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ABSTRACT

THE USE OF CALL TO FOSTER LEARNER AUTONOMY IN EFL:
A QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

Kizmaz, Ziilal
M.A., English Language Teaching

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Perihan Savas

October 2019, 219 pages

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the effects of computer-assisted
language learning (CALL) on learner autonomy. In order to do that, the study was
conducted as a quasi-experimental study with an experimental group and a control
group. The participants were 50 English as a foreign language (EFL) learners studying
in the preparatory school of a state university in Ankara, Turkey. As part of the study,
a CALL treatment that aimed to foster learner autonomy was designed and
implemented in the experimental group for seven weeks. During the treatment, the
learners were introduced to various online tools, and they used the tools in their out-
of-class studies. The data were collected through a questionnaire, which was
administered in both groups before and after the CALL treatment, and semi-structured
interviews with 9 participants from the experimental group. The quantitative data were
analysed through the statistical software SPSS. The qualitative data were analysed

through constant comparative method.



The findings demonstrated that the experimental group had a significantly higher self-
perceived autonomy level after the CALL treatment compared to the autonomy level
of the control group and to its autonomy level before the treatment. The findings also
showed that the learners had positive overall perceptions towards the CALL treatment,
but they also mentioned its’ challenges and suggestions to improve it. Based on the
findings, several pedagogical implications were highlighted for stakeholders in the
field of EFL.

Keywords: Learner Autonomy, Foreign Language Education, Computer-Assisted

Language Learning
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INGILiZCE OGRENIMINDE OGRENEN OZERKLIGINI GELISTIRMEK ICIN
BILGISAYAR DESTEKLI DIL OGRENIMININ KULLANILMASI:
YARI-DENEYSEL BiR CALISMA

Kizmaz, Ziilal
Yiiksek Lisans, ingiliz Dili Ogretimi

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Perihan Savas

Ekim 2019, 219 sayfa

Bu caligmanin amaci bilgisayar destekli dil 6greniminin 6grenen 6zerkligi lizerindeki
etkilerini aragtirmaktir. Bu amagla, ¢alisma bir deney grubu ve bir kontrol grubunu
iceren yari-deneysel bir ¢alisma seklinde gergeklestirilmistir. Calismanin 6rneklemini
Tiirkiye’nin Ankara ilinde bulunan bir devlet iiniversitesinin hazirlik okulunda
ogrenim gdrmekte olan 50 Ingilizce 6grencisi olusturmustur. Calisma siirecinde,
bilgisayar destekli bir dil 6grenimi programi tasarlanmis ve bu program deney
grubunda yedi hafta boyunca uygulanmistir. Uygulama sirasinda, katilimcilara gesitli
cevrimi¢i araclar tanmitilmis ve katilimcilar bu araglart siif-disi c¢aligmalarinda
kullanmiglardir. Calisma icin veri, her iki gruba da uygulama oncesi ve sonrasinda
uygulanan bir anket ve deney grubundan 9 katilimci ile gergeklestirilen yari-
yapilandirilmig goriismeler araciligi ile toplanmistir. Toplanan nicel veri bir istatistik
programi olan SPSS ile analiz edilmistir. Nitel veri ise stirekli karsilastirma metodu

kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.
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Calisma sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan bulgular, katilimei algilarina goére, deney grubunun
bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasindan sonraki 6zerklik seviyesinin, kontrol
grubununkine gore ve ayrica deney grubunun uygulama oOncesindeki 6zerklik
seviyesine gore onemli Olgiide yiiksek oldugunu gdstermistir. Ayrica, dgrencilerin
bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasi ile ilgili genel olarak olumlu goriislere
sahip olduklar1 gorilmiistiir. Bununla birlikte, katilimcilar uygulama sirasinda
yasadiklar1 baz1 zorluklar1 ve uygulamayi gelistirmeye yoOnelik Onerilerini de
belirtmislerdir. Elde edilen bulgulara dayali olarak, Ingilizce 6gretimi alaninda

calisanlar i¢in uygulamanin sundugu egitimsel ¢ikarimlar vurgulanmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogrenen 6zerkligi, Yabanci Dil Egitimi, Bilgisayar Destekli Dil

Ogrenimi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

In this chapter, the background to the study, statement of the problem, research

questions, significance of the study and key terms used in the study will be presented.
1.1 Background to the study

Learner autonomy has been a prevalent concept in the field of foreign language
education (FLE) in recent years. In language education, the shift away from the
behaviourist approaches that underlie methods such as audiolingualism towards more
communicative approaches brought about the idea of learner-centeredness (Benson,
2001). The learner rather than the teacher has become the centre of the process of
learning and teaching (Nunan, 1988). Learners have been viewed as active participants
of learning that need to communicate in the target language, cooperate and collaborate
with others and take part in problem-solving tasks. Furthermore, educators and
institutions have focused more on the individual needs, characteristics, goals and

preferences of learners.

As a concept that is in line with the principles of communicative language teaching
and learner centeredness, it was natural that the innovations in language education led
to the introduction of learner autonomy into the field, and it even gained a buzzword
status within this context (Schwienhorst, 2008). However, discussions on autonomy
has shown that it has often been misunderstood as a concept. For example, some
assumed that it is the same concept as self-access learning, and some viewed it as
synonymous with self-instruction, thinking that it means leaving learners alone or

letting them decide everything on their own in the learning process (Schwienhorst,



2008). It has often been assumed that it means learning in isolation, learning without

an instructor or learning outside the classroom (Benson, 2001).

It can be said that these misconceptions about learner autonomy are caused by the
confusion about the definition and conceptualization of the term as it is a
multidimensional concept that can take many forms (Benson, 2001). With the aim of
clarifying the concept, many definitions have been suggested for learner autonomy,
but a consensus on how to define it have not been reached. The earliest definition was
offered by Holec (1981), who introduced autonomy as a pedagogical concept to the
field of FLE. He defined autonomy as “the ability to take charge of one’s own
learning” (p. 3) and explained that an autonomous learner takes responsibility in all
aspects of the learning, namely “in determining the objectives, defining the contents
and progressions, selecting methods and techniques to be used, monitoring the
procedure of acquisition of properly speaking, evaluating what has been acquired”
(Holec, 1981, p. 3). Another definition was offered by Little (1991), who wanted to

highlight the cognitive processes involved in autonomy. He states that,

autonomy is a capacity — for detachment, critical reflection, decision-making and
independent action. It presupposes, but also entails, that the learner will develop a
particular kind of psychological relation to the process and content of his learning. The
capacity for autonomy will be displayed both in the way the learner learns and in the
way he or she transfers what has been learned to wider contexts. (p. 4)

Another definition that contributed to the aforementioned ones was suggested by
Benson (2001). He aimed to emphasize learners’ control over the learning content and

defined autonomy as “the capacity to take control of one’s own learning” (p. 47).

A number of other definitions have been offered in the literature, but the three
definitions mentioned above are among the ones that still lead the recent discussions
on learner autonomy. In addition to the attempts to define the concept of learner
autonomy, many scholars have listed the characteristics of autonomous learners (e.g.
Breen & Mann, 1997; Candy, 1991; Dam, 1990; Dickinson, 1993). To illustrate, Dam
(1990, 1995) suggests that autonomous learners choose their own learning aims and
set goals for themselves, choose learning materials, methods and tasks, choose how to
organise the learning process and also choose criteria to evaluate their learning.

2



A lot of studies on learner autonomy has highlighted its’ benefits for FLE. Learner
autonomy emphasizes the active role of the learner in the learning process. It requires
learners to learn how to think and learn and to take control of their learning through
critical thinking, creativity, problem-solving skills and learning strategies. Learners
are expected to be active participants that take responsibility for their own learning
(Benson, 2006a). Dam (1995) suggests that involving learners in decision making
increases the effectiveness of learning. Similarly, Opalka (2001, as cited in Balgikanli,
2006) states that learner autonomy makes learners more involved in the learning
process and they can develop their learning strategies. Jiao (2005) suggests that
autonomous language learners use the opportunities to communicate in the target

language effectively, even in non-native environments.

These assets of learner autonomy are largely in line with the principles of
communicative language teaching and learner-centeredness. Therefore, fostering
learner autonomy has been a major aim of many language learning programs,
curriculums and materials. This increasing interest in the concept has heightened the
need for developing effective methods and techniques to foster learner autonomy in
FLE. With this aim, many different approaches have been offered and practised (e.g.
Cohen, 1999; Cotterall, 1995; Dam, 2011; Esch, 1997; Little, 1991, 2001; Littlewood,
1997; Nunan, 1997; Reinders, 2010). Benson (2001) emphasizes that it is natural to
have various different approaches in the literature since autonomy has many different
dimensions and it is not exercised only in one form. He categorized the approaches to
fostering autonomy by gathering the practices associated with autonomy under six

categories:

Resource-based approaches

Technology-based approaches

Learner-based approaches

Classroom-based approaches

Curriculum-based approaches

Teacher-based approaches (Benson, 2001, p. 111)

Among these approaches to fostering learner autonomy, one of the most relevant ones
to the current trends both in education and in today’s world is the category of

technology-based approaches. As Motteram (1997, as cited in Benson, 2001) suggests,
3



“There has always been a perceived relationship between educational technology and
learner autonomy” (p. 136) due to the wide range of merits technology has for the
promotion of learner autonomy. Technology gives learners the chance to take more
control over their learning (Reinders & Hubbard, 2013). It enables learners to access
self-study materials and engage in language learning activities that are suitable for
their levels, needs and interests with the support of multimedia sources. Learners can
study with authentic materials and complete authentic learning tasks in realistic
contexts. Furthermore, it eliminates time and place restrictions largely, giving learners
the opportunity to self-regulate their studies. In this way, learners are able to learn at
their own pace with unlimited practice options. Another asset of technology is enabling
learners to use the target language by interacting with both native and non-native
speakers outside the classroom. Technology also helps teachers to connect with
learners in different ways in and outside the classroom and create and assign novel
learning activities that facilitate both the learning of the target language and the

development of learner autonomy (Reinders & Hubbard, 2013).

All these opportunities can make students more autonomous learners that take
responsibility and control of their own learning. Today, with the help of the rapid
developments in technology, it has become a part of our daily lives. The increased
availability of many technological tools such as the computer and smart phones and
easy access to the Internet have led to the integration of technology to education
including the field of FLE. Therefore, it is crucial to make use of the opportunities
technology offers in the aspect of fostering learner autonomy.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Both theoretical and empirical findings indicate that learner autonomy has many assets
to offer for effective language learning, and promoting learner autonomy has been
widely adopted as an educational goal. However, it has been found that, in practice,

learner autonomy has failed to be promoted effectively in many contexts.

Learner autonomy entails a shift from a teacher-directed learning environment to a

learner-centred one (Dam, 2011). However, as Benson (2001) states, it might be

4



challenging to create such an environment in reality because of numerous factors
related to the learning context, learners or teachers. Many teachers do not find
opportunities to promote learner autonomy through in-class practices in traditional
FLE settings because of various reasons such as curriculum and time limitations,
exam-based education systems, socio-cultural barriers and learners’ reluctance (Borg
& Al-Busaidi, 2012; Darsih, 2018; Salimi & Ansari, 2015; Shahsavari, 2014;
Tayjasanant & Suraratdecha, 2016).

These factors that limit the promotion of learner autonomy can also be observed in the
educational institutions in Turkey. The Turkish educational context is mostly viewed
as an exam- and authority-oriented one that does not encourage learners to take
responsibility for their learning (Karabiyik, 2008; Sert, 2006; Yumuk, 2002). This
includes English language teaching (ELT), in which the students are usually exposed
to traditional methods of teaching (Boyno, 2011; Ustiinoglu, 2009). As a consequence
of the application of these traditional methods, learners usually fail to learn the target
language effectively and they do not develop to be autonomous learners (Sert, 2006;
Titiinis, 2011). Many of the studies that investigated learners’ autonomy levels and
perceptions towards autonomy (e.g. Barlas, 2012; Baylan, 2007; Dokuz, 2009; Tursun,
2010; Unal, 2015; Yapiérer, 2013; Yildirrm, 2005) found that although learners took
some responsibility in their learning, they mostly accepted teacher’s authority and

direction.

In addition to the aforementioned factors that hinder the development of learner
autonomy, the effects of learners’ cultures have also been highlighted by some. These
arguments mainly stem from the idea that autonomy has originated from and belongs
to Western cultures, therefore, while it is easily supported in these cultures where
learners can take charge of their learning, learners in Eastern cultures tend to view the
teacher as the authority and remain passive in the learning process (Adamson, 2003;
Palfreyman, 2003; Sert, 2006). However, Sakai, Takagi and Chu (2010) claim that
these tendencies are the effects of educational cultures rather than the general cultures
in countries. They suggest that although East Asian students are not different from

other learners, the educational norms in their countries may discourage them from



adopting autonomous behaviour. Some researchers have proposed that such effects of
educational cultures can be eliminated and learner autonomy can be achieved in non-
Western cultures (Chan, 2002; Gieve & Clark 2005; Littlewood, 1999; Mei, 2009;
Parks & Raymond, 2004). They suggest that when learners are provided with a
learning context that caters to their needs, they are usually willing and able to adopt

autonomous learning.

Among many different approaches to fostering learner autonomy, utilizing technology
may be the ideal option to overcome the aforementioned problems. Given its great
potential to support autonomy-enhancing learning environments and also its increasing
availability and integration into our daily lives, it would be natural to assume that
technology is used widely and effectively to foster learner autonomy. However,
research shows that it is not the case in many contexts in reality. The problems in the
promotion of learner autonomy show that many educational settings fail to use
technology effectively (Mutlu, 2008; Zonturlu, 2014). Therefore, it is vital to explore

how to make use of technology to foster learner autonomy in FLE.
1.3 Purpose of the study and research questions

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the use of technology, and
specifically of computer-assisted language learning (CALL), to promote learner
autonomy in an English as foreign language (EFL) context. It aims to explore how to
make use of the available technology within the access of learners and teachers in
many learning contexts such as computers and the Internet to promote learner
autonomy. It focuses on the effects of the CALL implementation applied during the
study on the autonomy levels of students based on the perceptions of students. Finally,
it attempts to explore learner perceptions on the benefits and challenges of the
technology implementation. Based on these purposes, the study aims to explore the

answers to the following questions:

1. How does the CALL implementation affect the self-perceived autonomy levels

of EFL learners studying in higher education?



a) Does the CALL implementation affect the self-perceived autonomy

levels of the participants at between-groups level?

b) Does the CALL implementation affect the self-perceived autonomy

levels of the participants at within-groups level?

2. What are the perceptions of EFL learners studying in higher education on the

CALL implementation?

a) What are the changes in the perceptions of the participants on the use
of technology to learn English before and after the CALL

implementation?

b) What are the benefits of the CALL implementation according to the
participants?

c) What are the challenges of the CALL implementation according to the

participants?

d) What are the effects of the CALL implementation on learner autonomy

according to the participants?

e) What are the suggestions of the participants to improve the CALL

implementation?

In order to address the questions, a quasi-experimental study was conducted with 50
students in a preparatory school at a Turkish state university. The experimental group
consisted of 25 learners in two classes, and the control group consisted of 25 learners
in two other classes in the school. A seven-week technology implementation was
applied in the experimental group. The data were collected through both qualitative

and quantitative methods.
1.4 Significance of the study

The concept of learner autonomy has been extensively studied in the field of FLE. In
Turkey, a large number of studies have explored it from various different perspectives.

A group of these studies investigated learners’ autonomy levels or their perceptions
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towards learner autonomy (e.g. Barlas, 2012; Baylan, 2007; Dokuz, 2009; Tursun,
2010; Unal, 2015; Yapiorer, 2013; Yildirim, 2005), the relationship between learner
autonomy and other variables such as foreign language achievement, strategy use, or
culture of learning (e.g. Alyas, 2011; Bayat, 2007; Gokgoz, 2008; Karabiyik, 2008;
Rezalou, 2014; Unlii & Er, 2016), teacher perceptions towards learner autonomy (e.g.
Baylan, 2007; Baz, Balgikanli1 & Cephe, 2018; Dogan & Mirici, 2017; Durmus, 2006;
Eren, 2015; Khalil, 2013; Sabanci, 2007; Tursun, 2010; Unal, 2015; Uriin, 2013).
There are also studies that explored ways to foster learner autonomy, and these studies
mostly focused on using portfolios (e.g. Burnaz, 2011; Isler, 2005; Koyuncu, 2006;
Koése, 2006; Ugiiten, 2009; Yildirim, 2013; Yilmaz, 2010), class activities (e.g.
Balgikanli, 2006; Dondiioglu, 2014), formative assessment (e.g. Sonmez, 2013),
extensive reading (e.g. Mede, Incecay & Incecay, 2013) and strategy training (e.g.
Ceylan, 2014; Hal, 2013; Nalkesen, 2011) to foster learner autonomy.

On the other hand, a limited number of studies in Turkey explored the use of CALL
or technology to foster learner autonomy (e.g. Bitlis, 2011; Mutlu, 2008; Ogmen,
2011). Most of the existing research on the use of technology in relation to learner
autonomy investigated learners’ perceptions towards the use of technology and their
habits of technology use (e.g. Ceylan, 2019; Mete, 2010; Zonturlu, 2014). The studies
that explored how to use technology to foster it mostly made use of pre-existing
language learning software or learning management systems. These programmes are
usually computer-based or Web-based extensions of the course books that are used in
the lessons. In most cases, they are already part of the curriculum of the institution and
assigned as homework without offering much choice and control to the learner.
Another approach that has been adopted in the limited number of studies that explored
how to foster learner autonomy through technology is attempting to incorporate
technology into lessons as class activities or as homework. These attempts have also
made students use specific tools and resources to complete the assigned tasks, which

means the learners had limited choice in the process.

Although all these studies have contributed invaluable findings to the literature about
learner autonomy, there is a need to explore the ways to use technology in a way that



considers learner needs and preferences, and teachers’ insights and that offers learners
choice as well as providing them with effective guidance in the process. Therefore, the
current study attempts to contribute to the filling of this gap in the existing literature.
Accordingly, it made use of a technology implementation designed by the researcher
instead of using an already existing commercial program or software. In that way, the
researcher was able to design the implementation according to the learners’ needs and
preferences which she identified through her observations and experiences in her
teaching. The implementation aimed to encourage the learners to use technology in
their out-of-class studies in a way that enables them to make choices in the learning
process. That is, the learners were able to choose the tools and resources they were
going to use and also make choices on how to use them. Moreover, the implementation
aimed to guide the students throughout the learning process via in-class sessions about
the technology tools, an online platform where students can interact with the teacher
as well as with the other learners and teacher guidance at all stages. By the help of
such a technology implementation that included all these features, the study aimed to
reveal valuable insights about students’ perceptions towards the use of technology to

foster learner autonomy.

Another important point that shows the significance of the present study is about the
notion of learner autonomy itself. According to Benson (2006a), “autonomy is a
contextually-variable construct” (p. 34). That is, it can take many different forms
depending on the context. The variables present in a context related to learners,
instructors, the learning content and materials, the teaching methods and techniques
can all affect the levels of autonomy exercised in learner behaviours. Therefore, it is
essential to explore the concept of learner autonomy in different learning settings in
order to grasp an in-depth understanding of it. Findings from various studies conducted
in a wide range of contexts can contribute to the literature in terms of the understanding

and conceptualization of learner autonomy.

Similar to learner autonomy, the use of technology in FLE is an area that deserves to
be researched in a wide range of contexts with different approaches to its use (Reinders
& Hubbard, 2013). Technology is a tool that offers infinite opportunities related to the



field of FLE, as it does for all the other fields of research. Due to the vast number of
data, tools and resources that can be accessed via technology, there are unlimited ways
FLE researchers and practitioners can make use of technology. This includes ways to
foster learner autonomy. Therefore, different kinds of technology implementations
need to be explored in order to guide and improve both research and practice.

Finally, the present study can contribute to supporting the argument that learner
autonomy is not only desirable but also feasible as a learning goal. As mentioned
earlier, research shows that learner autonomy is not effectively promoted in many
learning contexts in Turkey. Although many educators perceive learner autonomy as
an important feature that can improve the effectiveness of learning, they mention
several factors that hinder fostering learner autonomy in language education such as
exam-based systems, curriculum limitations and lack of student motivation. At this
point, the current study can be a valuable attempt to persuade educators that it is
possible to foster learner autonomy despite the presence of many limitations. Given
the increased availability of technological tools, the study offers a practical way to
encourage autonomous behaviour that can be implemented in many different contexts.
With the help of the technology intervention proposed in this study as well as the
implications it reveals based on student perceptions, teachers can be encouraged to

involve the promotion of learner autonomy in their practice.
1.5 Definitions of terms
The following terms are frequently used in the present study.

Leaner autonomy: the capacity to take control of one’s own learning (Benson, 2001,
p. 47)

Computer-assisted language learning (CALL): the search for and study of

applications of the computer in language teaching and learning (Levy, 1997, p. 1)

English as a foreign language (EFL): the study of English by non-native speakers

living in a non-English-speaking environment
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Communicative language teaching: an approach to language teaching methodology
that emphasizes authenticity, interaction, student-centred learning, task-based

activities, and communication for the real world, meaningful purposes (Brown, 2007,

p.378)
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.0 Introduction

In the present chapter, the literature related to learner autonomy and the use of
technology in EFL is reviewed with the aim of providing background information
related to the key concepts explored in the study. The chapter is divided into three
main sections. First, the concept of learner autonomy is explained by presenting the
origins and definitions of learner autonomy, characteristics of autonomous learners,
the importance of learner autonomy in EFL and approaches to fostering learner
autonomy in EFL. The second section reviews the literature related to the concept of
CALL by focusing on its historical development and its benefits and challenges related
to learner autonomy. The third section presents a review of the related empirical
research on learner autonomy conducted both internationally and in the context of
Turkey with a focus on the studies that explored the use of technology to foster learner
autonomy in EFL.

2.1 Learner autonomy

Although autonomy has been a key concept in language education and much has been
written about it, it has its origins out of the field of language learning or even education
in general (Benson, 2001). The idea was first used in a political background to describe
city-states that were gaining their independence. Plato, then, borrowed the term to
adapt it to describe an individual who is independent in thinking and action (Zembylas
& Lamb, 2008; as cited in Khalil, 2013), and it has been a major concept in many
liberal and humanist schools of thought particularly since the 18" century. It was a
natural consequence that, as on many aspects of society, the influence of the notion of

autonomy was observed on education and learning as well. Galileo supported
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autonomy in learning, which can be clearly seen in his quote: “You cannot teach a man
anything; you can only help him find it within himself” (Benson, 2001, p. 23). It was
also affected and shaped by many sources such as educational reform, adult education,

the psychology of learning and political philosophy.

Many scholars emphasized the significance and necessity of learner autonomy, which
puts the learner at the centre of learning (Benson, 2001). One of the most influential
of those scholars, Jean Jacques Rousseau, who lived in the 18" century, developed a
natural education model. That is, he believed that children should be free to choose
what to learn and when to learn it through discovery and in direct connection with
nature. He viewed teacher as an individual who supports learners and develops with
them. According to his model, learners should take the responsibility for their actions.
He believed that, by being educated in such a model, children would become adults
who would be guided by their own authority rather than the authority of outside
sources. Benson (2001) suggests that Rousseau’s thought planted the seeds for the
current concept of autonomy in learning. His idea of learner’s taking responsibility for
learning is a basic element of autonomy. Similarly, his idea that the capacity for
autonomy is a part of human nature but is weakened by formal education is also shared
by many scholars in the field. However, his influence was indirect, and he is rarely

cited as a source in the field of autonomy (Benson, 2001).

John Dewey was another philosopher that had profound influence on autonomy. He
believed that the goal of education is to prepare individuals for participation in social
and political life, which was a view to later shape the theory of autonomy greatly. He
also saw education as guiding learners in solving problems, which made the learners
active problem solvers through group work and changed the nature of teacher authority
in the classroom. These ideas of Dewey can easily be traced in the work of many
researchers in the field of autonomy (Benson, 2001).

Benson (2001) acknowledges several other scholars as early contributors to the notion

of autonomy in education. William Kilpatrick made his contributions through his

‘project method’, in which learners plan and apply their own learning projects through

group work, which can help them develop the skills they need for active participation
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in their communities. Paolo Freire addressed power and control issues in the classroom
in his work and suggested that the role of the teacher is to introduce information in the
form of problems to engage learners in active reflection rather than merely transmitting
knowledge to learners. Ivan Illich heavily criticised schooling by claiming that it
inhibited learning, and as an alternative to schools, he advocated informal learning.
One example for this kind of learning was the proposal of ‘learning webs’, which are
networks used for learning outside the school. Benson (2001) states that these offline
networks, which were not based on technology, were actually the early versions of the
current use of the Internet to connect learners across classrooms, which is an idea
believed to foster autonomy. Finally, Carl Rogers’s work in humanistic psychology
supported self-directed learning. That is, he proposed that learning takes place through
unique experiences of the individual and the teacher should act as a facilitator to help
the learner with minimum intervention in the process. His views of learning as a self-
directed process and of the teacher as a facilitator became major concepts in the idea

of autonomy.
2.1.1 Learner autonomy in EFL

Today people all around the world learn new languages independently of formal
instruction, and it is safe to say that second and foreign language learning has a longer
history than that of formal education. However, since autonomy research has mainly
focused on formal education, it has been present in the field of language education for

approximately fifty years (Benson, 2001).

The import of autonomy into language education took place through the Modern
Languages Project of the Council of Europe in 1971 (Benson, 2001). The aim of the
project was to promote lifelong learning for adults, and it also focused on learner-
centred practices in language education. As one of the outcomes of the project, Centre
de Recherches et d’ Applications en Langues (CRAPEL) was founded at the University
of Nancy, France, and it quickly established its status as a prominent centre for both
research and practice in language education. CRAPEL adopted an approach that was
based on the ideas coming from the newly-arising concept of adult self-directed
learning, which emphasized “the need to develop the individual’s freedom by
14



developing those abilities which will enable him to act more responsibly in running
the affairs of the society in which he lives” (Benson, 2001, p. 8). Yves Chalon, who
was the founder of CRAPEL, is generally accepted as the father of autonomy in the
field. Following his death, Henri Holec became the leader of CRAPEL, and he has
been a major name in autonomy in language learning. The report by Henri Holec about
the project for the Council of Europe, which was written in 1979 and published in
1981, was the first published source that applied the term of autonomy in the field of
language education. Holec starts his report by portraying the social context which he

assumed to shape the ideas of autonomy in education:

The end of the 1960s saw the development in all so-called industrially advanced
Western countries of a socio-political tendency characterized by a definition of social
progress, no longer in terms of increasing material well-being through an increase in
consumer goods and services, but in terms of an improvement in the ‘quality of life’
— an expression that did not become a slogan until some years later — based on the
development of a respect for the individual in society. (Holec, 1981, p. 1)

Similar to the views of Holec, Gremmo and Riley (1995) believe that the interest in
learner autonomy in language education stemmed from the political atmosphere in

Europe in 1960s.
2.1.2 Definitions of learner autonomy

Autonomy has been defined in many different ways in the literature. The reason for
the presence of various definitions for autonomy can be attributed to the fact that
autonomy is not a single behaviour (Little, 1990). It is multidimensional, and it can
change its form in different individuals and even in the same individuals depending on
the context and time (Benson, 2001). On the other hand, Benson (2001) argues that the
attempts to define autonomy are necessary for two main reasons. Firstly, for the
purposes of having construct validity in research, it is necessary to be able to describe
autonomy as observable behaviours. Secondly, attempts to foster autonomy can be
more successful when they are based on a clear understanding of autonomy and

behaviour related to it.

In his report to the Council of Europe, Holec (1981) came up with a definition of

learner autonomy which was later to be one of the most widely-accepted and
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commonly-used definitions of the term: “the ability to take charge of one’s own
learning” (p. 3). Accordingly, he suggested that a learner is autonomous if he/she takes

responsibility in:

determining objectives,

defining the contents and progressions,

selecting methods and techniques to be used,

monitoring the procedure of acquisition properly speaking,
evaluating what has been acquired. (Holec, 1981, p. 3)

Holec further explained that learners employ these metacognitive strategies at different
levels of effectiveness, which causes them to exercise different levels and forms of
autonomy. This suggests that autonomy is not a state that is achieved as an endpoint.
Instead, it is a continuum that ranges from no autonomy to complete autonomy
(Albadry, 2018; Sinclair, 2000).

Holec (1981) elaborates on his definition of autonomy by adding that it is not an inborn
ability and it must be acquired by natural means or by formal learning. That is,
although Holec defined autonomy as an ability, he emphasizes that it is not a feature
people are born with. He rather views it as a capacity they can acquire and develop by
experimenting with using their knowledge in different contexts or formal education

which provides learners with opportunities to do so.

Although Holec’s definition is still viewed as a useful definition by many
educationalists, some of them find it incomplete in some aspects. For instance, some
criticise it for being unclear about what ‘taking charge of one’s learning’ exactly means
or involves (Khalil, 2013). These criticisms led scholars to develop other definitions
of autonomy. Little (1991) argued that although Holec emphasized the decision-
making abilities of the learner, he did not make explicit the cognitive capacities that
affect the development of autonomy. Accordingly, Little (1991) defined autonomy as:

a capacity — for detachment, critical reflection, decision-making and independent
action. It presupposes, but also entails, that the learner will develop a particular kind
of psychological relation to the process and content of his learning. The capacity for
autonomy will be displayed both in the way the learner learns and in the way he or she
transfers what has been learned to wider contexts. (p. 4)
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Little’s definition does not contradict with but rather completes Holec’s definition in
that Little describes autonomy as a capacity to take control over the cognitive aspects
of the management of learning. Besides, he involves a psychological aspect, which

many definitions of autonomy lack.

Benson (2001), who defines autonomy as “the capacity to take control of one’s own
learning” (p. 47), argues that in addition to the two aspects of autonomy covered by
Holec’s and Little’s definitions, a third element needs to be emphasized: control over
learning content. Accordingly, he proposes that autonomy involves control over three
levels of teaching and learning: learning management, cognitive processes and the

content of learning.

Similar to the previous definitions, Benson’s definition has also been criticised by
some educationalists who argue that it fails to clearly explain what is exactly meant by

control or where the capacity for autonomy comes from (Khalil, 2013).

Considering the various views and definitions offered on autonomy, Sinclair (2000, as
cited in Khalil, 2013) states that the field is in need of a realistic definition.
Accordingly, she created a list that involves thirteen aspects of autonomy in an attempt

to gather the different aspects of the notion in relation to language education:

1. Autonomy is a construct of capacity.

2. Autonomy involves a willingness on the part of the learner to take responsibility for
their own learning.

3. The capacity and willingness of learners to take such responsibility is not necessarily
innate.

4. Complete autonomy is an idealistic goal.

5. There are degrees of autonomy.

6. The degrees of autonomy are unstable and variable.

7. Autonomy is not simply a matter of placing learners in situations where they have to
be independent.

8. Developing autonomy requires conscious awareness of the learning process.

- i.e. conscious reflection and decision-making; social and cultural awareness

9. Promoting autonomy is not simply a matter of teaching strategies.

10. Autonomy can take place both inside and outside the classroom.

11. Autonomy has a social as well as an individual dimension.

12. The promotion of autonomy has a political as well as psychological dimension.

13. Autonomy is interpreted differently by different cultures. (Sinclair, 2000, as cited in
Khalil, 2013, p. 12)
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2.1.3 Misconceptions about learner autonomy

Little (1990) argues that most of the hostility towards autonomy is caused by the
misconceptions and false assumptions related to autonomy, and in an attempt to

respond to those assumptions, he explains what autonomy is not:

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

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

3. On the other hand, autonomy is not something that teachers do to learners; that is, it

is not another teaching method.

Autonomy is not a single, easily described behaviour.

5. Autonomy is not a steady state achieved by learners. (p. 7)

e

Similarly, Benson (2001) underlines the fact that most discussions on autonomy are
characterised by misconceptions about the idea, and he lists some of the most common
ones. The first misconception he highlights is that autonomy is often viewed as
learning in isolation or without a teacher outside the classroom, which makes its
relation to language education vague. Another misconception he mentions is that
autonomy is often thought to involve the practice of certain skills and behaviours and

certain ways of organising the learning process.

Although there have been various approaches to define autonomy, the common point
scholars mostly agree on is the fact that autonomy involves taking responsibility for

and having control on the learning process.
2.1.4 Characteristics of autonomous learners

In addition to defining what autonomy is, it is useful to define who an autonomous
learner is to be able to get a full understanding of the concept of autonomy.
Considering that, many authors have defined autonomous learners mostly by listing

their characteristics.

One of earliest of those lists was proposed by Candy (1991), who suggests that
autonomous learners are methodical, disciplined, logical, analytical, reflective, self-

aware, curious, flexible, persistent, responsible, venturesome, creative, independent
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and self-sufficient. In addition, he believes that they are confident and have a positive
concept of themselves in their minds, develop skills to seek and recall information,
have knowledge and skills related to their learning experiences, and have their own

criteria for evaluation.

Dickinson (1993) defines autonomous learners simply as learners who are aware of
what is going on in the class. They also determine their learning objectives, effectively
choose and apply learning strategies, and monitor and evaluate their learning.
Considering these characteristics suggested by Dickinson, it can be said that

autonomous learners are actively involved in the overall learning process.

Breen and Mann (1997) elaborate on the description of autonomous language learners
by adding several other features to the description. They state that autonomous

language learners:

o see their relationship to what is to be learned, to how they will learn and to the
resources available as one in which they are in charge or in control;

e are in an authentic relationship to the language they are learning and have a genuine
desire to learn that particular language;

¢ have arobust sense of self that is unlikely to be undermined by any actual or assumed
negative assessment of themselves or their work;

e are able to step back from what they are doing and reflect upon it in order to make
decisions about what they next need to do and experience;

o are alert to change and able to change in an adaptable, resourceful and opportunistic
way;

¢ have a capacity to learn that is independent of the educational processes in which they
are engaged;

e are able to make use of the environment they find themselves in strategically;

e are able to negotiate between the strategic meeting of their own needs and responding
to the needs and desires of other group members. (p.134)

Dam (1990) aimed to make a practical description of autonomous learners based on
data from classroom practice. She stated that an autonomous learner “chooses aims
and purposes and sets goals; chooses materials, methods and tasks; exercises choices

and purpose in organising and carrying out the chosen tasks; and chooses criteria for

evaluation” (p. 18).
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By considering these definitions and lists on the features of autonomous learners, it is
possible to conclude that an autonomous learner takes responsibility for his/her

learning and is able to effectively control the learning process.
2.1.5 Key components of learner autonomy

The previous sections indicated that there have been various accounts on the
definitions of learner autonomy and lists of characteristics of autonomous learners as
researchers view autonomy from different perspectives and may emphasise different
aspects related to it. However, a review of those definitions and lists suggests that there
are certain components that are included and emphasises in many accounts. Revealing
these key elements may be helpful in gaining an understanding of autonomy that would
be accepted by many scholars; therefore, the present section attempts to list these key

features of the concept of learner autonomy.

Learner choice. According to Murray (1999), autonomous learning is a process in
which learners make choices or decisions over their learning, and in this way, they
take the control and responsibility of the learning process. Therefore, teachers who
support learner autonomy usually provide learners with choice (Katz & Assor, 2007).
This is also motivated by taking learners’ needs and learning styles into consideration.
Learners must be provided with opportunities to select learning materials, activities
and strategies based on their individual preferences and needs as this practice supplies
them with confidence and competence to express themselves freely in the learning
process (Hasan, 2011). Similarly, encouraging learners to make choices enables them
to discover their learning styles and strategies, which could improve their abilities to
transfer those strategies to other learning contexts out of the classroom as well as
increasing their intrinsic motivation (Young, 2005). Likewise, Dornyei (2001)
recommends providing learners with choice in different aspects of the learning
processes in order to offer them genuine control, promote collaboration among peers

and for self-evaluation.

Motivation. Since both motivation and learner autonomy are related to the active

participation of the learner in the learning process, they have been frequently
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associated with each other (Reinders, 2010). Autonomous learning often involves
genuine motivation and willingness to learn (Sinclair, 2000), and Sharp, Pocklington
and Weindling (2002) argue that specifically intrinsic motivation is a major element
of learner autonomy. They state that autonomous learners are motivated by factors that
have personal importance to them rather than external factors such as rewards or
threats. They suggest that, through intrinsic motivation, autonomous learners are able
to remain genuinely self-motivated by acting beyond the immediate circumstances. On
the other hand, Raby (2007) states that, in addition to intrinsic motivation, external
factors such as the teacher, the learning context, activities and materials may affect
learner motivation and may determine whether learners develop intrinsic motivation

or not.

Responsibility. Autonomy and responsibility are closely related as many definitions of
learner autonomy include the aspect of taking responsibility for one’s own learning
(Cotterall, 2000). Autonomous learners are likely to create their own learning
schedules and practise the planning, pacing and monitoring of their learning based on
these schedules. They also take an active part in setting their learning goals,
determining the learning content and evaluating their progress (Benson, 2006b). This
also entails a shift in the responsibilities and roles of the teachers in the learning
process. The transfer of responsibility of learning to the learners implies that learning
contexts and teachers are required to encourage learners to set their own learning goals,
make decisions in the learning process and reflect on their learning performance
(Cotterall, 2000).

Monitoring and self-evaluation. Dickinson (1993) states that monitoring and
evaluating the learning progress is an essential component of learner autonomy.
Scharle and Szabo (2000) suggest that when educators help learners to focus on the
learning process instead of only on the learning output, they assist them in consciously
exploring their learning performance and the contributions to their learning. They
explain that, in this way, teachers can promote the development of responsibility in
learners over their learning. When practicing self-evaluation, learners need to take the
role of the teacher, and by doing so, they get the opportunity to understand their
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proficiency level, strengths and weaknesses (Breen & Mann, 1997; Scharle & Szabo,
2000).

Interdependence and social interaction. Little (2000) emphasises the social-interactive
aspect of learner autonomy in FLE by acknowledging Vygotsky’s (1978) concept of
zone of proximal development. He argues that although learner autonomy can imply
independent problem solving, it is essentially facilitated through guidance by or
collaboration with peers and the teacher. Therefore, autonomous learning could be
promoted in FLE classrooms by creating collaborative activities for learners (Hasan,
2011). Likewise, Little and Dam (1998) state that although independence is closely
related to autonomy, the independence learners practise through autonomous
behaviour is controlled and supported by their interdependence. According to them,
this entails a learning context in which learners and the teacher cooperate and

collaborate effectively.

