Boliimii, Okuma-Anlama Boliimii) ne derece yordamaktadir?

2. Okula katilim1 artirmast muhtemel sosyal etmenlere (6gretmen ve okul

uygulamalari) iliskin 6grenci goriisleri nelerdir?

Calismanin Onemi

Her disiplin kendine has 6zelliklere sahiptir. Bu sebeple 6grenmeye iliskin unsurlar
disiplinden disipline farklilik gostermektedir (Greene, 2015). Bu ¢alisma &grenci
katilim1 konusunu genel olarak degil yabanci dil 6gretimi kapsaminda ele almis ve

ilgili alanyazina 6nemli bir katkida bulunmustur.

Arastirmay1 6nemli kilan bir diger unsur ise 6grenci katilimini kolaylastirict
etmenlerin genel kullanim icin gelistirilmis 6lgekler yerine dil alanina yonelik olan
Olcekler ile incelenmis olmasidir. Bu konuya odaklanmis ¢aligmalarin ¢ogunda
ogrenci katilimini hangi disiplin olduguna bakmaksizin genel bir bakis acist ile
degerlendirme egilimi oldugu gézlemlenmistir. Bu arastirmada ise 6grenci katilimi

tek bir alanda ve o alana has veri toplama araclari ile ele alinmistir.

Caligma bulgularinin, (yabanci dil egitimi veren) 6gretmenleri, (yabanci dil) program

gelistirme uzmanlarini ve (yabanci dil) 6gretmen yetistirme programlarini 6grenci
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katilimin1 kolaylastirict etmenler konusunda bilgilendirmesi agisindan 6nem arz
ettigi diisiiniilmektedir. Oncelikle, arastirma, dgretmenlerin 6grenci katilimini
artirmadaki roliine iligkin bulgular sunmaktadir. Medley (1979)’in de belirttigi iizere
etkili 6gretmenler bir¢ok yetkinlige sahip kisilerdir ve 6grenci katilimina olanak
saglayan egitim ortamlar1 diizenleyebilmek bu yetkinliklerden bir tanesidir (Skinner
ve Pitzer, 2012). Bu arastirmanin (yabanci dil egitimi veren) 6gretmenlerin 6grenci
katilimina iliskin farkindaliklarini artirmada 6nemli bir rol oynayacagi
diisiiniilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin yani sira, bu galigma program gelistirme
uzmanlarina, 6zellikle yabanci dil programi lizerine ¢alisma yiiriiten kisilere, 6nemli
bakis agilar1 sunmasi agisindan dnemdir. Ogrenci katilimi miifredat gelistirme
stirecinde de dikkate alinmasi1 gereken bir konudur. Skinner ve Pitzer (2012)’in de
sOyledigi gibi “6grenci katilim1 miifredat ve 6grenme arasindaki etken fiildir” (s. 23).
Ogrenci katilimin ana basliklar arasinda tutan bir program daha iyi bir performans
ve daha uzun soluklu bir 6grenmenin olusmasina olanak saglar. En énemlisi, 6grenci
katilimi, 68retmen yetistirme programlarinda hassasiyet kazanmasi gereken bir
konudur. Bu programlar hem rol model olmali hem de 6gretmen adaylarina bu
yetkinlikleri aktarabilmelidir. Caligmanin bulgularinin bu aktarim siirecine 151k

tutacag diisiiniilmektedir.

Bu aragtirmay1 dnemli kilan son unsur ise ¢alismanin iiniversite dil hazirlik
okullarina yonelik oneriler sunmasidir. Cleary, Walter ve Jackson (2011)’1n da
belirttigi lizere liseden tiniversiteye gecis beraberinde yepyeni akademik ve sosyal
zorluklar1 da getirmektedir. Tiirkiye’de liniversite dil hazirlik okullarinda sunulan
yabanci dil egitimi bu ge¢is donemine denk gelmektedir. Bu bakimdan, bu egitim
ortamlariin 6grencilere olumlu 6z benlik ve saglikli bir kimlik olusturabilecek
olanaklar sunmas1 6nemlidir ve bu ¢alismanin bu konuda yon gosterici olacagi

diistiniilmektedir.

Ozetle, bu calisma 6grenci katihimini kolaylastirict etmenleri yabanci dil 6gretimi
alaninda inceleyen nadir arastirmalardan biridir. Dolayisiyla ¢aligma halihazirdaki

alanyazina hem kuramsal hem de uygulama noktasinda 6nemli katkilarda
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bulunmaktadir.

Yontem

Arastirma Deseni

Bu nicel ¢aligmada, nicel-nitel ayrimi1 yapmaksizin iki ve daha fazla arastirma
yontemini kullanmaya olanak saglayan ¢oklu eszamanli arastirma yontemi
kullanilmistir (Hunter & Brewer, 2015). Veriler eszamanli olarak toplanmis ancak
farkl analiz siirecine tabii tutulmustur. Yabanci dil egitiminde d6grenci katilimini
kolaylastirict kisisel etmenler ile ilgili boliimde iliskisel metot, sosyal etmenler

boliimiinde ise betimsel tarama metodu kullanilmugtir.

Evren ve Orneklem

Calismanin ulasilabilir evrenini TOBB Universitesi Ingilizce Hazirlik Béliimiinde
okuyan 0grenciler olusturmustur. Bazi sinirliliklardan 6tiirii, katilimer se¢imi kolay
ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilarak yapilmistir. Bu sinirliliklarin ilki, ¢alisma
i¢in gegerli ve giivenilir bir Ingilizce yeterlik sinavina ihtiyag duyulmus olmasidir.
Tiirkiye’deki hazirlik okullarinda kullanilan sinavlar incelenmis ancak bu smavlarin
giivenirlik-gecerlik raporu olusturmadiklar: tespit edilmistir. Ancak TOBB ETU
Hazirlik Okulu tiim diinyada kabul géren TOEFL ITP sinavini kullanmaktadir. Bu
sebeple, ¢alisma farkli tiniversiteler ile yiiriitiilememis, TOBB ETU Hazirlik Okulu
ile sinirlandirilmistir. Bir diger sebep ise veri toplama siirecinin saglikli ve giivenilir
bir sekilde yliriitiilmek istenmesidir. Arastirmacinin ¢alismanin yiiriitiildiigii hazirlik
okuluna agina olusu ve yoneticileriyle iletisim halinde olmasi bir avantaj olarak
kabul edilmis ve arastirmanin giivenilirligi i¢in calismanin TOBB ETU Hazirlik

Okulunda yiiriitiilmesine karar verilmistir.
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Bu okulda egitim goren 6grenciler arasindan segilen 165 katilimc1 6rneklem grubu
olarak belirlenmistir. Grubun % 57’sini kiz ve % 43’{inii erkek 6grenciler
olusturmustur. Katilimeilarin yaslar1 18 ile 25 arasinda degiskenlik géstermis ve
% 57,6’sin1in 6zel okul mezunu oldugu tespit edilmistir. Kayitli olduklar1 boliimler
s6z konusu oldugunda ise, katilimeilarin ¢cogunlugunun Miihendislik Fakiiltesi

(% 34,5), Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi (% 24,8) ve Mimarlik ve Tasarim

Fakiiltesi (% 15,8) o6grencileri olduklar1 gézlemlenmistir.