Out-of-class learning. Learner autonomy is not restricted to the learning inside the
classroom, but on the contrary, enables learners to continue their education outside the
class on their own (Benson, 2006b). Field (2007) emphasises the importance of
learning outside the classroom by explaining that it is the key factor leading to true
learner empowerment. In the context of learner autonomy, research revealed that
autonomous learners actively seek opportunities for learning outside the classroom
rather than restricting themselves to learning in the class with teacher control (Gao,
2008). Sharp, Pocklington and Weindling (2002) demonstrated that learners who
participated in out-of-class learning activities improved their metacognitive strategies
and had high intrinsic motivation, which implied learner autonomy. Therefore, it is
suggested by research that teachers who aim to foster learner autonomy in their
teaching need to assist learners in developing strategies to continue their learning
outside the classroom, in other words, beyond the formal teaching and learning context
(Benson, 2006b).
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2.1.6 The importance of learner autonomy in EFL

A large body of literature advocates the idea that fostering autonomy in language
education is important and necessary. Dam (1995) states that in her own classroom
experience as a language teacher, she has observed that when involving students in
decision-making procedures related to choosing learning materials and activities
resulted in more effective learning. Therefore, Dam (1995) suggests that increasing
learner involvement in decision-making in learning can increase the effectiveness and
success of learning. Similarly, Opalka (2001, as cited in Balgikanli, 2006) states that
fostering autonomy is beneficial for learners because in this way they can get more
involved in the learning process and can develop their learning strategies. Benson
(2001) states that “autonomous learning is more effective than non-autonomous
learning. In other words, the development of autonomy implies better language
learning” (p. 2). He explains that the background of the concept of autonomy coming
from educational, psychological and philosophical thought and particularly research
findings in the field of psychology of learning give a strong account for this
assumption. Jiao (2005) suggests that autonomous language learners are able to create
and make effective use of opportunities to communicate in the target language, even
in non-native environments. She explains that learner autonomy is a way to shape the
learning according to individual needs and learners can acquire the skill of independent
thinking by making use of autonomy. Finally, Ustiinoglu (2009) believes that
promoting autonomy leads to enhanced learner performance and achievement by

assisting in increasing motivation and self-esteem in learners.
2.1.7 Fostering learner autonomy in EFL

The views that advocate learner autonomy and point out its benefits for language
learning have naturally led scholars to explore and suggest methods on how learner
autonomy can be fostered in language education. Benson (2001) suggests that because
autonomy as a capacity for control in learning has many different dimensions and can
be exercised in different forms, there is not a single approach to fostering autonomy.
Since there is no particular way to foster autonomy, how to evaluate the
appropriateness and effectiveness of the practices that claim to do that gains
23



significance. For that concern, Benson (2001) proposes asking two key questions about
the practice. The first one is “How does this practice help learners take greater control
over their learning?”” and the second one is “How does the practice improve language

learning?” (p. 111)

There are a number of accounts on ways to foster learner autonomy in the literature
(e.g. Cotterall, 1995; Dam, 2011, Little, 1991, 2001; Littlewood, 1997; Nunan, 1997).
A number of approaches have been suggested such as learner training (Esch, 1997),
strategy training (Cohen, 1999), self-access and language advising (Reinders, 2010).
Application of certain tools have also been proposed such as the European Language
Portfolio (ELP) to encourage learner involvement in assessment (Little, 2009),
logbooks to assist learners to keep track of their learning goals and performance (Dam,
2009), and technological tools to give learners access to learning resources (Reinders,
2010). Dickinson (1992, as cited in Balgikanli, 2006) proposes six ways teachers can

enhance learner independence:

e legitimizing independence in learning by showing that we, as teachers, approve of it,
and by encouraging the students to be more independent;

e convincing learners that they are capable of greater independence in learning -giving
them successful experiences of independent learning;

e giving learners opportunities to exercise their independence;

e helping learners to develop learning strategies so that they can exercise their
independence;

¢ helping learners to become more aware of language as a system so that they can
understand many of the learning techniques available and learn sufficient grammar to
understand simple reference books;

e sharing with learners something of what we know about language learning so that they
have a greater awareness of what to expect from the language learning task and how
they should react to problems that erect barriers to learning. (p. 50)

Benson (2001) explains that in language education, there are certain practices that have

been associated with autonomy, and he lists those practices in six categories:

e Resource-based approaches emphasize independent interaction with learning
materials.

e Technology-based approaches emphasize independent interaction with educational
technologies.

e Learner-based approaches emphasize the direct production of behavioural and
psychological changes in the learner.
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e Classroom-based approaches emphasize learner control over the planning and
evaluation of classroom learning.

e Curriculum-based approaches extend the idea of learner control to the curriculum as
a whole.

e Teacher-based approaches emphasize the role of the teacher and teacher education in
the practice of fostering autonomy among learners. (Benson, 2001, p. 111)

All the different accounts listed above suggest the usefulness of Benson’s (2001) view
which claims that fostering autonomy does not manifest itself in a single way and can
be practised in many forms depending on the specific learning context and the needs
of the learners. Focusing on fostering autonomy through the use of technology, the
present study draws on the views on Benson (2001), who lists technology-based
approaches as one of the main categories of practices identified with autonomy and its

promotion in language education.
2.2 Computer-assisted language learning

The use of technology in education has often been associated with autonomy (Chik,
2017). Even before the era of Web 2.0 when technology users had limited
opportunities to managing the content on the Internet, the potential of educational
technology to promote learner autonomy was pointed out (Chik, 2017). An early
association was made by Motteram (1997, as cited in Benson, 2001) who stated “There
has always been a perceived relationship between educational technology and learner
autonomy. This is taking educational technology in its broadest sense and taking
learner autonomy as the superordinate term. This has become increasingly true for
computers and self-access” (p. 136). Similarly, Cotterall (1998) and Shetzer and
Warschauer (2000) referred to technology as a critical dimension in implementing
learner autonomy at times when educational technology was limited in use compared

to today.

Currently, most research and practice in regard to educational technology in the field
focuses on CALL, which involves the use of computers and the Internet in language
education. In an early definition, CALL was defined as “the search for and study of
applications of the computer in language teaching and learning” (Levy, 1997, p. 1). At
the time this definition was made, computers were not part of the everyday life and
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computer use in language learning was limited (Chik, 2017). The changes in
technology later created new relationships between language learning and computer,
and Egbert (2005) reflected this change in his definition of CALL, which states that
CALL is “using computers to support language teaching and learning in some way”
(p. 1). This was still a comparatively early definition in which the centre of CALL was
viewed to be the computer. In a more recent definition, Beatty (2010) defined CALL
as “any process in which a learner uses a computer and, as a result, improves his or
her language” (p. 7). This definition shifts the learning initiative from the teacher to
the learner and implies that as a part of daily use of technology, language learning
could be incidental (Chik, 2017).

The history of CALL can be viewed in relation to the invention of the Internet in two
main periods: before and after the Internet. According to Warschauer and Healey
(1998), the history of CALL before the Internet can be divided into three phases:

behaviouristic, communicative and integrative.

The behaviouristic phase, which covers the period between 1960s and 1970s, involved
the use of more mechanical applications that drilled and tested knowledge of
grammatical structures and vocabulary mostly through multiple-choice exercises or by
comparing learner input to pre-programmed answers. In regard to supporting
autonomy, it can be said that these programs gave learners some control over their
learning by offering them choice over the ways of practice and testing and by making
them control the learning pace. On the other hand, they did not offer much support for
autonomy in the aspect that they were based on the behaviouristic view of language

learning as habit formation and involved the use of computer in the role of a tutor.

In the 1980s, CALL gained a more communicative nature under the influence of
communicative language teaching. Problem-solving activities were designed to
encourage cognitive involvement in the language and increased spoken
communication with other learners. The commonly used applications were games,
simulation packages and text reconstruction. Even though these applications offered

some degree of control to learners in problem-solving tasks, they were similar to the
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behaviouristic CALL applications in that they used the computer as the tutor and had

pre-programmed solutions to the problems.

The integrative phase of CALL involved the use of multimedia, hypermedia and
interactive technologies, which were mostly available on CD-ROM. These
technologies had the potential to support learner autonomy by providing learners with
rich input, making use of different kinds of media and by presenting branching options.
However, they still lacked the features to respond to creative learner input and to offer

genuine control to the learner.

The use of the Internet provided a way forward for integrative CALL since it did not
have the limitations of the CD-ROM. It meant that CALL has entered a new era as the
Internet provides learners with various facilities, enables them to have access to
information and resources to communicate and to share input (Chik, 2017).
Furthermore, many learners have positive overall perceptions on the use of CALL
(Mokhtari, 2013).

2.2.1 Benefits of CALL in relation to learner autonomy

There are many ways in which CALL can foster and support autonomous learning in
FLE (Hashemi & Aziznezhad, 2011). Overall, the implementation of CALL can
provide learners with more control over their learning by enabling them to construct
meaning and evaluate their learning performance (Rahimi & Bigdeli, 2013; Smith,
2004). Ebrahimi, Eskandari, and Rahimi (2013) revealed that a technology-enhanced
language learning context led to more efficient, learner-centred and facilitative
instruction. The studies by Arikan and Bakla (2011) and Jarvis (2012) also confirmed

the affordances of CALL for learner autonomy.

A major advantage of CALL for autonomous learning is in terms of access to learning
input and resources (Reinders & Hubbard, 2013). Technology has provided learners
with ubiquitous access to a potentially unlimited range of resources. This means that
even the learners in underprivileged environments can access materials and are less
dependent on scarce teacher support. What is more, it enables both teachers and

learners to easily store and retrieve materials as well as learning records. In this way,
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learners can not only access resources easily but also keep track of their usage of those

resources.

Technology also provides learners with access to authentic content and resources and
enhances the authenticity of the language practice (Chan & Chan, 2011; Cheng, Paré,
Collimore & Joordens, 2011). The importance of providing learners with access to
authentic materials has often been emphasized in discussions about the development
of learner autonomy (Benson, 2001). Having access to authentic materials means that
learners can use real-world materials that are related to their individual preferences

and interests.

Through CALL, learners can be encouraged to make more choices in the learning
process, which is a key component in learner autonomy (Yuan & Kim, 2017). By
offering a large number of alternatives to the learners in terms of learning content,
activities, resources as well as how to learn, technology could improve the abilities of
learners to control their learning through making active decisions. Collentine (2011)
and Rankin and Edwards (2017) also emphasise the importance of learner choice in
CALL activities.

Autonomy also facilitates communication and interaction in language learning (Lee,
2016). Many autonomy researchers underline the importance of giving learners
various opportunities to use the target language, particularly outside the classroom
(Benson, 2001). Computer-mediated communication via tools such as e-mail, chat
applications and social networking sites enable learners to interact with other learners,
native speakers and instructors (Rahimi & Bigdeli, 2013). Tutorial programs that
provide learners with feedback on their language output also offer interactivity
(Reinders & Hubbard, 2013).

Another benefit of technology is its’ potential for situated learning (Hung, 2002).
Situated learning is a significant concept in language learning as it can facilitate
reducing the boundaries between the classroom and the target language settings (Hung,
2002). Technology can facilitate situated learning by, for instance, providing learners

with access to tools and connection with teachers and other learners when they need
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support in target language contexts. By getting involved in situated-learning contexts,
learners can gain more control and responsibility in the learning process. When it is
considered that a large part of daily communication is moving into digital
environments including the professional and business interactions, it is increasingly
becoming an advantage and a necessity for learners to integrate these situations into

their learning.

In relation to the learning process, technology presents new types of activities such as
Web quests, microblogging and the use of social networking sites in addition to the
activities that have been traditionally used in language education, These activities give
learners opportunities for practicing the language in an interactive way by using
authentic materials without constant teacher intervention (Lee, 2016). According to
Darasawang and Reinders (2010), technology-based language learning environments
could also provide learners with more responsibility for their learning and increase

their intrinsic motivation levels.

Technology also promotes learner autonomy in terms of encouraging learners to reflect
on their learning, which is a key part in autonomous learning (Kim, 2014; Smith,
2004). Kim (2014) revealed that self-study resources for speaking practice assisted
learners to monitor their progress and led them to reflect more on their learning. To
illustrate, electronic portfolios are popular tools that help learners to monitor their
progress and make decisions about the learning process. Furthermore, with the help of
technology, learners can get feedback on their language use immediately and in a
personalized way. Natural language processing applications are one example of this,
and they can help students to depend less on the teacher. In addition, technology allows
for the delivery of feedback in different ways such as by using auditory, textual or
visual tools (Reinders & Hubbard, 2013).

To sum up, all the benefits discussed above suggest that CALL can help students take

control over their learning and empower them in the learning process. At a practical

level, CALL helps students control the learning process by giving them access to

materials in a flexible way whenever and wherever they need it, with varying degrees

of support depending on the learners’ preference. By allowing them to make choices
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on the learning content, connect with other learners and monitor their performance,
CALL has the potential to encourage learners to be more active, more reflective, more

critical and more responsible for their own learning.
2.2.2 The use of Web 2.0 tools in EFL

The term Web 2.0 was coined by O’Reilly (2007), who defined it as a platform where
all users can create and change content. In this respect, Web 2.0 changed the passive
role of the users in Web 1.0 into a more active one. Web 2.0 technologies, which
include blogs, wikis, social networking sites and podcasts among others, enable users
to communicate, create and share materials, and edit and contribute to each other’s
work (Annamalai, 2019). O’Reilly (2007) listed the characteristics of Web 2.0 as

following:

- services, not packaged software, with cost-effective scalability,

- control over unique, hard-to-recreate data source that get richer as more people use,
- trusting users as co-developers,

- harnessing collective intelligence,

- leveraging the long tail through customer self-service,

- software above the level of a single device,

- lightweight user interfaces, development models, and business models. (p.36-37)

Garcia-Martin and Garcia-Sanchez (2013) categorise Web 2.0 tools into two groups:
social and emotional applications and instrumental applications. According to this
categorisation, social and emotional applications focus on social relationships and are
usually used spontaneously such as social networking platforms while instrumental

applications are used for specific purposes and may require additional skills.

The emergence of Web 2.0 tools changed the view of technology use in FLE as they
did in all parts of daily life. Whereas Web 1.0 provided resources and means for
communication for FLE such as materials provided by text book publishers through a
website or software, Web 2.0 supplies new learning environments which can be
adapted according to the needs of learners and enable them to be active participants in
the learning process (Harris & Rea, 2009). Web 2.0 technologies can provide
platforms where instructors can actively facilitate learning and offer motivating and

effective learning opportunities (Amzaourou & Oubaha, 2018). Similarly, Parmaxi and
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Zaphiris (2017) suggest that Web 2.0 can be utilised for more effective language learning

when it is supported by sound theoretical and pedagogical alignment.

One of the most commonly used Web 2.0 tools, blogs can enhance knowledge construction
and support cognitive development (Noel, 2015). They offer a learner-centred platform
for language learning and support communication skills (Kuimova & Zvekov, 2016).
Furthermore, they encourage reflection on learning as they demonstrate the progress in
learning over time (Al Waely & Aburezaq, 2013). Finally, they enable authors to write for
a global audience (Hung & Huang, 2015).

Another widespread Web 2.0 tool, social networking platforms have several affordances
for language learners. As platforms that enable learners to interact with each other and
with other speakers, they encourage communication and collaboration (Annamalai, 2017)
as well as improve learners’ writing skills (Annamalai & Tan, 2014). On social networking
platforms, learners can enhance their capacities and performances and gain new
knowledge as they create and edit new content (Tinmaz, 2012). In addition, the use of

these platforms are widely favoured by foreign language learners (Eren, 2012).

The positive effects of Web 2.0 technologies on language learning were confirmed by
many empirical studies. Moya (2015) revealed that using blogs improved the oral
communication skills of the learners who were weak in this area beforehand. Somdee
and Suppasetseree (2013) demonstrated that the implementation of digital storytelling
enhanced the motivation levels of the learners to practice speaking as well as their
knowledge of the target language. Parmaxi and Zaphiris (2016) report that the use of
Web 2.0 tools can help to improve a variety of capacities such as collaborative learning
and intercultural awareness when they are used within a suitable theoretical

framework.

The assets of Web 2.0 technologies for autonomous learning have also been a research

inquiry, and many studies emphasised its benefits in this respect. Gonzalez and Louis

(2008) state that Web 2.0 tools can foster learner autonomy by providing learners with

control over the content and pace of their learning, which improves their sense of

responsibility and motivation in learning. Similarly, Parmaxi and Zaphiris (2016)

argue that Web 2.0 tools promote learner autonomy as long as they are implemented
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in an appropriate theoretical framework. According to Jee (2011), many learners feel
more comfortable while learning with Web 2.0 technologies compared to studying in
traditional classrooms. This greater feeling of comfort as well as the opportunity to use
the Web 2.0 tools according to their own learning goals and needs in an unlimited way
can enhance the autonomous learning capacities of the learners.

In a nutshell, Web 2.0 technologies are relatively recent tools that have influenced the
implementation of technology-enhanced instruction in FLE as they offer numerous

assets for foreign language learning and for the development of learner autonomy.
2.3 Recent studies on learner autonomy in EFL
2.3.1 Recent international studies on learner autonomy in EFL

A large number of studies have been conducted to investigate learner autonomy in
foreign language education. These studies have focused on different aspects of learner

autonomy, and they have been carried out in various contexts.

Many studies investigated learners’ autonomy levels or their perceptions towards
learner autonomy (e.g. Ikonen, 2013, Shahsavari, 2014; Tayjasanant & Suraratdecha,
2016; Xu, 2015). Some of them focused on the relationship between learner autonomy
and other variables such as foreign language achievement, strategy use, or willingness
to communicate (e.g. Liu, 2007; Mohammadi & Mahdivand, 2019).

A group of studies explored teacher perceptions on learner autonomy and the practices
and activities teachers involve in their classes to promote learner autonomy. These
studies mainly explored teachers’ views on the necessity, desirability and feasibility
of learner autonomy as well as their practices, and they mostly used questionnaires,
interviews and classroom observations as data collection tools. Some recent examples
of these studies are Hasan (2011), Borg and Al-Busaidi (2012), Al-Busaidi and Al-
Maamari (2014), Shahsavari (2014), Salimi and Ansari (2015), Tayjasanant and
Suraratdecha (2016), and Darsih (2018). Despite the various results they obtained,
there are some findings that commonly emerged from these studies. Many of them

revealed that although teachers thought that autonomy could help learners learn more
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effectively and that many of them reported to involve some practices and activities to
promote learner autonomy in their classes, it is not always feasible to foster and
practise autonomy because of various factors that hinder autonomy development such
as curriculum demands, the limitations of the educational systems, socio-cultural

barriers and learners’ reluctance.

Finally, since both theory and related empirical findings highlight the importance of
learner autonomy for effective learning, many researchers explored ways to foster
learner autonomy (e.g. Humphreys & Wyatt, 2014; Liu & Qi, 2017; Ramirez, 2017).
Some of these studies investigated the use of a specific tool or technique. The examples
for these include investigating the use of portfolios (e.g. Chauhan, 2013), a learner-
autonomous syllabus (e.g. Jamil, 2010), self-assessment (e.g. Gholami, 2016; Robison,
2016), training on higher order thinking strategies (e.g. Teimourtash &
YazdaniMoghaddam, 2017), one-to-one learner consultation (e.g. Oh, 2002), and
learning diaries (e.g. Porto, 2007).

2.3.1.1 Recent international studies on the effects of technology on learner

autonomy in EFL

Among the research on ways to foster learner autonomy, a number of studies explored
the use of technology for that purpose. Most of these were studies that investigated the
differences in autonomy levels before and after an implementation that involved the
use of technology in various forms. To begin with, Kim (2014) investigated the use of
digital storytelling in an autonomous learning context that involved the use of online
self-study resources, an online recording program and a speech-to-text program as well
as instructor feedback. The participants of the study were five high intermediate and
advanced level adult ESL learners in the USA. They were asked to record stories on
weekly topics outside the classroom. The data were collected through three
questionnaires that assessed the participants’ perceptions of autonomous learning as
well as through the story-telling videos that showed the improvement in the
participants’ oral proficiency. According to the findings, the participants viewed the
application of learner-recorded story-telling videos as a learner-centred activity that
can be helpful in improving their autonomy and that it contributed to their self-
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confidence levels, which is a feature that is associated with autonomy. The study also
emphasizes the importance of instructor’s guidance and feedback in this kind of

learning activities that involve out-of-class study.

Pospisilova (2018) explored how to enhance learner autonomy and self-assessment
skills by using e-portfolios. A self-assessment cycle that was applied through the use
of e-portfolios was adopted in five courses at a university in Czech Republic, and the
participants were 40 adult students from those courses. The participants were guided
to create an e-portfolio which included several stages of self-assessment and goal
setting which were followed by taking standardised tests. Following those stages, the
participants were required to add samples of evidence to their e-portfolios to prove that
they were studying to reach their goals. The data collection tools were the evidence
files created by learners, the results from language proficiency tests and in-depth
interviews. The findings revealed that the proposed self-assessment model helped
students to set learning goals and collect evidence about those goals as long as the
goals were clear but also that the participants needed more specific training about goal
setting. In addition to setting goals for themselves, the participants were reported to
show an increase in behaviour that reflected autonomy based on the observations made
by the researcher.

Ardi (2017) researched the promotion of learner autonomy through the use of a mobile
learning platform in an academic English class. The participants were 21 students
enrolled in an academic English course that adopted a blended learning method at an
Indonesian higher education institution. The study, which was a qualitative case study,
investigated how Schoology, a mobile social networking learning management system,
affected the participants’ exercise of autonomous learning. The data were collected
through the online records and analytics available on the platform about student
activity including students’ posts and comments, discussions, shared materials as well
as learner reflections about the use of the platform and their learning processes. The
results showed that the platform helped learners to engage in autonomous learning by
leading them to control the management of their learning, the cognitive processes

involved in learning and the selection of learning materials by facilitating interaction

34



among learners, by enabling learners to study at their own pace whenever and

wherever they wished and by providing learners with media-rich materials.

Albadry (2018) examined the use of mobile technology to foster learner autonomy in
an EFL course. The context of the study was a 12-week course which included the use
of iPad devices by a group of 21 Saudi university students in both in-class and out-of-
class teacher-guided activities. The data were gathered through questionnaires, focus
group interviews, student diaries, think-aloud protocols and an online tracker. The
results of the study showed that the participants used a wide range of cognitive,
metacognitive and social strategies when working with the iPad and that there was an
increase in the participants’ reported use of language learning strategies by the end of
the project. Therefore, the results suggest that the integration of iPad devices into

language education can have positive effects on learners’ autonomy development.
2.3.2 Recent studies on learner autonomy in EFL in Turkey

As in the international context, a large number of studies have been conducted in the
context of Turkey on learner autonomy in English language education. These studies
can be categorised in a similar way to the international ones in terms of their focus.
Firstly, many studies focused on learner perceptions on learner autonomy or learners’
autonomy levels such as the studies of Yildirim (2005), Baylan (2007), Dokuz (2009),
Tursun (2010), Barlas (2012), Yapidrer (2013) and Unal (2015). A common finding
from many of these studies was that Turkish EFL learners were autonomous to some
extent. That is, although they accepted responsibility in certain parts of their learning,
they needed support and guidance in many aspects of their learning and were mostly

ready to accept teacher authority and direction.

A group of studies examined the relationship of learner autonomy to other variables
such as foreign language achievement (e.g. Bayat, 2007; Rezalou, 2014; Unlii & Er,
2016), culture of learning (e.g. Karabiyik, 2008), strategy use (e.g. Alyas, 2011;
Gokgoz, 2008), language engagement (e.g. Akbas, 2011), psychological well-being
(e.g. Dislen, 2010), academic and social variables (Imre, 2015) and the use of self-

access centers (e.g. Nasoz, 2015).
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The studies that were conducted in Turkey on teacher perceptions and practices
obtained similar findings to those of international studies (e.g. Baylan, 2007; Baz,
Balgikanli & Cephe, 2018; Dogan & Mirici, 2017; Durmus, 2006; Eren, 2015; Khalil,
2013; Sabanci, 2007; Tursun, 2010; Unal, 2015; Uriin, 2013). The teachers in Turkey
mostly expressed their willingness to promote learner autonomy, but they also reported
challenges and limitations, and their needs for support and guidance in promoting it in
practice. Baz, Balgikanli and Cephe (2018) suggested that teachers’ limited attempts
to promote learner autonomy could be related to their stories as learners such as not
having enough opportunities for autonomous learning as learners. Based on the
findings, Sabanci (2007) and Khalil (2013) propose providing teachers with in-service
training on learner autonomy, offering them flexibility in teaching and making
adjustments in the curricula of schools so that they cover learner autonomy more
effectively. Similarly, Balgikanli (2010) found that although ELT student-teachers had
positive views on the adoption of learner autonomy principles, they had some concerns
about their practical application. Therefore, Bal¢ikanli (2010) recommends teacher-
educators to involve more activities that promote autonomous learning in the education
of ELT students. Considering the findings of the studies on teacher perceptions and
practices and the suggestions made by researchers to solve the current problems, it can
be said that the present study can contribute to the current situation by presenting a
way of practice that teachers can benefit from to promote learner autonomy in classes.
That is, it can contribute to showing teachers that learner autonomy is not only
desirable and necessary but also feasible to apply in practice.

Finally, a number of studies performed in Turkey explored how to foster learner
autonomy. Some of the recent examples examined the application of portfolios (e.g.
Burnaz, 2011; Isler, 2005; Koyuncu, 2006; Kése, 2006; Ugiiten, 2009; Y1ldirim, 2013;
Yilmaz, 2010), class activities (e.g. Balgikanli, 2006; Dondiioglu, 2014), formative
assessment (e.g. S6nmez, 2013), extensive reading (e.g. Mede, Incegay & Incecay,
2013) and strategy training (e.g. Ceylan, 2014; Hal, 2013; Nalkesen, 2011) with the

aim of promoting learner autonomy.
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2.3.2.1 Recent studies on the effects of technology on learner autonomy in EFL in
Turkey

In Turkey, several studies were conducted to investigate the effects of technology on
learner autonomy in EFL. Some of these studies explored the use of a learning
management system or software. For example, Bitlis (2011) investigated the effects of
blended learning on learner autonomy. In the study, the blended learning environment
was created through the integration of a language learning software called My English
Lab into the traditional classroom environment. The participants of the study were 36
EFL preparatory school students. The data were collected through a questionnaire,
interviews, learner logs and lesson observations. The results revealed that blended
learning approach helped to foster autonomous learning as the participants engaged in

autonomous learning activities.

Zonturlu (2014) studied EFL learners’ perceived levels of autonomy in a context where
CALL was integrated into the curriculum in the form of a language learning software.
The participants, who were 40 upper-intermediate level EFL preparatory school
students, were given a questionnaire and interviewed. The results of the study showed
that while the majority of the participants had high motivation levels and used some
metacognitive strategies, they also thought that the teacher was responsible for their
learning in most of the learning process and they spent limited time on out-of-class

learning.

Mete (2010) revealed limited effects of a particular CALL system on learner autonomy
and the potential reasons for this inefficiency. The study explored the effects of a
language learning software called DynEd, which was being widely used in many
schools in Turkey at the time the research was conducted, as reported by the researcher.
The participants of the study were 874 EFL learners studying in 7" and 8™ grades in
Turkey, and the data were gathered through an autonomy determining scale
constructed by the researcher. The findings revealed that DynEd had limited effects on
fostering learner autonomy. The researcher suggests that the reasons for these findings
may be the technical inconveniencies and problems the participants had in accessing
and using the software, the discrepancies between the learning content on the software
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and the school curriculum, and limited appeal of the software to learner interests and
preferences. These findings are important as they shed light on some of the points that
need to be taken into consideration while implementing CALL for autonomy

development.

Similarly, Ceylan (2019) investigated the reasons why a CALL system that was in use
in her institution was not being effectively used by the learners. The participants were
100 EFL preparatory school students at a state university in Turkey. As part of the
preparatory school program, they were required to use a CALL system named Quartet,
which led students to study on their own. To investigate why some learners failed to
use the system in an effective way, the researcher collected data from the participants
through a questionnaire. The findings indicated that though the participants accepted
some responsibility for their learning, they mainly believed that the teacher was
responsible for setting learning goals for learners. The researcher suggests that learners
needed teacher guidance in setting goals for themselves as well as in the use of the
CALL software to improve their autonomous learning. Furthermore, according to the
findings of the study, a reason why students used the software ineffectively was that
they did not enjoy using the particular software and did not find it useful although they
reported to be willing to use computer and the Internet to study English in general.
These findings and those of Mete (2010) are significant as they point to why an
application of CALL can be successful or unsuccessful. Considering these, it can be
said that a strength of the CALL implementation in the present study is that it involves
teacher guidance and support throughout the project. In addition to providing learners
with teacher support, the application of CALL in the present study focuses on giving
learners choice over learning tools and materials with the aim of promoting learner

autonomy through an effective use of CALL.

Among the studies conducted in Turkey, in addition to the studies that investigated the
application of specific language learning software or systems, there are studies that
explored the use of technology in projects designed by teachers or researchers
themselves with the aim of promoting learner autonomy, similar to the present study.

Mutlu (2008) explored four aspects of autonomy in a CALL context through an
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experimental study design. Participants of the study were 48 intermediate-level
preparatory school students, who were divided into control and experimental groups.
For five weeks, the students in the experimental group were given training on language
learning strategies through CALL. The data collection tools were questionnaires that
were applied in the form of pre-test and post-test, semi-structured interviews,
observations and e-learning diaries kept by learners. The findings revealed that the
strategy-training period assisted the participants in the experimental group in
improving their use of language learning strategies and improved their motivation,
encouraged them to take more responsibility for their learning and pursue out-of-class

activities.

Ogmen (2011) studied the effects of vocabulary learning through e-portfolios on
learner autonomy and strategy development. For this purpose, the participants, who
were 89 EFL learners in a high school in Turkey, were asked to keep a vocabulary
learning e-portfolio for 24 weeks. The data were gathered through pre- and post-
questionnaires, researcher logs and interviews. According to the results, the majority
of the participants reported to have a high level of interest in the computer-based tasks
involved in the project, they developed some new learning strategies, and the project
contributed to the development of the autonomous learning skills of the participants.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.0 Introduction

In this chapter, the research design of the study, the research setting, the participants,
the experimental treatment, the data collection instruments, the procedures of data

collection, and the data analysis methods are presented.
3.1 Research design

The present study, which aimed to investigate the effects of CALL on learner
autonomy, was designed as a quasi-experimental study, which is a type of
experimental study. Dornyei (2007) reports that many people view the experimental
study as a successful scientific method as it can identify clear cause-effect
relationships. Dornyei (2007) continues that although many studies in applied
linguistics attempt to establish causal links, it is actually quite difficult to uncover such
links. That is because in real life no event takes place in isolation, so it is hard to avoid
or identify the interferences of various factors. Dornyei (2007) states that the solution
to this problem has been offered by the experimental research design, which he calls

“a simple but ingenious methodological idea” (p. 116). He explains:

first, take a group of learners and do something special with/to them, while measuring
their progress. Then compare their results with data obtained from another group that
is similar in every respect to the first group except for the fact that it did not receive
the special treatment. If there is any discrepancy in the results of the two groups, these
can be attributed to the only difference between them, the treatment variable. (p. 116)

Therefore, in experimental studies, some processes which are deliberately manipulated
take place in a controlled setting so that all the variables except for the target ones are
kept unchanged (Johnson & Christensen, 2004, as cited in Dornyei, 2007). Although
there are different forms of experimental research, in a typical experimental study,
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there can be an intervention, or a treatment, and at least two groups: the ‘treatment’ or
the ‘experimental’ group, which undergoes the treatment, and the control group, who
is not exposed to the treatment, but provides the standard for comparison. In
educational contexts, as the experimental group is exposed to the treatment, the control
group continues with the standard form of instruction in the same learning setting. To
measure the change, pre-evaluations before the intervention and post-evaluations after
the intervention are applied to both groups, and the results are compared (Do6rnyei,

2007).

In experimental studies, in order to make the control group as similar to the
experimental group as possible, researchers are suggested to assign the participants
randomly to the two groups (Creswell, 2009; Dérnyei; 2007). However, as Dérnyei
(2007) points out, this is not always possible in real life for practical reasons, which

may require the use of a quasi-experimental design:

In most educational settings, random assignment of students by the researcher is rarely
possible and therefore researchers often have to resort to a ‘quasi-experimental
design’. Quasi-experiments are similar to true experiments in every respect except that
they do not use random assignment to create the comparisons from which treatment-
caused change is inferred. (p. 117)

In other words, quasi-experimental studies make use of groups which are already
formed instead of assigning the participants randomly to experimental and control
groups. It is an accepted research methodology as long as the studies are designed by
taking the initial group differences into consideration and dealing with them (Dornyei,
2007).

In the present study, to explore the effects of CALL on learner autonomy, a quasi-
experimental design was employed. Figure 3.1 illustrates an overview of the study
design. The participants of the study were 50 EFL learners studying in four different
classes in the preparatory school of a Turkish state university. They were divided into
two groups: There were 25 participants in the experimental group and 25 participants
in the control group, as demonstrated in Figure 3.1. The experimental group received
a CALL intervention, the experimental treatment, for seven weeks, which involved in-

class sessions about CALL tools, using the tools for their out-of-class studies and
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completing reflection forms weekly in addition to their preparatory school instruction.
In the meantime, the control group continued with the standard education in the
preparatory school. To compare the change in the perceptions of the students on their
autonomy levels, both groups were given a questionnaire before and after the treatment
period. In addition to the application of the questionnaire, nine participants from the
experimental group were interviewed to explore their perceptions on the CALL
intervention. Before conducting these data collection and experimental treatment
stages, the approval of Middle East Technical University Human Subjects Ethics
Committee was received to carry out the study (Appendix A). Similarly, the
permission of the administration of the preparatory school which was the context of

the study was obtained.

Experimental Group (25 Participants):

CALL

Pre- Intervention Post-
Questionnaire Questionnaire

(7 weeks) (9 participants)

Control Group (25 Participants):

Pre- Posi-

Questionnaire (Questionnaire

Figure 3.1 Data collection procedure.
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3.2 Research context

The study was conducted in the preparatory school of a state university in Ankara,
Turkey. The school was chosen because of its convenience for the researcher as the

researcher was working as an instructor there during the study.

The university where the study was conducted is one of the oldest universities in
Turkey. As many other universities in the country, it has one year of English
preparatory class. The students who enrol for a department at the faculties of
engineering, administration, medicine, or the departments of English Language
Teaching (ELT), or English Language and Literature (ELL) have to meet the English
language requirements of the university before they start their studies in their
departments. Each year, its preparatory school provides language instruction for more
than one thousand students. At the beginning of each academic year, the school of
foreign languages conducts an English proficiency exam. The students who pass the
proficiency exam can begin their studies at their departments. The students who fail

the exam have to study in the preparatory class for one year.

For the departments of ELT and ELL, which the participants of the present study were
enrolled in, the preparatory school program offered by the university is different from
the general English program offered for the other departments. The proficiency exam
for these departments consists of two stages. At the first stage, students take a paper-
based exam that includes listening, reading, and use of language questions. Students
who pass the first stage take the second stage of the exam procedure, which includes a
writing and a speaking section. Students who pass the second stage can begin their
studies at their departments while students who fail the exam are placed in preparatory

school classes that include only the students from the ELT and ELL departments.

A school year is consisted of two semesters, each of which involves 16 weeks of
education, and there are 24 hours of English instruction a week. The students attend
classes five days a week from Monday to Friday. Each class is taught by two different
instructors who are assigned randomly to classes at the beginning of each semester.

The classes consist of 11 to 16 students. Each of the classes in the school is mixed in
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terms of students’ English proficiency levels. That is, each class is balanced in having
students that have got high or low marks in the proficiency exam. During the semester
when the present study was carried out, there were 8 classes in the ELT-ELL group of

the school.

The English preparatory school instruction for the ELT and ELL departments starts at
the intermediate level, and the program aims to bring students to upper-intermediate
level in English at the end of the school year. The students are taught general and
academic English. The language skills are taught in an integrated way in lessons. The
school aims to give the same language instruction in a standard way to all the classes,
therefore, all the classes in the same program have the same curriculum. Accordingly,
the instructors in the school have to follow the weekly program planned by the
Program and Material Development Unit. In this program, the learning content and
materials are determined for each day of the week beforehand, and the instructors are
responsible for completing the program for each day. The program uses a well-known
course book. In addition to the course book, a listening and speaking book is used
weekly in lessons as well as a writing book. Furthermore, additional materials are
provided by the Program and Material Development Unit to be used in the lessons by
the instructors.

In the first semester, in which the present study was conducted, the instruction focuses
on general and academic English. In the second term, in addition to general and
academic English, students also take English for Specific Purposes (ESP) classes in
which instructional materials such as listening and reading texts that include themes
and terminology related to their faculties are covered with the aim of familiarizing

students with the basic concepts from their fields of study.

As the same curriculum is followed in all classes, the lessons follow the same structure

in school. In the ELT-ELL program, the lessons are mostly based on the main course

book, which is used on almost all class days. The additional listening and speaking

book and writing book are used on certain days of the week, which are determined by

the Program and Material Development Unit. The main course book teaches the four

skills and the sub-skills of English in an integrated way. These lessons involve the
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practice of these skills based on the exercises and activities provided by the course
book. The exercises are usually typical language course book exercises such as reading
and listening comprehension activities, grammar and vocabulary practice, and pair and
group work activities for speaking practice. In writing lessons, the students are taught
basic paragraph and essay structures and types of paragraphs and essays in addition to
other functional writing types such as e-mail writing. The skills are practiced in a
communicative way, but the lessons also involve explicit instruction on grammar and
vocabulary. The lessons usually have an interactive structure that aims to involve
active learner participation, although it can be said that they are mostly directed by the
teacher. In addition to the books, other materials such as worksheets provided by the
Program and Material Development Unit are used in lessons to support the content of
the books. Besides these language learning materials in books and worksheets, the
lessons involve the use of extra materials such as games, songs and drama activities

which are also provided by the same unit.

As it does in instruction, the school aims to provide a standardized form of assessment
for all the classes. Therefore, all the exams are prepared by the Testing and Assessment
Unit of the school, and they are administered in the same way in all classes. Students
take six midterms and one final exam during the school year as well as taking a quiz
every two weeks. The midterms and the final exam include four sections, namely
Reading, Listening, Writing and Speaking. The quizzes consist of use of English and
vocabulary questions as well as a Reading or Listening section. In addition to
traditional assessment methods, the school employs alternative assessment methods in
the form of portfolios. That is, students are required to complete several group and
individual projects which involve writing assignments, group and individual
presentations, extensive reading tasks, and skit or drama projects that are collected in
their individual portfolios throughout the year.

Technology is constantly used in classes in the school. The school gives a laptop to
each instructor, and the instructors use the laptops for instructional purposes. Each
class is equipped with a projector and a speaker system. In lessons, the software
programs of the course books are used to facilitate the lessons. In addition, various
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online and offline audio-visual materials, which are provided by the Program and
Material Development Unit of the school, are used in lessons. Students are also
expected to use technology individually to complete an online portfolio called My Lab,
which is on the website of the course book used in the school. On the website, students
are assigned online grammar, vocabulary, reading, listening and writing exercises to
complete at the end of each unit. At the school building, there are two computer labs
that can be used by students during school days to complete the My Lab assignments

or to study English individually.

For the students in the ELT-ELL program, the school offers an intensive language
education, as it can be inferred from the details mentioned above. As the program
teaches students who major in the English language, the school aims to assist them in
improving their language skills as much as possible. Therefore, the school year
involves intensive instruction. Each semester, a course book is covered in addition to
the extra listening/speaking and writing books and extra materials. Students are
frequently assigned homework in addition to the portfolio projects. As the school aims
to provide this intensive instruction in all classes of the program in a standardized way,
it does not allow for much learner choice and involvement in the learning process. The
program is followed in the same way in all classes, therefore, neither learners nor
instructors have much control or choice on the program, when it is considered from
learner autonomy promotion perspective. Similarly, the curriculum and the practice in
school does not include any explicit activities that encourage learners to reflect on their
learning and evaluate their own performances. In terms of technology use, although
technological facilities are integrated in lessons as well as assignments, learners do not
have much choice over these learning materials and tasks. Rather, they complete the

activities assigned by the school.
3.3 Participants

The present study involved questionnaire participants and interview participants, and

they are described under the following sections.
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3.3.1 The questionnaire participants

The questionnaire participants of the present study were 50 intermediate-level English
preparatory class students studying at a Turkish state university in Ankara. The
sampling strategy used while selecting these participants was convenience sampling,
which is a non-probability sampling strategy in which members of the target
population are selected based on specific criteria such as easy accessibility,
geographical location, availability during specific time periods or members’
willingness to participate in the study (Dornyei, 2007). The students in four ELT-ELL
classes were chosen as the questionnaire participants of the present study. The reason
for that was choosing the participants from the ELT-ELL classes was convenient for
the researcher as the researcher had been working in the ELT-ELL program of the
school for four years when the study was conducted. Therefore, she had extensive
knowledge about the curriculum, lessons, and assessment the students were offered by
the program, which guided her in the processes of designing and conducting the study.
Also, the participants in the experimental group were the students in the two classes
that the researcher taught. This enabled the teacher-researcher to have constant contact
with the participants during the study. The participants were able to communicate with
the teacher-researcher both face-to-face and via e-mail for consultation related to the
tasks. On the other hand, being the instructor of the participants at the same time, the
teacher-researcher was careful to remain objective throughout the study and not affect

the participants’ views about the tasks and about the overall project.

In the present study, the potential risks of convenience sampling were taken into
consideration while using this strategy. Similar to other non-probability sampling
strategies, convenience sampling does not aim to make generalizations about the total
population based on the sample group since it represents only a specific group rather
than the whole population (Dérnyei, 2007). Therefore, the present study avoids making
any generalizations about the whole population. Convenience sampling also has an
increased amount of risk in terms of demonstrating bias compared to probability
sampling strategies because certain groups can be selected or excluded from the
sample on purpose (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2000, as cited in Dérnyei, 2007).
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However, it is not assumed that the current study increased the risk of being biased
because of using convenience sampling. The participants in four classes were chosen
only because of their convenience to the researcher in terms of accessibility. These
four classes had already been formed at the beginning of the academic year by the
school administration without any influence of the researcher. The study was
conducted with all the members of the four classes based on voluntary participation

without excluding any of the students or including more students to the classes.

As the experimental and the control groups in the study were formed by making use
of four classes that were already arranged at the beginning of the term, the present
study had a quasi-experimental design. In order to handle the initial group differences,
one precaution that was taken was not allowing the students to choose the group they
are going to be in (treatment or control group), which is a practice recommended by
Creswell (2009) and Dérnyei (2007). Instead, the classes were assigned to be in the
control or the experimental group by the researcher.

Finally, the two groups were similar to each other in terms of the variables that were
assumed to have an effect on the study findings. They were all intermediate-level
preparatory school students. In addition, although the participants in the experimental
and the control group had different instructors, they were exposed to a standardized
form of instruction and assessment that had to be followed by all the instructors in the
same way in the school. That is, they all had 24-hour English instruction at school
following the same curriculum. The lessons, which followed the curriculum and the
program designed by the Program and Material Development Unit of the school, were
taught in the same way. They all involved the teaching of the listening, reading, writing
speaking, grammar and vocabulary components in an integrated way based on the
course books used in the program on the days assigned by the unit beforehand,
therefore, the learners were taught with the same pace. All the additional materials and
activities used in lessons were also specified by the same unit. The learners in the two
groups were also assessed and evaluated in the same way by using the same tools and
methods provided by the Testing and Assessment Unit of the school, which are

implemented in the same way by all the instructors on the dates determined by the unit.
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3.3.1.1 Demographic profiles of the questionnaire participants

The experimental group and the control group consisted of 25 participants each. The
participants were Turkish intermediate-level EFL learners studying in the preparatory
school of a state university in Ankara, Turkey. The demographic data about the
participants in the two groups are demonstrated in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1

Demographic Profiles of the Questionnaire Participants

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL

ITEMS GROUP GROUP

(n=25) (n=25)

n % n %
Age
18-20 22 88 23 92
21-24 2 8 1 4
25-27 1 4 1 4
Gender
Female 21 84 19 76
Male 4 16 6 24
Department
English Language Teaching 19 76 20 80
E_ngllsh Language and 6 24 5 20
Literature
High school
Anatolian 14 56 19 76
Anatolian teacher training 6 24 3 12
Regular 1 4 3 12
Private 3 12 0 0
Religious 1 4 0 0
Years of studying English
3-6 4 16 3 12
7-10 18 72 14 56
more than 10 3 12 8 32
Hours of daily English
study
Not at all 0 0 1 4
Less than 2 12 48 12 48
2-4 12 48 8 32
more than 4 1 4 4 16
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In the experimental group, as illustrated in Table 3.1, the ages of the participants
ranged between 18 and 27. While the majority of the participants (88%), namely 22 of
them, were 18 to 20 years old, 2 participants were aged between 21 and 24, and 1
participant was aged between 25 and 27. With regard to their gender, 21 participants
(84%) were female while 4 of them were male. There were two departments that the
participants were enrolled in. While 19 students were enrolled in English Language
Teaching, 6 of them were English Language and Literature students. As for the type
of high school that they had studied in, 14 participants had graduated from Anatolian
high schools, and 6 participants had graduated from Anatolian teacher training high
schools, while 3 participants had graduated from private schools, 1 from a regular high
school, and 1 from a religious high school. Regarding the length of their English
studies, 18 of the students stated that they had been studying English for 7-10 years,
while 4 of the participants had been studying English for 3-6 years, and 3 participants
had been studying it for more than 10 years. With regard to the amount of time they
spent studying English outside the class per day, 12 students stated that they studied
English outside the class for less than 2 hours a day while 12 of the other students

studied 2-4 hours, and 1 student studied for more than 4 hours.

When the information about the control group is examined in Table 3.1, it can be seen
that the ages of the participants ranged between 18 and 27, as in the experimental
group. The distribution of the participants’ ages in the categories were quite similar to
the experimental group, as there were 23 participants (92%) who were aged between
18 and 20, while there was 1 participant aged between 21 and 24 years, and 1 other
participant aged between 25 and 27 years. There were 19 female and 6 male
participants in the group. As for their departments, 20 of the students (80%) were
enrolled in English Language Teaching, and 5 were enrolled in English Language and
Literature. With regard to the high school type that they had studied in, the majority
of the participants (n = 14, 56%) were graduates of Anatolian high schools, whereas
there were 3 graduates of Anatolian teacher training high schools and 3 graduates of
regular high schools. About the amount of years they had been studying English for,
the majority of the participants (n = 14, 56%) stated that they had been studying
English for 7 to 10 years, 8 of them (32%) had been studying for more than 10 years,
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and 3 of them were studying for 3 to 6 years. Most of the participants, namely 48% (n
= 12) stated that they spent less than 2 hours for studying English outside the class per
day, while 8 participants studied for 2-4 hours, 4 participants studied for more than 4

hours, and 1 participants reported not studying at all.

To sum up, the demographic data about the experimental and the control groups
demonstrate that the two groups were similar to each other in almost all of the features

presented.
3.3.1.2 Computer and Internet usage of the questionnaire participants

Data related to the computer and Internet usage of the questionnaire participants were
also gathered during the study. This information is presented in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2

Computer and Internet Usage of the Questionnaire Participants

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL

ITEMS GROUP GROUP
(n=25) (n=25)
n % n %
Ownership of a personal
computer
Yes 14 56 15 60
No 11 44 10 40

Way(s) of accessing the
Internet (Multiple response)

personal computer 14 56 11 44
personal mobile phone 21 84 24 96
computers at school 1 4 4 16
his/her friend’s computer 7 28 3 12
Internet cafés 2 8 0 0
Other 3 12 1 4
Hours of daily Internet usage

not at all 0 0 0 0
less than 2 7 28 6 24
2-4 11 44 12 48
5-7 5 20 7 28
more than 7 2 8 0 0
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Table 3.2

Computer and Internet Usage of the Questionnaire Participants (continued)

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL

ITEMS GROUP GROUP
(n=25) (n=25)
n % n %

Purpose(s) of using the
Internet (Multiple response)

communication 23 92 23 92
entertainment 24 96 23 92
improving English 21 84 21 84
learning new things 21 84 21 84
doing schoolwork 23 92 22 88
Using Internet for an English

class

Yes 15 60 12 48
No 10 40 13 52

Percentage of the English
websites they visit

none 1 4 0 0

less than 30% 14 56 14 56
30-60% 9 36 6 24
more than 60% 1 4 5 20

In the experimental group, most of the participants (56%), namely 14 of them, stated
that they owned a personal computer. The participants were asked about the ways in
which they accessed the Internet, and they were asked to mark all the choices that
applied to them in the questionnaire. Their answers demonstrated that mobile phone
was the most common tool used by the students. The mobile phone was chosen by 21
students (84%) to access the Internet, while personal computer was chosen by 14
students (56%). In addition, 7 students stated that they used their friends’ computers,
2 students used Internet cafés, and 1 student used the computers at school. The ‘other’
response in the questionnaire was chosen by 3 students, and two of them stated that
they used the computers at their dormitory while one of them used his/her mother’s
computer. The amount of time that the participants spent on the Internet daily was

stated to be less than 2 hours by 7 participants, 2-4 hours for 11 participants, 5-7 hours
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for 5 participants, and more than 7 hours for 2 participants. None of the participants
stated that they spent no time on the Internet daily. Regarding the purposes of the
participants for using the Internet, the students were asked to choose all the alternatives
that applied to them on the questionnaire. The data showed that 24 participants used it
for entertainment, 23 participants used it for communicating with other people, 23
participants used it for doing schoolwork, 21 participants used it for improving their
English, and 21 participants used it for learning new things. As for their Internet uses
in their English education before coming to preparatory school, 15 participants (60%)
expressed that they had used it for their English studies before. It was indicated by 9
of these participants that they had used it for doing homework and by 4 participants
that they had used it for self-study such as finding materials and doing listening,
reading, writing and grammar exercises. In addition, 1 participant explained that they
used the Internet in class and completed exercises on smart board, and 1 participant
stated that s/he used Dyned at school. With regard to the language of the websites they
visited, 14 of the participants said that less than 30% of the websites they visited on
the Internet were in English, and 9 participants stated that 30% to 60% of the websites
they visited were in English. One of the participants said that more than 60% of the
websites they visited were in English, and another participant stated that none of the

websites they visited were in English.

As for the control group, it is demonstrated in Table 3.2 that 60% of the students
(n = 15) in this group owned a personal computer. Regarding their Internet access,
similar to the experimental group, the mobile phone was the most commonly used tool.
While 24 of the participants used their mobile phones, 11 of them used their personal
computers, and 7 participants made use of other methods. With regard to the amount
of their Internet usage, 12 participants spent between 2 and 4 hours on the Internet per
day, 7 participants spent between 5 and 7 hours, and 6 participants spent less than 2
hours. None of the participants stated to spend no time or more than 7 hours on the
Internet per day. About their purposes of using the Internet, which was a multiple-
response item on the questionnaire, the data revealed that 23 participants used the
Internet for communication, 23 participants for entertainment, 22 participants for

schoolwork, 21 participants for improving their English and 21 participants used it for
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learning new things. The number of the participants who had used the Internet for an
English class before their preparatory school education was 12. Among these 12
students, 8 of them stated that they had used it for doing homework while 4 of them
had used it for self-study. Finally, as for the language of the websites they visited, 14
participants expressed that less than 30% of the websites they visited were in English,
whereas 6 participants stated that 30 to 60% and 5 participants stated that more than

60% of the websites they visited were in English.

The information presented in this section suggests that, as in their demographic

characteristics, the two groups were also similar in their computer and Internet usage.
3.3.2 The interview participants

The semi-structured interviews were conducted with 9 participants from the
experimental group. The interview participants were chosen by using purposive
sampling, and maximum variation sampling was followed as the sampling strategy. In
this sampling strategy, participants who differ from each other in terms of their
experience or features related to the focus of the study are selected in order to reveal
any common points or patterns across the respondents (Dornyei, 2007). With this aim,
in the present study, the interview participants were selected based on their scores from
Part Il of the questionnaire, in other words, the changes in their self-perceived
autonomy levels. That is, after calculating the difference between the pre- and post-
questionnaire scores for each participant in the experimental group, the three
participants with the largest increase in their questionnaire scores, three participants
with an average increase, and three participants with a decrease were chosen as the
interview participants. The nine participants who were identified based on these

criteria were numbered from 1 to 9 as demonstrated in Table 3.3 below.
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Table 3.3

Changes in the Learner Autonomy Levels of the Interview Participants

Participant Change in Learner Autonomy

Large Increase
Large Increase
Large Increase
Average Increase
Average Increase
Average Increase
Decrease

Decrease

© o0 N oo o B~ w N

Decrease

3.3.2.1 Demographic profiles of the interview participants

The demographic information about the interview participants are demonstrated in
Table 3.4. As it can be seen in Table 3.4, 7 participants were 18 years old, while 1
participant was 19 and 1 other participant was 27 years old. As for their genders, there
were 7 female and 2 male participants. All the participants except for one were ELT
students. With regard to the type of high school they had graduated from, 4 participants
were graduates of Anatolian high schools and 3 participants were graduates of
Anatolian teacher training high schools, while 1 participant had graduated from a
private high school and 1 from a regular high school. All the participants except for
one had been studying English for 7-10 years. Finally, 5 participants studied English
daily for 2-4 hours outside the class, while 3 studied for less than 2 hours, and 1 for

more than 4 hours.
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Table 3.4

Demographic Profiles of the Interview Participants

Hours of
Years of daily
High studying English

Participant Age Gender Department school English study
1 18 Female ELT Anatolian 7-10 2-4
2 18 Female ELT Private 7-10 Less than 2
3 18 Female ELT Anatolian 7-10 2-4
4 18 Male ELL Anatolian 7-10 2-4
Anatolian
5 19 Male ELT teacher 7-10 2-4
training
Anatolian
6 18 Female ELT teacher 7-10 Less than 2
training
7 18 Female ELT Anatolian 7-10 Less than 2
Anatolian
8 18 Female ELT teacher 7-10 2-4
training

more than  more than

9 27 Female ELT Regular 10 4

3.3.2.2 Computer and Internet usage of the interview participants

Data about the computer and Internet usage of the interview participants are illustrated
in Table 3.5. As demonstrated in this table, 5 participants owned a personal computer.
Regarding their daily Internet usage, 3 participants stated that they used the Internet
for less than 2 hours daily, 3 participants for 2-4 hours, 2 participants for 5-7 hours,
and 1 for more than 7 hours. The number of the participants who had used the Internet
for an English class before coming to preparatory school was 6. As for the amount of
the English websites they visited regularly, 5 participants stated that 30-60% of the
websites they visited regularly were in English, while for 4 participants, this
percentage was less than 30%.
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Table 3.5

Computer and Internet Usage of the Interview Participants

Hours of Using Percentage of
Ownership of daily Internet for the English
a personal Internet an English  websites they
Participant computer usage class visit
1 No Less than 2 Yes Less than 30%
2 Yes 5-7 No 30-60%
3 Yes Less than 2 No Less than 30%
4 No 5-7 Yes Less than 30%
5 No 2-4 No 30-60%
6 Yes 2-4 Yes 30-60%
7 Yes more than 7 Yes 30-60%
8 No Less than 2 Yes Less than 30%
9 Yes 2-4 Yes 30-60%

Table 3.6 demonstrates the ways in which the interview participants accessed the

Internet. As can be seen in the table, the most common way for the participants to

access the Internet was to use their personal mobile phones. Besides, 5 participants

used their personal computers. The table shows that all the participants used at least

one of these two tools to access the Internet. In addition, 2 participants stated using

his/her friend’s computer, 1 stated using the computers at school, and 1 used Internet

cafés.
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Table 3.6

Interview Participants’ Ways of Accessing the Internet

His/her
- Personal Personal Computers . Internet
Participant . friend’s .
computer mobile phone  at school cafés
computer
1 v v v
2 v
3 v v
4 v v
5 v v
6 v v
7 v
8 v
9 v v

3.4 The experimental treatment

In the present study, an experimental treatment was implemented to investigate the
effects of CALL on learner autonomy. During the treatment, which lasted seven
weeks, a number of online tools were introduced to the experimental group every
week, and the participants were required to use the tools in their out-of-class English
studies. While the experimental group received the treatment in addition to the
instruction in preparatory school, the control group continued their standard
preparatory school instruction without getting any special treatment. That is, as the
experimental group did, they continued to receive English instruction for 24 hours a
week in school. This instruction involved lessons in which the four skills and the sub-
skills of the language were taught in an integrated and communicative way. In the
lessons, the curriculum and the program provided by the Program and Material
Development Unit of the school were followed, and the course books and materials
determined by the unit were used. The assessment tools included the midterms, quizzes
and portfolio assignments. In terms of learner autonomy, the instruction in the school
did not allow for much learner choice as it aimed to provide a standardised form of

education for all the learners. Similarly, the students in the school were not explicitly
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required or encouraged to engage in reflection or self-evaluation. The experimental
group received the experimental treatment in addition to continuing the instruction in

school. Figure 3.2 illustrates the procedures followed each week in the treatment.

« Every week;, a group of online tools about a language area were introduced
to the experimental group in a 50-minute in-class session. In each session, a
slideshow was used, and the steps below were followed:

« Discussion questions about the week's language area
* Presentation of online tools to the students
« Assignment of the weekly tasks

In-Class
Session

« During the week, the students in the experimental group explored the tools

Using the presented in that week's session in their out-of-class studies.

Tools

* By the end of the week, the students:

« completed a reflection form about the tool they used most during the
week.

CZtcr)]rgpl_Le;ILr;g  recommended their friends one of the tools they used during the week.

Figure 3.2 The procedures followed each week during the CALL treatment.

As illustrated in Figure 3.2, each week, a group of online tools related to a different
language component were presented to the participants in the weekly sessions. The
weekly sessions followed the same procedure in both of the classes each week to make
the sessions consistent throughout the study. Each session lasted 50 minutes, which
was the duration of a class hour in the preparatory school the study was conducted in.
In every session, a PowerPoint slideshow prepared by the researcher was used (See
Appendix B for sample slides from each slideshow used by the researcher in the
sessions). Each session started with a warm-up part, in which the students were asked
several questions related to the language component of the week. The warm-up
questions were typically about how the students usually studied to improve themselves
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in that language component and if they used technology in any way to study that skill.
The students were asked to discuss the questions in pairs or small groups, which was
followed by a brief whole-class discussion. The aim of the warm-up parts was to
stimulate students’ background information and make them think about their learning
experiences related to the language component so that they would be mentally
prepared to focus on the session. Next, the researcher introduced the tools to the
students by using the slideshow. The tools were presented in sub-categories according
to their functions and content. For each sub-category of tools, the researcher made a
description of the tools and explained how to use them. The name and the link for each
tool was included in the slideshow, and the students were informed whether the tools
required registration. In addition to explaining how to use the tools, the researcher
shared some ideas for how to make use of them to practise English as well as asking

the students about their opinions and suggestions about using the tools.

Following the presentation of the tools, the researcher explained that the students were
required to use the tools mentioned in the presentation during the week ahead and then
complete two tasks, which were the same throughout the project. The first task was to
complete the reflection form. At the end of each week, the students were expected to
complete the reflection form about the tool they had used most during the week and
submit it on Edmodo. The reason why the students were asked to evaluate the tools
they used most was that the researcher wanted to make sure that the students would
have enough experience in using the tool to be able to evaluate it. In addition, the
students were not asked to evaluate their most or least favourite tools in order to avoid
getting only positive or only negative answers in the reflection forms. The same
reflection form was given to the participants each week without making any changes
on it. In this way, it was thought that the students would get familiar with the form
throughout the implementation process and find it easy to complete. The second task
for the students was to choose one of the tools they had used during the week and
recommend it to their classmates on Edmodo. The students were free to recommend
the tool evaluated in their reflection form or another tool. The aim of this task was to

encourage the participants to interact with each other and learn in a collaborative way
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during the treatment. The deadline for the weekly tasks was the day before the next

session day every week.

At the end of the sessions, the researcher asked if the students had any questions, and
she clarified the points asked by the students. She also informed the students that they
were welcome to share any problems or questions they had during the week related to

the tools or the tasks with her face-to-face, on Edmodo or via e-mail.

Every week except for the first one, the researcher started the session with a brief
discussion about the previous week. In this part, the researcher asked the students to
share their comments about the previous week’s tools. She asked which tools they had
found most useful and least useful and which tools they most liked and disliked. The
feedback parts were done as a whole-class discussion in which the students freely
shared their opinions about the tools, made recommendations about how to make use
of the tools and asked questions and shared their problems related to the tools to get
advice both from their classmates and the researcher.

Finally, during the study the student activity was monitored by the teacher through the
weekly tasks completed. Since the study focused on out-of-class study of the students,
whether the students were really using the tools presented to them was checked
through the submission of the weekly tasks. During the treatment, the researcher
checked the activity on Edmodo each week in terms of whether they were making the
assigned submissions regularly. In addition, in the reflection forms, the students were
required to include at least one screenshot obtained while they were using the tool
evaluated in the reflection form. These screenshots also served as evidence to prove
that the students had used the tools (See Appendix C for sample screenshots of student

work from the reflection forms sent by the students each week).
3.4.1 The instructional approach in the experimental treatment

In the present study, the experimental treatment was implemented with the aim of
fostering learner autonomy. Therefore, the instruction provided by the teacher-

researcher was designed concerning that aim.
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First of all, since autonomous learners are independent learners who are genuinely
interested in the learning process and take responsibility, they are usually self-
motivated and willing to learn rather than feeling obliged to learn (Reinders, 2010;
Sinclair, 2000; Sharp, Pocklington & Weindling, 2002). Therefore, in the experimental
treatment, the learners were included in the treatment on a voluntary basis. Their
performance or learning activity during the treatment was not graded, and it did not
have a positive or negative effect on their grades. Instead, the experimental treatment

was implemented as an additional activity to their education in the preparatory school.

The main roles of the teacher-researcher during the experimental treatment was to
conduct the weekly in-class sessions in which she presented the online tools to the
learners, assign the weekly tasks, monitor learner activity by following the submission
of the weekly tasks on Edmodo, and provide learners with guidance when they needed
it in the learning process. Specifically, the following principles were adopted in the
instructional approach:

e Acting as a facilitator. As the promotion of learner autonomy requires the
learner to be active in the learning process to take responsibility for learning,
active and independent learning was encouraged by putting the teacher-
researcher in a facilitator role rather than at the centre of the learning process.
The teacher aimed to facilitate the learning process by providing the learners
with learning resources and guide them in how to use them, as recommended
by Gonzales and Louis (2008) and Sturtridge (1992).

e Enabling learner choice. Autonomous learners are able to control their
learning by making choices in the process such as over the learning objectives,
content, materials and activities (Dornyei, 2001). In the experimental
treatment, the participants were encouraged to make choices over their
learning. This was achieved by providing them with alternatives in learning
resources and how to use them. Each week, the participants were introduced to
a group of online tools, but they were free to choose which ones to use and
evaluate among those tools. Similarly, they were provided with
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recommendations on how to use the tools in their studies, but they were free to
use the tools in whichever way they wanted to in their out-of-class studies.
Encouraging self-evaluation. A key characteristic of autonomous learners is
reflecting on their learning. In the experimental treatment, the participants were
encouraged to reflect on their learning by filling out a reflection form about
one of the tools each week. By having them evaluate both the tool and their
performance of using the tool, it was aimed that the learners would improve
their self-evaluation and reflection skills.

Creating an interactive learning environment. One of the widely accepted
elements of promoting learner autonomy is encouraging interaction and
collaboration among learners and the teacher (Little, 2000). During the weekly
sessions, the researcher paid attention to making the sessions interactive and
communicative for the learners. The participants were encouraged to share
their comments and ask questions in any part of the sessions. They were also
encouraged to check the recommendations their classmates shared on Edmodo
and comment on each other’s recommendations in order to facilitate
collaboration and interaction among learners. In addition, at the beginning of
the weekly sessions, the teacher-researcher asked about the learners” comments
and experiences related to the previous week with the aim of motivating the
learners to share their ideas and experiences with each other.

Encouraging out-of-class learning. Autonomous learners engage in out-of-
class learning rather than restricting their studies to formal in-class education
(Field, 2007), and teachers who aim to foster learner autonomy are
recommended to encourage learners to continue learning outside the class. In
the experimental treatment of the present study, out-of-class learning was a
major component of the learning process. The design of the CALL
implementation was based on out-of-class learning. Although in-class sessions
were involved in which the online tools were presented to the learners, the
actual practice of the tools were implemented as out-of-class study by the
learners with the aim of leading learners to develop the necessary skills and
strategies to control and manage their own learning (Benson, 2006).
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3.4.2 Materials used during the experimental treatment

The materials used during the experimental treatment were online tools, a reflection

form and a website called Edmodo.
3.4.2.1 Online tools

The online tools presented to the participants in the experimental group each week are
demonstrated in Table 3.7 according to the sub-categories under which they were
grouped. The table also illustrates which of these tools were evaluated in the reflection
forms by the participants and the average time spent by the participants using the

evaluated tools each week.

As Table 3.7 illustrates, the tools were gathered under seven main titles, each of which
was about a specific language component. Namely, these titles were ‘Vocabulary’,
‘Reading’, ‘Listening’, ‘Speaking and Pronunciation’, ‘Writing’, ‘Culture’, and
‘Integrated Skills’. The tools were presented under these headings in order to ascertain
that all the main language components were covered in the CALL intervention and
also to present the tools to the learners in a meaningful way. These main titles were
further divided into sub-categories according to the functions or the content of the
tools. To illustrate, under the ‘Vocabulary’ title, there were two sub-categories:
Dictionaries and Thesauruses, and Vocabulary Practice. This further categorization
was made with the aim of making the tools list clear for the learners and guiding them
in the learning process. A group of the tools were websites not specifically designed
for learners of English, but included authentic content in English for native or non-
native speakers of English (e.g. Youtube, BBC News, TED Talks). The other group of
tools were specifically designed for language learners with the aim of assisting learners

in their studies (e.g. Speechyard, Busuu, Engvid).
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Table 3.7

The Online Tools Used in the Experimental Treatment

NAME OF THE

CATEGORY TOOL WEB LINK FOR THE TOOL n2
Week 1: Vocabulary Tools
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 82 minutes)
Lingro http://lingro.com/ 3
O.Zd'.c Collocations http://www.ozdic.com/ 1
Dictionary
. . Onelook Thesaurus http://www.onelook.com/thesaurus/ -
Dictionaries "
and Lexipedia http://www.lexipedia.com/ 1
Thesauruses Thes:_;\urus .
Merriam-Webster  http://www.merriam-webster.com/ 4
Vocabulary.com https://www.vocabulary.com/ -
Wordnik https://www.wordnik.com/ -
Word Hippo http://www.wordhippo.com/ -
Vocabulary Free Rice http://freerice.com 11
Practice Wo_rdle http://wwyv.wordle.net/ -
Quizlet https://quizlet.com 5
Week 2: Reading Tools
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 114 minutes)
Buzzfeed https://www.buzzfeed.com 3
Mashable http://mashable.com/ 1
Little Things http://www.littlethings.com/ 1
News Guardian News https://www.theguardian.com -
and BBC News http://www.bbc.com/news -
Article FOX News https://www.foxnews.com/ 1
Websites Yahoo News https://news.yahoo.com/ 1
US Magazine https://www.usmagazine.com/ 1
Online Newspapers http://www.onlinenewspapers.com -
Pop Sugar http://www.popsugar.com/ -
Story Bird http://storybird.com/ 8
Fiction Wattpad https://www.wattpad.com/ 1
Mysterynet http://www.mysterynet.com/ 3
Project Gutenberg  https://www.gutenberg.org/ 2
Wordpress https://wordpress.com/topics/ 3
Blogs Tumblr https://www.tumblr.com/ -
Soup http://www.soup.io/ -

& Number of the participants who evaluated the tool in the reflection forms
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Table 3.7

The Online Tools Used in the Experimental Treatment (continued)

CATEGORY NAME OF THE WEB LINK FOR THE TOOL na
TOOL
Week 3: Listening Tools
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 152 minutes)
Youtube https://www.youtube.com 10
Videos TED Talks http://www.ted.com/ 7
TED Ed http://ed.ted.com/ -
Speechyard http://speechyard.com/us/video/ 4
BBC Podcasts http://www.bbc.co.uk/podcasts 1
Culips http://culips.com/ 1
Podcasts Better at English  http://www.betteratenglish.com/ -
Teacher Luke http://teacherluke.co.uk/ -
Exercises Elllo http://www.elllo.org/ 2
ESL Lab https://www.esl-lab.com/ -
Audiobooks  Project Gutenberg http_://www.qutenberq.orq/browse/cate i
gories/1
Radio ) .
Channels Tuneln http://tunein.com/ -
Week 4: Speaking and Pronunciation Tools
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 100 minutes)
English Central -  https://www.englishcentral.com/video
o : 5
Pronunciation s#/l/index
Spoken Skills http://www.spokenskills.com/student- 3
activities.cfm
Natural Readers https://www.naturalreaders.com/ 1
Ship or Sheep http://www.shiporsheep.com/ 3
English Online - ggﬁ;:émzlqu;ho_unce/ ronounce.ht 2
Pronunciation Pronunciation -Org.UKIP 2 :
Many Things - http://www.manythings.org/pp/ 2

Pronunciation
BBC Learning
English -
Pronunciation
Cambridge
Phonetics Focus

www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/learning
english/multimedia/pron/

http://cambridgeenglishonline.com/Ph
onetics Focus/

2 Number of the participants who evaluated the tool in the reflection forms
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Table 3.7

The Online Tools Used in the Experimental Treatment (continued)

CATEGORY NAME OF THE WEB LINK FOR THE TOOL n2
TOOL
Week 4: Speaking and Pronunciation Tools (continued)
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 100 minutes)
Conversation https://www.conversationexchange.co 1
Exchange m
Conversation Speak Talk Chat  http://speaktalkchat.com/ -
and Italki https://www.italki.com/partners -
Language Speaky https://www.speaky.com/ 2
Exchange Busuu https://www.busuu.com/en 3
Lingoglobe http://www.lingoglobe.com/ -
Coeffee https://coeffee.com/login -
EFL Classroom http://eflclassroom.com/bots/ebot2.ht
Ebot ml i
Chat ESL Fast English  http://www.eslfast.com/robot/english_
Robots Tutor tutor.htm
Santabot http://www.santabot.com/ 2
. http://www.tolearnenglish.com/free/ce
Alice - 1
lebs/alice.php
Week 5: Writing Tools
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 74 minutes)
One Word http://www.oneword.com/ 8
Creative Creative Writing  http://www.creativewritingprompts.co
Writing Prompts /%
Future Me https://www.futureme.org/ 9
Story Bird https://storybird.com/create/ 4
Online Penzu https://penzu.com/ -
Journals Diary http://diary.com/ 1
B e Sl http://forums.eslcafe.com/student/ -
Forums
Forums Learn English http://learn-english-forum.org/ -
Forum
English Club https://www.englishclub.com/esl-
Forums forums/ i
Wordpress https://en.wordpress.com/ -
Blogs Tumblr https://www.tumblr.com/ -
Soup http://www.soup.io/ -

& Number of the participants who evaluated the tool in the reflection forms
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Table 3.7

The Online Tools Used in the Experimental Treatment (continued)

CATEGORY NAME OF THE WEB LINK FOR THE TOOL n2
TOOL
Week 5: Writing Tools (continued)
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 74 minutes)
Learn English https://learnenglishteens.britishcouncil
Teens - Writing .org/skills/writing-skills-practice
English . - . .
Interactive - rrmp.//enqI|sh|nteractlve.netlwrltlnq.ht 1
Writing —
Exercises BBC Skillswise - http://www.bbc.co.uk/skillswise/topic-
Writing group/writing
Save the Comma  http://www.savethecomma.com/game/ -
Word Counter http://www.wordcounter.com/ -
English Test ) i
Store - Writing https://englishteststore.net/ 2
Week 6: Culture Tools
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 81 minutes)
Learn English—  https://learnenglish.britishcouncil.org/ 8
UK Culture en/uk-culture
Learn English http://learnenglishteens.britishcouncil. 1
British Teens — UK Now  org/uk-now
Culture Foreign Students  http://www.foreignstudents.com/quide
— British Culture  -to-britain/british-culture
ESOL Courses —  http://www.esolcourses.com/content/t 1
Life in the UK opicsmenu/life-in-the-uk.html
Edupass - Culture http://www.edupass.org/culture/ -
American  Vidaamericana-  http://www.vidaamericana.com/englis 3
Culture Culture h/culture.html
ESOL Courses —  http://www.esolcourses.com/content/t 5
Life in the USA opicsmenu/life-in-the-usa.html
Learn English
Teens — Life http://learnenglishteens.britishcouncil. 5
Around the org/magazine/life-around-world
World World
Cultures Culture Crossing  http://quide.culturecrossing.net/index.

Guide
Internations
The Culturist

php
https://www.internations.org/
http://www.thecultureist.com/

& Number of the participants who evaluated the tool in the reflection forms
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Table 3.7

The Online Tools Used in the Experimental Treatment (continued)

CATEGORY NAME OF THE WEB LINK FOR THE TOOL na
TOOL
Week 6: Culture Tools (continued)
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 81 minutes)
Learn English.de  http://www.learnenglish.de/idiompage 9
- Idiom Page .html
. Vocabulary - hitp://www.vocabulary.co.illidioms/ 3
Idioms Idioms
and BBC - The http://www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/le 1
Sayings Teacher arningenglish/language/theteacher/
Idiom Connection http://www.idiomconnection.com/ 1
Many Things - , . )
Proverbs http://www.manythings.org/proverbs/
BBC World http://www.bbc.com/news/world 1
World News \'/I'\?srl(;uardlan https://www.theguardian.com/world -
NY Times World  http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world -
Week 7: Integrated Skills Tools
(Average time spent using the evaluated tools: 88 minutes)
BBC Learning , . i
English http://www.bbc.co.uk/learningenglish/ -
British Council http://learnenglish.britishcouncil.org/e )
Learn English n/
Learn British Council ) . . .
and Learn English h(;[';pf.lllearnenql|shteens.br|t|shcoun0|I i
Practise Teens -0/
English Many Things http://www.manythings.org/ 6
ESOL Courses http://www.esolcourses.com/ 3
English Club https:://WWW.ean|shclub.comllearn— i
english.htm
Engvid http://www.engvid.com/ 3
Social Media Twitter https://twitter.com 3
Facebook https://www.facebook.com/ 1
Tumblr https://www.tumblr.com/ -

& Number of the participants who evaluated the tool in the reflection forms
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http://www.learnenglish.de/idiompage.html
http://www.learnenglish.de/idiompage.html
http://www.learnenglish.de/idiompage.html
http://www.vocabulary.co.il/idioms/
http://www.vocabulary.co.il/idioms/
http://www.vocabulary.co.il/idioms/
http://www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/learningenglish/language/theteacher/
http://www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/learningenglish/language/theteacher/
http://www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/learningenglish/language/theteacher/
http://www.idiomconnection.com/
http://www.idiomconnection.com/
http://www.manythings.org/proverbs/
http://www.manythings.org/proverbs/
http://www.bbc.com/news/world
http://www.bbc.com/news/world
https://www.theguardian.com/world
https://www.theguardian.com/world
http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world
http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world
http://www.bbc.co.uk/learningenglish/
http://learnenglish.britishcouncil.org/en/
http://learnenglish.britishcouncil.org/en/
https://learnenglishteens.britishcouncil.org/
https://learnenglishteens.britishcouncil.org/
http://www.manythings.org/
http://www.esolcourses.com/
http://www.esolcourses.com/
https://www.englishclub.com/learn-english.htm
https://www.englishclub.com/learn-english.htm
http://www.engvid.com/
https://twitter.com/
https://www.facebook.com/
https://www.tumblr.com/

The online tools were chosen by the researcher based on a set of criteria. Firstly, a
wide range of tools that would appeal to learners with different learning styles,
preferences, interests and needs were chosen. As making choices in the learning
process is a fundamental dimension of learner autonomy (Benson, 2001), the study
aimed to provide learners with options so that they would be able to make their own
choices. Secondly, communicative tools that included authentic language content were
selected to encourage learners to practise the target language in realistic contexts and
through authentic materials. Although some tools that were specifically created for
language learners were included in the list in addition to non-pedagogical ones, those
tools were first reviewed in terms of whether they included communicative features.
Another criterion for the tool selection was being user-friendly. The tools that were
easy to use were chosen as it was assumed that they would be more encouraging for
the learners to use the tools. Finally, the tools had to be free of charge so that all the

students would be able to access them without financial concerns.

By taking the aforementioned criteria as a basis, the tools were evaluated and selected
by the researcher. In the tool selection process, firstly, an investigation of online tools
was conducted by the researcher. Websites, blogs, forums and social media where
English language learners and teachers shared their comments and suggestions about
language learning tools were explored. The tools mentioned at these platforms were
evaluated by the researcher. In addition, recent academic research studies and articles
that focused on the use of online tools in the field of ELT were reviewed, and the tools
that were suitable to be used in the present study were chosen. At the final stage of the
tool selection process, the suggestions of the participants in the experimental group
were gathered. That is, following the administration of the pre-questionnaire, the
answers of the students for Question 3 in Part 111 of the questionnaire were analysed.
This question had asked the students which tools they would like to use as part of their
English study in preparatory class. The analysis of the participants’ answers revealed
that while some of the students did not name any specific tools to use in their studies,
six participants wanted to use online dictionaries. Also, three students wanted to use
TED Talks, three students wanted to use Youtube, and one student wanted to use news

websites. These tools mentioned by the participants were already included in the list
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prepared by the researcher. Another student wrote that s/he wanted to use Engvid,
which was not included in the tools list by the researcher. Since it met the criteria used

for tool selection, Engvid was added under the ‘Integrated Skills’ heading.

Finally, in the schedule of the weekly sessions, the language components were ordered
starting from more receptive to more productive skills, and the online tools were
presented according to that order. The reason for this arrangement was to provide the
students with the opportunity to get accustomed to the procedure of the technology
intervention until they needed to study more productive skills. It was assumed to be
easier for the students to use the tools for the receptive skills as the tools for productive
skills might involve more complex procedures such as voice recording, submitting a
piece of writing or interacting with another speaker. Therefore, receptive skills which
did not require the students to use the language in a productive way were focused on
in the earlier weeks. To illustrate, the focus of the first week was vocabulary because
it was thought that the students would not have much difficulty while using the tools

as they were not expected to produce language in most of the tools.
3.4.2.2 Reflection form

Another material used during the CALL treatment in the present study was a reflection
form prepared by the researcher (Appendix D). The participants in the experimental
group were asked to complete the reflection form weekly to evaluate one of the tools

they had used in the week and their performances of using that tool.