TOBB ETU hazirlik okulunda 6grenim goren 6grencilerin boliime gecebilmeleri igin
yeterlik sinavindan 500 ve iizeri puan almalar1 gerekmektedir. Bu puan barajinin
altinda kalan 6grenciler AF, A, B, C ve D kurlarina, kur tekrar1 yapan 6grenciler ise
AR, BR ya da CR seklinde adlandirilan siniflara yerlestirilmektedir. Bu ¢alismaya,
cogunlugu C seviyesi 6grencisi olmak tizere (% 69,7), BR, CR ve D grubu
ogrencileri de katilmistir. Kayit yillart incelendiginde ise 6grencilerin % 72,1’inin
yeni kayitli 6grenci oldugu (2017 yilinda kayit yaptiran 6grenciler), % 27,9’unun ise
tekrar 0grencisi oldugu (2016 yilinda kayit yaptiran 6grenciler) tespit edilmistir. Tim
bu bilgilerin yani sira, arastirma i¢in énemli bir degisken oldugu diisiiniildiiglinden
Ogrencilerin iiniversiteye kayit olduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayist
belirlenmis ve bu bilgiler 15181nda, % 46,1 inin {i¢ kez, % 41,2 sinin iki kez,

% 7,9’unun dort kez ve % 4,8’inin bes kez sinava girdigi tespit edilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclan

Calismada bir demografik bilgi formu ve alt1 farkli veri toplama araci kullanilmistir.
[lk arastirma sorusu igin gerekli olan veri dort dlgek ile toplanmustir: a) Universite
Aidiyet Olgegi, b) Ingilizce Oz yeterlik Olgegi, ¢) Dil Ogrenimi Ozerkligi Olgegi,
d) Dil Ogrenimi Strateji Kullanimi Olgegi. Ikinci arastirma sorusu icin gerekli olan
veri ise iki ayr1 anket ile toplanmustir: a) Ogretmen Uygulamalar1 Anketi, b) Okul
Uygulamalar1 Anketi. Strateji kullanimi ile ilgili 6l¢ek ve ikinci arastirma sorusuna

yonelik olan anketler gerekli literatiir taramasi yapilarak ve uzman goriisii alinarak
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bu calisma 6zelinde gelistirilmistir. Ogrencilerin Ingilizce yeterlik diizeyinin

gostergesi olarak da TOEFL ITP sinav sonuglar1 kaydedilmistir.

Tiim veri toplama araglarinin 420 6grenci ile pilot ¢alismasi yapilmis ve sonuglar
acimlayici faktor analizine tabii tutulmustur. Faktor analizi sonuglarina gore, aidiyet
Olceginin iki faktorden (algilanan pedagojik ilgi ve okul ile 6zdeslesme), 6z yeterlik
Olceginin iki faktorden (alimlayici becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik duygusu ve tiretici
becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik duygusu), 6zerklik 6l¢eginin li¢ faktdrden (dil 6grenimi
stirecinin sorumlulugunu almak, dili gercek yasamla iliskilendirmek ve okul dis1 dil
Ogrenimi etkinliklerine katilmak), strateji kullanimi 6lgeginin ii¢ faktorden (dil
O0grenme siirecini planlamak ve organize etmek, dil 6grenim siirecini denetlemek ve
yeni edinilen bilgiyi genisletmek), 6gretmen uygulamalari anketinin iki faktérden
(pedagojik ilgi ve diizen saglama) ve okul uygulamalar1 anketinin dort faktérden
(miifredat dis1 etkinlikler diizenleme — kuliipler, miifredat dis1 etkinlikler diizenleme
— seminerler, farkinda olmadan 6grenme firsatlar1 yaratma, dil 6grenme kaynagi

merkezleri olusturma) olustugu gézlemlenmistir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Veri toplama dncesinde biitiin araglar METU Etik Kuruluna sunulmustur ve alinan
onay ardindan TOBB ETU yonetimi ile iletisime gecilmistir. Yonetimin bilgisi
dahilinde program gelistirme birimi koordinatdrii tarafindan 6gretim gorevlilerine
bilgilendirme maili génderilmistir. Bu mailde veri toplama siirecinin iki farkli
oturumda gerceklesecegi, her oturumun yaklasik 20 dakika siirecegi ve ilk oturumda

olmayan 6grencilerin ikinci oturumda yer alamayacagi belirtilmistir.

Ogrencilerin verdigi yanitlar ile TOEFL ITP sonuglarinin eslestirilebilmesi igin her
Ogrenciye bir numara verilmis ve ayni sekilde dlgekler de numaralandirilmistir.
Ogretim gorevlileri bu numaralandirma sistemi hakkinda bilgilendirilmis ve 8grenci

ile anket numarasinin ayni olmasi gerektigi konusunda uyarilmigtir. Uygulama 2017-
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2018 akademik yil1 gliz doneminde gerceklestirilmis ve eszamanli olarak BR, C, CR
ve D seviyesindeki 6grenciler ile toplamda 13 smifta yiiriitiilmiistiir. Ogrencilere
bilgilendirilmis onay formu ve ardindan veri toplama araglar1 dagitilmistir.
Yanitlama siireci tamamlandiginda tiim dokiimanlar 6gretim gorevlileri tarafindan
program gelistirme ofisine iletilmistir. Elde edilen yanitlar arastirmaci tarafindan

derlenmis, TOEFL ITP sonuglari ile eslestirilmis ve analize hazir hale getirilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Daha 6nceden de belirtildigi lizere bu arastirmada iki farkli aragtirma metodu
kullanilmis ve bu durum iki farkli veri analizini zorunlu hale getirmistir. Calismanin
iligkisel metot gerektiren boliimiinde analiz yontemi olarak hiyerarsik regresyon
yontemi tercih edilmis ve alfa degeri .05 olarak alinmistir. Bu boliime ait veriler dort
Olcek ile toplanmis ve PASW 18 programina islenmistir. Analiz 6ncesi 6rneklem
sayisinin analiz i¢in yeterli olup olmadigi N>50 + 8k yontemi ile incelenmis (Green,
1991) ve katilimci sayisinin yeterli oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ardindan veriler gerekli
olan varsayimlar agisindan incelenip asil analize gecilmistir. Caligmanin betimsel
tarama metodu gerektiren boliimiine ait veriler ise betimsel veri ¢éziimleme yontemi

kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Bulgular

Arastirma Sorularina Iliskin Bulgular

Calismada bulgular boliimii arastirma sorularina paralel olarak iki ana baglik altinda
sunulmustur. Oncelikle katilim1 kolaylastiric1 kisisel etmenlerin (duyussal ve bilissel)
ogrencilerin TOEFL ITP sinavinda gosterdikleri basariy1 yordamasina iliskin
sonuclar yorumlanmis, ardindan katilimi1 kolaylastirict sosyal etmenlere iligkin

sonuglar tizerinde durulmustur.
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Duyussal Katilimi Kolaylastirici Kisisel Etmenler ile Ingilizce Dil Yeterligi
Arasindaki Tliski

Duyussal katilim1 kolaylastiran kisisel etmen olarak kabul edilen aidiyet duygusunun
ogrencilerin TOEFL ITP puanini (Dinleme-Anlama, Yap1 ve Yazilt Anlatim,
Okuma-Anlama) ne derece yordadigini anlayabilmek i¢in bir dizi hiyerarsik
regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Modele ilk olarak 6grencilerin liniversiteye
kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayis1 ve 6grenci durumlari (yeni
kayitli veya tekrar dgrencisi) girilmis ve kontrol edilmistir. ikinci asamada ise
modele 6grencilerin aidiyet duygularina ait degiskenler (algilanan pedagojik ilgi ve

okul ile 6zdeslesme) eklenmistir.

[lk hiyerarsik analiz TOEFL ITP smavinin Dinleme-Anlama béliimii i¢in
uygulanmistir. Modelin ilk basamaginda yer alan degiskenler (6grencilerin
tiniversiteye kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayisi ve 6grenci
durumu) istatistiksel olarak 6nemli bir sekilde 6grencilerin dinleme-anlama
puanlarin yordanustir ve toplam varyansin % 41’ini agiklamistir, R? = .41, AF =
56.52, p<.05. Degiskenler bireysel olarak ele alindiginda, 6grencilerin iiniversiteye
kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayisinin varyansin % 4’tinii ve
ogrenci durumu degiskeninin % 40’11 yordadig tespit edilmistir. Ancak ikinci
modelde yer alan aidiyet duygusuna iliskin degiskenlerin 6grencilerin dinleme-

anlama puanlarina katkida bulunmadigi ortaya ¢ikmuigtir.