The reflection form consisted of two parts. The first part included 7 questions. The
first four questions asked about the name of the participant (Question 1), the date of
completing the form (Question 2), the learning focus of the week (Question 3) and the
name of the tool evaluated in the form (Question 4). In this part, there were also three
open-ended questions about the tool. The participants were asked to state how they
had used the tool to practise English (Question 5), how much time they had spent using
the tool (Question 6), and one specific material they had found while using the tool
(Question 7). The second part of the form included 12 Yes/No items. In this part, the

first four items were about the tool that was being evaluated. In these items, the
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participants were asked whether the tool was easy to use, enjoyable to use, matched
their personal learning styles and could help them to improve their English. The aim
of asking these questions was to make students evaluate the tool that they chose. The
following items, items 5-11, were statements about the performance of the participants
in using the tools. It was aimed that the participants would be able to evaluate their
own performances by answering these questions. Item 12 in Part Il asked participants
whether they were going to continue using the tool for their English studies. This item
was included in order to help students make a final evaluation of the tool. In Part II,
next to the Yes/No items, the participants were provided with some space where they
could add their comments related to each item. In addition, after the Yes/No items,
there was another part where the participants could add their further comments and
suggestions about the tool if they had any. Finally, at the end of the reflection form,
the participants were asked to add at least one screenshot that they obtained while
using the tool.

The main aim of including the reflection form in the treatment was to guide the learners
in the learning process, encourage them to reflect on their learning, and in this way, to
promote learner autonomy. Reflection can be described as “a mental process which
takes place out of the stream of action, looking forward or (usually) back to actions
that have taken place” (Louden, 1991, a cited in Benson, 2001). Many researchers view
reflection as a key element of learner autonomy (Benson, 2001). Little (1997, as cited
in Benson, 2001) argues “if we make the development of autonomy a central concern
of formal learning, conscious reflection will necessarily play a central role from the
beginning, for the simple reason that all formal learning is the result of deliberate
intention” (p. 90). Benson (2001) states that reflection enables learners to take control
over their learning by evaluating the language, the learning process and accordingly
reviewing their learning habits or ways of thinking. Therefore, in the present study,
learner reflection was integrated into the CALL treatment through the use of a

reflection form.

In addition to encouraging learners to reflect on the learning process in a guided way,
the reflection form served another important purpose in the CALL treatment. By
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asking the participants to complete and hand in a reflection form each week, the
researcher was able to ascertain that the learners were actually using the online tools
in their out-of-class studies. That is, as it included details that would prove that the
students had used the tools such as open-ended questions and screenshot parts, the

refection form was used as evidence for students’ completion of the weekly tasks.
3.4.2.3 Edmodo

Edmodo (https://www.edmodo.com/) is a global education network that connects

learners and educators. On the website, teachers can create online class groups where
learners can communicate with the teacher as well as with their classmates. Teachers
can also share materials and assign homework on the website. The website offers a
safe and free-of-charge platform for learners and teachers to connect with each other

outside the class.

During the CALL intervention in the present study, Edmodo was used as the main
platform for sharing documents and for communication out of the class. First, a class
group for each of the classes in the experimental group was created on the website by
the researcher. The participants were provided with guidance about how to use the
website and they joined their class group. After each in-class session, the researcher
shared the PowerPoint slideshow used in the session and the reflection form template
with the students on the website. Similarly, the participants were asked to submit their
weekly reflection forms on the website. In addition, each week, a post about that
week’s language component was created on the website by the researcher, and the
students were asked to add a comment in which they recommended their classmates

one of the tools they had used during that week.

Furthermore, the website was used as the communication tool among the learners and
between the researcher and the learners for out-of-class interaction. The students were
encouraged to share their opinions and comments or ask their questions related to the
online tools on the website during the treatment. Figure 3.3 illustrates a screenshot of

one of the Edmodo class groups used during the study.
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https://www.edmodo.com/

edmodo Home Classes Library Messages Search Q

. posted to ELTELL 5
7:33PM - 3
Hello,

Please recommend a speaking tool below and attach your Reflection Form to your
comment.

Thanks in advance )

Session 4 - Speaking pptx

Show 1 more attachment...

Show more replies...

| tried Spoken Skills. It is enjoyable and easy to use. | am going fo
continue using this tool for my English studies because it helps to
improve my speaking skills. You can listen fo the idioms and record
your voice. | strongly recommend it.

Translate

Figure 3.3 A screenshot from Edmodo.

3.5 Data collection instruments

The present study aimed to answer two main research questions, and two data
collection instruments were used to answer them, which were a questionnaire and
semi-structured interviews. The questionnaire was administered before and after the
experimental treatment. The interviews were conducted after the treatment. The
research questions and the data collection instruments as well as the data analysis

methods used in relation to the questions are demonstrated in Table 3.8.

The first research question was “How does the CALL implementation affect the self-
perceived autonomy levels of EFL learners studying in higher education?”, and it had
two sub-questions. To explore the answers to these questions, the second part of the
questionnaire was used to collect quantitative data. The second research question was
“What are the perceptions of EFL learners studying in higher education on the CALL
implementation?”, and it had five sub-questions. With the aim of investigating the
answers to these questions, the third part of the questionnaire was used, and semi-

structured interviews were conducted.
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Table 3.8

Research Questions, Data Collection Instruments and Data Analysis Methods

Research Question

Data Collection
Instrument(s)

Data
Analysis
Method(s)

1. How does the CALL implementation
affect the self-perceived autonomy
levels of EFL learners studying in
higher education?

2.

a)

b)

Does the CALL implementation
affect the self-perceived autonomy
levels of the participants at
between-groups level?

Does the CALL implementation
affect the self-perceived autonomy
levels of the participants at within-
groups level?

What are the perceptions of EFL
learners studying in higher education
on the CALL implementation?

a)

b)

What are the changes in the
perceptions of the participants on
the use of technology to learn
English before and after the CALL
implementation?

What are the benefits of the CALL
implementation according to the
participants?

What are the challenges of the
CALL implementation according to
the participants?

What are the effects of the CALL
implementation on learner
autonomy according to the
participants?

What are the suggestions of the
participants to improve the CALL
implementation?

Questionnaire
(Part Il: Learner
Autonomy
Questionnaire,
implemented as
pre-questionnaire
and post-
questionnaire)

Questionnaire
(Part I11: Open-
Ended Questions,
implemented as
pre-questionnaire
and post-
questionnaire)

Semi-structured
interviews

Quantitative:
o Independent
samples t-

tests

o Paired
samples t-
tests

Qualitative:

o constant
comparative
method
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Through the aforementioned data collection instruments, both quantitative and
qualitative data were collected with the purpose of triangulation. Triangulation refers
to “the generation of multiple perspectives on a phenomenon by using a variety of data
sources, investigators, theories, or research methods with the purpose of corroborating
an overall interpretation” (Ddrnyei, 2007, p. 165). It is viewed as an effective way of
increasing both the internal and external validity of research. In the present study,
triangulation was aimed to achieve through the use of both quantitative and qualitative
data.

3.5.1 Questionnaire

In order to investigate the effects of using CALL to foster EFL learners’ autonomy
levels, a questionnaire that consisted of three parts was used in the present study
(Appendix E).

Part I: Background Information Questions. This part was designed by the researcher
and included 12 questions that aimed to gather demographic data about the participants
of the study. The participants were asked about their ages, genders, departments, the
types of high school they had graduated from, how long they had been learning
English, and how much time they spent studying English outside the class per day.
Part | also included questions related to the technology use of the participants in order
to explore how and to what extent the participants used technology in their daily lives
and also to ascertain that each participant would have access to the necessary
technological resources during the study. Accordingly, the participants were asked if
they had a personal computer, how they accessed the Internet, how much time they
spent on the Internet per day, for what purposes they used the Internet, if they had used
the Internet in their English classes before their preparatory school education, and

about the amount of English websites they visited.

Part 11: Learner Autonomy Questionnaire. This part was a Likert-type scale that was
designed to determine the autonomy levels of learners. The scale was originally
designed by Demirel (2002, as cited in Balgikanli, 2006) and was later adapted by
Balcikanli (2006). The present study utilized the adapted version by Balgikanli (2006).
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In the study by Balgikanli (2006), the questionnaire was titled “Learner Autonomy
Questionnaire 2” as it was used in addition to one other learner autonomy
questionnaire. The scale was suitable to be used in the present study because the study
by Balgikanli (2006) had several similarities to this study. First of all, Bal¢ikanl
(2006) employed an experimental study design to explore fostering learner autonomy,
and the present study had a quasi-experimental design and aimed to foster learner
autonomy. In addition, the research contexts and the participants in the two studies
were similar to each other. Both studies included EFL learners studying in the
preparatory school of a Turkish state university as participants. In his adaptation of the
questionnaire, Balgikanli (2006) removed some of the items that were not relevant to
the focus of his study. Accordingly, the adapted version of the questionnaire included
15 items which were about self-awareness, responsibility, independent study methods
and independent language-learning methods of learners. The questionnaire was
designed as a 5-point Likert scale with the options of ‘1 = Strongly Disagree’, ‘2 =

Disagree’, ‘3 = Neutral’, ‘4 = Agree’, ‘5 = Strongly Agree’.

Part I11: Open-Ended Questions. The third part of the questionnaire was designed by
the researcher based on the focus of the research question 2a and consisted of open-
ended questions, which was administered in the pre- and post-questionnaires of the
experimental group only. The first two questions aimed to collect qualitative data
about the perceptions of the participants in the experimental group on the use of
technology to learn English, and they were asked in the implementation of both the
pre-questionnaire and the post-questionnaire. In the pre-questionnaire, the third open-
ended question asked about the technological tools the participants would like to use
as part of their English studies. This question was asked in order to take students’
preferences and suggestions into consideration while designing the technology
implementation sessions. The researcher planned to use the data collected in this
question to add more technological tools to the weekly technology sessions according
to students’ interests and needs; therefore, this question was included only in the pre-
questionnaire. Finally, in both pre-questionnaire and post-questionnaire, the last
question asked the participants to add other comments, questions and suggestions they
had if they would like to.
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All parts of the questionnaire were implemented in English. Considering that the
participants were intermediate-level learners of English, it was assumed that they

would be able to understand and complete the questionnaire without difficulty.
3.5.2 Semi-structured interviews

In addition to the data collected through the questionnaire, semi-structured oral
interviews were conducted in order to gather more data for the study. Through the
interviews, it was aimed to collect qualitative data about the participants’ perceptions
related to the use of CALL in English language learning to foster learner autonomy.
The interviews were conducted with 9 of the participants in the experimental group

one week after the implementation of the post-questionnaire.

For the interviews, an interview guide which consisted of a set of questions prepared
by the researcher was used (Appendix F). The interview guide consisted of three parts
and included 9 questions in total. Part | included four questions which were about the
participants’ opinions about the CALL treatment. The participants were asked to share
their comments about what they liked and disliked about using technology (questions
1 and 2), whether they thought using technology had helped them to improve their
English (question 3) and their study skills (question 4). In Part I1, there were two main
questions related to the effects of the CALL treatment on learner autonomy. Question
5 asked the participants to compare their perceptions of their levels of autonomy before
and after the technology implementation. It was assumed that the participants might
have difficulty understanding the meaning of autonomy and commenting on their
levels of autonomy; therefore, further questions were added to make the concept of
autonomy clear for the participants. Namely, question 6 focused on specific sub-skills
and capacities associated with learner autonomy with the aim of getting specific
answers from the students about their autonomy levels. The sub-questions under
question 6 were whether the participants thought technology had helped them to be
less dependent on the teacher, to identify their learning goals, to choose learning
materials and activities, to evaluate their learning performances, to plan their English
studies, and to use learning strategies. Part 11l included three questions that aimed to
reveal students’ suggestions and final thoughts related to technology use in learning
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English. Question 12 aimed to get the participants’ suggestions to improve the CALL
treatment. Question 13 asked whether the participants would continue to use
technology with the aim of improving their English. Finally, question 14 asked about
the participants’ additional thoughts, comments and suggestions related to the use of
technology in learning English.

3.5.3 Reliability and validity concerns

The reliability of the second part of the questionnaire had been checked by Balgikanl
(2006) in his study, and the Cronbach’s alpha value for it was reported to be 0.87,
which shows that the survey had a high level of reliability (Balgikanli, 2006). In the
present study, the scale was used in the same form as it was used in the study by

Balgikanli (2006) without making any changes on it.

In addition, the whole questionnaire was piloted before its actual administration in
order to identify any problems related to its content or language. Although the
reliability of the Part Il of the questionnaire had been checked by Balgikanli (2006),
Part | and Part 111 were designed for the present study by the researcher, therefore, it
was essential to pilot these two parts before the actual administration of the
questionnaire. In addition, all three parts of the questionnaire were administered in
English. Hence, the piloting stage was also used to determine if the participants would
be able to understand and fill out the questionnaire without any comprehension
problems. To this end, the whole questionnaire was given to five students who were
not in the experimental or the control groups before it was implemented with the actual
participants. These five students were also at intermediate level and studying in an
ELT-ELL preparatory class in the same school. They were asked to complete the
questionnaire and take notes on the parts they had difficulty in understanding or
completing. At the end of the session, they shared their comments with the researcher.
According to the feedback from the students, some minor changes were made in the
wording of the open-ended questions in the third part. The students stated that they
were able to understand all the questions in the first and second parts of the

questionnaire. Therefore, no other changes were made in these parts.
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In order to enhance its validity, triangulation was employed in the current study. That
is, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected by using two different
instruments, the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews. Triangulation is a
recommended practice to achieve validity in research studies as it could assist to
interpret the case, phenomenon or the context that is being studies in an accurate way
(Mackey & Gass, 2005).

For the semi-structured interviews, purposive sampling was used, and the participants
were selected through maximum variation sampling, which is viewed as contributing

to the validity of research by making the findings more generalizable (Dornyei, 2007).

Finally, with the aim of supporting the validity and reliability of the study in the data
analysis process, 10% of the qualitative data were analysed by another researcher from

the field of foreign language education in order to achieve intercoder reliability.
3.5.4 Normality analysis of the quantitative data

After the quantitative data were collected, in order to understand whether the data
gathered through the pre- and post-questionnaires in the experimental and the control
group had normal distribution, a Shapiro-Wilk test was run on each of the data set.

Table 3.9 demonstrates the results of the tests.

Table 3.9

The Results of the Shapiro-Wilk Normality Tests

Shapiro-Wilk Test

Statistic df Sig.
Experimental Group Pre-Questionnaire ~ .983 25 934
Experimental Group Post-Questionnaire  .965 25 521
Control Group Pre-Questionnaire 959 25 .386
Control Group Post-Questionnaire 961 25 435
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The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the data in the pre-questionnaire and
the post-questionnaire of the experimental group were normally distributed with a p-
value of 0.934 and of 0.521 respectively (p > 0.05). Similarly, the control group data
were normally distributed both in the pre-questionnaire, which had a p-value of 0.386,
and in the post-questionnaire, which had a p-value of 0.435 (p > 0.05).

To sum up, the normality analysis showed that all four sets of data had a normal
distribution with each of them having a p-value lower than 0.05. Therefore, the

normality assumption was confirmed.
3.6 Data collection procedure

The present study was conducted during 2016-2017 academic year. The data collection

period lasted 10 weeks, which included the seven-week experimental treatment.

Before starting the data collection and the experimental treatment, the researcher
obtained the permission of Middle East Technical University Human Subjects Ethics
Committee for conducting the study (Appendix A). Following that, the administration
of the school which was the setting of the study was contacted to get their approval for
the study. Once their approval was received, the data collection and the experimental

treatment procedures started.

As the first stage of the data collection procedure, the pre-questionnaire was
administered in the four classes that would be in the experimental and the control
groups of the study. Following the administration of the pre-questionnaire, an
introduction to the CALL implementation was presented by the researcher in the two
classes which would be the experimental group of the study. The administration of the
questionnaire in all four classes and the introduction to the study in the two classes
was conducted by the researcher in different class hours on the same day. Firstly, the
students in the four classes were distributed an informed consent form in order to
identify the voluntary participants of the study. The consent form in the experimental
group (Appendix G) informed the participants about the procedures of data collection
and about the CALL implementation. The form indicated that filling out the

questionnaires and participating in the CALL implementation and in the interviews
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were completely voluntary and that they would be free to stop taking part in the study
whenever they wanted. They were also informed that the answers they gave and their
performances in the CALL implementation would not have any effect on their grades
in their preparatory school studies. The consent form distributed in the control group
classes (Appendix H) was the same except that it did not include the information about
the CALL treatment.

After the consent forms were collected from the students and the participants of the
study were identified, the students who volunteered for the study were given the pre-
questionnaire. Since the questionnaire was administered in different class hours in the
four classes, while the participants were filling out the questionnaire, the researcher
was available in the room in case the participants would ask questions or have
problems related to the questionnaire. The questionnaire took approximately 15
minutes in the control group classes, while it took around 25 minutes to complete in
the experimental group classes as they also completed the open-ended questions part.

In the experimental group classes, following the completion of the pre-questionnaire,
the participants were introduced to the procedure of the CALL implementation by the
researcher. The researcher explained that starting from the following week, they were
going to have a one-hour technology session every week in class for seven weeks as it
was stated in the consent form. The participants were informed about the schedule of
the weekly sessions and were told that they would be expected to use the tools
presented in that week’s session and then complete a reflection form. The reflection
form was presented to the students in detail. Next, Edmodo was introduced to the
students. The researcher informed the students on how to register for Edmodo and how
to use the website. An online class group for each of the experimental group classes
was created on Edmodo, and the participants enrolled in those groups. During the
introductory sessions in the experimental group, the students were encouraged to ask
any questions they had about the CALL treatment, and the researcher tried to clarify

all the details about the procedure for the students.

In the week following the implementation of the pre-questionnaire, the experimental
treatment started in the experimental group, and it continued for seven weeks.
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Following the completion of the CALL treatment, the participants in both the
experimental group and the control group were given the post-questionnaire. The
questionnaire was administered by the researcher in different class hours on the same
day. The researcher made sure that the students were able to understand all the
instructions and items in the questionnaire by answering students’ questions and
clarifying all the points for them. The questionnaire took around 15 minutes in the
control group classes to complete and approximately 25 minutes in the experimental
group classes as there were additional open-ended questions in the experimental

group’s questionnaire.

After the administration of the post-questionnaire, the data collected through the pre-
and post- questionnaires were entered into the statistics program SPSS. For the
experimental group, the mean scores of the participants from pre- and post-
questionnaires were calculated and compared, and the participants for the semi-
structured interviews were chosen accordingly. That is, the difference between the pre-
and post-questionnaire mean scores of the participants were ranked, and nine

participants were chosen according to the difference in their mean scores.

The students chosen as the participants were invited to take part in the interviews. They
were informed about the structure of the interview and reminded that participation
would be on a voluntary basis. All nine students accepted to be interview participants.
The interview schedule was arranged based on the class programs of the participants

and the researcher.

All the interviews were conducted face-to-face in the week following the
administration of the post-questionnaire. For the interviews, a room at the school
building was arranged by the researcher beforehand. The interviews were conducted
in Turkish to encourage the participants to give detailed answers to the questions. Since
the participants were intermediate-level learners of English, it was assumed that they
would have difficulty in expressing themselves in a comfortable way in an English-
medium oral interview. The participants were interviewed one by one. Each of the

interviews were audio-recorded using the mobile phone of the researcher.
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3.7 Data analysis methods

In the present study, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected and analysed.
The quantitative data, which were collected through pre- and post-questionnaires, were
analysed on the statistics program SPSS, version 22.0. For the Likert-scale items in
the second part of the questionnaire, the options were assigned the following numerical
values: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly
Agree. Next, the data were analysed to determine if it had normal distribution by
running Shapiro-Wilk normality test. Following that, descriptive analyses were
performed, and the mean scores and standard deviations for each group in the second
part of both the pre- and post-questionnaire as well as the difference between the pre-
and post-questionnaire scores for each group were calculated. Independent-samples t-
tests were conducted in order to compare the groups in terms of their pre-questionnaire
scores, post-questionnaire scores, and the differences between their pre- and post-
questionnaire scores. In addition, in order to investigate the change in the autonomy
levels of each group during the experimental treatment, the pre- and post-questionnaire

scores were compared within each group by running paired-samples t-tests.

The qualitative data were collected from the experimental group through open-ended
questions in the pre- and post-questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. The data
collected via the interviews were first transcribed and then translated into English.
Next, the data analysis began. MAXQDA, version 10, was used in the data analysis
process. In the analysis of the data both from the open-ended questions and the
interviews, constant comparative method, which is a qualitative data analysis method
introduced by Glaser and Strauss (1967), was used. Maykut and Morehouse (1994)

defined constant comparative method as:

A method of analysing qualitative data which combines inductive category coding
with a simultaneous comparison of all units of meaning obtained. As each unit of
meaning is selected for analysis, it is compared to all other units of meaning and
subsequently grouped (categorized and coded) with similar units of meaning. If there
are no similar units of meaning, a new category is formed. In this process, there is
room for continuous refinement; initial categories are changed, merged, or omitted,
new categories are generated; and new relationships can be discovered. (p. 134)
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To analyse the data, first, the data were read carefully to get an initial understanding,
and some memos were recorded. Next, descriptive codes were formed to label excerpts
of data by comparing the excerpts with the other parts and previously formed codes.
When a new meaning or idea emerged from the data, a new code was formed.
Following the coding process, similar codes were grouped under categories. Finally,
based on the categories that were formed, themes were constructed (See Appendix |
for a sample of the coded data). In order to establish intercoder reliability, one other
researcher from the field of English Language Teaching coded 10% of the qualitative
data. The codes formed by both researchers were compared, and both coders agreed
on the coding.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

4.0 Introduction

This chapter first presents the findings from the analysis conducted on the quantitative
data, which were collected through the questionnaire. Next, the findings from the
analysis of the qualitative data gathered by the use of the open-ended questions in the
questionnaire and the semi-structured interviews are reported. The findings relevant to

each research question and their sub-questions are presented in separate sections.

4.1 Findings on research question 1: How does the CALL implementation affect

the self-perceived autonomy levels of EFL learners studying in higher education?

In order to investigate the answer to the first research question, the second part of the
questionnaire, which consisted of Likert-scale items that aimed to measure the
participants’ self-perceived autonomy levels, was administered in the experimental
and the control groups both before and after the experimental treatment. With the aim
of comparing the scores on each administration of the questionnaire, descriptive
statistics were run on the sets of data in order to calculate the mean scores and standard
deviations each group had in the second parts of the pre- and post-questionnaires.
Following that, the between-groups and within-group differences in the mean scores
were calculated in order to understand whether the groups had experienced any
changes in their autonomy levels at the end of the CALL intervention. The means and
standard deviations of the two groups in Part Il of the pre-questionnaire, post-
questionnaire and the difference between the scores of two questionnaires for each

group are presented in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Means and Standard Deviations of Part Il of the Questionnaire

Pre-Questionnaire Post-Questionnaire Difference

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Experimental 5650 47561 40057 30013 1507  .28689

(n=25)
g}ozt;%') 37682 44027 36560 53978  -1122  .59409

As demonstrated in Table 4.1, the means of the experimental group and the control
group were close to each other in Part Il of the pre-questionnaire. In Part Il of the post-
questionnaire, a greater difference was observed between the mean scores of the
experimental and the control groups, whose mean scores in this part were 4.0057 and
3.6560 respectively. Surprisingly, there was a decrease (M = 0.1122) in the mean

autonomy level of the control group in Part 1l of the post-questionnaire.

These results suggest that after the CALL treatment was implemented, the
experimental group had a higher level of learner autonomy than the control group
based on the perceptions of the students. However, in order to understand if the results
were statistically significant, significance tests were conducted on the data, whose

results are presented in the following sections.
4,1.1 Between-groups differences in part 11 of the pre-questionnaire

The scores in the second part of the pre-questionnaire of the experimental group (M =
3.8550) and the control group (M = 3.7682) were compared in order to investigate
whether there was a statistically significant difference between the groups before the
CALL treatment. With that aim, an independent-samples t-test was performed to
compare the mean scores each group had in the pre-questionnaire. When the t-test was
conducted, the results of the Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances showed that the

variances for the pre-questionnaire scores for the experimental and the control groups
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were equal (p = 0.531 > 0.05). Therefore, the t-test’s results were interpreted by

assuming equal variances. These results are reported in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2

Between-Groups Differences in Part 1l of the Pre-Questionnaire According to
Independent-Samples T-Test

Levene's Test
for Equality
of VVariances

t-test for Equality
of Means

. Sig.
Group Mean SD F Sig. t o df (2-tailed)
Experimental
(n = 25) 3.8550 .47561 Equal
Control variances .399 531 .670 48 .506
ontro assumed
(n = 25) 3.7682 .44027

As demonstrated in Table 4.2 above, according to the results of the independent-
samples t-test, there was not a significant difference between the mean scores of the
groups in Part |1 of the pre-questionnaire; t (48) =0.670, p = 0.506 > 0.05. These results
suggest that the experimental and the control groups were similar to each other in terms
of the self-perceived autonomy levels of the participants prior to the experimental
CALL treatment.

The mean scores for the 15 items in the second part of the questionnaire were also
individually compared in order to explore the between-groups differences. With that
aim, an independent-samples t-test was conducted on each of the 15 items. Before
interpreting the results of the independent-samples t-test, whether the data had equal
variances or not was checked. The results of the Levene’s Test for Equality of
Variances showed that, for each of the items in the questionnaire, the data had equal
variances. Therefore, the results of the independent-samples t-test were interpreted by

assuming equal variances for all the items. These results are reported in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3

Between-Groups Differences in the Individual Items in Part Il of the Pre-
Questionnaire According to Independent-Samples T-Test

(experimental group n = 25, control group n = 25)

t-test
Sig.
II\'f(e)m Statement Group Mean SD t df (2- EZiCt
tailed)
I want to learn more than Exp. 4.60 .645
1 1 am required with all 436 48 .665 -
my efforts. Cont. 452 .653
| follow my progress Exp. 4.00 .913 -
2 \while learning English. Cont. 3.80 .gee 00 48 43l
I like projects and Exp. 3.88 .881
3 activities where | can -290 48 .773 -
work on my own. Cont. 3.96 1.060
I can learn English
grammar on n?y Exp. 280 1041
4 owniwithout needing a -655 48 516 -
teacher. Cont. 3.00 1.118
| deduce the meaning of
a word by identifying the Exp. 360 866
5 : : -1.545 48 129 -
prefix and suffix of the Cont. 396 751
word. ont. ' '
I can identify and select
the additional materials Exp. 352 872
® support the subjects | -504 48 616 -
Cont. 3.64 .810
study.
| can evaluate myselfin  gxp 404 735
7 terms of my assignments 862 48 .393 -
and projectsl Cont. 3.84 .898
I like to actively Exp. 3.96 .889 i
8 participate in the course. Cont. 3.92 .954 5348 879
| have several strategies  Exp.  4.08 .909
to understand and *
9 remember English S Gdnl L 2.174 48 .035* .090
grammar.
| can learn a topic by Exp 396 841
10 St“dy't”? on r.?f O\tlf\:n it 886 48 380 -
cannot fearn rtin the Cont. 3.72 1.061
classroom.
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Table 4.3

Between-Groups Differences in the Individual Items in Part Il of the Pre-
Questionnaire According to Independent-Samples T-Test (continued)

(experimental group n =25, control group n = 25)

t-test
Sig.
Item Statement Group Mean SD t df (2- E_ﬁECt
No . size?
tailed)
| am aware of my Exp. 4.08 974
learning strategies. Cont. 3.88  .927 14848 458 -
| have some games to Exp. 2.88 1.424
12 !<eep the_words | learn Cont.  2.80 1958 211 48 834 -
in my mind.
| am responsible for my Exp.  4.56 .583
13 own learning. Cont. 4.16 .850 1940 48 .08
| like my way of Exp. 3.96 841
14 studying English. Cont. 4.12  .666 14648459
| know how to study Exp. 3.92 .954
15 English by myself. Cont. 3.80 1.000 A34 48 060
*p<.05.
2 Eta squared.

As demonstrated in Table 4.3, the results of the t-test conducted on the individual items
show that there were not significant differences between groups in Part Il of the pre-
questionnaire in any of the items except for item 9. In item 9, the experimental group
(M = 4.08) scored significantly higher than the control group (M = 3.44); t (48) =
2.174, p = 0.035, and the effect size for this item was 0.09 (eta squared). In items 2, 5,
6, 11, 12 and 14, the experimental group scored slightly higher than the control group,
however, none of these differences were statistically significant. For items 1, 3, 4, 7,
8,9, 10, 13 and 15, the control group had slightly higher scores than the control group,

but these differences were also not statistically meaningful.

To sum up, the independent samples t-test analysis of the between-groups differences
in individual items in Part Il of the pre-questionnaire supported the findings from the

comparison of the overall scores for this part by confirming that the two groups did
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not have statistically significant differences in terms of the scores in Part 1l of the pre-
questionnaire. Therefore, they were similar to each other in terms of their self-
perceived autonomy levels before the CALL treatment period. Having said that, the
difference in item 9 and the other minor differences were taken into consideration
while evaluating the post-questionnaire scores of the groups for this part in the

following stages of analysis in order to reach an accurate conclusion.

4.1.2 Within-group differences in part Il of the questionnaire for the control

group

The descriptive statistics showed that there was a decrease in the post-questionnaire
score of the control group for Part Il of the questionnaire (M = 3.6560) compared to
the pre-questionnaire score for that part (M = 3.7682). In order to understand whether
the decrease was a statistically significant one, in other words, whether there was a
statistically significant difference within the group, a paired-samples t-test was
conducted. The mean scores of the group from the pre- and post-questionnaire were
entered as the variables, and the two mean scores were compared. Table 4.4 presents

the results from the test.

Table 4.4

Within-Group Differences in Part Il of the Questionnaire According to Paired-
Samples T-Test for the Control Group

Paired Differences

Sig.
Mean SD Mean SD t df (2-tailed)

Pre-questionnaire
(n = 25) 3.7682 .44027

11219 59409 944 24 354

Post-questionnaire 36560 53978

(n =25)
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The results of the paired-samples t-test demonstrated that there was not a statistically
significant difference within the control group in Part Il of the questionnaire, t (24) =
0.944, p = 0.354 > 0.05. In other words, the autonomy levels of the control group at
the beginning and at the end of the seven-week CALL treatment that was received by
the experimental group did not differ significantly. These results suggest that the
seven-week time period on its own did not have a significant effect on the autonomy
levels of the participants. Therefore, any changes in the autonomy levels of the

experimental group can be interpreted by eliminating the effects of the time factor.

4.1.3 Within-group differences in part Il of the questionnaire for the

experimental group

In order to understand the effect of the CALL treatment on the self-perceived
autonomy levels of the participants in the experimental group, the within-group
differences were analysed. With that aim, a paired-samples t-test was performed by
following the same procedure that was carried out on the control group data. That is,
the mean scores of the experimental group from the pre- and post-questionnaire were
entered as the variables, and the t-test was conducted to compare the two mean scores.

The results of the t-test are reported in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5

Within-Group Differences in Part Il of the Questionnaire According to Paired-
Samples T-Test for the Experimental Group

Paired Sig.
Differences (2- Effect
Mean SD Mean SD t df tailed) size?
Pre-
questionnaire  3.8550 .47561
g:):t_%) -.15067 .28689 -2.626 24 .015* 223
questionnaire  4.0057 .30013
(n=25)
*p<.05.
4 Eta squared.
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As demonstrated in Table 4.5, the paired-samples t-test results showed that there was
a significant difference between the mean pre- and post-questionnaire scores of the
experimental group in the second part of the questionnaire; t (24) = -2.626, p = 0.015
< 0.05. In other words, the mean score of the experimental group in the second part of
the post-questionnaire (M = 4.0057) was significantly greater than its mean score in
the second part of the pre-questionnaire (M = 3.8550). In addition, the effect size for

the result was large (eta squared = 0.223).

These findings suggest that the mean self-perceived autonomy level of the
experimental group at the end of the seven-week CALL treatment was significantly
higher than its mean autonomy level before the CALL treatment. When it is considered
that there was not a statistically significant difference within the control group, it can
be said that the measured increase in the autonomy level of the experimental group
was a result of the CALL treatment it received during the study. In other words, the
CALL treatment had an effect on the mean autonomy level of the experimental group.

In addition to the comparison of the overall mean scores the experimental group had
in the second parts of the pre- and post-questionnaires, the mean scores for each item
in Part 11 of the questionnaire were also compared. That is, for each of the 15 items in
the second part of the questionnaire, the within-group differences were analysed by

running a paired-samples t-test for each item.

For most of the items in Part Il of the questionnaire, there was an increase in the post-
questionnaire scores of the experimental group compared to the pre-questionnaire
scores. That is, the experimental group had a greater mean score for 10 out of the 15
items in the post-questionnaire than in the pre-questionnaire. These results suggest that
there was a within-group increase in the autonomy level of the experimental group in
terms of those 10 items based on the participants’ perceptions. The results of the t-test
for each item are presented in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6

Within-Group Differences in the Individual Items in Part Il of the Questionnaire
According to Paired-Samples T-Test for the Experimental Group

(n=25)

ltem
No

Paired Sig. Effect
Statements Mean SD  Differences t df (2-  size?
Mean SD tailed)

lwantto — pro 460 645
learn more
1 thanlam -160 746 -1.072 24 294 -
required with Post 4.76 .523
all my efforts.
Hfollowmy 50 400 913
progress
2 while 120 781 .768 24 450 -
learning Post 3.88 .666
English.
| like projects . 583 ggg
and activities
3 where I can -.042 955 -214 24 833 -
work onmy Post 3.88 .797
own.
| can learn
English
grammar on
4 my -320 .852 -1.877 24 .073 -
own/without post 3.12 1.092
needing a
teacher.
| deduce the
meaning of a
word by
5 identifying 120 781 768 24 450 -
the prefix and post 3.48 .653
suffix of the
word.
6 | can identify
and select
the Pre 352 .872
additional
materials to
supportthe  Post 3.92 .640
subjects |
study.

Pre 2.80 1.041

Pre 3.60 .866

-400 816 -2.449 24 .022* .200
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Table 4.6

Within-Group Differences in the Individual Items in Part Il of the Questionnaire

According to Paired-Samples T-Test for the Experimental Group (continued)

(n=25)
Paired Sig.
Item Differences (2- Effect
No Statements Mean SD Mean SD t df tailed sized
)
| can evaluate
myself in Pre 4.04 .735
7 terms of my -240 926 -1.297 24 207 -
assignments
and projects. Post 4.28 .737
| like to Pre 3.96 .889
g octively 000 957 .000 24 1.000 -
participate In - post 396 978
the course.
| have several Pre 4.08 .909
strategies to
9 “”gerSta”db 200 913 1095 24 284 -
and reMemDET post 3.88  1.166
English
grammar.
| can learn a
topic by Pre 3.96 .841
studying on
10 myownifl -240 597 -2.009 24 .056 -
cannot learn it
classroom.
lamaware of pre 408 974
11 my learning -292 806 -1.772 24 .090 -
| have some
gamesto keep Pre 2.88 1.424
12 the words | -480 918 -2.613 24 .015* .221
learninmy  post 336 995
mind.
:eimonsiblefor Pre 4.56 583
13 mpown .080 .572 .700 24 .491 -
y o Post 4.48 .714
learning.
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Table 4.6

Within-Group Differences in the Individual Items in Part Il of the Questionnaire
According to Paired-Samples T-Test for the Experimental Group (continued)

(n=25)
Paired Sig.
Iﬁ(r)n Statements Mean SD _Differences t df  (2- Eslic;igt
Mean SD tailed)
\'N';keorf“y Pre 396 .841
14 Stu‘é o 240 723 -1.659 24 110 -
ying Post 420 .645
English.
:Okgti‘g’ how oo 392 954
15 ”Sa’b 400 1.041 -1.922 24 067 -
gUSNBY  post 432 557
myself.
*p<.05.
4 Eta squared.

As demonstrated in Table 4.6, for most of the items in Part 1l of the questionnaire,
there was an increase in the post-questionnaire scores of the group compared to the
pre-questionnaire scores. That is, the experimental group had a greater mean score for
10 out of the 15 items in the post-questionnaire than in the pre-questionnaire. These
results suggest that there was a within-group increase in the autonomy level in terms

of those 10 items based on the participants’ perceptions.

The greatest increase was in the post-questionnaire score for item 12, which asked if
the participants had any games to use to remember and revise vocabulary. While the
mean score for this item in the pre-questionnaire was 2.88, the post-questionnaire score
was 3.36, and the t-test results showed that there was a statistically significant
difference between the two scores; t (24) = -2.613, p = 0.015 < 0.05. The effect size
for this item was large (eta squared = 0.221). The results suggest that the participants
had more vocabulary games at the end of the treatment period than they did at the
beginning. This finding can be linked to the effect of the online tools students were

presented during the CALL treatment, which included vocabulary games.
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Item 6 also had a significant difference within the group. The statement in this item
was “I can identify and select the additional materials to support the subjects I study.”
There was a meaningful difference between the scores the experimental group got for
this item in the pre-questionnaire (M = 3.52) and in the post-questionnaire (M = 3.92);
t (24) = -2.449, p = 0.022 < 0.05. According to this result, there was a meaningful
increase in the perceived autonomy levels of the participants in terms of their abilities
to choose materials to make use of in their studies. The effect size was also large (eta
squared = 0.200). The findings can be attributed to the fact that, during the CALL
treatment, the participants were presented various online tools through which they
could find materials to use in their individual studies. The increase in the score for item
6 suggests that the CALL treatment was effective in helping the learners to find and

choose study materials.

In addition to the items which had significant differences within the group, there were
other items that had increases in their post-questionnaire scores. Although these
increases did not have statistically significant values, they contribute to understanding
the change in the perceived autonomy levels of the participants. To illustrate, item 15,
which had the statement “I know how to study English by myself”, had a mean score
of 3.92 in the pre-questionnaire, while the mean score for it in the post questionnaire
was 4.32. This suggests that the CALL treatment, which focused on out-of-class study
of the students, had an effect on the perceived self-study skills of the participants.
Similarly, item 4 focused on students’ self-study skills. The mean score for this item
changed from 2.80 in the pre-questionnaire to 3.12 in the post-questionnaire. Items 7,
10, 11 and 14 also had acknowledgeable increases in their post-questionnaire scores,
which confirm the effect of the CALL treatment on the participants’ self-perceived

autonomy levels.

On the other hand, there were some items the scores of which underwent decreases in
the post-questionnaire. Although none of these decreases were statistically significant,
their interpretation could contribute to the results. For item 9, which asked about the
strategies students had to learn grammar, the mean value in the pre-questionnaire was

4.08 while its mean value in the post-questionnaire was 3.88. Although the two scores
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were not low compared to the overall mean scores of the group, the decrease suggests
that the CALL treatment did not improve the self-perceived strategy uses of the
participants to study grammar. Item 2 had the statement “I follow my progress while
learning English”, and the group scored lower in the post-questionnaire (M = 3.88)
than in the pre-questionnaire (M = 4.00). According to this finding, the participants
did not perceive an improvement in their abilities to monitor their progress in their
learning. Similarly, item 5, which asked about students’ abilities to deduce the
meanings of words had a lower score in the post-questionnaire (M = 3.48) than in the

pre-questionnaire (M = 3.60).