Ikinci hiyerasik analiz TOEFL ITP sinavinmn Yapi ve Yazilt Anlatim boliimii icin
uygulanmustir. Her iki model de 6grencilerin bu béliime iliskin puanlarina katkida
bulunmustur. Ilk modelde yer alan degiskenler (6grencilerin iiniversiteye
kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayist ve 6grenci durumu) toplam
varyansin % 6’smi1 aciklamistir, R? = .06, A4F = 5.41, p<.05. Ogrencilerin
tiniversiteye kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayisinin varyansin %

5’ini ve 6grenci durumlari degiskeninin % 4’iinii yordadig: tespit edilmistir. Bu iki
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degisken kontrol edildiginde, aidiyet duygusu ile 6grenci puanlart arasinda 6nemli ve
pozitif bir iliski oldugu gézlemlenmistir. Sonuglar aidiyet duygusunun dgrencilerin
Yapi1 ve Yazili Anlatim boliimiine ait basarilarina % 5 varyans ile katkida
bulunduguna isaret etmistir, R? = .11, AF = 4.18, p<.05. Alt degiskenler bireysel
olarak incelendiginde ise, okul ile 6zdeslesme degiskeninin 6grenci puanini
yordamadig1 ancak algilanan pedagojik ilgi ile 6grencilerin Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim
boliimiinde gosterdikleri performans arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iligki
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu degiskenin tek basina % 3 varyans katkis1 oldugu

bulgusuna ulagilmistir.

Uciincii hiyerarsik analiz ise Okuma-Anlama béliimii i¢in uygulanmstir. ik modelin
altinda yer alan degiskenler birlikte ele alindiklarinda (6grencilerin iiniversiteye
kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayist ve 6grenci durumu)
Ogrencilerin okuma-anlama puanlarina istatistiksel olarak katkida bulunmuslardir,

R? =22, AF = 23.21, p<.05. Ancak bireysel olarak bakildiginda, TOEFL ITP sinav
sayisina iliskin degiskenin dgrenci bagarisin1 yordamadigi gozlemlenmistir. Ogrenci
durumunun ise % 20 oraninda varyans katkisinda bulundugu tespit edilmistir. Ikinci
modelin altinda yer alan aidiyet duygusuna ait degiskenlerin ise okuma-anlama

puanlarina katkida bulunmadigi ortaya ¢ikmaistir.

Bilissel Katilimi Kolaylastirict Kisisel Etmenler ile ingilizce Dil Yeterligi
Arasindaki Iligki

Bilissel katilim1 kolaylastiran kisisel etmenler olarak kabul edilen 6z yeterlik
duygusu, dil 6grenimi 6zerkligi ve dil 6grenim stratejisi kullaniminin TOEFL ITP
puanini (Dinleme-Anlama, Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim, Okuma-Anlama) ne derece
yordadigim tespit edebilmek igin {i¢ ayr1 hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmstir. Ik
arastirma sorusunda oldugu gibi, tiim analizlerde dgrencilerin liniversiteye
kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayis1 ve 6grenci durumu (yeni

kayith veya tekrar 6grencisi) degiskenleri kontrol edilmistir. Ardindan 6z yeterlik
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duygusu degiskenleri, dil 6grenimi 6zerkligi degiskenleri ve dil 6grenim stratejisi

kullanimi degiskenleri hiyerarsik bir sekilde analize eklenmistir.

[lk analiz bilissel katilim1 kolaylastiran kisisel etmenler ile 8grencilerin Dinleme-
Anlama béliimiine ait basarilar1 arasindaki iliskiyi irdelemistir. Ilk modeldeki
degiskenler kontrol edilmis ve ikinci model olarak analize 6z yeterlik degiskenleri
(alimlayici becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik duygusu ve iiretici becerilere yonelik 6z
yeterlik duygusu) eklenmistir. Bu modelin altinda yer alan degiskenlerin 6grenci
puani iizerinde % 4 varyans katkist oldugu tespit edilmistir, R2= .45, AF = 6.32,
p<.05. Ancak alt kategoriler arasindan sadece alimlayici becerilere yonelik 6z
yeterlik duygusunun bagimli degiskeni yordadigi ve % 3 oraninda bir varyans katkis1
bulundugu tespit edilmistir. Ilk iki modeldeki degiskenler kontrol edildikten sonra,
liclincii asamada analize dil 6grenimi 6zerkligi degiskenleri (dil 6grenimi siirecinin
sorumlulugunu almak, dili ger¢ek yasamla iliskilendirmek ve okul dis1 dil 6grenimi
etkinliklerine katilmak) eklenmistir. Ancak sonuglar incelendiginde, bu degiskenin
ogrenci puanin1 yordamadig1 gézlemlenmistir. Son olarak analize dil 6grenimi
strateji kullanim1 degiskenleri (dil 68renme siirecini planlamak ve organize etmek,
dil 6grenim siirecini denetlemek ve yeni edinilen bilgiyi genisletmek) eklenmistir ve
ozerklik gibi strateji kullaniminin da 6grencilerin dinleme-anlama basarilarini

yordamadig tespit edilmistir.

Ikinci analiz biligsel katilim1 kolaylastiran kisisel etmenlerin 6grencilerin Yap1 ve
Yazili Anlatim boliimiine ait basarilarin1 yordayip yordamadigini incelemistir. Elde
edilen sonuclara gore, sadece ilk ve ikinci model altindaki degiskenlerin 6grenci
puanlarina katkida bulundugu tespit edilmistir. ikinci model altinda yer alan 6z
yeterlik degiskenlerinin (alimlayici becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik duygusu ve liretici
becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik duygusu) toplam varyansin % 5’ini yordadigi
gozlemlenmistir, R?= .11, AF = 3.86, p<.05. Ancak sadece iiretici becerilere yonelik
0z yeterlik duygusu degiskeninin 6grenci basarisina katkida bulundugu tespit edilmis
ve % 4 oraninda bir varyansi agikladigi goriilmistiir. Analiz sonuglar ti¢lincii ve

dordiincii modelde yer alan 6zerklik ve strateji kullanimina yonelik olan
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degiskenlerin 6grencilerin Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim boliimiine ait puanlarinda

herhangi bir degisiklige yol agmadigin1 gostermistir.

Ucgiincii hiyerarsik analiz ise Okuma-Anlama béliimii i¢in uygulanmistir. ilk
modeldeki degiskenler kontrol edildiginde, ikinci (6z yeterlik duygusu) ve tiglincii
model (dil 6grenimi 6zerkligi) altinda yer alan degiskenlerin 6grenci bagarisini
yordamadigi goriilmiistiir. Son asamada ise analize dil 6grenimi strateji kullanimi
degiskenleri (dil 6grenme siirecini planlamak ve organize etmek, dil 6grenim
stirecini denetlemek ve yeni edinilen bilgiyi genisletmek) eklenmistir. Bu
degiskenlerin 6grencilerin okuma-anlama puanlarina % 4 oraninda katkida
bulundugu gozlemlenmistir, R? = .29, AF = 3.16, p<.05. Alt kategoriler
incelendiginde, dil 6grenme siirecini planlamaya ve organize etmeye yonelik olan
degiskenin dgrenci basarisin1 yordamadigi tespit edilmistir. Dil 6grenim siirecini
denetlemeye iliskin degiskenin ise % 3 varyansi agikladigi ve 6grenci basarist ile
istatistiksel olarak pozitif bir iliskide oldugu tespit edilmistir. Yeni edinilen bilgiyi
genisletmeye iligkin degiskenin ise % 2 oraninda varyans katkis1 sagladigi ancak

bagimli degisken ile negatif bir iliskide oldugu gézlemlenmistir.