To sum up, the comparison of the pre- and post-questionnaire scores of the
experimental group in Part 11 of the questionnaire revealed that there was a statistically
significant within-group difference in the overall mean scores of the group. This
suggests that the CALL treatment enhanced the self-perceived autonomy levels of the
participants. This finding is supported by the item-by-item analysis of within-group
differences as there was an increase in the post-questionnaire scores of most of the

items in Part Il of the questionnaire compared to the pre-questionnaire values.
4.1.4 Between-groups differences in part 11 of the post-questionnaire

In section 4.1.1, the results of the independent-samples t-test conducted on the mean
pre-questionnaire scores for the second part of the questionnaire of the experimental
group (M = 3.8550) and the control group (M = 3.7682) were reported, and no
significant difference was found between the groups; t (48) = 0.670, p = 0.506 > 0.05.
In order to investigate the effects of the CALL treatment on the experimental group,
the between-groups differences in the autonomy levels of the two groups at the end of
the CALL treatment period were compared. In the second part of the post-
questionnaire, the experimental group had a higher mean overall score (M = 4.006)
than the control group (M = 3.656). In order to determine whether there was a
statistically significant difference between the groups, the same procedure that was
followed for the comparison of the pre-questionnaire scores of the groups was adopted.
An independent-samples t-test was performed to analyse the between-groups
differences. According to the results of the Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances,
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the scores of the groups in Part 11 of the post-questionnaire did not have equal variances
(p = 0.003 < 0.05). Thus, the t-test results were interpreted without assuming equal

variances. The results of the test are presented in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7

Between-Groups Differences in Part Il of the Post-Questionnaire According to
Independent-Samples T-Test

Levene's
Test for
Equality of t-test for Equality of
Variances Means
Sig.
(2- Effect
Group Mean SD F Sig. t df tailed) size?
(Enxgezrg;‘e”ta' 4006 300 Equal
Varances  ge04 003 2.831 37.545 .007* .143
Control 3656 540 not
(n =25) ' ' assumed
*p<.05.
4 Eta squared.

As demonstrated in Table 4.7, the t-test results showed that the overall mean score of
the experimental group in Part Il of the post-questionnaire was significantly greater
than that of the control group, in other words, there was a statistically significant
difference between the groups in Part 11 of the post-questionnaire; t (37.545) = 2.831,
p = 0.007 < 0.05. The magnitude of this difference was large (eta squared = 0.143).
These results suggest that the self-perceived autonomy level of the experimental group
was significantly higher than that of the control group after the CALL treatment. Given
the fact that the pre-questionnaire mean scores of the two groups for the second part
were not significantly different from each other, the results of the two independent
samples t-tests altogether confirm that the seven-week CALL treatment increased the

self-perceived autonomy level of the experimental group and made the group
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significantly more autonomous compared to the control group based on the

participants’ perceptions.

Following the comparison of the overall mean scores, the between-group differences
were also analysed for each of the 15 items in Part Il of the post-questionnaire.
Therefore, the mean scores the groups had for each item were compared separately by
running an independent-samples t-test. The results of the t-test are presented in Table
4.8. For each item, whether or not the data had equal variances was identified by using
the results of the Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances, and the values were added
to Table 4.8 accordingly. Therefore, the t-test results in Table 4.8 are reported based

on the assumptions of the Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances.

Table 4.8

Between-Groups Differences in the Individual Items in Part Il of the Post-
Questionnaire According to Independent-Samples T-Test

(experimental group n = 25, control group n = 25)

t-test

Sig.
Item (2- Effect
No Statement Group Mean SD t df tailed) size?

| want to learn more than
1 1am required with all my Exp. 476 523
efforts. Cont. 448 .714

| follow my progress Exp. 3.88 .666
while learning English.  Cont. 3.60 .866

| like projects and Exp. 3.88 .797
3 activities where | can - '

work on my own. Cont. 4.00 .764

| can learn English Exp. 3.12 1.092
grammar on my

1582 439 121 -

1.282 48 206 -

-.560 47 578 -

4 . : 250 48 804 -
own/without needinga  cont. 3.04 1.172
teacher.
| deduce the meaning of
o Exp. 3.48 .653
5 a word by identifying the 305 403 747 -

prefix and suffix of the

Cont. 356 1.044
word.
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Table 4.8

Between-Groups Differences in the Individual Items in Part Il of the Post-
Questionnaire According to Independent-Samples T-Test (continued)

(experimental group n = 25, control group n = 25)

t-test
Sig.
Item (2- Effect
No Statement Group Mean SD t df tailed) size?
| can identify and select
the additional materials Exp. 392 640
® 1 support the subjects | 1.169 48 248 -
study. Cont. 3.68 .802
| can evaluate myselfin 498 737
7 terms of my assignments XP ' ' 2.825 48 .007* .143
and projects. Cont. 3.64 .860
| like to actively Exp. 3.96 .978
8 participate in the course. Cont. 3.68 .900 1.053 48 297 -
| have several strategies
Exp. 3.88 1.166
P TR
g Cont. 3.44 1.158
grammar.
| can learn a topic by
' ' Exp. 4.20 .645
g0 Studying onmy ownif I EXP 3.300 43.108 .002% .193
cannot learn it in the
classroom. Cont. 3.44 917
| am aware of my Exp. 4.36 .700 N
H learning strategies. Cont. 3.56 1.003 3:270 48 002% 182
| have some games to Exp. 3.36 .995
12 Kkeep the words | learn in 144 48 460 -
my mind. Cont. 3.12 1.269
| am responsible formy Exp. 4.48 .714
13 . 1.492 48 142 -
own learning. Cont. 4.16 .800
| like my way of Exp. 4.20 .645
14 : : 1.633 48 109 -
studying English. Cont. 3.80 1.041
| know how to study Exp. 432 .557
15 : 2.660 34.659 .012* .128
English by myself. Cont. 3.64 1.150
*p<.05.
4 Eta squared.
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As illustrated in Table 4.8, in the majority of the items in the post-questionnaire,
namely 13 out of 15 items, the experimental group had higher scores than the control
group. Although not all of these were statistically significant differences, the results
suggest that the experimental group was more autonomous than the control group at

the end of the CALL treatment, based on the participants’ perceptions.

The greatest difference between the groups was in item 11, which asked about the
awareness of the participants of learning strategies. The mean post-questionnaire score
of the experimental group for this item was 4.36, while the corresponding score of the
control group was 3.56. There was a statistically significant difference between the
two scores; t (48) = 3.270, p = 0.002 < 0.05, and the effect size was large (eta squared
= 0.182). In other words, the experimental group perceived themselves as more aware
of their learning strategies than the control group did at the end of the treatment period.
Since there was not a significant difference between the pre-questionnaire scores of
the experimental (M =4.08) and the control (M = 3.88) groups for this item, as reported
in section 4.1.1, the results suggest that the CALL treatment improved the

experimental group’s awareness of their learning strategies.

Another significant difference was in item 10, which had the statement “I can learn a
topic by studying on my own if I cannot learn it in the classroom.” There was a
meaningful difference between the post-questionnaire scores of the experimental
group (M = 4.20) and the control group (M = 3.44), t (43.108) = 3.390, p = 0.002 <
0.05. The magnitude of the difference was also large (eta squared = 0.193). As there
was not a significant difference between the pre-questionnaire scores of the
experimental (M = 3.96) and the control (M = 3.72) groups for this item, the results
suggest that, with the help of the experimental treatment, the experimental group
perceived that they had better self-study abilities compared to the control group’s
perceptions.

Similarly, in item 15, which also asked about students’ self-study skills, the groups

had significantly different post-questionnaire scores. The experimental group had a

mean score of 4.32, whereas the mean score of the control group was 3.64, and there

was a meaningful difference between the two values; t (34.659) = 2.660, p = 0.012 <
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0.05. The effect size was 0.128 (eta squared). These results suggest that the
experimental group had higher perceptions of their abilities to study on their own than
the control group. The fact that no significant difference was found between the groups
in the pre-questionnaire (M (experimental) = 3.92, M (control) = 3.80) confirms the
effect of the CALL treatment on the difference in the scores.

The final significant difference was in item 7, which explored the participants’
perceptions on their self-evaluation skills. There was a meaningful difference between
the post-questionnaire scores of the experimental group (M = 4.28) and the control
group (M = 3.64); t (48) = 2.825, p = 0.007 < 0.05. The magnitude of the difference
was large (eta squared = 0.143). As in the previously mentioned items, no significant
difference was found between the pre-questionnaire scores for this item, therefore,
these results support the fact that the CALL treatment had an effect on the self-
perceived self-evaluation skills of the participants in the experimental group and they
had higher perceptions of their self-evaluation skills compared to the control group
after the CALL intervention.

In addition to the items in which there were significant differences between the post-
questionnaire scores of the two groups, in items 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 12, 13 and 14, the
experimental group scored higher than the control group in the post-questionnaire.
Although they were not significant differences, they support that the experimental
group had a higher level of self-perceived autonomy than the control group. On the
other hand, it should be noted that in items 1, 2, 8, 9, 12 and 13, the experimental group
had higher scores than the control group also in the pre-questionnaire. These
differences were not statistically significant except for item 9. It can be said that the
scores of the experimental group for these items were slightly higher than those of the

control group when both pre- and post-questionnaire scores are taken into account.

Finally, there were two items in which the control group scored higher than the
experimental group. In item 3, which was about students’ preferences of individual
study, the control group had a mean score of 4.00, while the experimental group’s
mean score was 3.88. Likewise, in item 5, which had the statement “I deduce the

meaning of a word by identifying the prefix and suffix of the word”, the control group
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had a mean score of 3.56, whereas the experimental group’s mean score was 3.48.
Although neither of these differences were statistically meaningful, they suggest that
the control group had higher perceptions than the experimental group in these aspects
of autonomy. On the other hand, it should be noted that the pre-questionnaire scores
of the control group were also higher than the corresponding scores of the experimental

group, although they were not statistically significant differences.

All in all, the analysis of the between-groups differences in Part Il of the post-
questionnaire reveal that the experimental group had a higher level of self-perceived
autonomy than the control group at the end of the experimental treatment. The
comparison of the overall post-questionnaire scores highlighted that the difference was
statistically significant, and the comparison of the scores for the individual items
supported that finding. When it is considered that there was not a significant between-
group difference in Part 11 of the pre-questionnaire, the findings suggest that the seven-
week CALL intervention contributed to the increased self-perceived autonomy level

of the experimental group.

4.1.5 Between-groups differences in terms of the gain scores in part 11 of the

questionnaire

The comparisons made of the experimental and control groups in the previous sections
suggested that the experimental group had a significantly higher level of self-perceived
autonomy level at the end of the CALL intervention compared to its autonomy level
prior to the intervention, and also the autonomy level of the experimental group was
significantly higher than that of the control group after the CALL treatment, based on
the participants’ perceptions. In addition to these analyses, a final comparison was
made between the groups to investigate the difference between the changes each group
experienced from the pre-questionnaire to the post-questionnaire. To make this
comparison, for Part 11 of the questionnaire, the mean pre-questionnaire scores of each
group were subtracted from the mean post-questionnaire scores, and in this way, the
gain score for each group was obtained. Following these calculations, an independent-
samples t-test was conducted to compare the gain score each group had. The results of
the Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances showed that the data did not have equal
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variances (F = 16.364, p = 0.000 < 0.05), therefore the results of the t-test were

interpreted accordingly. Table 4.9 illustrates the results obtained from the t-test.

Table 4.9

Between-Groups Differences in terms of the Gain Scores in Part Il of the
Questionnaire According to Independent-Samples T-Test

Levene's
Test for t-test for Equality of
Equality of Means
Variances
Mean Sig.
Gain (2-
Group Score  SD F Sig. t df tailed)
(Enxgezrg‘e”ta' 1507 286  Equal
Contro op 716364 000 1992 34.616 054
(n = 25) -1122° 594 ccumed

As reported in Table 4.9, the gain score of the experimental group was found to be
0.1507. On the other hand, the gain score of the control group was -0.1122. These
results show that while the experimental group experienced an increase in its mean
post-questionnaire score compared to the pre-questionnaire score in the second part of
the questionnaire, the control group scored lower in the post-questionnaire than in the
pre-questionnaire. On the other hand, the t-test results revealed that there was not a
statistically significant between-groups difference in the gain scores; t (34.616) =
1.992, p = 0.054. In other words, the difference between the change in the autonomy
level of the experimental group and that of the control group was not statistically

meaningful.

In addition, the gain scores of the groups for each item in the second part of the
questionnaire were also compared individually. To do that, the same procedure
adopted in the comparison of the overall gain scores was followed. Firstly, for each

group, the gain score for each item was obtained by subtracting the pre-questionnaire
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score from the post-questionnaire score. Next, an independent samples t-test was

performed to compare the gain scores of the two groups for each item. The results of

the Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances for each item were used to understand

whether the data had equal variances or not, and the t-test results were interpreted

accordingly. Table 4.10 demonstrates the results of the t-test.

Table 4.10

Between-Groups Differences in terms of the Gain Scores for the Individual Items in
Part 11 of the Questionnaire According to Independent-Samples T-Test

(experimental group n = 25, control group n = 25)

t-test
Mean Sig.
Item Gain (2- Mean Effect
No Statement Group Score SD t df tailed) Differ. size?
Iwanttolearn gyp 160 746
o more than | am 862 48 393 200 -
required with
Ifollowmy gy 120 781
o Progress while 315 48 754 080 -
learning Cont. -200 1.000
English.
| like projects
and activities Exp.  .041 .954
3 where | can .005 47 .996 .001 -
workonmy  cont, 040 1.306
own.
| can learn
English Exp. 320 .85
grammar on
4 my 817 48 418 .280 -
own/without
needing a Cont. .040 1.485
teacher.
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Table 4.10

Between-Groups Differences in terms of the Gain Scores for the Individual Items in
Part 11 of the Questionnaire According to Independent-Samples T-Test (continued)

(experimental group n = 25, control group n = 25)

{-test
Mean Sig.
Item Gain (2- Mean Effect
No Statement Group Score SD t df tailed) Differ. size?
| deduce the
meaning ofa Exp. -.120 .781
word by
5 identifying 1.108 37.67 .275 .338 -
the prefix and
Suff?xof e Cont.  -458 1284
word.
| can identify
and select the
additional Exp. .400 .816
6 materials to 1.235 48 223 .360 -
support the
subjects | Cont. .040 1.206
study.

| can evaluate
myself in Exp. 240 925

7 terms of my 1.615 48 113 440 -

assignments  Cont.  -.200 1.000
and projects.

| like to Exp. .000 .957
actively

participate in- 0oy o409 1.331
the course.
| have several
strategiesto  Exp.  -.200 .912
understand
9 and -528 37.32 .600 -200 -
rEer:gfir:hber Cont. .000 1658
grammar.
| can learn a
topic by Exp. .240 .597
studying on
10 myownifl 1.708 3245 .097 520 -
cannotIeam  cont,  -280 1400
classroom.

732 4358 .468 .240 -
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Table 4.10

Between-Groups Differences in terms of the Gain Scores for the Individual Items in
Part 11 of the Questionnaire According to Independent-Samples T-Test (continued)

(experimental group n = 25, control group n = 25)

t-test

Mean Sig.
Item Gain (2- Mean Effect
No Statement Group Score SD t df tailed) Differ. size®

lamaware of gy, 591 gog
11 my learning
strategies. Cont. -.320 1.107

2.202 47 .033* 611 .092

| have some Ex 480 918
games to P '
12 keep the 393 3548 .697 .160 -
words | learn Cont. .320 1.819
in my mind.
lam Exp. -080 .571
13 fesponsible -319 3574 752 -080 -
formyown cont. .000 1.118
learning.
| like myway Exp. .240 .723
14 of studying 1.940 48 058 560 -
English. Cont. -320 1.249
: k”to‘g’ how gy 400 1.040
15 oL 1697 48 .09 560 -
NQIISA DY~ cont.  -.160 1.280
myself.
*p <.05.
2 Eta squared.

As Table 4.10 illustrates, the experimental group had an increase in its post-
questionnaire scores for 10 out of 15 items in Part Il of the questionnaire but had a
decrease in 4 items. The control group had increased post-questionnaire scores in 4
items in this part, but it had decreases in 9 items. The comparison of the gain scores of
the two groups reveal that in most of the items, the experimental group had greater

gain scores than the control group.
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The greatest between-groups difference in the gain scores was in item 11, which had
the statement “I am aware of my learning strategies.” The gain score of the
experimental group for this item was 0.291, while the corresponding score of the
control group was -0.320, and there was a significant difference between these gain
scores; t (47) = 2.202, p = 0.033 < 0.05. The effect size for this item was 0.092 (eta
squared). These findings suggest that the experimental group had a significantly
greater increase in their self-perceived awareness of their learning strategies during the
seven-week treatment period compared to the control group. Therefore, it can be said
that the CALL intervention made the learners in the experimental group more aware
of the learning strategies, based on the perceptions of the participants.

In addition, there were items in the second part of the questionnaire in which the
experimental group had higher gain scores than the control group, although they were
not statistically significant differences. To illustrate, in item 14, which had the
statement “I like my way of studying English,” the difference between the gain scores
of the two groups was 0.56. Similarly, in items 10 and 15, both of which asked about
the self-study skills of the students, the differences between the gain scores were 0.52
and 0.56 respectively. Although the differences between these gain scores were not
statistically significant, they may support the findings that suggest that the
experimental group became more autonomous based on the perceptions of the

participants by the help of the CALL treatment it received.

On the other hand, there were some items in Part Il of the questionnaire for which the
experimental group had a negative gain score, in other words, had a lower score in the
post-questionnaire than in the pre-questionnaire. In item 9, which had the statement “I
have several strategies to understand and remember English grammar,” the gain score
of the experimental group was -0.2. Similarly, the group had a negative gain score of
-0.12 for items 2 and 5. The difference between the gain scores of the experimental
group and the control group did not have a significant difference in any of these items,
however, the findings may suggest that the CALL treatment did not have an effect to
increase the self-perceived autonomy level of the experimental group in the aspects of

autonomy these items focused on.
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To conclude, the analysis of the between-groups differences based on the overall gain
scores revealed that although the experimental group had a higher gain score than the
control group, there was not a significant difference between the groups. The
comparison of the gain scores for the individual questionnaire items showed that, in
most of the items, the experimental group had a higher gain score than the control
group although they were not statistically significant differences except for the

difference for one item.

4.2 Findings on research question 2: What are the perceptions of EFL learners

studying in higher education on the CALL implementation?

The second research question of the present study aimed to explore the perceptions of
the participants towards the use of CALL to foster learner autonomy. Therefore, the
perceptions of the participants in the experimental group regarding their experiences
related to CALL were investigated. With that aim, two qualitative data collection

instruments were utilized.

The first qualitative data collection instrument was the third part of the questionnaire,
which aimed to gather the overall perceptions of the participants on the use of
technology to learn English. It included open-ended questions and was administered
both in the pre- and post-questionnaire of the experimental group (See Appendix E for
the questionnaire). The data were gathered from the 25 participants in the experimental
group. Since the same two open-ended questions were asked both in the pre- and post-
questionnaire, it was possible to compare the perceptions of the participants in the two

administrations of the questionnaire.

The second instrument was semi-structured interviews conducted with 9 participants
from the experimental group (See Appendix F for the interview guide). The interviews
aimed to collect in-depth data related to the perceptions of the participants on the
CALL treatment. The participants were chosen based on their scores in the Learner
Autonomy Questionnaire, which was the second part of the questionnaire. That is,
when the differences between the pre- and post-questionnaire mean scores of the

participants were calculated, the three participants with the largest increase in their
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mean scores, three participants with an average increase, and three participants with a
decrease were chosen as the interview participants. This selection procedure was
followed with the aim of enriching the data collected in the interviews by getting the
views participants who were affected by the CALL treatment in different ways.
Accordingly, in the following sections where findings from the analysis of the
interview data are reported, next to the excerpts, the information related to the

participants’ autonomy score is added.

While the data from the open-ended questions were already in English, those from the
interviews were first transcribed and translated into English from Turkish. Next, the
data gathered from the open-ended questions and the interviews were analysed by
using constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). That is, the answers of
the participants were read line by line and were coded according to the points they
mentioned. Next, the codes were grouped under categories and themes. These themes,
categories and codes that emerged from the analysis of the data are presented in the

following sections.

4.2.1 Findingson research question 2a: What are the changes in the perceptions of
the participants on the use of technology to learn English before and after the
CALL implementation?

In order to reveal the perceptions of the participants in the experimental group related
to technology implementation in learning English, two specific open-ended questions
were asked in the questionnaire, which were the first two questions in Part Il of the
questionnaire. These two questions were kept constant and asked in both pre- and post-
questionnaires in order to compare the perceptions of the participants on the use of
technology to learn English prior to and following the CALL treatment. The first of
these open-ended questions was “Do you think technology can help you in learning
English? Why/Why not?”” and the second question was “Do you feel comfortable while
using technology to learn English? Why/Why not?”
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Based on the analysis of the responses given by the participants to these open-ended
questions, two main themes emerged which were parallel to the two questions
enquired. These themes and the categories and codes related to them are presented in

the following sections.

4.2.1.1 The perceptions of the participants on whether technology can be used to

learn English before and after the CALL treatment

The first open-ended question in the third part of the questionnaire asked the
participants in the experimental group if they thought technology could help them in
learning English. Since the same question was asked both in the pre-questionnaire and
the post-questionnaire, the data were analysed by comparing the codes emerged from

the two applications of the questionnaire.

Both in the pre-questionnaire and the post-questionnaire, all of the participants in the
experimental group responded to the first open-ended question by stating that they
thought that technology could help them in learning English. The positive responses
of the participants in the pre-questionnaire show that the students in the group had
already had positive perceptions on the use of technology to learn English before they
received the CALL treatment. The fact that they responded to the same question
positively also in the post-questionnaire indicates that they continued to have positive
perceptions regarding the use of technology to learn English after receiving the CALL

treatment.

In their responses, the participants also stated the reasons why they thought that
technology could help them in learning English. Furthermore, some students added
their opinions related to the challenges of using technology with the aim of learning
English. The codes that emerged from these responses were categorized as benefits
and challenges of using technology to learn English, and they are presented in Table
4.11.
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Table 4.11

Participants’ Views on the Benefits and Challenges of Using Technology to Learn
English

f f
Category  Code (Pre-Q.) (Post-Q.)
Benefits provides access to materials and content 13 15
provides access to information 6 2
improves English language skills 2 5
facilitates self-study 2 4
convenient to use 2 4
enjoyable 2 2
caters to individual needs 2 2
provides chances to communicate in English 2 1
TOTAL 31 35
Challenges can offer limited help 2 -
boring 1 -
TOTAL 3 -

As illustrated in Table 4.11, the most frequently mentioned point by the participants
both in the pre- and post-questionnaire was that technology provides access to
materials and content. The participants indicated that technology can be helpful in
learning English because it enables learners to find various materials which they can
use in their studies. Besides, they can reach various kinds of content in the target
language through which they can practise their language skills. Similarly, the students
also mentioned that technology provides access to information, which was the second
most frequently mentioned point. They stated that technology can help them learn
English by providing all the information they need related to their studies. The

following excerpts are indicative of these views collected under these two codes:

Of course, yes! There are lots of opportunities on the websites. Youtube, BBC
Learning and other websites for educational purposes. Even if you miss your
class that day, you can compensate for it very easily. (Participant 4, pre-
guestionnaire)
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Yes. There are huge amounts of educational documents and information. You
can choose the suitable ones for you. Technology makes it easier to access
them. (Participant 23, pre-questionnaire)

Of course, yes. There are lots of apps, websites and useful tools on the
Internet. They provide an easier way to practise and learn English.
(Participant 1, post-questionnaire)

Technology can help us in learning English. For example, when you don’t
know something about English, you can search it on the internet. In addition,
you can practise English by using useful websites. (Participant 2, post-
questionnaire)

I think nowadays technology is the most helpful one. You can improve your
skills by lots of tools such as mobile phones and computers. Also, they are
easy to use, so you don't feel that it is a waste of time. (Participant 9, post-
questionnaire)

The third frequently mentioned benefit was the effect of technology to improve the
English language skills of the learners. The participants who mentioned this benefit of
technology acknowledged that technology provided them with opportunities to
practise the target language and improve their skills in this way. This point was
mentioned more frequently in the post-questionnaire than in the pre-questionnaire,
which can suggest that some participants focused on the opportunities technology

offers to improve their language skills more after the CALL treatment.

In addition to the benefits above, the participants also mentioned that technology
facilitates self-study outside the class, is convenient to use as it is an easy-to-use and
fast tool, is enjoyable to use, caters to individual needs by offering various alternatives
for different learner needs, styles and preferences, and provides chances to

communicate in English with others.

Although all of the students affirmed that technology can assist them in learning
English, two of them also added some challenges related to this issue in the pre-
questionnaire. Participants 6 and 10 stated that although technology can be helpful in
learning English in some aspects, it can offer limited help. In other words, the
opportunities and the kind of assistance it can provide is limited, as illustrated in the

following excerpts:
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Technology can help us in learning English but not all the time. In my opinion,
the best way to learn English is to take notes and do more exercise.
(Participant 6, pre-questionnaire)

It can help me to make investigations and find online sources. But | do not
think that technology can help more than that. (Participant 10, pre-
questionnaire)

Participant 5 stated that although using technology can help in learning English, it is

not a good idea to use technology all the time since it can be boring:

Yes, technology can help us but not help us every day. Because | am bored with
using computer with the aim of studying English. It can be dull for us.
(Participant 5, pre-questionnaire)

On the other hand, these two challenges were not mentioned in the post-questionnaire
by any of the participants, which may suggest that the overall positive perceptions of
the participants towards the use of technology to learn English were strengthened after
the CALL treatment.

4.2.1.2 The perceptions of the participants on whether they felt comfortable while
using technology to learn English before and after the CALL treatment

The second open-ended question in the third part of the pre- and post-questionnaire
asked the participants how comfortable they felt while using technology to learn
English. The analysis of the data collected from both administrations of the
questionnaire revealed some differences in the responses of the participants in the pre-

and post-questionnaire.

In the pre-questionnaire, while most of the participants stated that they felt comfortable
while using technology to learn English, 11 participants indicated that they did not feel
completely comfortable or did not feel comfortable at all when they used technology
in their English studies. On the other hand, in the post-questionnaire, the number of
the students who stated feeling uncomfortable while using technology to learn English
decreased (n = 3). This difference in the responses of the participants can be linked to
the effect of the CALL treatment and may suggest that more students started to feel

comfortable while using technology to learn English after receiving the CALL
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treatment. This finding is also illustrated in the responses of some of the participants,

who explicitly mentioned the positive effect of their use of technology during the

CALL treatment on their confidence and abilities to use technology to learn English:

After using different tools, | realized | wasn’t using technology effectively
enough to learn or improve English. But now, | feel confident. (Participant 7,
post-questionnaire)

Yes, after | practised my English skills by some technological tools, | feel
improved and comfortable. (Participant 9, post-questionnaire)

Yes, | feel comfortable. | used a lot of sites, and they helped me improve my
English. (Participant 21, post-questionnaire)

In their responses, the participants explained why they felt or did not feel comfortable

while using technology to learn English. The codes emerged from the analyses of these

responses were categorized as reasons for feeling comfortable and reasons for feeling

uncomfortable, and they are demonstrated in Table 4.12.

Table 4.12

Participants’ Views on Their Reasons for Feeling Comfortable and Uncomfortable
While Using Technology to Learn English

f f

Category Code (Pre-Q)  (Post-Q)
reasons for feeling  uses it efficiently 2 8
comfortable finds reliable information and . ;

sources

useful for learning English 4 3

familiar with technology 1 2

can understand the language 2 1

TOTAL 12 21
reasons for feeling  finds unreliable information and 8 9
uncomfortable sources

cannot understand the language 1 -

cannot use it efficiently 1 -

prefers face-to-face learning - 1

TOTAL 10 3
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As reported in Table 4.12, one of the most frequently mentioned reasons for feeling
comfortable while using technology to learn English was being able to use technology
in an efficient way. When the participants felt that they were good at using technology
in an effective way, they felt comfortable about using it. The comparison of the data
in the pre- and post-questionnaire showed that in the post-questionnaire, this point was
mentioned more frequently. The excerpts below demonstrate the views of the

participants related to this point:

| feel comfortable because | know how to use them efficiently. I know what
sources | need to use. (Participant 15, pre-questionnaire)

Yes. | love to do things about learning English. | know how to reach materials
and sources. (Participant 25, post-questionnaire)

In the reasons for feeling uncomfortable category, the most frequent point was finding
unreliable information and sources. The participants who mentioned this stated that
because there is lots of inaccurate information especially on the Internet, they thought
that it can be misleading and therefore they did not feel comfortable while using

technology to learn English, as indicated in the following excerpts:

Sometimes yes | feel comfortable, but not always because there are many
websites about learning English. I can’t rely on anything. One tells different
thing, another one tells another thing about same subject. I am confused that
time. (Participant 5, pre-questionnaire)

No, I don’t because they are sometimes misleading us, so I can’t trust whether
the information is true or false. | prefer learning from my teachers and books.
(Participant 12, pre-questionnaire)

In fact no, because sometimes | can find wrong information on the net.
(Participant 22, post-questionnaire)

On the other hand, some participants made a point opposing the views above and
acknowledged that they felt comfortable while using technology to learn English
because they were able to find reliable information and sources, which was one of the
most frequently mentioned reasons for feeling comfortable. Specifically, some of them

claimed that although there were unreliable sources on the Internet, they were able to
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find accurate and reliable sources by checking different websites and in this way use

technology in a beneficial way. These views are illustrated in the quotations below:

Yes, in my opinion, it’s very useful. Whenever I couldn’t find information about
English lessons, | usually search it on Internet and also these are often true
and reliable. (Participant 1, pre-questionnaire)

Yes because websites that | visit are safe. They are used for educational
purposes. (Participant 11, pre-questionnaire)

Yes. | check different websites. There are websites which are really efficient
and reliable. (Participant 16, post-questionnaire)

Furthermore, while finding unreliable information and sources was mentioned less
frequently in the post-questionnaire than in the pre-questionnaire, the frequency of the
mentions of finding reliable information and sources increased in the post-
questionnaire. These findings suggest that students started to consider the unreliable
information and sources on the Internet less as a reason for feeling uncomfortable

while using technology to learn English after they received the CALL treatment.

Besides the points mentioned above, the participants listed other reasons for feeling
comfortable or uncomfortable with using technology to learn English. The participants
who felt comfortable mentioned the usefulness of technology, being already familiar
with technology from their daily lives, and being able to understand the contents in
English as their reasons. The participants who felt uncomfortable listed not being able
to understand the contents in English because of complex language, not being able to
use technology efficiently and preferring face-to-face communication and learning as

their reasons.

To sum up, the responses of the participants to the second open-ended question showed
that while more participants felt comfortable with using technology to learn English in
the post-questionnaire than in the pre-questionnaire, which can be linked to the effect
of the CALL treatment. As for the reasons for feeling comfortable, the most frequently
mentioned reasons were being able to use technology efficiently and being able to find
reliable information and sources through technology, both of which were mentioned

more frequently in the post-questionnaire. On feeling uncomfortable, the most
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frequently mentioned reason was finding unreliable information, the frequency of

which decreased in the post-questionnaire.

4.2.2 Findings on research question 2b: What are the benefits of the CALL

implementation according to the participants?

One of the themes that emerged from the analysis of the data collected from the
interviews was the positive aspects of the CALL treatment based on the perceptions of
the participants. The codes that were used for these positive views were collected under

the theme benefits of the CALL treatment, and they are presented in Table 4.13 below.

Table 4.13

Participants’ Views on the Benefits of the CALL Implementation

Code f

provides access to resources 17
provides freedom to choose 16
improves English skills 10
makes practice enjoyable
improves study skills

convenient to use

provides guidance

motivates for self-study

provides access to help

makes practice regular

provides access to authentic input
up-to-date content

TOTAL

P = P W o001 OO N

(]
o

The most frequently mentioned benefit of the CALL treatment in the interviews was

that it provides access to resources according to the participants. The interviewees

who mentioned this point indicated that the CALL treatment enabled them to access a

wide range of materials and tools that they can use in their English studies. It was

stated by some participants that although they already knew that the Internet has lots
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of materials, they did not know how to find them and therefore were not aware of many
of the tools and materials they learned about during the CALL treatment before the
treatment started. These views of the participants are illustrated in the following

excerpts:

What | liked most about the project is that | had the chance to improve myself
and explore new things. If I hadn 't used technology in this project, I wouldn’t
be aware that there were so many good websites and so many opportunities on
the Internet. (Participant 3, female, large increase in autonomy)

Thanks to these tools, | can access resources not only for grammar but for any
language component such as listening and vocabulary. There are even
websites where | can ask questions when | need to learn about something.
That’s why I loved using technology for learning English. (Participant 7,
female, decrease in autonomy)

Participant 5 also acknowledged that learning about these tools and materials inspired

him to explore other useful resources and tools:

| became aware of the opportunities on the Internet. By learning about some
very good quality websites in this project, | discovered other ones similar to
them. Previously, I didn’t really know about these. (Participant 5, male, average
increase in autonomy)

The second salient advantage of the CALL treatment brought up in the interviews was
providing freedom to choose, which was mostly mentioned in relation to providing
access to resources. The participants who mentioned this affirmed that it was a benefit
of the project that it offered students freedom of choice over which tools and which
materials to use. They said that they were happy about the fact that in addition to
offering a wide variety of alternatives regarding the tools and materials, the CALL
project allowed them to select the ones they would like to use in the ways they wanted
and they also decided on the time, place and amount of usage. The quotes below are

indicative of these perceptions:

| felt that I had more freedom compared to my previous experiences. I hadn'’t
used technology in this way before. For example, it was different in high
school. Here it was really good for me to have the chance to choose the things
1 wanted based on my preferences. I wasn’t obliged to do anything I didn’t
want. That’s why I was really happy. (Participant 3, female, large increase in
autonomy)
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| think it was good for us to make choices without having any obligations. For
example, about reading, I can choose whatever reading text [ want. Let’s say
the reading texts in the course book or the ones we read in class are too easy
for me. When | search for a text on the Internet, I can choose something that is
suitable for me, and I can improve myself gradually. It is the same for listening.
| have used the Youtube channels a lot. The listening exercises in class are
usually about scientific topics. However, on the Internet, I can choose listening
materials that | find interesting. (Participant 6, female, average increase in
autonomy)

| chose the materials that were suitable for me, so | enjoyed using all of them.
If it had been obligatory, I would have had to use materials that I didn’t enjoy.
It was nice that we made choices. (Participant 9, female, decrease in autonomy)

| enjoyed choosing them based on my interests and using them in my way.
That’s why it was beneficial for me. (Participant 1, female, large increase in
autonomy)

On freedom to choose, two participants emphasized that because students themselves
know about their individual needs, preferences, and goals best, it was good for them

to be allowed to make choices according to those factors:

In my opinion, it is really good to have alternatives to choose from. That’s
because | more or less know my own strengths and weaknesses. Therefore, |
also know how to improve myself. That’s why I chose the websites related to
the areas | wanted to improve myself in. The fact that there were lots of websites
led me towards my own areas of interest. (Participant 7, female, decrease in
autonomy)

It is nice to have freedom while studying. | know what | want to achieve. Thus,
it was a comfort for me to be allowed to make choices instead of being
restricted. (Participant 8, female, decrease in autonomy)

In addition, Participant 2 pointed out that the advantage of having freedom of choice
over the resources was that she was able to integrate these resources into her life and
continue using them after the project ended because she chose them based on her

interests:

It was quite good to choose which resources to use. For instance, if there had
been only one website, maybe I wouldn’t have liked that website or | would
have used it less. Probably [ wouldn’t have integrated it into my daily life. Since
| chose the ones | wanted, | continue to use them. (Participant 2, female, large
increase in autonomy)
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Another point that the participants frequently touched on was that the CALL treatment
helped them to improve their English skills based on their perceptions. Many of the
participants stated that they felt they were able to improve their skills in English
because the CALL treatment led them to practise the language in an efficient way by
the help of the tools and resources they used during the intervention. The following

statements illustrate these views:

| think it has improved especially my listening and reading skills. For example,
in the past, | had difficulty in understanding the listening tracks. In this respect,
| have benefited a lot from the listening websites. About writing, the word
counter website was really useful for me. (Participant 1, female, large increase
in autonomy)

It definitely improved my English, and in many different aspects. | did lots of
different activities on various websites, and this had a really good effect on my
English. (Participant 3, female, large increase in autonomy)

| think the project really improved my English, especially in vocabulary and
listening. For example, | used Free Rice a lot because the website was really
motivating. For listening, | frequently used Youtube channels. These websites
improved my English. (Participant 6, female, average increase in autonomy)

| certainly think that using those resources improved my English. Thanks to
them, I got better in many skills such as speaking and reading. They were really
helpful. (Participant 7, female, decrease in autonomy)

The project was very beneficial especially for my reading and vocabulary.
Therefore, I still use many of those websites. (Participant 9, female, decrease in
autonomy)

As it can be seen in the excerpts above, many participants also named the language
components that they think they specifically developed in during the CALL treatment,
and they mentioned different components such as reading, listening, speaking and
vocabulary. This suggests that based on their use of the tools introduced during the
intervention, the participants observed different results and were able to benefit from

the tools in different components.

Participant 5 compared his level in listening before and after the treatment and stated

that he was able to observe the improvement in his listening skills in class:
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For instance, before you shared the listening websites with us, | was really bad
at listening. During the exercises we did in class, | always missed the necessary
information or the key words. After you shared those websites with us -
especially the podcast sites- | improved my listening quite a lot by listening to
them. | notice this difference in lessons now. (Participant 5, male, average
increase in autonomy)

Participant 2 pointed out the positive effects of her regular use of the tools and being
exposed to authentic, colloquial language on her English skills, specifically

mentioning reading and speaking:

My English has improved because it was beneficial to use them regularly. In
addition, on these websites, a more colloquial language is used mostly, so it is
beneficial. For example, Buzzfeed and Mashable were really good for reading.
They are enjoyable, have a colloquial language use and also educational. Also,
the talks on Buzzfeed were helpful for speaking. (Participant 2, female, large
increase in autonomy)

Another point the participants mentioned was that the CALL intervention enabled
them to practise English in an enjoyable way because they were able to use various
websites and tools instead of studying only through course books or worksheets, as

indicated in the following excerpt:

When we study English on the Internet, we learn with images and videos. The
websites are attention-grabbing. They don’t only share information but also
make learning more enjoyable and permanent through games and quizzes.
(Participant 5, male, average increase in autonomy)

In addition to the points above, the participants uttered several other benefits of the
CALL treatment. To illustrate, they acknowledged that the CALL implementation
improved their study skills because they were able to choose and utilise materials based
on their learning styles and their needs. Therefore, they were able to study more
efficiently. In addition, they stated it was convenient for them to practise English
during the CALL intervention as the tools were easy-to-access and fast. Another
benefit according to the participants was that it provided them with guidance. That is,
although the students were able to choose the materials themselves and use them in
their own ways, the project provided them with guidance by focusing on different skills

each week, giving them a list of tools to choose from, and making them complete
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certain tasks with deadlines. Related to this point, the participants expressed that the
treatment motivated them for self-study and they started studying more outside the

class.

The other benefits of the treatment based on student perceptions are providing access
to help through websites where they can communicate with others, making them
practise English in a regular way, providing access to authentic input and including

up-to-date content.

4.2.3 Findings on research question 2c: What are the challenges of the CALL

implementation according to the participants?

In addition to the benefits of the CALL treatment, the participants also mentioned
several features that they found challenging. The codes used for these views were
collected under the theme the challenges of the CALL implementation, and they are

reported in Table 4.14 with their frequencies.

Table 4.14

Participants’ Views on the Challenges of the CALL Implementation

Code

limited efficiency

limited time period
limited guidance
technical inconveniencies
getting distracted
limitations on choice

TOTAL 18
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Among the challenges of the intervention based on student perceptions, the most

frequently uttered point was limited efficiency. The participants who mentioned this

claimed that although technology offered many opportunities for studying English, in

many aspects, it would not be enough in learning English on its own without support
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from school learning. These participants generally emphasized the importance of
traditional in-class learning from a teacher and stated that using technology in such a
way as in the CALL intervention could only support it. These perceptions are

illustrated in the following excerpts:

[...] However, these tools cannot completely replace our lessons at school.
Especially about speaking, the websites we used are tools by which we can
improve ourselves only in informal and colloquial language. The activities we
do in class are more useful for preparing for the exams. (Participant 5, male,
average increase in autonomy)

On the other hand, we also need teachers. That is because I think it is better to
learn from a person. Learning a language happens by communication. That’s
why | think it is more effective to learn from a person. (Participant 1, female,
large increase in autonomy)

I don’t like when technology replaces humans. I really believe that learning
from a teacher is far more beneficial than learning through technology.
(Participant 4, male, average increase in autonomy)

The remark by Participant 4 above suggests that a personal dislike for technology can
affect the perceptions towards the CALL treatment. That is, if learners prefer not use
technology or already have some negative perceptions about it, they may also think it
is limited or inefficient in facilitating learning, which is also illustrated in the statement

below by the same participant:

| do not really favour technology as I do not use it much. That’s because
individuals are more important. | think it is impossible for technology to
replace humans. That’s why there is not much I like about technology.
(Participant 4, male, average increase in autonomy)

On the limited efficiency of technology, Participant 7 also emphasized the need for a
teacher in language learning, and mentioned a specific event she experienced during
the CALL treatment to illustrate her point. She stated that when she tried getting help
from other people by using a website, she saw that the feedback she received was not

very effective:

| think learning English is a task that requires a teacher. Sometimes we need
to talk to someone individually or we need someone to clarify some points for
us or teach us some subjects directly. In that aspect, technology can be a little
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inefficient. For instance, during this project, | sent a paragraph that | had
written to a user on one of the websites where we can ask questions. Of course,
s/he checked it and made corrections on it, but s/he couldn’t explain what the
exact problems were and why they were problems. She just offered some
corrections without the reasons behind. That’s why I need someone who can
teach me on these. (Participant 7, female, decrease in autonomy)

Another challenge according to the participants was the limited time period in which
they had to use the tools and complete the tasks. It was explained by the participants
that they had difficulty in exploring all the tools they were introduced to about a
language component in just one week. They stated that although they wanted to use
the websites more, they had to spend a small amount time on them as they had only
one week, as illustrated in the following quotes:

Because we were really busy with exams and assignments, I couldn’t spend as
much time as | wanted on each website. | mean there was a problem about
time. It was really difficult to use all the websites in a week. There are good
activities on all the websites, but we were able to use each of them only a little
bit in a week. (Participant 5, male, average increase in autonomy)

Through this project, | can improve myself, learn about my weaknesses and
make plans accordingly. However, | was able to do these only partially because
of time limitations. (Participant 8, female, decrease in autonomy)

With regard to the guidance offered during the CALL treatment, it was mentioned by
some participants that they felt limited guidance was offered by the project, which was
a challenge for them. In these remarks, they specifically pointed out their need to get
answers to their questions or receiving guidance while using the tools. The excerpts

below indicate these perceptions:

In class, we can directly ask questions to our teachers when there is something
we do not understand. However, on the Internet, there is no one to ask our
questions. There are problems in communication. (Participant 1, female, large
increase in autonomy)

When I use technology, sometimes I can’t get the exact answers | want.
(Participant 7, female, decrease in autonomy)

Besides the aforementioned matters, some participants stated that technical

inconveniencies related to the use of Internet and technical equipment, getting
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distracted while using the tools by other elements on the Internet and hence wasting
time on other pages instead of practicing English, and limitations on choice as there
was a specific list of tools to be used were other challenges they faced during the CALL

treatment.

4.2.4 Findings on research question 2d: What are the effects of the CALL

implementation on learner autonomy according to the participants?

In the interviews, when the participants were asked if they thought the CALL
implementation had any effects on their autonomy, they expressed various opinions.
First of all, most of them stated that they felt more autonomous or they started to
behave more autonomously in their studies. They also explained the reasons why they
thought they were more autonomous or in which aspects the CALL treatment affected
their autonomy. These views stated by the participants were gathered under the theme
the effects of the CALL implementation on learner autonomy. Table 4.15 presents the
codes and their frequencies under this theme.

Table 4.15

Participants’ Views on the Effects of the CALL Implementation on Learner Autonomy

Code f

promotes self-evaluation 22
promotes making choices 14
decreases dependency on teacher 12
helps to plan studies 10
helps to develop learning strategies 5

TOTAL 63

The most frequently mentioned effect of the CALL implementation on autonomy by
the participants was promoting self-evaluation. The participants pointed out that the
CALL treatment led them to make more evaluations about their performance, studies

and progress in English. That added that, in this way, they started to notice their
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strengths and weaknesses more and shape their studies according to their needs. The

following excerpts are indicative of these views:

Since I am only in preparatory class now, | didn 't really try to understand my
strengths and weaknesses before this project. | just completed the homework
assigned by my teachers. By the help of this project, | have found extra practice
opportunities at home, and it was really beneficial for me. Thanks to the videos,
| have noticed that | need to improve myself in Listening. I think the project is
really useful for us to follow our progress if we practise it regularly. For
instance, we can see how far we have improved in writing by using the website
Future Me. (Participant 6, female, average increase in autonomy)

During the project, | have realised that | needed to focus more on Speaking,
and | tried to do it. (Participant 4, male, average increase in autonomy)

[...] For example, I used Future Me for writing, and | noticed that | had
difficulty. Therefore, | need to practise writing more and improve it.
(Participant 9, female, decrease in autonomy)

| saw my weaknesses by the help of this project. Therefore, | focused on those
aspects more. For instance, in Listening, | saw that | was not very good at it,
so | listened to Ted Talks and BBC audios. (Participant 7, female, decrease in
autonomy)

The statements above include specific areas or instances in which the students made
self-evaluation actively and took action related to it. In addition to those, there were
also some statements which indicated that the participants thought the project has the
potential to make them evaluate themselves without necessarily including evidence
that they actually did it during the treatment. Nevertheless, these statements still
suggest that the participants considered the project was good for promoting self-

evaluation, as illustrated in the excerpts below:

It can help us in self-evaluation. If we notice that we are better at completing
the tasks in class, such as reading faster, after using those websites, it means
the sites have benefits for us. (Participant 5, male, average increase in
autonomy)

We can evaluate our study performance. For example, maybe we have fewer
errors, or we have completed a task more successfully. We can evaluate
ourselves. (Participant 3, female, large increase in autonomy)
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Some websites have levels for their content. When we continue completing
those levels, we can see that we have improved ourselves. Similarly, we can
complete the quizzes some websites offer. (Participant 7, female, decrease in
autonomy)

A possible reason why the participants above acknowledge the potential of the project
for self-evaluation without mentioning specific experiences about the project may be
that they did not have enough time to experience the actual effects and evaluate
themselves during the intervention because of the limited time they had, which was a
point also mentioned among the challenges of the intervention. A statement by
Participant 8 supports this finding as it indicates that she did not have enough time to

see her weaknesses although she thought that the project has the potential for it:

Through this project, I can [...] learn about my weaknesses and make plans
accordingly. However, | was able to do these only partially because of time
limitations. (Participant 8, female, decrease in autonomy)

Participant 2 emphasized the benefit of the study schedule the CALL implementation
provided them with, especially the usefulness of focusing on a specific component

each week:

We focused on a certain skill each week. In this way, | was able to notice my
weaknesses and needs each week and identify my learning goals. For instance,
I noticed this in vocabulary. (Participant 2, female, large increase in autonomy)

Some participants pointed out the effect of the reflection form on self-evaluation. They
suggested that the reflection form helped them to monitor and evaluate their

performance, as illustrated in the following excerpts:

The reflection forms we have completed were really appropriate because they
included all the necessary details. They were really helpful in evaluating the
websites and ourselves. (Participant 4, male, average increase in autonomy)

[...] The reflection forms that you have provided affected this a lot, | think.
That’s because we evaluated both the website and ourselves. We were able to
learn about our strong and weak skills. | think they guided us really well.
(Participant 7, female, decrease in autonomy)
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The second most frequently uttered effect of the CALL implementation on learner
autonomy by the participants was promoting making choices. In this regard, the
interviewees pointed out that it was beneficial that the CALL implementation offered
them choice over what and how to study. They stated that, in this way, they started to
make more choices over their own learning and feel more independent in addition to
learning how to choose materials that were suitable for their own needs and

preferences. The excerpts below demonstrate these perceptions:

The fact that we were able to choose the tools makes us autonomous in a way.
We make our own choices, and you accept them. We were also free to make
choices while evaluating the tools. (Participant 2, female, large increase in
autonomy)

Before you shared those materials with us, I didn’t really search for materials
or choose materials on my own. Now | am more informed about what websites
| can use or which ones can benefit me more. (Participant 5, male, average
increase in autonomy)

| learnt how to choose materials on my own. Before this project, we would be
given specific worksheets or pages from a course book to study from, but in
this project, it was different. That’s because there are so many alternatives,
and we make choices over them, such as considering which ones can be more
beneficial or which ones are more suitable for us. That’s why it was new and
different, and it involved our choices. (Participant 3, female, large increase in
autonomy)

Students know about their preferences more than teachers do, and technology
facilitates learning based on this. There are lots of websites, and we can make
choices over them. That’s why we become more autonomous in this way.
(Participant 7, female, decrease in autonomy)

Another perceived effect of the CALL treatment on learner autonomy which was
named by the participants frequently was decreasing dependency on teacher. This
point was frequently linked with the feature of promoting making choices by the
participants. They stated that the CALL implementation helped them to depend less
on teachers because it provided them with materials and tools that they can use in their
studies as well as guiding them in how to make use of those tools such as choosing the

suitable ones and making evaluations. In this way, they did not have to depend only
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on the materials and guidance provided by the teachers. These views are indicated in

the excerpts below:

In the past, we were only depending on the teachers. | mean, we only used the
materials that our teachers gave us. Even if we searched for materials and
found some somewhere else, we did not know if they had accurate information
or if they would be beneficial for us. (Participant 1, female, large increase in
autonomy)

| started to do some activities on weekends or when the teacher did not assign
anything. |1 know about those websites and I can study on my own now. In this
respect, the effects of teachers on us have decreased a little bit. (Participant 3,
female, large increase in autonomy)

We became more independent. In the past, | used to ask about all my questions
to teachers. Now | can reach the answers by using technology. (Participant 7,
female, decrease in autonomy)

In addition to the effects mentioned above, the participants also stated that the CALL
implementation affected their autonomy by helping them to plan their studies more
effectively. They pointed out that because they were able to access lots of materials
and make choices over them, evaluate their performances and notice their needs, they
were able to organise their self-studies outside class accordingly. In relation to this,
helping to develop learning strategies was another point mentioned by the interviewees

as an effect of the CALL treatment on learner autonomy.

4.2.5 Findings on research question 2e: What are the suggestions of the

participants to improve the CALL implementation?

In the interviews, when the participants were asked about their opinions related to how
the CALL implementation period can be improved, they stated several suggestions.
These opinions were collected under the theme the suggestions of the participants to
improve the CALL implementation, and they are presented in Table 4.16 below with

their frequencies.
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Table 4.16

The Suggestions of the Participants to Improve the CALL Implementation

Code

including in-class practice

increasing the time limit

integrating it into the curriculum

including websites where students can ask about
their questions

making the tasks more obligatory

having more teacher control

including more tools

TOTAL
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One of the suggestions made by the participants was including in-class practice in the
treatment. Some participants suggested that it can make the treatment period more
effective to include some activities related to the tools in lessons such as choosing a
material from one of the tools together with the other class members and do its
activities together in class. These views suggest that the students felt the need to use
some of the tools in communication and collaboration with others such as to have more
guidance, feedback or ideas on how to use the tools. These suggestions of the
participants are indicated in the excerpts below:

The project was good for individual study, but it might have been more effective
if we had done it together in class. For instance, we could have done a listening
activity as a whole class. However, | am not sure if we would have been using
technology in that case. It could have been more effective if we had done the
activities in the presence of others. Another alternative is we could have used
the tools on our own first, and then use them again in as a whole class in
lessons. (Participant 6, female, average increase in autonomy)

Maybe, we could have chosen one website as a whole class and used it in class
together. For example, we could have listened to a BBC talk and complete its
activities in class. We should still have a wide range of alternatives, but we
could use one of them in class. (Participant 7, female, decrease in autonomy)

Another suggestion by the participants was increasing the time limit. Mentioning this
point also among the challenges of the intervention, the participants stated that because
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they had only one week to use the tools in a component and complete the weekly tasks,
they were not able to explore all the tools they were interested in. They added that they
had to use the tools they chose in a limited way. Therefore, they suggested having
more than one week for each language component. The following excerpts indicate

these views:

The time period could be increased. More than one week could be allocated
for each category. That’s because it was really difficult to use all the websites
in a week. There are good activities on each website, but we can use them in a
limited way in just one week. (Participant 5, male, average increase in
autonomy)

The time given was not enough for us in some points. Since we had limited time,
we used the websites briefly. (Participant 8, female, decrease in autonomy)

The interviewees also suggested integrating the implementation into the curriculum in
school. This point was mentioned by the participants who had positive overall
perceptions towards the CALL treatment. They stated that it would be beneficial to
integrate the project into the regular school curriculum instead of using it only for a
limited period of time. They added that it could be shared with other schools, teachers
and students. Participant 2 also pointed out that it may be used not only in English
lessons but also in many other school subjects. These views of the participants are

indicated in the following quotes:

Something can be done to make us use it in our whole life. Teachers could be
told to follow this program instead of using it as a project only for a couple of
weeks. That’s because if every teacher applied this program in English lessons,
everyone would like it. Also, I think everyone should make use of it, not just the
students in one field. It could be used for other courses besides English.
(Participant 2, female, large increase in autonomy)

| think we should share this with lots of other students because it could have
benefits for everyone. More people should learn about it. It should be in the
regular school curricula. (Participant 3, female, large increase in autonomy)

Another suggestion mentioned in the interviews was including websites where

students can ask about their questions. The participants stated that a tool which
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students can use to communicate with others to get answers to their questions related

to their studies could be introduced, as illustrated in the following excerpts:

Especially for speaking, a website where we can directly communicate with
others, for instance where we can directly ask our questions to a native
speaker, could have been included. (Participant 7, female, decrease in
autonomy)

A website where we can communicate with others to ask our questions could
have been recommended. (Participant 1, female, large increase in autonomy)

In addition, the participants also suggested making the tasks more obligatory, having

more teacher control, and including more tools to improve the CALL treatment.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

5.0 Introduction

In this chapter, following a brief summary of the purpose and the design of the present
study and an overview of the major findings, the findings related to each of the research
questions are discussed by making references to the relevant literature. Next, the
pedagogical implications related to the findings of the study are reviewed. Following
these discussions, the conclusions from the study are presented. Finally, the limitations

of the study and recommendations for further research are shared.
5.1 Summary of the purpose and the design of the study

The present study aimed to investigate the application of CALL to promote learner
autonomy. Specifically, it was guided by two research questions. The first research
question was “How does the CALL implementation affect the self-perceived
autonomy levels of EFL learners studying in higher education?”, and it had two sub-
questions. The second research question of the study was “What are the perceptions of
EFL learners studying in higher education on the CALL implementation?”, and it had
five sub-questions which aimed to focus on the perceptions of the students about

CALL implementation to foster autonomy from different aspects.

With the aim of exploring the answers to the research questions stated above, a quasi-
experimental study was designed which included an experimental group and a control
group. The groups included 50 EFL learners studying in the preparatory school of a
state university in Ankara, Turkey, which was the context of the study. Each of the

two groups included 25 participants.
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In order to investigate the use of CALL to enhance learner autonomy, a CALL
treatment was applied in the experimental group for seven weeks, and the self-
perceived autonomy levels of the two groups were compared through the use of a
learner autonomy questionnaire before and after the CALL treatment. During the
seven-week treatment, each week, a different language component was focused on,
namely Vocabulary, Reading, Listening, Speaking and Pronunciation, Writing,
Culture and Integrated Skills. Although a different language component was studied
each week, the procedure that was followed and the tasks that were completed were
the same in all the weeks. That is, at the beginning of each week, a 50-minute in-class
session was held with the experimental group in one of the class hours of the day.
During the session, a number of online tools, which were usually websites related to
the language component, were presented to the students under sub-categories related
to their purposes or contents. At the end of the session, the tasks the learners needed
to complete during the week were assigned, which were the same throughout the
treatment. The first task for the participants was to explore the tools during the week
and choose one of them to complete the reflection form about it. The second task was
to post a recommendation about one of the tools on Edmodo to share their ideas with

their classmates.

Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected for the study through a
questionnaire and semi-structured interviews. The questionnaire included three parts,
which were demographic information part, learner autonomy questionnaire part, and
an open-ended questions part. The learner autonomy questionnaire part, which
included 15 Likert-scale items, was administered with the aim of exploring the self-
perceived autonomy levels of the participants. The open-ended questions part was used
in order to explore the changes in the perceptions of the participants in the
experimental group related to the use of technology in language learning before and
after the CALL implementation. The semi-structured interviews were conducted with
9 participants from the experimental group with the aim of exploring the perceptions
of the learners towards the CALL treatment. The quantitative data were analysed by
using SPSS, version 22.0. The qualitative data were analysed by using constant

comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).
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5.2 Overview of the major findings of the study

The major findings revealed by the study related to the effects of the CALL treatment

are presented below:

e The results of the independent-samples t-tests that analysed the between-
groups differences in the second part of the questionnaire showed that the post-
questionnaire score of the experimental group was significantly higher than
that of the control group, although there was no significant difference between
the pre-questionnaire scores of the two groups.

e The paired-samples t-test results revealed that there was a significant difference
within the experimental group, while there was no significant difference within
the control group in terms of their mean scores in Part Il of the questionnaire.
That is, the self-perceived autonomy level of the experimental group increased
significantly during the 7-week CALL treatment, while the control group did
not undergo any significant changes in this respect.

e The independent-samples t-test that analysed the between-groups differences
in terms of the gain scores of the groups (the mean difference between the pre-
and post-questionnaire scores of each group) indicated that there was no
significant difference between the gain scores of the groups, although the gain
score of the experimental group was descriptively higher than that of the
control group.

e The independent-samples t-tests that compared the groups in terms of the
individual questionnaire items showed that the greatest differences were in the
items related to awareness of learning strategies, self-study skills, and self-
evaluation skills. In all of these items, the experimental group had significantly
higher scores than the control group in the post-questionnaire, while no
significant differences were found in the pre-questionnaire.

e The paired-samples t-tests conducted on the individual questionnaire items
revealed that there were significant differences within the experimental group

in the items related to vocabulary learning games and abilities to identify and
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select study materials, while no significant differences were found within the

control group.

As an overview of the quantitative findings of the study, Figure 5.1 demonstrates the

within-

group and between-groups differences in Part 11 of the questionnaire.

4,0057

3.8550
3,7682

Pre-Questionnaire Post-Questionnaire

Experimental Group M Control Group

Figure 5.1 Within-group and between-group differences in Part I of the questionnaire.

The analysis of the qualitative data collected through the open-ended questions
showed that, in both pre- and post-questionnaire, all the participants in the
experimental group thought that technology could be used to learn English.
The most frequently mentioned benefits by the participants were provides
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access to materials and content, provides access to information and improves
English language skills.

The data from the open-ended questions revealed that the number of the
participants who felt comfortable while using technology to learn English was
higher in the post-questionnaire (n = 22) than in the pre-questionnaire (n = 14).
The most frequently mentioned reasons for feeling comfortable were using it
efficiently, finding reliable information and sources, and its’ being useful for
learning English.

In the semi-structured interviews, the participants mentioned the benefits of the
CALL treatment, the most frequently mentioned of which were provides
access to resources (f = 17), provides freedom to choose (f = 16) and improves
English skills (f = 10).

Among the challenges of the CALL treatment mentioned by the participants,
the three codes with the highest frequencies were limited efficiency (f = 5),
limited time period (f = 3) and limited guidance (f = 2).

The effects of the CALL treatment on learner autonomy that were most
frequently stated by the participants were promotes self-evaluation (f = 22),
promotes making choices (f = 14) and decreases dependency on the teacher
(f=12).

The interview participants also offered several suggestions on how to improve
the CALL treatment. The most frequent of those were including in-class
practice (f = 3), increasing the time limit (f = 2), integrating it into the
curriculum (f = 2) and including websites where students can ask about their

questions (f = 2).

The overall qualitative findings of the study are illustrated in Figure 5.2 and Figure 5.3

below. Figure 5.2 presents the themes and their code frequencies that emerged from

the open-ended questionnaire data. Figure 5.3 demonstrates the themes and their code

frequencies that emerged from the data collected in the semi-structured interviews.

Following the figures, the discussion related to the findings of the study is presented

in the subsequent sections based on the research questions.

139



35

35,0 317
30,0
25,0 / ~21
20.0
15.0 1-2
10,0
3
0.0
Benefits of using Challenges of using Reasons for feeling Reasons for feeling
technology to learn technology to learn comfortable while uncomfortable while
English English using technology to using technology to
learn English learn English
B Pre-Questionnaire Frequencies Post-Questionnaire Frequencies

Figure 5.2 The perceptions of the participants towards the use of technology to learn
English before and after the CALL treatment.
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Figure 5.3 Themes from the analysis of the perceptions of the participants on the
CALL treatment.
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5.3 Discussion on the findings related to the effects of the CALL treatment on

learner autonomy

In order to investigate the answer to the first research question, quantitative data were
collected through the use of a questionnaire prior to and following the CALL
treatment. Based on the data analysis, it was found through the use of an independent-
samples t-test that there was not a significant between-groups difference in Part Il of
the pre-questionnaire, which indicated that the groups were similar to each other in
terms of their self-perceived autonomy levels before the CALL implementation
started. On the other hand, when another independent-samples t-test was performed on
the mean post-questionnaire scores of the two groups, it was found that the mean post-
questionnaire score of the experimental group was significantly higher than that of the
control group. These findings from the two t-tests suggest that, although the two
groups’ self-perceived autonomy levels were similar to each other before the CALL
treatment, they were significantly different from each other at the end of the treatment
with that of the experimental group being higher, which suggests that the CALL

treatment had an effect on promoting the autonomy level of the experimental group.

In addition, a comparison was made within the groups through the use of paired-
samples t-test. According to the results, there was no significant difference within the
control group. On the other hand, the mean post-questionnaire score of the
experimental group was significantly higher than its pre-questionnaire score. These
findings indicate that while the self-perceived autonomy level of the control group did
not change during the seven weeks, the experimental group’s self-perceived autonomy
level increased significantly from the pre-questionnaire to the post-questionnaire,

which points to the effect of the CALL treatment it received.

A final between-groups comparison was through the use of an independent-samples t-

test. The mean gain score of each group, which is the difference between the pre-

questionnaire and the post-questionnaire scores, was calculated, and these two gain

scores were compared by running an independent-samples t-test. Although the

descriptive statistics showed that the gain score of the experimental group was higher

than that of the control group, the results of the t-test showed no significant difference
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between the two gain scores. However, the descriptive difference between the gain
scores supports the aforementioned findings of the analyses with other independent-
samples t-tests and paired-samples t-tests. A reason for the lack of a significant
difference between the gain scores may be related to the duration of the CALL
treatment. The seven weeks during which the CALL treatment took place may have
not been long enough for the improvement of learner autonomy that would result in a
significant gain score difference. Since the gain score of the experimental group was
descriptively higher than the gain score of the control group, a longer time period for
the CALL treatment might have resulted in a significant difference. Alternatively, a
longer duration between the administration of the pre-questionnaire and the post-

questionnaire might have had an effect on the significance of the difference.

Because significant differences were in all the comparisons above except for the
comparison of the gain scores, the findings from the analysis of the quantitative data
demonstrate that the experimental group became more autonomous at the end of the
CALL treatment compared to its autonomy level in the pre-questionnaire and to the
control group, based on the perceptions of the participants. This improvement in the
self-perceived autonomy of the experimental group suggests that the CALL treatment
was effective in promoting the autonomy of the participants. This finding is in line
with various previous studies that found a positive effect of CALL on learner
autonomy (Albadry, 2018; Ardi, 2017; Bitlis, 2011; Kim, 2014; Mutlu, 2008; Ogmen,
2011; Pospisilova, 2018). Specifically, among the studies conducted in the context of
Turkey, Bitlis (2011) found that the practice of blended learning through the use of a
language learning software helped to foster the autonomy of preparatory school
students. Similarly, Mutlu (2008) concluded in her experimental study that strategy-
training provided for the learners through CALL enhanced the autonomy levels of
preparatory school students. Likewise, the study by Ogmen (2011) demonstrated that
the use of e-portfolios contributed to the development of learner autonomy in high

school students.

The analysis of the individual questionnaire items also suggested improvements in

learner autonomy in specific aspects based on student perceptions. According to the
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results of the paired-samples t-test that was run to analyse the difference within the
experimental group, the CALL treatment helped to increase the amount of vocabulary
games learners have to remember new words. This feature is related to the learning
strategies learners make use of in the learning process, which is an element of learner
autonomy (Dickinson, 1993). In this aspect, the result corroborates the findings of
Ogmen (2011) and Albadry (2018). In the current study, an explanation for this
significant increase may be that through the use of the vocabulary tools, which
presented different ways to learn and revise vocabulary, the learners became aware of
various alternative ways to study vocabulary and may also have been inspired to

develop their own strategies to learn and revise new words.

Another significant increase was in the self-perceived abilities of the learners to
identify and select additional materials to support their studies. This finding is
consistent with the results of Ardi (2017). The promotion of learner autonomy often
entails providing learners with opportunities to select learning materials, activities and
strategies so that they discover their own learning styles, express themselves clearly in
the learning process and eventually take the control and responsibility of the learning
process (Hasan, 2011; Katz & Assor, 2007). In the present study, through the CALL
treatment, the students in the experimental group were introduced to various online
tools in a systematic way. The introduction to the tools included informing students
about the tools and also about their functions. In this way, it was aimed that the students
would be aware of the content and the purpose of the tools and incorporate them into
their studies according to their learning goals and needs. Similarly, while using the
tools to complete the weekly tasks, the students were provided with freedom to choose
the tools and the materials. That is, as long as they were able to complete the weekly
tasks, they were free to decide which tools and materials to use, and when and how to
use them. This feature of the treatment may have helped learners to improve
themselves in choosing suitable materials for themselves, which is a key component
of learner autonomy (Dam, 1995; Little, 1991).

The comparison between the groups for the individual questionnaire items also pointed
to specific differences in certain items. The independent-samples t-test results showed
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that the greatest between-groups difference was related to the awareness of learning
strategies. Although there was no significant difference between the groups in the pre-
questionnaire in relation to awareness of learning strategies, the experimental group
had a significantly higher score than the control group in the post-questionnaire.
Furthermore, the largest difference between the gain scores of the groups was also
found to be in the same area. These findings suggest that the CALL treatment had a
positive effect on the awareness of the learning strategies in the experimental group,
and they are in agreement with the findings of Mutlu (2008), Ogmen (2011) and
Albadry (2018). Employing strategies in an effective way in their learning is a common
characteristic of autonomous learners, and promotion of these strategies is one of the
major approaches to developing learner autonomy (Dickinson, 1993; Opalka, 2001 as
cited in Balgikanli, 2006). The improvement in relation to learning strategies found in
the present study could be attributed to the fact that during the CALL treatment, the
students were encouraged to engage in out-of-class study by choosing their own study
materials. Research shows that autonomous learners frequently exercise out-of-class
learning as they are are willing to continue their education outside the formal learning
contexts without depending on external factors such as the teacher or formal learning
programs (Benson, 2006; Gao, 2008). Therefore, teachers who aim to promote learner
autonomy are recommended to encourage learners to continue their learning outside
the class, which can result in improving metacognitive strategies and intrinsic
motivation (Sharp, Pocklington & Weindling, 2002), and develop learning strategies
(Benson, 2006). In the present study, the CALL implementation, which encouraged
learners to continue learning outside the class may have helped them to make use of

learning strategies in order to be able to study in an efficient way on their own.

According to the comparison between the groups, the experimental group also had
significantly higher perceptions about their self-study skills than the control group in
the post-questionnaire although they were similar to each other in this respect in the
pre-questionnaire, which suggests that the CALL treatment helped to improve the self-
perceived skills of the learners for self-study. This result also acknowledges the
findings from the studies by Mutlu (2008) and Kim (2014). In the current study, the

presentation of the online tools to the learners provided them with resources which
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they could use in their out-of-class studies according to their own needs. This meant
that instead of being forced to depend only on the course materials provided by
teachers, the learners had the freedom to find and use materials and, in this way,
depend less on external factors such as the teacher or the school. In learner autonomy,
one of the major elements is the independency of the learner, but in order to achieve
this, the learner needs to own the necessary resources to learn with (Dickinson, 1992,
as cited in Balgikanli, 2006). In that respect, the CALL treatment in the present study
may have helped learners to improve in self-study by decreasing their dependency on

the teacher and by providing them with a variety of learning resources.

The analysis of the between-groups differences also showed that the CALL treatment
had an effect on the self-evaluation skills of the learners because the experimental
group had a significantly higher score than the control group in the post questionnaire
for the item related to self-evaluation. This finding is in consonance with the findings
of Pospisilova (2018). Self-evaluation is claimed to be a key element of learner
autonomy, and therefore, it is important to encourage students to practise self-
evaluation and guide them in doing it (Breen & Mann, 1997; Scharle & Szabo, 2000).
In the present study, one of the weekly tasks the participants in the experimental group
were required to complete was to fill out a reflection form. In order to do this, the
students were required to choose one of the tools they used during the week and
complete the reflection form about it. The form included evaluation questions related
to the tool itself and also to the performance of the learners in using the tool. These
questions were aimed to encourage the students to evaluate the learning process. In
that regard, the application of the reflection form may have led the participants to self-

evaluation.

On the other hand, the analysis of the quantitative data also showed that the
experimental group did not demonstrate an improvement in strategies to learn
grammar based on the within-group differences. The post-questionnaire score of the
group in this item was slightly lower than the pre-questionnaire score. This finding can
be a result of the fact that grammar was not one of the language components that were
covered during the CALL treatment; therefore, it was not focused on explicitly during
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the implementation period. This may be a possible explanation for not observing an
increase in the score of the item related to this component, although the findings
showed improvement in general learning-strategy awareness of the learners.
Therefore, in order to improve the effectiveness of the CALL implementation, a
feature that may address strategies for grammar learning could be integrated to the
implementation such as adding a week for the introduction of online tools for learning

grammar.

Overall, the results from the analysis of the quantitative data and the discussion related
to these results suggest that the CALL implementation was effective in fostering the
self-perceived autonomy levels of the learners. What needs to be emphasised here is
that these findings do not necessarily claim that the mere practice of CALL is enough
to foster learner autonomy. Instead, the study suggests that the particular way CALL
was implemented in the present study during the seven-week experimental treatment
was the determining factor in achieving these results, as it is revealed in discussion
related to these findings above. This conclusion is parallel to and evident in several
previous studies that focused on the effects of CALL on learner autonomy and
emphasised the importance of the practices included in the implementation of CALL
(Ceylan, 2019; Mete, 2010; Zonturlu, 2014). Benson (2001) states that CALL has the
potential to supply the required skills linked to autonomy for the learners, but at the
same time he emphasises that “a great deal depends on the ways in which technologies
are made available to learners and the kind of interaction that takes place around them”
(p. 140). Similarly, Reinders and White (2011) warn that CALL or simply integrating
technology into the learning process does not necessarily entail an improved sense of
responsibility or better learning management skills in learners. In the present study,
several major components of learner autonomy were included in the experimental
treatment such as learner choice over learning materials and activities, self-evaluation,
interaction and out-of-class learning. Therefore, the whole experimental treatment
should be viewed as a complete package that brought about the improvement in the

self-perceived autonomy levels of the learners.
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Finally, it should also be noted that the sample in the present study comprised of
learners who were students enrolled in ELT and ELL departments. That is, they were
all students majoring in the English language. This implies that their motivation to
study English may have been stronger than and different from other EFL learners who
do not major in language-related departments. Motivation is frequently linked to the
concept of learner autonomy (Reinders, 2010), and autonomous learners are often
viewed as learners with a genuine interest and motivation to learn (Sinclair, 2000).
Therefore, in the present study, the participants may already have had high motivation
to practise English and may have adopted the activities included in the CALL
implementation more readily and effectively compared to the general population of

EFL learners, which may have affected the findings revealed by the study.

5.4 Discussion on the findings related to learner perceptions towards the

implementation of CALL to foster learner autonomy

In order to explore the answer to the second research question, qualitative data were
collected through open-ended questions and semi-structured interviews. The findings
from these data demonstrated that the learners had positive overall perceptions towards
the use of technology in language learning in general and also towards the CALL
treatment implemented in the study specifically. Through the analysis of the data,
several themes emerged under which the perceptions of the learners were gathered.
These themes were parallel to the sub-questions of the second research question. The
discussion on the findings related to each of these themes is presented in the following

sections.

5.4.1 Discussion on the findings related to the changes in learner perceptions on the use

of technology to learn English before and after the CALL implementation

The analysis of the data from the open-ended questions in the pre-questionnaire
showed that all the learners in the experimental group had positive perceptions towards
the use of technology in learning English before the CALL treatment started. Similarly,
the analysis of the data from the post-questionnaire showed that the learners continued

to have these positive perceptions. These findings suggest that the learners were open
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to using technology in their foreign language studies, and in that regard, it was suitable
to involve them in the CALL treatment of the present study. In addition, the fact that
the learners had positive opinions related to the use of technology to learn English is
in agreement with the previous studies by Zonturlu (2014) and Ceylan (2019), who
also found that the learners had positive perceptions towards the use of technology in

learning English.

To explain the reasons for their positive perceptions, the participants also stated the
benefits of using technology in learning English. These benefits included providing
access to materials and information, improving English language skills, facilitating
self-study, and convenient and enjoyable use. The findings showed that the perceptions
of the learners were in line with the benefits of CALL that are suggested in the
literature (Reinders & Hubbard, 2013; Yuan & Kim, 2017). In addition to the benefits,
two challenges were also mentioned by the learners in the pre-questionnaire, which
were offering limited help and being boring. However, the fact that these challenges
were not mentioned in the post-questionnaire may suggest that the CALL treatment

helped the learners to stop viewing these points as challenges.

Another finding from the analysis of the qualitative data was that the CALL treatment
helped learners to feel more comfortable with using technology to learn English. This
was demonstrated by the fact that there were more participants in the post-
questionnaire who expressed feeling comfortable while using technology to learn
English than in the pre-questionnaire. This finding may be attributed to the fact that
during the CALL treatment, the students not only learnt about various tools available
to them on the Internet but also were provided guidance about how to integrate them
into their studies. They were informed about the use of the tools and provided with
suggestions on how to make use of them to learn English. In addition, the learners
were encouraged to use the tools in their out-of-class studies to complete weekly tasks.
Through the use of the reflection form, they were guided in how to evaluate the tools.
Furthermore, they were provided with opportunities to communicate and collaborate
about the use of the tools with their classmates via an online platform, Edmodo. All
these features may have helped the learners to try using technology in new ways in a
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guided environment, and as a consequence to feel more comfortable while using
technology to learn English. Some of the statements in the responses of the learners to
the open-ended question, which made explicit references to the positive effect of the

CALL treatment in making them feel more comfortable support this argument.

5.4.2 Discussion on the findings related to learner perceptions on the benefits

of the CALL implementation

In the interviews, the participants mentioned several benefits of the CALL treatment.
As the most frequently mentioned of these benefits, the participants stated that the
CALL implementation provided them with access to learning resources. Chik (2017)
suggests that one of the major affordances of CALL is enabling learners to have control
over learning through access to various learning materials and content. Reinders and
Hubbard (2013) state that “CALL materials can be accessed flexibly by students when
and where they need to, and be provided with varying levels of support” (p. 366). In
the current study, providing learners with access to a wide range of learning tools was
one of the main focuses of the CALL treatment so that the learners would be able to
find materials relevant to their learning needs. The acknowledgement by the learners

suggests that the treatment succeeded in doing this.

Another commonly mentioned benefit of the CALL treatment by the learners was the
freedom to make choices, which is at the same time related to access to resources
(Chik, 2017). In addition to introducing a variety of learning tools to the students, the
CALL treatment also allowed the learners to choose the tools and materials they
wished to use in their studies. This finding emphasizes the appreciation of being
allowed to make choices by learners, and corroborates the findings of the studies by
Mete (2010) and Ceylan (2019). These two previous studies explored the reasons for
the inefficiency of two different CALL programs. In both of the studies, it was stated
that the language learning software did not provide the learners with alternatives for
materials and activities which the learners could select according to their individual
interests, which may partly explain their inefficiency. In the current study, the learners

were provided with the opportunity to make choices, and they appreciated it.
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The participants also frequently pointed out that the CALL treatment helped them to
improve their English skills, which is in line with the findings by Noel (2015) and
Parmaxi and Zaphiris (2017). The reason for this perception of the learners may be the
fact that the CALL treatment provided the learners with a weekly plan for out-of-class
studies and encouraged them to study outside the class by using the online tools. This
may have increased the amount of out-of-class study students engaged in and helped
them to improve their language skills. Similarly, the students may have improved the
efficiency of their self-study practices by finding resources relevant to their needs and
by using more learning strategies, which were among the findings from the
quantitative data.

5.4.3 Discussion on the findings related to learner perceptions on the challenges

of the CALL implementation

During the interviews, the participants touched on several aspects of the CALL
treatment which they found challenging in addition to mentioning its benefits. As the
most frequently mentioned challenge, some participants stated that, although
technology has many affordances for language learning, it is not as efficient as learning
languages in a classroom directly from a teacher. They pointed out that they would
like to use it to support their classroom studies rather than as their main language
learning practice. This finding is in line with the findings of Mokhtari (2013), who
concluded that although EFL learners had positive attitudes towards the use of CALL,
they did not want technology to replace teachers and classroom learning. In the current
study, this view of the learners may partly be related to the fact that they were language
learners enrolled in a formal language learning program. As a result of this, they may
have been inclined to compare their online learnings with their in-class studies. In this
regard, it may be useful to explicitly inform students that the CALL treatment is
intended to facilitate and support classroom learning rather than be used on its own.
On the other hand, the students may also be made aware of the opportunities CALL
offers for their out-of-class studies so that they can continue using it independently of

their formal studies.
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The participants also mentioned limited time period as a challenge of the CALL
implementation. They stated that, since one week was allocated for each of the
language components in the CALL treatment, they had difficulty in using the tools
adequately and then complete the tasks in only one week. This view of the learners
suggests that the schedule of the CALL treatment could be revised in terms of the
amount of time allocated for each language component. In that way, the challenge

mentioned by the participants could be handled by providing them with more time.