Ingilizce Ogrenen Ogrencilerin Ogretmen Uygulamalarina Iliskin Beklentileri

Calismanin bu boliimiinde kolaylastirict sosyal etmenler basligi altinda ele alinmak
tizere 6grencilerden katilimlarini artirmasi muhtemel 6gretmen uygulamalart ile ilgili
fikirlerini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Uygulanan anket sonuglarina gore, 6grencilerin
diizen saglama degiskenine iliskin maddelere verdikleri yanitlarin 4.18 ile 4.45 deger
araliginda oldugu ve biitiin olarak ele alindiginda ise ‘tamamen katiliyorum’ secenegi
etrafinda kiimelendigi gézlemlenmistir. En yiiksek ortalamaya sahip maddeler
incelendiginde, 6grencilerin Ingilizce calisirken faydalanabilecekleri ilave kaynaklar
oneren (Ort.=4.45, SS=.68), derste 6gretim teknolojilerinden faydalanan (Ort.=4.41,
SS=.76) ve Ingilizce 6grenim siirecine iliskin dgrencilere yapici geri bildirimler

veren (Ort.=4.42, SS=.69) 6gretmenlere ihtiya¢ duyduklari tespit edilmistir. Diger
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maddelere oranla, derse hazirlikli gelinmesi (Ort.=4.22, SS=.94), 6grencilerle dersin
hedeflerinin paylasilmasi (Ort.=4.22, SS=.84) ve bir konuyu ger¢ek yasamdan
orneklerle destekleyerek anlatmaya (Ort.=4.18, SS=.86) iliskin 6gretmen

uygulamalarinin daha diisiik ortalamaya sahip oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Diger bir 6gretmen uygulamalar alt baslig1 olan pedagojik ilgi ile ilgili 6grenci
yanitlari incelendiginde ise degerlerin 4.15 ve 4.65 arasinda degiskenlik gosterdigi ve
bir madde diginda 6grenci goriislerinin ‘tamamen katiliyorum’ yoniinde oldugu
gdzlemlenmistir. Ogrencilerin onlar1 etkin bir sekilde dinleyen (Ort.=4.61, SS=.63),
sevgi ve saygiya dayali bir 6grenme ortami olusturan (Ort.=4.60, SS=.67) ve
iletisime agik (Ort.=4.65, SS=.59) 6gretmenlere ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 gézlemlenmistir.
Diger maddelere oranla, basariy takdir etmek (Ort.=4.27, SS=.93), okula baglilig1
artirmaya ¢alismak (Ort.=4.15, SS=1.00), soru sormaya tesvik etmek (Ort.=4.27,
SS=.88) ve ders disinda da iletisim kurmak (Ort.=4.27, S5=.92) daha diisiik

ortalamaya sahip olan uygulamalar olarak ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Ingilizce Ogrenen Ogrencilerin Okul Uygulamalarina Iliskin Beklentileri

Bu aragtirmada 6gretmen uygulamalarinin yani sira, kolaylastirici sosyal etmenler
baslig1 altinda okul uygulamalari da ele alinmistir. Ogrencilere bu uygulamalar ile

ilgili anket dagitilmis ve fikirlerini belirtmeleri istenmistir.

Okul uygulamalar1 anketi dort béliimden (farkinda olmadan 6grenme firsatlari
yaratma, dil 6grenme kaynaklari merkezi olusturma, miifredat dis1 etkinlikler
diizenleme — kuliipler, miifredat dis1 etkinlikler diizenleme — seminerler) olugsmustur.
Farkinda olmadan 6grenme firsatlar1 yaratma baglig1 altinda sunulan maddelere
verilen yanitlar incelendiginde, degerlerin 3.21 (kararsizim) ve 4.21 (tamamen
katiliyorum) araliginda oldugu tespit edilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar, okul
duvarlarma Ingilizceye maruz birakacak poster, gazete vb yazilar asilmasima iliskin

uygulamanin en yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugunu gostermistir (Ort.=4.21, SS=.93).
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En diisiik ortalama ise biitiin duyurularin ve yazilarin (6grenci isleri, kantin, servis
vb.) Ingilizce yapilmasi ile ilgili olan uygulama i¢in hesaplanmistir (Ort.=3.21,
SS=1.34).

Anketin ikinci boliimiinde 6grencilere dil 6grenme kaynaklart merkezi olusturmanin
okula katilimlarin1 olumlu yonde etkileyip etkilemeyecegi sorulmustur. Verilen
yanitlarin tiimii ‘tamamen katiliyorum’ yoniinde olmus ve ortalamalar 4.25 ve 4.47
arasinda degisiklik gostermistir. Bu degerler arasinda en yiiksek ortalamaya sahip
uygulama Ingilizce 6grenimine katki saglayabilecek kaynak isimlerinin web

sitesinde paylasilmasi olarak tespit edilmistir (Ort.=4.47, SS=.68).

Ugiincii boliimde dgrencilere miifredat dis1 uygulamalar (kuliipler) ile ilgili maddeler
sunulmus ve fikirlerini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Verilen yanitlar incelenmis ve
ortalama degerlerin 3.89 (katiliyorum) ve 4.30 (tamamen katiliyorum) arasinda
degisiklik gosterdigi gézlemlenmistir. En yiiksek ortalamaya sahip olan uygulamanin
Ingilizce sinema kuliibii (Ort.=4.30, S5=.87) oldugu, en diisiik ortalamaya sahip
uygulamanin ise Ingiliz/Amerikan kiiltiirii kuliibii (Ort.=3.89, SS=1.15) oldugu tespit

edilmistir.

Son boliimde bir diger miifredat dis1 etkinlik olan seminer uygulamalarina yonelik
goriisler toplanmigtir. Ortalamalarin 3.75 ve 4.18 araliginda oldugu gozlemlenmis,
dolayisiyla 6grenci yanitlarin ‘katiliyorum’ yoniinde oldugu goriilmiistiir. Fakiilte
hocalari tarafindan “Kariyeriniz igin Ingilizce neden gereklidir?”” konulu seminer
etkinligi en yiiksek ortalamaya sahipken (Ort.=4.18, SD=1.02), en diisiik ortalama
“Ingilizce neden énemli?” konulu seminer etkinligi icin hesaplanmistir (Ort.=3.75,
SS=1.26).
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Tartisma ve Oneriler

Skinner ve Pitzer (2012) 6grenci katilimina yonelik kuramsal bir model gelistirmis
ve bu modelde kisisel ve sosyal kolaylastirict etmenlere yer vermistir.
Arastirmacilarin bu model araciligiyla ilettikleri kuramsal varsayimlar bu ¢alismaya
ve dolayisiyla iki temel aragtirma sorusunun olusmasina ilham olmustur. Daha 6nce
de belirtildigi lizere, arastirmanin ilk amaci 6grenci katilimini kolaylastirici kisisel
etmenlerin TOBB ETU hazirlik okulunda okuyan 6grencilerin TOEFL ITP sinavinda
gosterdikleri basariy1 ne derece yordadigini incelemektir. Bu aragtirma sorusuna
yanit bulabilmek i¢in bir dizi hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmis ve tim
analizlerde ilk olarak 6grencilerin liniversiteye kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL
ITP sinav sayis1 ve 6grenci durumu (yeni kayith veya tekrar 6grencisi) degiskenleri
kontrol edilmistir. Bu degiskenler analize birlikte eklendiklerinde TOEFL ITP’de yer
alan boliimlerin tiimiinde 6grenci basarisini yordadiklari tespit edilmis ve dolayisiyla
bu degiskenlerin karistiric etkileri dogrulanmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore,
TOEFL ITP sinav sayis1 degiskeni bireysel olarak 6grencilerin Dinleme-Anlama ve
Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim boliimiinde gosterdikleri basariya katkida bulunmakta ancak
Okuma-Anlama béliimiine ait puanda herhangi bir degisiklige sebep olmamaktadir.
Sinav deneyiminin iki boliime ait sinav sonuglarini yordamasi akla muhtemel bir
siav etkisini getirmektedir. Schweigert (1994)’in de belirttigi iizere bireyler standart

testleri birden fazla deneyimlediklerinde test puanlari artabilmektedir.