Another challenge uttered during the interviews was limited guidance provided during
the treatment. The participants pointed out that they felt the need to ask about the
difficulties or questions they had while using the tools to someone who would be able
to clarify those points for them. This finding is consistent with the findings of Kim
(2014), who emphasized the importance of guidance and feedback in out-of-class
CALL activities. In the present study, this view of the learners is also related to the
first challenge mentioned above about the limited efficiency of the CALL treatment.
They stated that they prefer the immediate feedback or communication they have in
class. This finding may point to the need for several minor revisions on the
implementation to improve its efficiency. Firstly, the teacher guidance provided during
the treatment via e-mail, Edmodo and face-to-face communication could be
highlighted so that learners may be encouraged more to ask their questions. Secondly,
the learners could be encouraged to make efficient use of the online out-of-class
communication platform, which was provided through Edmodo in this study, in order
to communicate and collaborate with their classmates. Thirdly, more online tools that
learners can use to ask about their questions could be integrated into the study to

introduce to learners.

5.4.4 Discussion on the findings related to learner perceptions on the effects of
the CALL implementation on learner autonomy

The analysis of the data from the interviews demonstrated that most of the participants

thought the CALL treatment had positive effects on their autonomy levels. The most

frequently mentioned of these effects was promoting self-evaluation. This view of the

participants supports the findings from the quantitative data, and as mentioned
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previously, it is also consistent with the findings from the studies by Kim (2014) and
Pospisilova (2018). In the interviews in the present study, the contribution of the
reflection form in this regard was specifically emphasized by some participants. This
suggests that the reflection form, which made the students regularly evaluate both the
tools and their performance in using them helped the participants to engage in more

self-evaluation.

As another effect of the CALL treatment on learner autonomy, the participants stated
that it helped them to make choices over their learning by providing them with
alternatives for tools and materials to choose from. This perception of the participants
also supports the findings from the quantitative data, which suggest that the CALL
treatment helped the learners improve in selecting learning materials. It also
acknowledges the findings of Ardi (2017). A common characteristic of autonomous
learners is to be able to make decisions related to their studies by considering their
individual goals, preferences and needs, and therefore, learners should be provided
with opportunities for making choices over their studies in order to promote learner
autonomy (Dornyei, 2001; Katz & Assor, 2007). CALL could support learner choice
and help learners improve their abilities in this area by providing them with
alternatives in terms of learning materials and activities (Rankin & Edwards, 2017,
Yuan & Kim, 2017). In the present study, the learners were allowed and encouraged
to make choices over their learning in a guided and systematic way. As a result of this,
the students’ perceptions as well as the findings from the analysis of the quantitative
data suggest that the treatment was able to help learners in improving themselves in

making choices over their learning.

The participants also stated that the CALL treatment improved their autonomy by
decreasing their dependency on the teacher. This view of the learners is in agreement
with the findings from the quantitative data that suggest that the learners improved
their self-study skills during the CALL intervention. Being able to study and learn in
an independent way is one of the common characteristics of autonomous learners
(Dickinson, 1992, as cited in Balgikanli, 2006), and CALL has the potential to offer
this independency to learners (Reinder & Hubbard, 2013). In the present study, the

152



CALL treatment aimed to improve the learners’ independency by providing them with
online tools and resources which they could integrate into their studies outside the class
in a way that matched their learning styles and needs. The learner perceptions from the
interviews as well as the findings from the quantitative data indicate that it succeeded
in fulfilling this aim.

5.4.5 Discussion on the findings related to the suggestions of the learners to

improve the CALL implementation

In the interviews, the participants mentioned several suggestions to improve the CALL
treatment. These views of the learners, who directly experienced the implementation,
are important because they can shed light on how to increase the efficiency of the

implementation.

One of the suggestions by the participants was to include in-class practice elements in
the implementation. That is, the learners suggested that, in addition to using the tools
outside the class, some of the tools or materials could be used in class when together
with their classmates and the teacher. Some may argue that this view of the learners
shows their dependency on the teacher or their lack of autonomy. However, literature
on learner autonomy suggests that learners need guidance during the process of
fostering learner autonomy; therefore, guidance and feedback provided by the teacher
and the peers play a major role in this regard (Benson, 2001). In the present study,
although the learners were provided with some guidance through interaction with the
teacher and their peers, the views of the students suggest that they needed to have an
additional form of guidance through in-class practice. The implementation of CALL
was a new form of learning for most of the learners in the study as they were more
familiar with traditional in-class language learning. The integration of some of the

tools to lessons could have helped them to get familiar with CALL more easily.

The fact that the participants also suggested including websites where they can ask
about their questions and receive immediate answers further supports the finding that
they needed to be provided with more forms of guidance during the treatment. This

point was also mentioned as a challenge of the CALL treatment by some of the
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participants. As a potential solution, informing the learners on how to use the online
tools to interact with other speakers and learners to get help and guidance about their
studies can improve the efficiency of the implementation. Similarly, more websites
which offer help and guidance to learners in the learning process could be added to the
list of online tools covered in the CALL treatment.

Another suggestion of the participants was to increase the amount of time that was
allocated for each language component. This point was also mentioned among the
challenges of the implementation. Providing learners with more than a week for each
language component could allow them to use the tools in a more efficient way and
make more in-depth evaluations about the learning progress. Increasing the time limit
could also affect the autonomy improvement positively by allowing a longer time

period for the development of the skills and capacities related to learner autonomy.

Finally, the suggestion by the participants about integrating the CALL implementation
into the regular school curriculum corroborates the finding that the participants had
positive overall perceptions on the implementation. They stated that since they found
the CALL treatment beneficial and effective, they thought it would be good to integrate
it into the school curriculum permanently in their school as well as in other institutions

so that more students would benefit from it.
5.5 Pedagogical implications

This study aimed to make a contribution to the current state of research and practice
on learner autonomy and CALL by exploring the implementation of CALL in order to
foster learner autonomy. To this end, it involved the design and application of a CALL
treatment. The findings carry several implications related to the use of CALL to foster
learner autonomy which could be considered by stakeholders such as foreign language
teachers, curriculum and program designers, teacher educators, policy makers and
researchers interested in the field.

First of all, it was found in the present study that the CALL implementation helped to
increase the self-perceived autonomy levels of the EFL learners. Furthermore, the

participants had positive overall perceptions on the use of technology in language
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learning and on the CALL treatment specifically applied in the current study.
Moreover, the suggestions made by the participants to integrate the CALL treatment
into school curricula indicate that language learners are open to applications of CALL
in their education as well as to pedagogical practices that promote learner autonomy.
Therefore, as the findings imply, CALL could be used by language educators to foster
the autonomy levels of language learners. In this regard, the CALL treatment designed
and used in the present study demonstrates a specific way to apply CALL with the aim
of fostering learner autonomy. Language educators and curriculum and program
designers could utilise the CALL treatment offered by the present study to integrate
CALL and the promotion of learner autonomy into their language instruction

programs.

The present study found that there were certain areas in which the CALL treatment
specifically contributed to the improvement of learner autonomy. That is, it was found
that the learners improved in terms of their awareness of learning strategies, abilities
to choose learning materials, self-study abilities and making self-evaluation.
Therefore, the language educators who specifically observe a need for an improvement
in the skills and capacities of their learners in these areas might make use of the CALL
implementation in this study. Considering the findings of the study, the
implementation of the CALL treatment could offer valuable support to the learners in
the aforementioned areas. On the other hand, the results of the study also suggested
that, during the CALL treatment, there was not an improvement in the use or awareness
of the strategies related to learning grammar. Therefore, an implication for the
educators who wish to focus on the learning strategies related to grammar could be to

cover grammar as one of the language components in the CALL treatment.

A further implication of the study arises from the challenges and suggestions
mentioned by the participants related to the CALL implementation. The language
education professionals who decide to implement the CALL treatment in the study
may be guided by the specific views of the learners in the present study. Besides
acknowledging the benefits of the implementation, the learners named several

challenges and suggested several ways to improve the efficiency of the
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implementation. Based on these, one major suggestion could be to increase the amount
of time allocated for each language component in the implementation. To illustrate,
instead of one week, two weeks could be allocated for each language component so
that learners can use the tools and complete the tasks in a more effective way. Another
revision that could be made, based on the participants’ perceptions, is to integrate some
tools or materials from the CALL implementation into in-class practice. The learners
in the present study expressed their wishes to use some of the tools in lessons with the
guidance of the teacher and in collaboration with their peers. Therefore, a way to
integrate the tools into lessons can be identified based on the specific learning context.
For instance, in the in-class sessions, after the presentation of the tools, one of the tools
can be used in the lesson. Alternatively, at the end of the time period allocated for a
language component, the students can vote for the tool they would like to use in class,

and the most popular tool can be integrated into the lessons.

A further implication of the findings is that, as in every pedagogical application, a
carefully-organised and detailed preparation process is required before the actual
implementation. In the present study, the needs and preferences of the learners, their
readiness for the implementation as well as their opportunities and skills related to
technology use were considered before the design and implementation of the CALL
treatment; as a result, the implementation was able to be carried out without any major
problems. A similar investigation is necessary in any learning context before the
implementation of the CALL treatment. CALL practices require learners to have
specific skills related to technology. Therefore, the technical skills and the facilities
they have access to need to be explored. Similarly, administrators who decide to
employ the CALL implementation in their institutions should investigate the technical
skills and affordances the teachers they work with have, and any required training
should be provided for the teachers. All these steps are important for an effective

implementation of CALL in any educational institution.
5.6 Conclusions

The present study was conducted with the aim of exploring the effects of CALL on
learner autonomy. To this end, it employed a quasi-experimental design with an
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experimental and a control group. There were 25 participants in each group, who were
EFL learners studying in a preparatory school of a Turkish state university. To explore
the use of CALL to foster learner autonomy, a CALL treatment was implemented in
the experimental group for seven weeks during which the participants used various
online tools in their out-of-class English studies. With the aim of investigating the
effect of the treatment on the experimental group, the self-perceived autonomy levels
of the two groups were compared through a Learner Autonomy Questionnaire, which
was administered before and after the CALL treatment. In addition, qualitative data
were collected through semi-structured interviews conducted with 9 participants with
the aim of exploring student perceptions on the use of CALL to foster learner

autonomy.

The findings from the analysis of the quantitative data showed that the CALL
treatment helped to increase the self-perceived autonomy levels of the learners. This
finding was suggested due to the fact that the post-questionnaire score of the
experimental group was significantly higher compared to both its pre-questionnaire
score and to the post-questionnaire score of the control group. This result highlighted
the contribution of the CALL treatment to the increase in the autonomy levels of the
participants. Furthermore, the analysis of the data demonstrated that there were
meaningful increases specifically in the learners’ abilities to choose materials,
awareness of learning strategies, self-study abilities and self-evaluation skills. This
suggested that the CALL treatment had significant effects on these areas in addition to
the overall autonomy level of the group. On the other hand, the results showed that
there was not a significant difference between the gain scores of the experimental and
the control groups. That is, the difference between the pre- and post-questionnaire
scores of the experimental group was not significantly higher than that of the control
group. However, the descriptive difference between the scores suggested that a longer
time period for the implementation of the CALL treatment could have resulted in a
significant difference. Similarly, it was found that there was a slight decrease in the
self-perceived use of grammar learning strategies of the experimental group.
Therefore, including grammar as one of the language components in the CALL

treatment was recommended with the aim of improving the efficiency of the treatment.
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The analysis of the qualitative data demonstrated that the learners had positive
perceptions towards the use of technology in language learning both before and after
the CALL treatment. Furthermore, the findings showed that the CALL treatment
helped learners to feel more comfortable with using technology to learn English based
on the statements of the students. With regard to the CALL treatment used in the study,
the findings indicated that learners had positive overall perceptions towards the
treatment. These findings suggest that EFL learners in the context of Turkey are open
to the implementation of CALL to facilitate their language learning experiences. The
benefits of the CALL treatment mentioned by the students further support this
conclusion. Among the benefits of the treatment, the students named providing access
to resources, providing freedom to make choices and improving the English skills of
the learners. The challenges of the treatment according to the participants were also
investigated with the aim of improving the treatment. In this respect, the participants
mentioned limited efficiency of learning with technology, limited time period and
limited guidance offered by technology as the major challenges. The views of the
participants on the effects of the CALL implementation on their autonomy levels
supported the results of the quantitative data analysis. That is, most participants
acknowledged that the implementation had positive effects on their learner autonomy
by specifically mentioning the effects on certain skills such as self-evaluation, making
choices over learning and decreasing their dependency on the teacher. As for the
suggestions to improve the project, the participants recommended including in-class
practice by using some of the tools in lessons, increasing the amount of time allocated
for each language component, integrating the implementation into school curricula as
a permanent element and including some websites where learners can ask their

questions to other speakers.

Based on the findings of the study, several implications were highlighted to be
considered by stakeholders in the field of foreign language education. The use of
CALL was suggested especially to create a learning environment that promotes learner
autonomy. In this regard, the CALL treatment applied in the current study was offered
as a feasible alternative for the implementation of CALL. In order to improve the

efficiency of the implementation, the challenges and suggestions of the learners as well
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as certain points that need to be considered in the implementation process were

emphasized.
5.7 Limitations to the study and suggestions for further research

There were several limitations to the present study in terms of its design and
application. It could be beneficial to consider these limitations while evaluating the
findings of the study. In addition, the limitations could highlight the areas that are open

to further research.

The first limitation is about the generalisability of the findings. The participants for
the quantitative part of the study were identified through convenience sampling, which
IS a non-probability sampling strategy. Therefore, the findings of the study are limited
in terms of their representativeness and generalisability. Based on this, further studies
could work with a sample that is identified through a probability sampling strategy in

order to obtain more generalisable results.

Another limitation could be related to the participants of the study. The participants
were EFL learners who were enrolled in ELT or ELL departments. In other words, the
major study area of the participants were language, and specifically the English
language. As a result, their motivation levels and willingness to study may have been
different compared to the students of other fields which are not related to language
learning. This could influence the generalisability of the findings of the study.
Therefore, further studies are recommended to include participants from other fields
of study to explore the effects of the CALL implementation from different
perspectives.

In addition, both quantitative and qualitative findings point to the need for a longer
time period for the implementation of the CALL treatment. The current study
investigated the effects of a CALL treatment that was implemented within a time limit
of seven weeks. Therefore, the allocated time might have been inadequate for the
development of learner skills and capacities related to autonomous learning. Hence,
further studies could lengthen the duration of the CALL treatment such as by allocating

more than one week for each language component. In this way, a more comprehensive
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comparison could be conducted between the experimental and the control group.
Similarly, the perceptions of the students related to the effectiveness of the treatment

could be investigated in a more detailed way.

There were also some limitations related to the formation of the groups in the study.
Firstly, the study had a quasi-experimental design. That is, the experimental and the
control groups were already formed when the study was planned because each group
comprised of two classes in the preparatory school that were arranged at the beginning
of the semester by the school administration. Therefore, it was not possible to assign
individual participants to the two groups randomly. Although the four classes were
assigned to the experimental and the control groups randomly, a true experimental
design instead of a quasi-experimental one could contribute to the findings of the study
by allowing for a more accurate investigation. Similarly, the two groups in the study
were taught by different instructors. Although the instructors did not have direct effects
on the procedure of the study as the same language instruction program was followed
in all classes in the institution, their teaching styles and the additional activities they

implemented in class might have had effects on the findings of the study.

Besides the aforementioned suggestions, further research could be carried out by
expanding the data collection procedures or investigating the issue from different
perspectives. In the current study, the effects of the CALL treatment were explored by
focusing on learner perceptions. Future studies could investigate the implementation
of the CALL treatment from the perspectives of instructors in order to gain a deeper
understanding of the issue. Another potential area to be explored is the effects of the
CALL treatment on language proficiency. It was beyond the scope of the current study
to explore if the CALL treatment had any effects on the language skills of the learners.
However, since it was stated by the participants that they thought there were
improvements in their language skills as a result of the CALL treatment, future studies

could focus on this point.
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B. SAMPLE SLIDES FROM THE SLIDESHOWS USED BY THE

RESEARCHER IN THE WEEKLY SESSIONS

Slides from Week 1 (Vocabulary Session):

Discussion Questions

* How do you organize the vocabulary you learn
in lessons?

* How do you revise the new words?
* What do you do to expand your vocabulary
outside the class?

* Do you use technology to learn and revise
vocabulary?

Vocabulary Practice

* Free Rice: Learn new words and donate rice at
the same time.
— http://freerice.com

+ Wordle: Type in words and create a visual word
cloud.
— http:/iwww.wordle.net/

* Quizlet: Create flashcards, take quizzes and
play games.
— https://quizlet.com
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Slides from Week 2 (Reading Session):

Fiction
= Storybird: Short stories created by users
» hitp://storybird.com/
= Wattpad: Social story-telling platform
» hitps://'www.wattpad.com/
* Mysterynet: Mystery stories and games
= http://www.mysterynet.com/
= Project Gutenberg: Legally-shared free e-books
s hitps://www.qutenberg.org/

Your tasks to complete:

* complete the ‘Reflection Form’ and submit it to
Edmodo (‘Assignments’ section).

* share your favorite tool and your suggestions on
how to make use of it on Edmodo (Comment on my
related post on Edmodo).
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Slides from Week 3 (Listening Session):

Podcasts

» BBC Podcasts

* http://www.bbc.co.uk/podcasts
= Culips

= http://culips.com/
= Better at English

= htip://www.betteratenglish.com/ LiStﬁ“i\'\S
= Teacher Luke =

= http://teacherluke.co.uk/ Learning

Podcasts: Tips

» Choose topics that you are interested in.
= Listen more than once.

* Repeat some of the words/phrases out loud to
improve your pronunciation.

= Summarize the podcast orally after listening to it.
= Write a short paragraph summarizing the podcast.
= Write a comment about the podcast.
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Slides from Week 4 (Speaking Session):

Conversation and Language Exchange

« Conversation Exchange
— https://'www.conversationexchange.com/
« Speak Talk Chat
— http://speaktalkchat.com/
« [talki
— https://'www.italki.com/partners
- Speaky
— https://'www.speaky.com/

Veeg U8

&)

L

Conversation and Language Exchange: Tips

* Find a native speaker of English who is learning Turkish.

« Make sure that you are at the same level in your target
languages.

« Ask questions. Keep the conversation going. You can
think of some conversation topics beforehand.

« Ask your partner to correct your mistakes and give you
feedback. Do the same for him/her.

184



Slides from Week 5 (Writing Session):

Creative Writing

« One Word: You are given a word and 60 seconds to write about it.

Creative Writing Prompts

Future Me: Write a letter for your future self.

Storybird: Create stories about nice illustrations.

MAAAAA LM LAAAAARAL AL

Creative Writing: Tips

» Use your creativity and have fun!

* Use a dictionary.

* Proofread and edit.

« Write regularly, not occasionally.

+ Share your writing with your friends and other users.
Your ideas?

\AAALARAMARRARAAAAARMARNAL
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Slides from Week 6 (Culture Session):

World Cultures
Life around the World

— hitp://learnenglishteens.britishcouncil.org/maagazine/life-around-
world

Culture Crossing Guide

— http://guide.culturecrossing.net/index.php
Internations

— https://www.internations.org/

The Culturist

— http:/iwww.thecultureist.com/

World Cultures: Tips

Learn about different cultures around the world.

Compare the cultures with your own. What are the
similarities and what are the differences?

Make a list of the countries you would like to visit and
explore their cultures.

List the tips for a traveler visiting those countries.
+ Contribute by sharing about your own culture.
y g y .. @
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Slides from Week 7 (Integrated Skills Session):

Social Media

+ Twitter

* https://twitter.com
» Facebook

* https://www.facebx

* Tumblr

* hitps.//www.il ITI(».'![.‘—-‘.""Y.I

* Instagram

* hitps://www.instagram.com

Social Media: Tips

Explore pages that cover topics you're interested in.

. Eoll?whgroups or hashtags related to your interests as well as learning
nglish.

* Check various types of resources (texts, videos, audios, etc.) to practise
all skills integratedly.

= Write comments for the posts you are interested in.

* Join casual conversations, practise your communication skills, and
express your opinions in English.

* Share posts in English on your own account.
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C. SAMPLE SCREENSHOTS OF STUDENT WORK IN THE REFLECTION
FORMS SENT BY THE STUDENTS

Screenshots from the Reflection Forms in Week 1 (Vocabulary Tools):

€ folksy means: | English Vo x
i

C' | [} freerice.com/#/english-vocabulary/5329

Uygulamalar  [1] Yandex [ YandexBilet % Bookmarks [Z) MERAK MI ETTINiZ?:..

R =

. IV Migros Ticaret AS i Home I Resimler Hayaller - ...

| Ucretsiz Radyo Yay.. [ [E] Ana Seyfa | Online T.
) If' 7] SUBJECTS GROUPS RICE! SIGNUP LOGIN ABOUT SPREAD THE WORD

3 EN([?LIISHv
For each answer you get right, we donate 10 grains of rice
through the World Food Programme to help end hunger

login | sign up (track your totals, join and create groups and more)

English Vocabulary Change Subjects »

Correct! allotment = portion

folksy means:
sly

homespun

responsible

anonymous

You have now donated 1100 grains of rice.

Leam more ways to fight hunger

Congratulations!
Change Level »

share this! [3[E]

Re-Start »

[ You've just eamed 1100 grains.
Nl \?/ La fame @ il piu grande problema risolvibile del mondo.
& Clicca qui e scopri come puoi fare la tua parte,

Sponsored banners

answers pay for the i

[ Home | Edmodo % {8 Sia-The Greatest- V- 41 X ) @ personality types Flashc: X

B - o x
< c ‘ @ https;//quizlet.com/166598236/personality-types-flash-cards/alphabetical LR
£ Uygulamalar i Tureng - housework - [} Pegasus Login Diger yer isaretleri
w o /s w0 7 w o /s w o /s w o /s
adventurous antisocial cautious energetic

w o /S w o 7/ w O /7 w7/ w0 /7

open-minded outperform

&

overshadowed reliable
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Screenshots from the Reflection Forms in Week 2 (Reading Tools):
CREATE READ ABOUT SHOP Sign in m
ql PascalCampion i

‘ Elision is on Storybird.

Sign up to follow their stories
and updates.

Sign into Storybird

| Giant's hand G« Ol !
‘ or sign in with email below ‘

L4 I Y he girl was spooked, jumping back when I reached out for her but ‘
| unlike all the others she came back, peering at me curiously. emamE e aiiees

She asked something in the guttural language of this country, the only

language I had been hearing for this whole hellish month of sleeping on the

ground, in the mud. m

‘ No one would help me, even when I gathered my wits and ran around trying ‘

to find a telenhone neonle drove me off calling me a ‘Roval’ whatever that BOOK SUMMARY:

€)@ s 016/11/19/s helsinki/ B x| 01 @ D1 @ %@\ s $ 8 )1 @@ =

Ik Adim Y Yandex

[8) En cok ziyaret edilenler

It turned out that these tits were so tame they came to eat from her very hand.
Actually, if I stayed still enough, they would come and jump onto my shoes or perch
on my hands, even though I had nothing to offer. This woman was very friendly, we

even had a conversation in Finnish! Sure, it was a basic one, but it made my day *-*

veri aktanliyor...
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Screenshots from the Reflection Forms in Week 3 (Listening Tools):

[

E Y

w.elllo.org One Minute English #1430 What should people ses in your country?

What should people see in your country?

Get Google Chrome

Hello! My n:

should people see in your country?

me is Lasse, and

"'m from Denmark. And the question for today

lD Home | Edmodo X ’ T Wanis Kabbaj: What - 4

& C | ® www.ted.com/talks/wanis_k

TED

x

v Tuneln: Listen to Online = X

SEPTEMBER2016

WATCH

S Garanti Emexlilik

Answer thes
1) He thinks

< a) a small town
b) a big city

2) He says it is good for v

a) couples
¥ b) children

3) He says you can things there. v

¥ a) build and buy
b) watch and learn

Check Answers | Reset Quiz || Show Answers

DISCOVER ATTEND PARTICIPATE

ABOUT

LOG IN

oy
& ¥

Q
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Screenshots from the Reflection Forms in Week 4 (Speaking Tools):

[ Anasayfa | Edmodo x Edmodo X )/, Conversation Exchange X \( I8 GRAVEYARD CHAOS! // < X = X
€« X | @ https;//www.conversationexchange.com/members/merr B @
[Ponversation NF 3
- xchange Hello Al ! xd LOG OUT | NEWS | HELP | BUY US A BEER | STORE
HOME SEARCH ¥ MESSAGES ¥ CONTACTS ¥ MY ACCOUNT ¥ RESOURCES ¥ =Y
Deactivate my profile o 4/ Editprofile L
Ali

Genoer, Ace Male, 18

Country, Town  Turkey, Ankara, (Cankaya)
e |

PracTicinG Lancuace  English =0

Tvee oF Exciance  Chat using ** Conversation Exchange Chat ** 2 Need to practice
your English?
no hobbies other than not having a hobby You need our
FREE video &

audio course!

Sign Up Today

-

Hosgies ann iNTeResTs P games, movies and tv series

Close Window

Cookies allow us to offer our services. By using our services you agree to our use of cookies.

ib.adns.com bekleniyor..

& English Language lesson X

unce.htm

 Home [ Abow | [ | ] ox

Unit-d: & english-onfine.org.uk English
Lesson

Listen to whether these words end with a t or d sound. Click the sound .
you hear Video
Learn
English for
Free. 144
Part 1 I spanked @ @ Video
Classes,
Part 2 I smoothed @ @ correct Sign Up
Now!
[ ")
Part 3 ))Click to listen _
%
Part 4 | \72)
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Screenshots from the Reflection Forms in Week 5 (Writing Tools):

« Y

Storybird - Artful storytelling

o )

celebration of our'broken! ends m
. R s ygch o Y

-

sound!for Lyou I and wround lyou

r‘ \l

fractured music forward
e By . R
feast| is| our vast partyfballoons - m
. T P

we ! will }join ! love a;:i ly e excited

m -..Illll ™

_:a
""!l'”‘ the i leap

€« C @ https://www.futureme.org Ty =
2 Uygulamalar [ Yandex [ YandexBilet s Bookmarks (E) MERAK MI ETTINIZZ:..

M Migros Ticaret A {3 Home I Resimler Hayaller -... || Ucretsiz Radyo Yayi..  [] [E] Ana Sayfa | Online T... » [ Diger yer izaretleri

LogIn - SignUp

Write a Letter Read Public Letters What?

Props Donate! search public letters

Write a letter to your future self
@ x
vo: [ @ mai.com \

subject: [ 1atar ‘ \ -

Your Letter: | noar Futyreme,
Hi, how are you?I hope You will be better than now. I wonder you

teacher these times and you will laugh to this letter. You can find
my mistakes exactly in that time. :)

My life is so boring. There is not any action in my life. Just I go o

Golbag! later I come to my dorm. 1 have not tog many. things to r O F I n e r‘ O
tell you.

y T eacher;iconsul tantioracoach=]

Make this letter: * Private
Public (but anenymous)
Add a picture? [No, thanks v
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Screenshots from the Reflection Forms in Week 6 (Culture Tools):

© ansayajzdmodo | O refiecion Fomdoce-vic [T = - o x

€ Y ¢ leamenglishbritishcouncilorg LearnEnglish | British Council | English is GREAT - Part 1 * 58

mEnglish = Q  &nglishis GREAT - Part 1

Home » Britain Is G "

English is GREAT - Part 1
o0 - & Ema

Britain is GREAT

< back next »

Countryside is GREAT
The story of English starts more than a thousand years ago. Richard goes 1o the British Library to

hear - and see - how the language has changed over the years. Creativity Is GREAT

English is GREAT

« English is GREAT - Part 1
o English is GREAT - Part 2

Entrepreneurs are GREAT

Green Is GREAT

Heritage is GREAT

Innovation is GREAT

Knowledge is GREAT

Literature is GREAT

Music is GREAT

Shopping is GREAT

M American Cutural Attt x '\ o2 ool

[E) Anasayfa | Edmodo

C | ® www.idaamericana.com/english/culture.html B | i
>>search
Your guide to life in the U.S. How Do I? A

Living American

<< go home

"Americans really live in the future. The present is just a way station.”

— from "It's About Time" by Syed and Joyce Zafar, intercultural experts, the Compass Diversity Group
* |Learn about American Culture?
® |Learn about u.S. Holidays? American Cultural Attitudes:
* |Make Friends in the U.S.? Time-oriented: In contrast to many other cultures around the world, the American culture puts great emphasis on man's
® [press? ability to control outside events, in large part through his mastery of technology. Americans believe in setting strict
— - deadlines and timetables, even for casual social events. Productivity, self-reliance and "getting things done" are prized
Learn ‘\";E"'Cﬂ" Expressions and personal and professional qualities.
"slang"?

It is important to be on time for appointments. Even being 5 minutes late without calling beforehand may doom an
interview or important business meeting, while social occasions are slightly more flexible - 10-15 minutes late for a date is
acceptable. Learn to estimate the time it will take to complete certain tasks

Exception:: If you are invited to a party, unless the hosts specify exact starting and ending times, it is generally
understood that you may be up to a half-hour late, or "fashionably late," for the occasion

Individualistic: Some Americans can be stubbornly so, to the point of appearing self-centered to members of other, more
communally-centered cultures. Read Syed zafar's "Swimming in a Sea of Choices" to get an idea of the sometimes
overwhelming array of options available to those living in the U.S., from career choices to salad dressing.

£ A good guide to "culture shock” (a sense of being overwhelmed at cultural differences) and learning to overcome it can
be found at the Worldwide Classroom website.

Friendly and Direct: Americans generally appear outgoing. When you meet someone for the first time, it is considered
normal to smile, shake hands if both parties are men or professional colleagues, and make direct eye contact

g nag, o ; bl t o
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Screenshots from the Reflection Forms in Week 7 (Integrated Skills Tools):

LeamEnglish Q

CELER [ Leamenglish | British Counc ‘ +

¢ leamenglish.britishcouncilorg LearnEnglish | British Council | Transpert and Travel Scene 1

Transport and Travel Scene 1

Dating
Education
Farming
Flathunting
Hallowe'sn

History

Hospital
Feedback
x Indoor Sports

Jobs
Total score is 6 out of 6 (100%)
Murder Mystery
Music
Night Out
Northern Ireland
Paris
Shakespeare

Social Media

Sport

-and-travel-scene-1#

VVily UnS aur U

Martin Luther King Jr. - Video Listening Comprehension
-

re ~

’ -

Home Martin Luther King Jr. Reading Timeline

First Listening

Watch this short video about Martin Luther King Jr. Don't try to understand everything.
Listen to get a general idea of what the video is about the first time you watch it.

When you have watched the video, scroll down the page to read the questions.

Listening Comprehension

Watch the video again and look for the answers to the questions.

\Whan oy faal confid wknouth, sars ccroll down again to do the qui

MORE LIKE THIS
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S61

Part |

1.

Name Surname

Date

Learning focus of the week

The tool you want to evaluate

How did you use this tool to practise English?

How much time did you spend using this tool?

A material that you found by using this tool
(Please specify the link of the material as well as

your description of it.)

WHO4 NOILO3143d 'd



961

Part 11

Answer the questions below by choosing YES or NO for each (For each question, put an X in the relevant box). You can add

your additional comments for each part.

The tool...

YES

NO

Comments

Is easy to use.

is enjoyable to use.

matches my personal learning style.

1
2
3.
4

can help me improve my English

My performance:

YES

NO

Comments

5. lused this tool effectively to practise English.

6. | have noticed my strengths and weaknesses in English while
using this tool.

7. | found materials that match my language level via this tool.

8. | found materials that match my personal interests via this
tool.

9. I need more language input to use this tool.

10. I need more technical assistance to use this tool.

11. I can use this tool for my English studies by myself.




L61

My final evaluation:

YES

NO

Comments

12. 1 am going to continue using this tool for my English

studies.

My additional comments/suggestions on using this tool in learning English:

Screenshot(s):




E. QUESTIONNAIRE

PART I: BACKGROUND INFORMATION QUESTIONS

. Age:
Gender: a. Male b. Female
Department:
a. English Language Teaching b. English Language and Literature

. Type of the high school you graduated from:

a. Regular high school

o

Anatolian high school

Anatolian teacher training high school

o o

Technical/Vocational high school

@

Private high school
Other (Please specify):

=h

How long have you been learning English?

a. Lessthan3years Db.3-6years c.7-10years d. morethan 10 years

How much time do you spend studying English outside the class per day in

general?
a. Not at all b. Less than 2 hours  c. 2-4 hours d. more than 4 hours

Do you have a personal computer?
a. Yes b. No
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8. What do you use to connect to the Internet? (You can choose more than

one.)

a.
b.

C.
d.

€.

f.

my personal computer
my mobile phone

the computers at school
my friend’s computer
Internet cafes

Other (Please specify):

9. How much time do you spend on the Internet in your daily life?

a.

d

Not at all b. Less than 2 hours c. 2-4 hours

. 5-7 hours e. more than 7 hours

10. For what purposes do you use the Internet? Choose from the list below (You

can choose more than one). Then rank the purposes you have chosen in

order of frequency by using the grid below (1= most frequent).

o ®

h ® o O

communicating with other people
entertainment
improving my English
learning new things
doing schoolwork
Other (Please specify):

11. Have you ever used the Internet as part of your English class before?
a. Yes b. No

If yes, how did you use it?

12. How many of the websites you visit on the Internet are in English?
a. Notatall b. Less than 30% c. 30% to 60%  d. more than 60%
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PART II: LEARNER AUTONOMY QUESTIONNAIRE

Please read the statements below carefully, and for each of them, choose the option
that is most suitable for you.

1: Strongly Disagree
2: Disagree

3: Neutral

4: Agree

5: Strongly Agree

1 | I'want to learn more than I am required with my all
efforts.
2 | I'track my progress while learning English.

3 | I like projects and activities where | can work on my
own.

4 | I can learn English grammar on my own/without needing
a teacher.

5 | I deduce the meaning of a word by identifying the prefix
and suffix of the word.

6 | I can identify and select the additional materials to
support the subjects | study.

7 | I can evaluate myself in terms of my assignments and
projects.

8 | I like to actively participate in the course.

9 | I have several strategies to understand and remember
English grammar.

10 | I can learn a topic by studying on my own if I cannot
learn it in the classroom.

11 | I am aware of my learning strategies.

12 | I have some games to keep the words I learn in my mind.

13 | I am responsible for my own learning.

14 | I like my way of studying English.

15 | I know how to study English by myself.
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PART I11: OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

Please answer the questions below by giving details and examples for each.

1. Do you think technology can help you in learning English? Why/Why not?

2. Do you feel comfortable while using technology to learn English? Why/Why

not?

3. Which websites/software/online tools would you like to use as part of your

English study in preparatory school?

4. Any other comments, questions and/or suggestions?
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Part I:

F. SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE

The effects of the CALL treatment on learning English

What did you most like about using technology to practise English? Why?
Please state your reasons with specific examples.

What did you most dislike about using technology to practise English? Why?
Please state your reasons with specific examples.

Do you think this project has helped you to improve your English? If yes, how?
Please give specific examples. If no, why not?

Do you think this project has helped you to study English more effectively? If
yes, how? Please give specific examples. If no, why not?

Part I1: The effects of the CALL treatment on learner autonomy

5.

6.

When you compare your learning before and after this project, has using
technology helped you become a more independent learner? Why / Why not?
If yes, state at least two ways it helped you.
Has technology helped you in doing the following? Why / Why not? If yes,
state at least two ways it helped you.

a. depending less on the teacher

b. identifying your learning goals

c. choosing learning materials and activities

d. evaluating your learning performance

e. planning your English studies

f. using learning strategies

Part I11: Suggestions and final comments

What are your suggestions to improve this project?

Are you going to continue using technology to practise English? Why / Why
not? If yes, how?

Are there any other points you would like to add related to using technology

in English language learning?
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G. INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

This is a study conducted by Ziilal Kizmaz, a Master of Arts student in English
Language Teaching at Middle East Technical University, under the supervision of
Assoc. Prof. Dr. Perihan Savas. The aim of the study is to collect data about the use of
technology to promote learner autonomy.

If you accept to participate in the study, for seven weeks, you will be asked to take part
in a weekly 50-minute workshop in which various technological tools will be
introduced, then to use those tools out of the class, and complete a reflection form at
the end of each week. The workshops will last about 50 minutes. In addition, you will
be asked to complete two questionnaires at the beginning and at the end of the seven-
week period. At the end of the study, you may be invited to take part in a semi-
structured oral interview related to the study.

Participation in the study is on a voluntary basis. No personal identification
information is required during the process of data collection. Your answers will be
kept strictly confidential and evaluated only by the researcher; the obtained data will
be used for scientific purposes.

The data collection tools do not contain questions that may cause discomfort in the
participants. However, during participation, for any reason, if you feel uncomfortable,
you are free to quit at any time. In such a case, it will be sufficient to tell the person
conducting the study that you would like to quit the study.

After the data collection process is completed, your questions related to the study will

be answered. We would like to thank you in advance for your participation in this
study.

Ziilal Kizmaz

zulal.kizmaz@metu.edu.tr

Middle East Technical University

I am participating in this study totally on my own will and am aware that I can quit
participating at any time I want. I give my consent for the use of the information I
provide for scientific purposes.

Name Surname Date Signature
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H. INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR THE CONTROL GROUP

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

This is a study conducted by Ziilal Kizmaz, a Master of Arts student in English
Language Teaching at Middle East Technical University (METU), under the
supervision of Assoc. Prof. Dr. Perihan Savas. The aim of the study is to collect data
about the use of technology to promote learner autonomy.

If you accept to participate in the study, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire
which will take about 15 minutes to complete. Participation in the study is on a
voluntary basis. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential and evaluated only by
the researcher; the obtained data will be used for scientific purposes.

The questionnaires do not contain questions that may cause discomfort in the
participants. However, during participation, for any reason, if you feel uncomfortable,
you are free to quit at any time. In such a case, it will be sufficient to tell the person
conducting the survey that you will not complete the questionnaire.

After the data collection process is completed, your questions related to the study will
be answered. We would like to thank you in advance for your participation in this
study.

Zilal Kizmaz
zulal.kizmaz@metu.edu.tr
Middle East Technical University

I am participating in this study totally on my own will and am aware that | can quit
participating at any time I want. I give my consent for the use of the information I
provide for scientific purposes.

Name Surname Date Signature
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[Z] Particpant 5 26 L know i it had accurate information or if it would be beneficial for us. On the other hand. on the
E Partidpant & 7 e e Internet, there are various websites and applications. I enjoyed choosing them based on my interests
g E:::gz:z; ig .Freedom to Choose '[ and using them in my way. That's why it was beneficial for me.
o Sljei:amupam ® l; 3 R: What did vou most dislilkke about using technology to practise English?