Bu ¢alismadan elde edilen sonug¢ da benzer bir duruma isaret etmektedir ve bu
bilgiler 15131nda birtakim dnerilerde bulunulmustur. Ilk olarak, sinav deneyimi ve
basar1 arasindaki iliskinin avantaja doniistiirebilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Ogrencilere
y1l boyunca benzer testler egitim materyali olarak verilerek onlarin sinava olan
asinaliklar1 artirilabilir. Deneyim arttik¢a sinav kaygisi azalabilir ve 6grenci
kendisini daha motive hissedebilir. Sinav deneyiminin Okuma-Anlama basarisina
katkida bulunmamis olmasimin TOEFL ITP sinavinda sunulan okuma pargalarinin
uzunlugu ve bu boliim i¢in ayrilan siirenin kisaligr ile ilgili olmas1 muhtemeldir. Bu

boliimiin zorlayici yapisinin 6grencilerde kaygiya neden olmus ve sinav deneyiminin

221



basari iizerindeki etkisini kisitlamis olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Benzer alistirmalar
yapmak ve sinav deneyimini artirmak bu tarz problemlerin azalmasina da yardimci

olabilir.

Diger bir degisken olan 6grenci durumunun ise biitliin puan tiirleriyle iligkili oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Yeni kayit olan d6grenciler tiim boliimlerde daha yiiksek bir basari
sergilemislerdir. Bu 6grencilerin motivasyon diizeyi onlarin bagarilarina katkida
bulunmus olabilir. Ya da bu basarinin altinda yatan sebepler kismen 6grencilerin
egitim ge¢misi ve yurtdisi deneyimleri incelenerek tespit edilebilir. Ayni kurumda
tez caligmasi yiiriitmiis olan Agikel (2011), bu degiskenlerin TOEFL ITP basarisina
katkida bulunduklarini kesfetmistir ve bu ¢alismada da ayn1 yonde bir iliski olma
thtimalinden s6z edilebilir. Tekrar 6grencilerinin daha diisiik bir performans
gbstermesi ise onlarin yeni kayit 6grenciler ile ayni sinifta egitim gdrmesi ve bu
durumun onlarin benlik inang¢larin1 zedeleme ihtimali ile agiklanabilmektedir.
Dikkate deger bir bagka olasilik ise, bu 6grencilerin iki yi1l boyunca ayni materyal ve
programa maruz kalmalarinin motivasyon diisiikliigline yol agmis olabilecegidir. Ya
da bu durumun sadece dil 6grenmeye kars1 gelistirilmis olan direngten, derslere
diizenli katilmamaktan ve/veya dersin gerektirdiklerini yerine getirmemekten

kaynaklandig1 diistiniilmektedir.

Farkli sebeplerden kaynaklanmis olsa da 6grenci durumu degiskeninin basariy1
yordadig1 asikardir. Bu nedenle uygulanan program i¢in birtakim 6nerilerde
bulunulmustur. Oncelikle tekrar grubu 6grencileri i¢in programda iyilestirmeler
yapilmalidir. Detayl1 bir ihtiyag¢ analizi ile onlarin akademik ve psikolojik ihtiyaglar
yeniden degerlendirilmelidir. Gerekli goriiliirse onlara sebat etme, motivasyon ve
katilim konusunda destek saglanmalidir. Ayrica onlarin eski dgrencilerle ayni
ortamda egitim gérmeleri konusu gozden gegirilmelidir. En 6nemlisi 6gretmenlere
tekrar 6grencilere olan yaklasim ve destek temali egitimler verilmelidir. Bu
ogrencilere akademik deneyimleri ne olursa olsun hala o topluluga ait olduklar

hissettirilmelidir.
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Aragtirmanin bir diger bulgusu, aidiyet duygusunun dgrencilerin Dinleme-Anlama ve
Okuma-Anlama boliimiine iligskin basarilarini yordamamasidir. Bu durum TOBB
ETU’de hazirlik okulunun iiniversite egitiminin bir parcasi olarak algilanmama
ihtimali ile agiklanabilir. Ogrenciler tarafindan hazirlikta ve béliimde alinan egitim
bagimsiz olarak algilanmis ve bu sebeple 6grenciler hazirlik okuluna kars1 aidiyet
duygusu gelistirmemis olabilir. Bir bagka olasilik ise ¢esitli aragtirmacilarin da
belirttigi tizere (6rn., Lam, Chen, Zhang, & Liang, 2015; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009:
Ryan & Deci, 2000), aidiyet duygusu ve basar1 arasinda farkli degiskenler olabilir.
Motivasyon bu olas1 degiskenlerden bir tanesidir (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan &
Deci, 2000). TOBB ETU’de egitim dili Tiirk¢edir ve bu durumun dil 6grenme
motivasyonunu negatif etkilemis olma ihtimali yiiksektir. Bundan farkl olarak,
Wang ve Eccles (2011)’in yiiriittiikleri ¢alisma sonuglarinda da gortildiigii tizere
aidiyet duygusunun aktif katilim olmadig1 ve dersin gerekliliklerinin yerine

getirilmedigi durumlarda fayda saglamriyor olmasi olasiliklar arasindadir.

Bir diger bulgu ise aidiyet duygusunun, 6zellikle algilanan pedagojik ilgi
degiskeninin, 6grencilerin Yap1 ve Yazilt Anlatim puanina olan katkisidir. Bu durum
TOBB ETU’de ¢alisan 6gretim gorevlilerinin egitimsel davranislari ile aciklanabilir.
Simiflarda okuma ya da dinleme becerilerine nazaran alt beceriler (dilbilgisi ve
kelime bilgisi) daha ¢ok vurgulaniyor ise alt becerilere odaklanildiginda 6gretmen-
ogrenci etkilesiminin artma olasili1 yiiksektir. Bu etkilesimdeki artis 6grencilerin
aidiyet duygusunu ve ardindan da basarilarin1 olumlu yonde etkilemis olabilir. Ya da
bu durum alt becerilerin dogasi ile agiklanabilmektedir. Beceri 6gretiminde dilbilgisi
ve kelime bilgisi 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir ve dolayisiyla dort beceride de
Ogrenciler ve 6gretmenler bir sekilde alt becerilere de odaklanmak durumundadirlar.
Bu da etkilesimi ve geribildirim sayisini artirmaktadir. Bunun sonucunda 6grencinin
kendini ilgilenilmis ve okula daha ait hissetmis olma ihtimali yiiksektir. Bu sebeple
ogretmenlerin dgrencilerin aidiyet duygularini besleyecek 6grenme ortamlari

olusturmalar1 ve dgrenci-6gretmen etkilesimini artirmalart onerilmektedir.
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Bir bagka olasilik ise 6z yeterlik duygusu ile ilgilidir. Calismanin bir bagka bulgusu
0z yeterlik duygusunun Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim puanina olan katkisidir. Kendisini
dilbilgisi ve kelime konusunda yeterli hisseden 6grenci bu boliimde daha yiiksek
basari sergilemistir. Dolayistyla aidiyet duygusu ve bu boliimde gosterilen basari

arasindaki iligki 6z yeterlik duygusunun olumlu katkisina atfedilebilir.