..Limited communication @
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358 Code System
=

& Code System

(=] Benefits of the Project

(=g Challenges of the Project

Effects of the project on autonomy
(=] Suggestions to improve the project

Py Sets

oon
259
139

23
34
13

0

@

..Didn't Use Technology in a {

..Improved English

..Enjoyable Practice {

10
..Practicality
..improved study skills

In class. we can direcily ask questions to our teachers when there is something we do not
understand. However, on the Internet, there is no one to ask our questions. There are problems in
communication.

R: Have you ever used technology in a similar way in vour previous education?
No. we have not used in such a way.
R: Do you think this project has helped you to improve your English?

Yes, I think it has improved especially my listening and reading skills. For example, in the past, I had
difficulty in understanding the listening tracks. In this respect, [ have benefited a lot from the listening
websites. About writing. the word counter website was really useful for me. Besides. they are
enjovable to use.

R: Do you think this project has helped vou to study English more effectively?

Yes, [ like accessing materials and information easily when | am studying. For example, I like using a
website to practise listening or writing quickly. Therefore, this projected has helped me quite a lot.

R: When you consider your previous English language learning, do you think you were an

V1vd d3dod FHL 40 F1dINVS V'l



J. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Ogrenen 6zerkligi alan yazinda pek ¢ok farkli tanima sahip olsa da, temel olarak
Ogrencinin kendi 6grenmesini kontrol altina alma kapasitesi olarak tanimlanabilir
(Benson, 2001). Bu kavram, yabanci dil 6gretimi alaninda siklikla kullanilan ve
arastirilan bir kavramdir. Dil egitiminde, davranis¢i yaklasimlardan uzaklasilarak daha
iletisimsel yaklagimlara yoOnelinmesi, Ogrenci merkezlilik kavramina Gnem
verilmesine neden olmustur (Benson, 2001). Bu yaklasim ile birlikte, 6grenme ve
Ogretme slirecinin merkezinde 6gretmenden ¢ok 6grenci yer almaya baglamistir ve
ogrenciler, hedef dilde iletisim kurmayi, is birligi yapmayr ve problem ¢dzme
uygulamalarinda yer almay1 gerektiren bir 6grenme siirecinin aktif katilimcilari olarak
goriilmistir (Nunan, 1988). Ayrica egitimciler 6grencilerin bireysel ihtiyaglarina,
niteliklerine, amagclarina ve tercihlerine daha ¢ok odaklanmiglardir. Dil egitimindeki
bu yenilikler ile birlikte, 6grenen 6zerkligi kavrami da yabanci dil 6gretimi alanina

girmis ve yogun ilgi gormiistiir (Schwienhorst , 2008).

Ogrenen 6zerkliginin dil 6grenimi i¢in sundugu, daha etkili 6grenme (Dam, 1995),
ogrencilerin 6grenme siirecine daha etkin bir bi¢cimde katilmalar1 ve Ogrenme
stratejileri gelistirmeleri (Opalka, 2001, aktaran Balgikanli, 2006) gibi bir¢ok
faydasinin oldugu bilinmektedir. Bu nedenle, 6grenen 6zerkliginin yayginlastirilmasi
bir egitim amaci olarak kabul edilmektedir. Ogrenen dzerkligini desteklemek igin pek
cok farkli yaklasim onerilmistir ve teknoloji-temelli yaklasimlar bunlardan biridir

(Benson, 2001).

Bununla birlikte, pek ¢ok baglamda, dgrenen 6zerkliginin uygulamada etkili bir
sekilde desteklenemedigi goriilmiistiir. Birgok oOgretmen, miifredat ve zaman
kisitlamalari, sinav temelli egitim sistemleri, sosyo-kiiltiirel engeller ve 6grencilerin
isteksizligi gibi cesitli nedenlerden dolay1 yabanci dil 6gretimi ortamlarinda dgrenen
Ozerkligini gelistirme firsatlart bulamamaktadir (Borg & Al-Busaidi, 2012; Darsih,
2018; Salimi & Ansari, 2015; Shahsavari, 2014; Tayjasanant & Suraratdecha, 2016).

Yapilan arastirmalar, benzer sorunlarin Tiirkiye'deki egitim kurumlarinda da var
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oldugunu gostermektedir (Boyno, 2011; Ustiinoglu, 2009). Ogrencilerin 6zerklik
diizeylerini ve o0zerklige yonelik goriislerini arastiran ¢aligmalarin bir¢ogu (6rnegin,
Barlas, 2012; Baylan, 2007; Dokuz, 2009; Tursun, 2010; Unal, 2015; Yapidrer, 2013;
Yildirim, 2005) o6grencilerin  6grenmelerinde sinirli sorumluluk aldiklarimi  ve

cogunlukla 6gretmenin yetki ve yonlendirmesini kabul ettiklerini bildirmistir.

Ogrenen 6zerkliginin desteklenmesi ile ilgili uygulamalardaki bu sorunlar dikkate
alinarak, bu ¢alismada, teknolojinin ve Ozellikle bilgisayar destekli dil 6greniminin
yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce egitimi baglaminda dgrenen 6zerkligini tesvik etmek igin
kullanimin1 aragtirmak amaglanmistir. Buna dayanarak, calisma asagidaki sorularin

cevaplarini arastirmay1 hedeflemistir:

1. Bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasi, yiiksek6gretim seviyesindeki

Ingilizce 6grencilerinin kendi algiladiklar 6zerklik seviyelerini nasil etkiler?

a) Bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasi, katilimcilarin kendi

algiladiklar1 6zerklik seviyelerini gruplar arasi diizeyde etkiler mi?

b) Bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasi, katilimcilarin kendi

algiladiklar 6zerklik seviyelerini grup i¢i diizeyde etkiler mi?

2. Yiiksekogretim seviyesindeki ingilizce dgrencilerinin bilgisayar destekli dil

ogrenimi uygulamasi konusundaki gortisleri nelerdir?

a) Katilimeilarin, bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasindan 6nce
ve sonra, Ingilizce &greniminde teknolojiyi kullanma konusundaki

gorislerindeki degisimler nelerdir?

b) Katilimcilara gore bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasinin

olumlu yanlar1 nelerdir?

c) Katilimcilara gore bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasimnin

olumsuz yanlar1 nelerdir?

d) Katilimcilara gore bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasinin

ogrenen O6zerkligi tizerindeki etkileri nelerdir?
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e) Katilimcilarin  bilgisayar destekli dil Ogrenimi uygulamasini

gelistirmeye yonelik onerileri nelerdir?

Bu sorular1 ele almak amaciyla, yar1 deneysel bir ¢alisma tasarlanmigtir. Toplam 50
hazirlik siifi 6grencisiyle yiiritillen ¢alismada, deney ve kontrol gruplart dort farkl
smifta 6grenim goren 25’er dgrenciden olugmustur. Deney grubunda, yedi hafta
boyunca bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimini temel alan deneysel bir uygulama
gergeklestirilmistir. Bu siirecte, kontrol grubu 6zel bir miidahaleye maruz kalmadan
hazirlik smifi derslerine devam etmistir. Iki grubun kendi algiladiklari 6zerklik
seviyelerini karsilagtirmak amaciyla, miidahale 6ncesi ve sonrasinda her iki gruba bir
ogrenen Ozerkligi anketi uygulanmistir. Ayrica, 6grencilerin bilgisayar destekli dil
Ogrenimi uygulamasi hakkindaki goriislerini arastirmak amaciyla, uygulama sonunda

deney grubundan 9 katilimei ile yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler gerceklestirilmistir.

Calismanin yar1 deneysel olmasinin nedeni, deney ve kontrol gruplarin, okulda
halihazirda bulunan dort siniftan yararlanilarak olusturulmus olmasidir. Bu nedenle,
baslangigta gruplar arasinda bulunan farkliliklarin {istesinden gelmek amaciyla,
Creswell (2009) ve Dornyei (2007) tarafindan Onerildigi gibi, 6grencilerin yer
alacaklar1 grubu (deney veya kontrol grubu) se¢melerine izin verilmemistir. Bunun
yerine, siiflar kontrol veya deney grubunda olmak iizere arastirmaci tarafindan tayin
edilmistir. Ayrica, iki grup ¢aligma bulgular1 iizerinde etkisi olabilecek degiskenler
acisindan birbirine benzemektedir. Katilimcilarn tamami orta diizey Ingilizce
bilgisine sahip hazirlik okulu 6grencileridir. Ayrica, deney ve kontrol grubundaki
katilimeilar farkli 6gretmenlere sahip olsalar da okuldaki tiim 6gretmenler tarafindan
takip edilmesi gereken standart bir 6gretim ve degerlendirme yOntemi ile egitim

goérmiislerdir.

Calisma, Tirkiye’nin Ankara ilinde bulunan bir devlet iiniversitesinin hazirlik
okulunda gergeklestirilmistir. Okuldaki tiim smiflarda, ayn1 miifredat1 takip eden
haftalik 24 saatlik bir Ingilizce egitimi verilmektedir. Okulun Program ve Materyal
Gelistirme Birimi tarafindan tasarlanan miifredati ve haftalik programi izleyen dersler,
Ogretim gorevlileri tarafindan aymi sekilde ogretilmektedir. Dersler, programda
kullanilan ders kitaplarina dayali olarak, dnceden birim tarafindan belirlenen giinlerde
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okuma, yazma, konusma, dilbilgisi ve kelime bilgisi becerilerinin 6gretilmesini
igcermektedir. Derslerde kullanilan tiim ek materyaller ve aktiviteler de ayni birim
tarafindan belirlenmektedir. Her iki gruptaki o6grenciler, okulun Ol¢me ve
Degerlendirme Biriminin hazirladigi ara¢ ve yontemler kullanilarak, birimin

belirledigi tarihlerde gretim gorevlileri tarafindan ayni sekilde degerlendirilmektedir.

Calismanin anket katilimcilari, calismanin yiiriitiildiigii hazirlik okulundaki dort farkli
sinifta okuyan Ingilizce 6grencileridir ve uygun &rnekleme yéntemi kullanilarak
secilmislerdir. Deney grubunda, 22 katilime1 18-20 yas arasindayken, 2 katilimer 21-
24 yaglar1 arasinda ve 1 katilimer 25-27 yaslar1 arasindadir. Katilimeilarin 21°1 kadin,
4 erkektir. Katilmeilarm 19°u Ingilizce Ogretmenligi boliimiine kayitli iken, 6
katilimer Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyat1 8grencisidir. Okuduklar lise tiirii bakimindan, 14
katilimc1 Anadolu liselerinden, 6 katilimc1 Anadolu 6gretmen liselerinden, 3 katilimci
0zel okullardan, 1 katilime1 normal liseden ve 1 katilime1 imam hatip lisesinden mezun
olmustur. Ingilizce 6grenme siireleri ile ilgili olarak, katilimcilarin 18'i 7-10 yil, 4'ii 3-
6 yil, 3’ii ise 10 yildan daha uzun siiredir ingilizce egitimi gordiigiinii belirtmistir.
Gruptaki 12 6grenci giinde 2 saatten az, diger 12 6grenci 2-4 saat ve 1 6grenci 4 saatten

fazla siire siif disinda Ingilizce calistigini belirtmistir.

Kontrol grubunda, yaslar1 18-20 arasinda degisen 23 katilimci, 21-24 arasinda degisen
1 katilimer ve 25-27 arasinda olan 1 katilimci vardir. Katilimeilarin 19°u kadin, 6’s1
erkektir. Grupta, 20 6grenci Ingilizce Ogretmenligi ve 5 6grenci Ingiliz Dili ve
Edebiyati boliimiine kayithidir. Katilimcilarin 14’4 Anadolu lisesi mezunu, 3’i
Anadolu 6gretmen lisesi mezunu ve 3’ii normal lise mezunudur. Ingilizce dgrenim
stireleri hakkinda, 14 katilime1 7-10 senedir, 8 katilimci 10 yildan fazla, 3'i 3-6 senedir
Ingilizce egitimi aldigim belirtmistir. Sinif disinda Ingilizce galisma siireleri ile ilgili
olarak, 12 katilimci giinde 2 saatten az, 8 katilimc1 giinde 2-4 saat, 4 katilimci 4 saatten

fazla ¢aligtiklarini belirtirken, 1 katilimc hig ¢alismadigim belirtti.

Yukaridaki veriler, iki grubun demografik 6zellikleri agisindan benzer oldugunu
gostermektedir. Anket verileri, iki grubun bilgisayar ve internet kullanim1 agisindan
da yakin olduklarini gostermistir. Deney grubunda 14 katilime1, kontrol grubunda ise
15 katilimcer kisisel bir bilgisayara sahip olduklarini belirtmistir. Internet erisimi icin
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her iki gruptaki katilimcilar tarafindan en ¢ok kullanilan araglar cep telefonu ve kisisel
bilgisayar olmustur. Deney grubu katilimcilarinin internette gegirdikleri siireler 7
katilimer tarafindan giinde 2 saatten az, 11 katilimer tarafindan 2-4 saat, 5 katilimct
tarafindan 5-7 saat ve 2 katilimci tarafindan 7 saatten fazla olarak belirtilmistir.
Kontrol grubunda ise, 12 katilimei internette giinde 2-4 saat, 7 katilimci 5-7 saat ve 6
katilimer 2 saatten az zaman gegirdiklerini belirtmistir. Anket verileri, her iki gruptaki
katilimcilarin interneti eglence, iletisim, okul ¢alismasi, Ingilizce 6grenimi ve yeni
seyler 6grenmek i¢in kullandigini gostermistir. Deney grubunda 15 katilime1, kontrol
grubunda ise 12 katilimci hazirlik okuluna gelmeden &nce interneti Ingilizce
caligmalar1 ig¢in kullandiklarmi ifade etmistir. Son olarak, deney grubundaki
katilimcilarin 14'G internette ziyaret ettikleri web sitelerinin %30'undan daha azinin
Ingilizce oldugunu, 9 katilimer %30 ila %60"1nm Ingilizce oldugunu, bir katilimei
%60'mdan fazlasmnin Ingilizce oldugunu belirtmistir ve baska bir katilime1 da ziyaret
ettigi web sitelerinin hicbirinin Ingilizce olmadigini belirtmistir. Kontrol grubunda ise,
14 katilimci ziyaret ettikleri web sitelerinin %30'undan daha azinin, 6 katilimci %30

ila %601 ve 5 katilime1 %60'ndan fazlasinin Ingilizce oldugunu belirtmistir.

Yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler i¢in katilimcilar amagli 6rnekleme yoluyla segilmis
ve drnekleme stratejisi olarak maksimum varyasyon orneklemesi kullanilmistir. Buna
gore, katilimcilar anketin ikinci boliimiinden aldiklari puanlara gore, bir bagka deyisle,
kendi algiladiklar1 ozerklik seviyelerindeki degisimlere gore secilmistir. Deney
grubundaki her katilimci igin anket Oncesi ve sonrasi puanlar arasindaki fark
hesaplandiktan sonra, anket puanlarinda en yiiksek artis gosteren li¢ katilimci,
ortalama artig gosteren ii¢ katilimci ve diisiis gosteren {li¢ katilime1 belirlenmis ve

goriisme katilimcilar1 olarak secilmistir.

Calismada, bilgisayar destekli dil 6greniminin 6grenen 6zerkligi lizerindeki etkilerini
arastirmak i¢in deneysel bir uygulama yiritilmiistir. Yedi hafta siiren uygulama
kapsaminda, her hafta deney grubundaki katilimcilara belirli bir dil bileseni ile ilgili
cesitli gevrimigi araglar tanitilmistir. Bu dil bilesenleri haftalara gore sirasiyla kelime
bilgisi, okuma, dinleme, konusma ile telaffuz, yazma, kiiltiir ve entegre beceriler idi.

Cevrimigi araglar arastirmaci tarafindan bir dizi kritere dayanarak secilmistir. ilk
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olarak, 6grencilere segenekler sunabilmek amaciyla, farkli 6grenme stilleri, tercihleri,
ihtiyaglar1 ve ilgi alanlarina hitap edebilecek cesitlilikte araglar uygulamaya dahil
edilmeye calistlmistir. Ikinci olarak, dgrencilerin hedef dili gercek¢i baglamlarda
O0grenmelerini tesvik etmek i¢in, gercek dil igerigi iceren iletisimsel araglar secilmistir.
Araclarin se¢iminde dikkate alinan bir baska kriter kullanici dostu olmalariydi.
Ogrencilerin araglar1 kullanmalar1 i¢in daha cesaretlendirici olacag1 diisiiniildiigiinden,
kullanim1 kolay olan araglar se¢ilmistir. Son olarak, tiim 6grencilerin finansal sorunlar

yasamadan araclara erisebilmesi i¢in tiim aracglarin {icretsiz olmasina dikkat edilmistir.

Yukaridaki kriterlere gore belirlenen web siteleri ve uygulamalar, her hafta 50
dakikalik bir ders saatinde gergeklestirilen bir sunum ile, deney grubundaki
katilimcilara tanitilmistir. Her sunumda, arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan bir
PowerPoint slayt gosterisi kullanilmistir. Her sunum, 6grencilere haftanin dil bileseni
ile ilgili birkag sorunun soruldugu bir boliim ile baslamistir. Bu sorular, 6grencilerin
bu dil bileseninde kendilerini gelistirmek i¢in nasil ¢alistiklar1 ve calismalarinda
teknolojiyi kullanip kullanmadiklar1 ile ilgilidir. Daha sonra, arasgtirmaci slayt
gosterisini kullanarak g¢evrimigi araclari dgrencilere tanitmistir. Her aracin adi ve
baglant1 adresi paylasilmis, kullanimi aciklanmis, bu araglarin Ingilizce pratigi icin
nasil kullanilabilecegine dair fikirler verilmis ve 6grencilere bu konudaki fikirleri ve
Onerileri sorulmustur. Araglarin sunumunun ardindan arastirmaci, 6grencilerin
sunumda belirtilen araglar1 bir hafta boyunca sinif dis1 ¢alismalarinda kullanmalar1 ve
ardindan proje boyunca her hafta i¢in ayni olan iki gérevi tamamlamalar1 gerektigini

aciklamistir.

Ik gorev olarak, 6grencilerden hafta boyunca en ¢ok kullandiklar1 arag¢ hakkinda,
aragtirmaci tarafindan verilen degerlendirme formunu doldurmalari ve Edmodo
(https://www.edmodo.com/) isimli internet sitesine yiiklemeleri beklenmistir.
Degerlendirme formu, katilimcilarin sectikleri araci ve kendi performanslarini
degerlendirmelerini isteyen agik uglu sorulardan ve evet/hayir maddelerinden
olusmaktadir. Katilimcilara her hafta, iizerinde herhangi bir degisiklik yapilmadan
aynm1 form verilmistir. Degerlendirme formunun temel amaci, 6grenenlere 6grenme

siirecinde rehberlik etmek, dgrenmelerini degerlendirmelerini tesvik etmek ve bu
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sekilde 6grenen Ozerkligini desteklemektir. Ogrencilerin ikinci gorevi ise hafta
boyunca kullandiklar1 araglardan birini segip bunu Edmodo'da sinif arkadaslarina
onermektir. Bu gorevin amaci, katilimcilar1 birbirleriyle etkilesime girmeye ve
uygulama sirasinda is birlik¢i bir sekilde 6grenmeye tesvik etmektir. Verilen haftalik
gorevler, caligma sirasinda katilimcilarin ¢evrimici araglari kullanip kullanmadiklarini
takip etme amacma da hizmet etmistir. Uygulama sirasinda arastirmact Edmodo

araciligiyla verilen gérevlerin diizenli olarak yapilip yapilmadigini kontrol etmistir.

Deneysel miidahalenin 6ncesi ve sonrasinda, her iki gruba bir anket uygulanmistir. Bu
anket ti¢ boliimden olusmustur. Birinci boliim arastirmaci tarafindan tasarlanmistir ve
katilimeilar hakkinda demografik veri toplamay1 amaglayan 12 soruyu igermektedir.
“Ogrenen Ozerkligi Anketi” olarak adlandirilan ikinci béliim, 6grencilerin 6zerklik
diizeylerini belirlemek igin tasarlanmig 15 maddelik Likert tipi bir olgekten
olusmaktadir. Olgek, aslen Demirel (2002, aktaran Balgikanli, 2006) tarafindan
tasarlanmis ve daha sonra Balgikanli (2006) tarafindan uyarlanmigtir. Kisisel
farkindaliga sahip olma, sorumluluk sahibi olma, bagimsiz ¢alisma yontemleri ve
bagimsiz dil 6grenme yontemleri ile ilgili maddeler igermektedir. Anketin tgiincii
kismi, 2a numarali arastirma sorusunu cevaplamak amaciyla arastirmaci tarafindan
tasarlanmistir. Sadece deney grubuna verilen bu bdliim, Ingilizce 6greniminde
teknoloji kullanima ile ilgili agik uclu sorulardan olugsmaktadir. Anketin tiim boliimleri
Ingilizce olarak uygulanmistir. Katilimeilar orta diizeyde Ingilizce bilgisine sahip

oldugundan, anketi zorluk ¢ekmeden tamamlayabilecekleri diistiniilmiistiir.

Ankete ek olarak, deneysel miidahaleden sonra deney grubundan 9 katilimer ile yari
yapilandirilmis sozlii gortismeler de yapilmistir. Goriismelerde, katilimcilarin
bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamas ile ilgili goriislerini gosteren nitel veri
toplanmast amaglanmistir. Gorlismeler igin, arastirmact tarafindan hazirlanan 9
soruluk bir goriisme rehberi kullanilmigtir. Tim goriismeler deneysel miidahale
sonrast uygulanan anketi izleyen haftada yiiz yiize ve Tiirk¢e olarak yapilmis ve ses

kaydina alinmigtir.

Calisma siiresince, gecerlik ve gilivenilirlik ilkelerine bagli kalinmaya dikkat
edilmistir. Balgikanli (2006) tarafindan, kendi ¢alismasinda anketin ikinci boliimiiniin
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Cronbach alfa giivenilirlik katsayisinin 0.87 oldugu rapor edilmistir. Bu, anketin
giivenilirlik diizeyinin yliksek oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayrica, anketin igerigi veya
dili ile ilgili olabilecek herhangi bir problemi belirlemek amaciyla, bir pilot ¢alisma
yiriitilmiistir. Bu amagla, anket gercek katilimcilarla uygulanmadan once, deney
veya kontrol grubunda bulunmayan bes Ogrenciye verilmistir. Bu &grenciler,
katilimcilarla ayni okuldaki bir hazirlik sinifinda 6grenim goéren ve katilicilarla ayni
diizeyde Ingilizce bilgisine sahip 5 Ingilizce dgrencisiydi. Pilot uygulama sirasinda,
ogrencilerden anketi doldurmalar1 ve anlama veya tamamlama konusunda zorluk
yasadiklar1 boliimleri not almalari istenmistir. Bu asamanin ardindan, 6grenciler
yorumlarini arastirmact ile paylasmistir. Ogrencilerin geri bildirimlerine gére, iiciincii
kistmdaki acik uglu sorularin ifadelerinde kiiciik degisiklikler yapilmustir. Ogrenciler
anketin birinci ve ikinci boliimlerindeki tiim sorulari anlayabildiklerini ifade ettikleri
icin, bu boliimlerde herhangi bir degisiklik yapilmamistir. Ayrica, calismada
giivenilirligi saglamak amaciyla, veri tiglemesi yontemi kullanilmistir. Buna gore, bir
anket ve yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler araciligryla hem nicel hem de nitel veri
toplanmistir. Son olarak, veri analizi siirecinde arastirmanin gecerliligini ve
giivenilirligini desteklemek amaciyla, nitel verilerin %10'u yabanci dil egitimi
alaninda ¢aligsan bir bagka arastirmaci tarafindan daha analiz edilmis ve bu ¢alismanin

arastirmacisi tarafindan yapilan analiz ile karsilastirilmistir.

Anketin ikinci boliimiinden elde edilen nicel veri, SPSS programinin 22.0 siiriimii
kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Shapiro-Wilk normallik testi ile verinin normal dagilima
sahip oldugunun saptanmasinin ardindan, ortalama puanlar ve standart sapmalar
hesaplanmistir. Gruplar1 uygulama oncesi anket puanlari, uygulama sonrasi anket
puanlari ve bunlar arasindaki farklar agisindan karsilagtirmak amaciyla, bagimsiz
orneklem t testleri yapilmistir. Ek olarak, her bir grubun kendi i¢indeki 6zerklik
seviyelerindeki degisimi aragtirmak i¢in, uygulama dncesi ve sonrasi anket puanlari
eslestirilmis 6rneklem t testleri kullanilarak karsilastirilmistir. Nitel verinin analizinde
MAXQDA programu, siiriim 10 kullanilmustir. Oncelikle, goriismeler yoluyla toplanan
veriler yaziya dokiilmiis ve Ingilizceye cevrilmistir. Ardindan, hem agik uglu
sorulardan hem de goriismelerden elde edilen veriler, siirekli karsilastirmali yontem

(Glaser ve Strauss, 1967) kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.
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Anketin ikinci boliimiindeki gruplar arasi farkliliklari analiz eden bagimsiz 6rneklem
t testlerinin sonuglarina gore, deney ve kontrol gruplarinin deneysel uygulama 6ncesi
anket puanlarinin arasinda anlamli bir fark yoktur; t (48) = 0.670, p = 0.506 > 0.05.
Diger taraftan, deney grubunun uygulama sonrasi anket puani kontrol grubununkinden
anlamli olarak daha yiiksektir; t (37.545) = 2.831, p = 0.007 < 0.05.

Ayrica, anketin ikinci boliimiindeki grup ici degisimleri analiz eden eslestirilmis
orneklem t testleri sonuglari, deney grubunun uygulama oncesi ve sonrasi anket
puanlarinin arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugunu ortaya koyarken; t (24) = -2.626, p =
0.015 < 0.05, kontrol grubunda boyle bir farkin olmadigini gostermistir; t (48) = 0.670,
p = 0.506 > 0.05. Diger bir deyisle, deney grubunun kendi algiladig1 6zerklik diizeyi,
7 haftalik deneysel uygulama sirasinda anlamli diizeyde artmis, kontrol grubunda ise

bu yonden 6nemli bir degisiklik yagsanmamustir.

Ote yandan, gruplarin kazang puanlarmi (her grubun uygulama oncesi ve sonrasi
ortalama puanlar1 arasindaki fark) karsilastiran bagimsiz drneklem t testi, iki grubun
kazang puanlar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigin1 géstermistir; t (34.616) = 1.992,
p = 0.054. Buna ragmen, deney grubunun kazang puaninin kontrol grubundan daha
yiiksek olmasi yukarida belirtilen analiz sonuglarmni destekler niteliktedir. Istatiksel
olarak anlamli bir farkin elde edilememesi, calismanin kisitli bir zaman iginde
gerceklestirilmis olmasi ile iligkilendirebilir. Deneysel uygulamanin yedi hafta ile
siurlt olmasi, gruplar arasindaki kazang puan farkinin anlaml bir diizeye gelmesine

olanak tanimamis olabilir.

Gruplarin her bir anket maddesi i¢in aldiklar1 ortalama puanlar1 ayr1 ayr1 karsilastiran
bagimsiz 6rneklem t testleri, gruplar arasindaki en biyiik farkliliklarin 6grenme
stratejileri farkindaligi, bireysel ¢aligma becerileri ve 6z degerlendirme becerileri ile
ilgili maddelerde oldugunu gostermistir. Bu maddelerin hepsinde, deney grubu,
uygulama sonrasindaki ankette kontrol grubundan anlamli olarak daha yiiksek puan

alirken, uygulama oncesindeki ankette anlamli bir fark bulunmamastir.

Anket maddelerini ayr1 ayr1 karsilastiran eslestirilmis 6rneklem t testleri sonuglarina

gore ise, kullandiklar1 kelime 6grenme oyunlar1 ve ders materyalleri segme becerileri
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acisindan, deney grubu uygulama sonrasinda, uygulama oncesine gore anlamli 6l¢iide

gelismistir. Kontrol grubunda ise boyle bir fark saptanmamastir.

Genel olarak, gruplar aras1 ve grup i¢i ortalama puan farklarinin analizi, deney
grubunun uygulama sonunda, kontrol grubuna gore, daha Ozerk oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu bulgu, uygulanan bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi miidahalesinin,
ogrencilerin kendi algiladiklar1 6zerklik seviyesini artirmada rol oynadigina isaret
etmektedir. Bu sonuglar, daha oOnce gerceklestirilmis ve bilgisayar destekli dil
O0greniminin 6grenen Ozerkligini destekledigini ortaya g¢ikarmis bir¢ok calisma ile
paralellik gostermektedir (Albadry, 2018; Ardi, 2017; Bitlis, 2011; Kim, 2014; Mutlu,
2008; Ogmen, 2011; Pospisilova, 2018). Bununla birlikte, bu ¢alismanin sonuglarmin
bilgisayar destekli dil 6greniminin tek basina dgrenen 6zerkligini artirdigi anlamina
gelmedigi vurgulanmalidir. Bu calismada bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi, 6grenen
ozerkligini destekleyebilecek 6z degerlendirme, se¢im yapma hakki, is birlikei
O0grenme gibi bagka faktdrlerle birlikte kullanilmistir. Bu nedenle, bu uygulamanin bir
biitiin halinde kullaniminin, s6z konusu sonuclara ulagsmay1 sagladigr géz Oniinde

bulundurulmalidir.

Vurgulanmasi gereken bir diger nokta, calismada yer alan katilimcilarin kayith
olduklar1 béliimlerin sonuglari etkilemis olabilecegidir. Katilimcilarin tiimii Ingilizce
Ogretmenligi veya Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati boliimlerine kayith dgrencilerdir. Bu
nedenle, katilimcilar uygulamaya diger boliimlerin 6grencilerine kiyasla daha ytiksek
motivasyonla katilmis ve daha fazla ilgi gostermis olabilir. Motivasyonun 6grenen
Ozerkligi ile olan ilgisi diistiniildiigiinde (Sinclair, 2000), katilimcilarin bu 6zelliginin

calismanin bulgulan iizerindeki olasi etkisi géz niine alinmalidir.

Calismanin arastirdig1 ikinci soru, katilimcilarin bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi ile
ilgili goriislerini ortaya ¢ikarmaya yoneliktir ve bu soruyu cevaplamak i¢in toplanan
nitel veri kullanilmigtir. Anketteki acik uglu sorularla toplanan veri, deney grubundaki
tim katilimecilarin hem deneysel uygulama oncesi hem de sonrasinda, teknolojinin
Ingilizce d6grenmek igin kullanilabilecegini diisiindiigiinii géstermistir. Bu sonug,
katilimcilarin ~ dil ~ 6greniminde teknolojinin  kullanimi1  konusunda olumlu

diistincelerinin oldugunu gostermekte ve Zonturlu (2014) ve Ceylan (2019) tarafindan
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elde edilen sonuglart desteklemektedir. Bu noktada, teknolojinin faydalar arasinda,
katilimcilarin en sik bahsettikleri teknolojinin 6grenme materyallerine erisim saglama,
bilgiye erisim saglama ve Ingilizce dil becerilerini gelistirme konularinda faydali
oldugudur. Buna ek olarak, acik uglu sorulardan elde edilen veriler, Ingilizce
ogrenmek icin teknolojiyi kullanirken kendilerini rahat hisseden katilimcilarin
sayisinin, deneysel uygulama sonrasinda, dncesine gore daha fazla oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. Teknolojiyi kullanirken neden rahat hissettikleri konusunda katilimcilarin
en sik bahsettigi sebepler teknolojiyi verimli kullanabilmeleri, giivenilir bilgi ve
kaynaklara  ulasabilmeleri ve Ingilizce o6grenmek icin  teknolojiden

yararlanabilmeleridir.

Yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismelerde katilimeilar, yedi haftalik bilgisayar destekli dil
O0grenimi uygulamasinin olumlu yo&nlerinden bahsetmistir. Bu konuda en sik
bahsedilen yararlar, uygulamanin 6grenme kaynaklarina erisim saglamasi, 6grencilere
secme Ozgiirliigii sunmas1 ve Ingilizce becerilerini gelistirmesi olmustur. Bahsedilen
bu ozellikler, bilgisayar destekli dil 6greniminin alan yazinda Onerilen faydalari

arasindadir (Chik, 2017).

Katilimcilar, ayrica uygulamanin zorluklarindan da bahsetmislerdir. En sik belirtilen
zorluk uygulamanin sinirli verimlilik sunmasi olmustur. Bu noktada katilimcilar her
ne kadar uygulama faydali olsa da dil 6greniminde bdyle bir uygulamanin tek basina
yeterli olamayacagmi ve ancak smifta gergeklestirilen dil 6grenimini
destekleyebilecegini belirtmistir. Ogrencilerin bu goriisii, Mokhtari (2013) tarafindan
elde edilen sonuglar ile paralellik gostermektedir. Katilimcilar tarafindan bahsedilen
bir diger zorluk, uygulama igin verilen sinirli zaman siiresidir. Katilimcilar, haftalik
olarak tanmtilan ¢evrimi¢i araglarin timiinii bir hafta iginde yeterince
kullanamadiklarint ve daha fazla zamana ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirtmistir. Ayrica,
cevrimici araclar1 siif disinda kullanirken sinirli rehberlik aldiklarimi hissetmeleri,

katilimcilar tarafindan bahsedilen bir baska zorluk olmustur.

Gorlismelerden elde edilen veriler, katilimcilarin deneysel uygulamanin 6zerklikleri

tizerinde olumlu etkilerinin oldugunu disiindiiklerini gostermistir. Bu konuda,
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katilimeilar uygulamanin &zellikle 6z degerlendirme, se¢im yapma ve &gretmene

bagimlilig1 azaltma ydnlerinden faydali oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Son olarak, goriisme katilimcilart bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasinin
gelistirilmesine yoOnelik bazi Onerilerde bulunmustur. Bunlardan en siklikla
bahsedilenleri, uygulamaya sinif i¢i aktiviteler dahil etmek, uygulamanin zaman
stirini artirmak, uygulamay1 okullarin miifredatina dahil etmek ve uygulama igerigine

ogrencilerin sorularini sorabilecekleri web siteleri eklemek seklindedir.

Calismanin bulgulari, yabanci dil 6gretmenleri, miifredat ve program tasarimcilari,
Ogretmen egitimcileri ve aragtirmacilarin géz Oniine alabilecegi bazi sonuglara isaret
etmektedir. Oncelikle bu calismada, tasarlanan bilgisayar destekli dil &grenimi
uygulamasinin Ingilizce 6grencilerinin kendi algiladiklar1 6zerklik seviyelerini
artirmaya yardimci oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica, katilimcilarin dil 6greniminde
teknolojinin kullanimi ve bu ¢alismada yer alan uygulama hakkinda olumlu goriislere
sahip olduklari ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu bulgular, bilgisayar destekli dil 6greniminin
O0grenen Ozerkligini artirmak icin egitimciler tarafindan kullanilabilecegini
gostermektedir. Bu baglamda, calismada tasarlanan uygulama bu amagcla
kullanilabilecek bir yontem olarak sunulmaktadir. Ayrica, ¢alismadaki bilgisayar
destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamasi1 kullanilirken, calismadaki katilimcilar tarafindan
bahsedilen zorluklar ve uygulamay:1 gelistirmeye yonelik yapilan Oneriler, etkili
sonuglara ulagsmada yol gosterici olabilir. Calismanin isaret ettigi bir baska sonug, her
pedagojik uygulamada oldugu gibi, fiili uygulamadan 6nce dikkatlice organize edilmis
ve ayrintili bir hazirlik siirecinin gerekli oldugudur. Bu c¢alismada, s6z konusu
uygulamanin planlanmasi1 ve gerceklestirilmesinden once, d6grencilerin ihtiyaclart ve
tercihleri, uygulamaya hazir olmalari, teknoloji kullanimina iligkin imkan ve becerileri
dikkate  alinmistir;  Sonu¢  olarak, uygulama sorunsuz  bir  sekilde
gergeklestirilebilmistir. Benzer hazirlik siirecleri, diger egitim baglamlarinda da
bilgisayar destekli dil 6grenimi uygulamalarmin etkili bir sekilde gergeklestirilmesi

i¢in gereklidir.

Son olarak, caligmanin tasarim ve uygulamasi ile ilgili kisitlamalar, elde edilen
bulgular1 degerlendirirken g6z Oniine almmalidir. Ayrica, bu kisitlamalarin
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vurgulanmasi, gelecekte yapilacak olan arastirmalari yonlendirme agisindan faydali
olacaktir. Oncelikle, arastirmanin nicel kismi i¢in katilimcilar uygun drnekleme ile
belirlenmistir. Bu nedenle, ¢alismanin bulgular1 genellenebilme agisindan siirlidir.
Buna dayanarak, gelecekteki ¢alismalar rastlantisal 6rnekleme yontemini kullanabilir.
Ayrica, ¢alismanin katilimcilari, Ingilizce Ogretmenligi veya Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati
boliimlerine kayithh olan &grencilerdir. Bu nedenle, katilimcilarin motivasyon
diizeyleri ve ¢alismaya olan ilgileri, dil 6grenimi ile ilgili olmayan diger alanlardaki
ogrencilere gore farkli olabilir. Uygulamanin etkilerini farkli agilardan arastirmak igin,
gelecekte yapilacak cgaligmalarin diger alanlardan katilimcilarla gergeklestirilmesi

Onerilmektedir.

Bir diger kisitlama olarak, c¢aligmadaki deneysel miidahalenin uygulandigi yedi
haftalik zaman dilimi, 6grenen becerilerinin ve 6zerk 6grenmeyle ilgili kapasitelerin
gelistirilmesinde yetersiz kalmis olabilir. Bu nedenle, gelecekteki c¢alismalar
uygulamanin siiresini uzatabilir ve bu sekilde, deney grubu ile kontrol grubu arasinda

daha kapsamli bir karsilagtirma yapilabilir.

Calisma ile ilgili bir diger kisitlama ise gruplarin olusturulmasi konusundadir.
Katilimcilar iki gruptan birine rastlantisal olarak atanmadigi i¢in, ¢alisma yari
deneysel bir tasarima sahiptir. Yar1 deneysel yerine gercek bir deneysel tasarim
caligmanin bulgularina katkida bulunabilir. Benzer sekilde, ¢aligmadaki iki gruba
hazirlik derslerinde farkli 6gretmenler tarafindan ders verilmistir. Her ne kadar
kurumun tiim siniflarinda ayni dil 6gretim programi takip edilse de bu 6gretmenlerin
Ogretim yontemleri ve sinifta uyguladiklari ek aktiviteler ¢alismanin bulgularimi

etkilemis olabilir.

Yukarida belirtilen 6nerilerin yani sira, gelecekteki ¢aligmalar bilgisayar destekli dil
ogrenimi uygulamasini farkli yonlerden ele alabilir. Ornegin, uygulama hakkinda
egitmenlerin gorisleri aragtirilabilir. Ayrica, uygulamanin 6grencilerin dil becerileri

tizerinde herhangi bir etkisinin olup olmadig1 incelenebilir.
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