Duyussal katilim1 kolaylastirici kisisel etmenlerin yani sira calismada biligsel
etmenlerin TOEFL ITP puanlarini yordama giicii de sorgulanmistir. Ogrencilerin
tiniversiteye kaydolduktan sonra girdikleri TOEFL ITP sinav sayis1 ve 6grenci
durumu (yeni kayitli veya tekrar 6grencisi) degiskenleri kontrol edildikten sonra
analize sirasiyla 6z yeterlik duygusu degiskenleri, dil 6grenimi 6zerkligi degiskenleri
ve dil 6grenim stratejisi kullanimi degiskenleri eklenmistir ve her bir sinav boliimii
icin islem tekrarlanmistir. Elde edilen bulgulara gore, 6z yeterlik duygusu
ogrencilerin Dinleme-Anlama ve Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim puanlarin1 yordamig ancak
Okuma-Anlama basarilarin1 yordamamustir. Her bir alt degisken bireysel olarak ele
alindiginda ise, alimlayici becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik duygusunun 6grencilerin
dinleme boliimiinde gosterdikleri basariya, tiretici becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik
duygusunun Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim boliimii puanina katkida bulundugu tespit

edilmistir.

Dinleme becerisi ve 6z yeterlik duygusu arasindaki iligki bagka ¢alismalarda da
gozlemlenmistir (6rn., Chen, 2007; Rahimi ve Abedini, 2009; Tabrizi ve Saeidi,
2015; Todaka, 2017). Bu pozitif iliskiye ragmen, alt degiskenler s6z konusu
oldugunda iiretici becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik duygusunun Dinleme-Anlama
puanina katkida bulunmadig: ortaya ¢ikmistir ve bu durum farkl sekillerde
aciklanabilmektedir. Ilk olarak, daha 6nceden de belirtildigi iizere, Acikel (2011)
ayn1 okulda arastirma yiirtitmiis ve 6z yeterlik duygusunu ayni 6lgekle 6lgmeyi
hedeflemistir. Arastirmacinin ¢alismasinda bagimli degisken boliim puanlar: degil
TOEFL ITP total puani olarak alinmistir. Sonuglara bakildiginda bu alt degiskenin
simav puanini yordamadig goriilmektedir. Aragtirmaci bu durumu 6lgekte tiretici

becerilere yonelik sunulan etkinliklerin 6grenciler tarafindan basit olarak algilanmis
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olabilme ihtimali ile iligkilendirmistir. Biitiin 6grenciler etkinliklerle ilgili kendilerini
yeterli hissetmis olabilir ve bu sebeple maddelerin ayirt etme giicii zayiflamistir.
Dikkate deger bir baska ihtimal ise dinleme becerisinin alimlayici beceri olmasi ve
alimlayici becerinin daha ¢ok alimlayict becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik duygusuna

ihtiya¢ duymasidir.

Dinleme becerisinin yani sira, 6z yeterlik duygusunun Yapi1 ve Yazili Anlatim
puanin1 da yordadig tespit edilmistir. Bagka bir degisle, dilbilgisi ve kelime bilgisi
konusunda kendisini yetkin hisseden 6grenci Yap1 ve Yazilt Anlatim boliimiinde
daha yiiksek basar1 sergilemistir. Ozellikle, iiretici becerilere yonelik 6z yeterlik
duygusuna sahip 6grencilerin bu boliimde daha avantajli oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu
durum {iretici becerilerin (konusma ve yazma becerisi) hedef dili liretme amaci ve bu
iiretim siireci i¢in dilbilgisi ve kelime bilgisine ihtiya¢ duyulmast ile
iligskilendirilebilmektedir. Eger bir 6grenci kendisini konusma ve yazma
becerilerinde yetkin hissediyorsa, bu o 6grencinin iirettigi dil konusunda kendisini iyi
hissettigini gostermektedir. Bu durumun onun iyi bir dilbilgisi ve kelime bilgisine
sahip olduguna isaret etmesi muhtemeldir. Dolayisiyla, iiretici becerilere yonelik 6z
yeterlik duygusu ile Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim béliimiinde gosterilen basari arasindaki
iligki tiretim stirecindeki yogun dilbilgisi ve kelime bilgisi kullanimina ve bu

kullanimdan dogan basariya atfedilebilir.

Bazi ¢aligsmalarin aksine (6rn., Balci, 2017; Naseri ve Zaferanieh, 2012), 6z yeterlik
duygusu Okuma-Anlama béliimiine ait basarryr yordamamustir. Istatistiksel olarak
anlamli olmayan bu iligki 6grencilerin anadildeki okuma aligkanliklar1 ya da
akademik konulara olan aginalik dereceleri ile agiklanabilir. Bir diger alternatif
aciklama ise bu boliimiin 6grencilerin kaygi diizeyini artirmis olmasi ve dolayisiyla

0z yeterlik duygusunu etkisiz hale getirmis olmasidir.

Tiim bu veriler 1s18inda, 6zellikle 6grencilerin Dinleme-Anlama ve Yap1 ve Yazili

Anlatim boliimlere ait basarilarini artirabilmek adina 6z yeterlik duygusunu 6n plana
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c¢ikaracak ortamlarin olusturulmasi dnerilmektedir. Bu amaca ulasabilmek i¢in
ogrencilere hem okul hem de sinif icerisinde net bir yap1 sunulmalidir. Ogrenci
hedefine dogru yliriirken hangi beklentileri karsilamas1 gerektigi konusunda
bilgilendirilmelidir. Basarili olabilmek i¢in ne gerektigini bilen 6grencinin 6z
yeterlik duygusu artmakta ve dolayisiyla performans: yiikselmektedir. Oz yeterlik
duygusunun gii¢lenebilmesi i¢in segilen etkinliklerin zorluk derecesine de dikkat
edilmelidir. Etkinliklerin zorluk derecesi dogru bir sekilde diizenlendiginde
ogrenciler kendilerini yetkin hissetmekte ve kendileri ile ilgili olumlu benlik
duygular gelistirmektedirler. Bunlarin yani sira, verilen geribildirim de 6nem arz
etmektedir. Ogrencilere geribildirim verirken yapici ve cesaretlendirici bir dil
kullanilmalidir. En 6nemlisi, 6z yeterlik duygusunun gelisimi i¢in 6grencilere
basarisizliklarmi dogru yorumlamalari 6gretilmelidir. Ogrencilerin herhangi bir
basarisizlig1 tim 6grenim siireglerine atfetmeleri miimkiindiir ve bu durum onlarin 6z
yeterlik duygularini zedeler. Bu durumun 6niine gegebilmek i¢in 6grencileri dogru
bir sorgulama siirecine yonlendirmek énemlidir (Bandura, 1994; Linnenbrick &
Pintrich, 2003; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Schunk & Mullen,
2012; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).

Tiim analizlerin li¢lincii basamaginda dil 6grenme 6zerkliginin TOEFL ITP
puanlarini yordayiciligi sorgulanmistir. Ancak sonuglar incelendiginde, bu
degiskenin higbir puan tiiriine katkida bulunmadig1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Alanyazin
taramasi cogunlukla 6zerklik ve basari arasindaki iligkiyi vurgulasa da (6rn., Dafei,
2007; Mohamadpour, 2013; Unlu & Er, 2016), bu ¢alisma herhangi bir katki tespit
etmemistir. Rotgans ve Schmidt (2011)’in arastirma sonuglarinda da gézlemlendigi
gibi, 6zerkligin sonuca degil siirece etki etmis olmasi ihtimaller arasindadir. Ya da bu
durumu Tirkiye’deki kiiltiir yapisi, benlik algist ve 6zerklik tanimi ile
iliskilendirmek miimkiindiir. Palfreyman (2004)’in de soyledigi gibi 6zerklige
yiiklenen anlam Dogu ve Bati iilkeleri arasinda farklilik gostermektedir. Bati
tilkelerinde bireysellik ve kendini ger¢eklestirme konular1 vurgulanirken, Dogu
kiiltiirtinde daha cok kolektif ve ailesel benlik kavramlarinin baskin oldugu

gozlemlenmektedir (Kara, 2007). Kiiltiir, benlik ve 6zerklik arasindaki iligki daha
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detayli bir sekilde incelenirse bu ¢alismanin sonuglarinin daha dogru bir sekilde

yorumlanabilecegi diistiniilmektedir.

Son olarak, dil 6grenimi strateji kullanimi ile TOEFL ITP puan tiirleri arasindaki
iligki incelenmis ve sonuglar bu degiskenin 6grencilerin Okuma-Anlama boliimiine
iliskin basarilarina katkida bulundugunu gostermistir. Bu bulgudan yola ¢ikarak,
TOBB ETU hazirlik okulundaki yabanci dil miifredatina okuma becerisine yonelik
stratejilerin eklenilmesi 6nerilmektedir. Etkinliklerde strateji 6gretimi ve kullanimina

yer verilmesinin farkindalig1 artirabilecegi diistiniilmektedir.

Strateji kullanimi ve okuma becerisi basarisi arasindaki pozitif yonlii iliski farkli
calismalarda da tespit edilmistir (6rn., Cesur ve Fer, 2011; Marzban ve Barati, 2016).
Alt boyutlar incelendiginde ise, dil 6grenim siirecini denetleme degiskeninin dgrenci
basarist ile pozitif yonde iliskide oldugu ancak yeni edinilen bilgiyi genisletme
degiskeninin negatif yonde iliskide oldugu tespit edilmistir. Baska bir degisle, dil
ogrenim siireglerini denetleme egilimi olan 6grenciler TOEFL ITP sinavinin okuma
boliimiinde daha yiiksek basar1 gostermistir. Bu durum 6lgekte sunulan stratejiler ile
TOEFL ITP smavinda yer alan okuma pargalar1 arasindaki uyumluluk ile
iliskilendirilmistir. Dil 6grenim siirecini denetleme ile ilgili stratejiler elestirel
diisiinme gerektirmektedir. Sinavin okuma boliimiinde sunulan sorular da aym
beceriye ihtiyag duymaktadir ve Fahim, Bagherkazemi ve Alemi (2010)’nin
aragtirma sonuclarinda da goriilebilecegi lizere 6grencilerin elestirel diistinme
becerileri ile TOEFL sinavi okuma boliimii basaris1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak
onemli bir iligki vardir. Dolayisiyla, dil 6grenme siirecini denetleme egilimi olan
Ogrencilerin bu alisgkanliklarini okuma boliimiindeki basarilarina yansitmig olma

thtimalleri yiiksektir.

Okuma-Anlama boliimiinde gosterilen basari ile yeni edinilen bilgiyi genisletme
degiskeni arasindaki negatif yonlii iliski ise 6l¢cekte bu baslik altinda sunulan

maddelerin 6zellikleri ile iliskilendirilmistir. Yiiksek puan alan 6grencilerin yordam
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bilgisine ya da duruma dayali bilgi diizeyine sahip oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Ancak
Olcekte bu baslik altinda sunulan stratejiler daha ¢ok bildirime dayal1 bilgiyi
gerektirmektedir. Smith ve Ragan (2005)’1n da belirttigi lizere bildirime dayal1 bilgi,
bilgi birikiminin ilk basamagidir ve yeni edinilen bilgiyi genigletme agamasina denk
gelen bir siirectir. Bu agidan ele alindiginda, 6grencilerin okuma becerisinde
gosterdikleri basar ile bilgiyi genisletmeye yonelik strateji kullanimi arasinda ortaya

c¢ikan negatif yonlii iliski anlamli hale gelmektedir.

Bu bulgular 15181nda, strateji 6gretiminin dil seviyelerine uygun bir sekilde
diizenlenmesi, baslangi¢ seviyesindeki dgrencilere yeni edinilen bilgiyi genisletmeye
yonelik stratejilerin sunulmasi, daha {ist seviyedeki 6grencilere ise elestirel diisiinme
gerektiren stratejilerin 6gretilmesi onerilmektedir. Ayrica 6grencilerin bu stratejilerin
TOEFL ITP smavindaki kullanimlarina iliskin bilgilendirilmeleri de 6nemlidir.
Ozellikle okuma-anlama béliimiine iliskin basarinin artabilmesi i¢in dgrencilere
TOEFL ITP sinavindaki okuma pargalarina benzer pargalar sunmak ve hangi

stratejinin hangi nokta i¢in gerekli olduguna dair yonlendirmeler yapmak 6nemlidir.

Strateji kullaniminin Dinleme-Anlama ve Yap1 ve Yazili Anlatim basarisini
yordamamasi ise muhtemel bir motivasyon eksikligi ile iligskilendirilmistir. Pintrich
ve De Groot (1990)’a gore, stratejileri bilmek basari i¢in yeterli degildir.
Ogrencilerin bu stratejileri kullanmak i¢in motive olmalar1 gerekmektedir. Bu
calismada da benzer bir motivasyon eksikligi yasanmis olabilir. Alternatif bir olasilik
ise Blumenfeld ve Meece (1988)’in ¢alismasinda oldugu gibi, yiiksek basariya sahip
ogrencilerin stratejileri kullanmalarina ragmen bunlar1 6l¢ege yansitmamalaridir.
Stratejileri bilmelerine ragmen 6grencilerin uygulama noktasinda sikint1 yasiyor

olmalar1 da ihtimaller arasindadir (Graham, Santos ve Vanderplank, 2008).

Onceden de belirtildigi iizere, bu ¢aligmanin bir diger amaci 6grenci katilimini
kolaylastirict sosyal etmenler ile ilgili 6grencilerden goriis almaktir. Sosyal etmenler,

ogretmen ve okul uygulamalari olarak iki baslik altinda ele alinmistir. Ogretmen

228



uygulamalarinin ilk basamaginda diizen saglamaya iliskin davranislara
odaklanilmistir. Ogrenci goriisleri bu uygulamalarin dgrenci katilimi icin gerekli
oldugu yo6niindedir ve dolayisiyla sonuglar Skinner ve Pitzer (2012)’in kuramsal
yaklagimlarini destekler niteliktedir. Farkli alanlarda yiiriitiilmiis olan aragtirmalar
(6rn., Hospel ve Galand, 2016; Skinner ve Belmont, 1993) da benzer sonuglara
ulasmistir. Ogrencilere belitli bir diizen ortami1 sunuldugunda, onlarin okula
katilimlarinda artis oldugu gozlemlenmistir. Bu sunulan diizen 6grencideki bilissel
yiikii azaltmakta ve bdylece onun var olan zihinsel kaynaklarini daha verimli
kullanmasina olanak saglamaktadir. Dil 6gretimi alaninda da benzer sonuglar elde
edilmistir (6rn., Barnes & Lock, 2013; Brosh, 1996; Hicks, 2008). Ogrencilerin,
belirgin bir ders diizeni ve beklentiler konusunda netlik arayislar farkli ¢alisma

sonuclarinda da gézlemlenmistir.

Bu sonuglar gostermektedir ki 6grencilere belirli ve net kurallara sahip bir ortam
sunmak ve onlar1 okul politikalari ile ilgili dogru bir sekilde bilgilendirmek
onemlidir. Ortamdaki netligin ve diizenin 6grencilerin 6z yeterlik duygu gelisimi i¢in
gerekli oldugu unutulmamalidir. Etkinlikler belirli bir zorluk derecesine gore
diizenlenmeli, 6grencilerin 6z yeterlik duygularini giiclendirecek nitelikte
yapilandirilmalidir. Ayrica 6gretmenler 6grenim siirecine direk miidahil olmamali,
onun yerine yonlendirici destek saglamalidir. Verilen geribildirimin niteligi de
olduk¢a dnemlidir. Ogrencilere hizli ve yapici bir sekilde geribildirim verilmelidir.
Net olmayan geribildirim 68rencinin kendisini yetersiz hissetmesine ve negatif 6z
benlik olusturmasina sebep olabilmektedir. Son olarak katilimi artirabilmek adina
ogrencilere gercek yasami yansitan zengin bir icerik sunulmali ve onlara bu bilgiyi

nerede, ne zaman ve nasil kullanacaklar1 6gretilmelidir.

Diizen saglamaya yonelik uygulamalarin yani sira, pedagojik ilginin de 6grenci
katilimini artirmas1 muhtemel 6gretmen uygulamalar1 arasinda yer aldig tespit
edilmistir. Benzer sonuglara hem farkli alanlarda (6rn., Skinner & Belmont, 1993,
Wang & Holcombe, 2010; Wentzel, 1997) hem de dil alaninda yapilan
arastirmalarda (6rn., Barnes & Lock, 2013; Hicks, 2008; Kil, 2015) da ulasilmistir.
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Boylece Skinner ve Pitzer (2012)’in yaklasimlar: dogrulanmigtir. Baska bir degisle,
bu arastirmacilarin da vurguladigi gibi, 6gretmenlerin 6grencilere gosterdigi ilgi ve

yakinlik onlarin okula katilimlarina olumlu katkida bulunmaktadir.

Bu sonuglar dogrultusunda, 6gretmenlere 6grenci katilimini artirabilmek adina
saglikli ve karsilikli giivene dayali bir 6grenme ortami olusturmalar1 6nerilmektedir.
Bu sekilde 6grencilerin aidiyet duygularinin da olumlu yonde etkilenebilecegi
unutulmamalidir. Ogrencilerle isbirligi halinde olmak, onlarin duygu ve
diisiincelerine saygiyla yaklagmak, gerektiginde duygusal destek saglamak aidiyet
duygusunun gelisimine yardimci olacak ve 6grenci katilimini olumlu yonde

etkileyecektir.

Okul uygulamalarina yonelik elde edilen sonuglar incelendiginde ise ‘farkinda
olmadan 6grenme firsatlari yaratma’ basligi altinda sunulmus olan etkinliklerden en
yiiksek ortalamaya sahip olan uygulamanin okul duvarlarina ingilizceye maruz
birakacak poster, gazete vb yazilar asilmasi oldugu tespit edilmistir. Elde edilen bu
sonu¢ daha 6nce yiiriitiilmiis olan ¢aligmalar1 destekler niteliktedir (6rn., Demirag,
2018; Gezer, Sen, & Alci, 2012). Ancak dgrenciler diger uygulamalarin etkinligi
konusunda kararsiz olduklarini belirtmislerdir. Bu kararsizlik durumu onlarin
Ingilizceyi simf disinda kullanmak konusunda ¢ok da istekli olmadiklar1 seklinde
yorumlanmustir. Dil 6grenimini sinif ile sinirli tutmak istemeleri ise TOBB ETU’de
ogretim dilinin Tiirk¢e olmast ile iliskilendirilmistir. Okulun uyguladigi bu
politikanin 6grencilerin dil 6grenmeye kars1 performans odakli hedefler
gelistirmelerine sebep oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ogrencilerin yeterlik smavini gecip
boliime gitmek gibi kisa vadeli hedefler gelistirmis olmalart muhtemeldir. Bagka bir
olasilik ise bu tarz uygulamalarin dgrencide kaygi yaratmasidir. Ogrenci isleri,
kiitiiphane vb yerlerde Ingilizce iletisim kurmak kayg1 diizeylerinde artisa sebep

olabilecegi i¢in 6grencilerin bu tarz uygulamalara sicak bakmamalar1 muhtemeldir.
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Dil 6grenme kaynaklar1 merkezi olusturma basligi altinda sunulan uygulamalar ise
Ogrenciler tarafindan okula katilim ve 6grenim agisindan gerekli etkinlikler olarak
nitelendirilmistir. Sonuglar, hazirlik okulunda Ingilizce dgrenimine katk1
saglayabilecek kaynak isimlerinin web sitesinde paylasilmasinin, dil laboratuvari ya
da dil kiitiiphanesi olusturulmasinin d6grenci katilimina olumlu yonde etki
edebilecegini gostermektedir. Bu konu lizerine ¢alisma yiiriitmiis olan arastirmacilar
da (6rn., Danaher & Danaher, 1998; Kvavik, 2005; Mohammed, 2017; Morrison,

2008) benzer sonuglara ulagsmiglardir.

Bu c¢aligmada okul uygulamalart miifredat dis1 etkinlileri de kapsayacak sekilde ele
alimmistir. Sunulan anketin son iki boliimiinde 6grencilerden hazirlik okulunda
diizenlenebilecek kuliip ve seminerlere yonelik goriis bildirmeleri istenmistir. Genel
olarak bakildiginda, 6grenci yanitlar1 ‘katiliyorum’ ve ‘tamamen katiliyorum’
etrafinda kiimelenmistir. Bu durum, farkli ¢aligmalarda oldugu gibi (6rn., Fatash,
2008; Yildiz, 2016; Yin, 2015), miifredat dis1 etkinliklerin 6grenci katilimi igin

gerekli oldugu seklinde yorumlanmustir.

Bu sonuglar birtakim dnerileri de beraberinde getirmistir. Oncelikle dgrenci
katilimini1 gii¢lendirebilmek i¢in, okul duvarlarinda yabanci dile maruz birakacak
poster vb dékumanlara yer verilmelidir. Ayrica okulun web sitesinde 6grencilere dil
Ogrenim siire¢lerine yardimei olabilecek kaynak isimlerini paylasilmalidir. Dil
laboratuvari ve kiitiiphanesi olusturmak 6neriler arasindadir. Miifredat disi etkinlikler
baglaminda ise hazirlik okulunda Ingilizce sinema ve Ingilizce konusma kuliibii
olusturulmals, fakiilte hocalar1 ya da sektdr temsilcileri tarafindan “Ingilizce
kariyerin i¢in neden gereklidir?”, “Ingilizcenin basarimdaki rolii” temali seminerler

diizenlenmelidir.

Ozetle, Skinner ve Pitzer (2012)’in kolaylastiric1 kisisel etmenlerin basariy1
yordamasina iligkin kuramsal yaklasimlari bu ¢alismada kismen dogrulanmustir.

Ancak Greene (2015)’in de belirttigi iizere, her disiplin kendine has 6zelliklere
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sahiptir ve dolayistyla farkli 6grenme bilesenlerine ihtiya¢ duyar. Dil 6grencilerinin
0z benlik algilar1 ve dil 6grenme basarilart modele farkli faktorlerin eklenmesini
gerektirebilir. Dolayisiyla arastirmacilarin varsayimlar1 ve ¢alisma sonuglar1 arasinda
beliren uyumsuzluklar dikkatlice yorumlanmalidir. Sosyal etmenler s6z konusu
oldugunda ise, ¢alisma bulgulari ile Skinner ve Pitzer (2012)’in kuramsal
beklentilerinin biiylik oranda uyum gosterdigi gézlemlenmistir. Kolaylastirici sosyal
etmenlerin 68renci basarisi iizerindeki etkisi daha detayl1 bir ¢calisma gerektirse de,
Ogrenci bakis agisindan sosyal etmenlerin 6grenci katilimi i¢in gerekliligi
dogrulanmistir. Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin, okul ydneticilerinin,
Ogretmenlerin ve program gelistirme uzmanlarinin diizenlenecek egitimlerle 6grenci

katilim1 konusunda bilgilendirilmeleri 6nemlidir.
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