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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this action research study was to investigate to what extent group-
work cooperative leaming affects learner perception of autonomy.

The action research study was carried out with a single group of students at an
ordinary school which can be considered representative of an average English language class
in an Armenian village.

In total, 32 students participated in the study. As data collection instruments, pre- and
post- study questionnaires on learners’ perception of autonomy and a small question-based
log were used. Both of the instruments were translated into Armenian.

Questionnaire data were analyzed by the McNemar chi-square test that is used
primarily in before-after studies to test for an experimental effect. According to the results of
this test, no significant difference was found after the treatment between the pre- and post-
study questionpaire responses related to learn‘er perception of autonomy. However, the
" qualitative outcomes showed that the participating students’ attitudes towards learner
autonomy changed as a result of the teacher’s innovative methodology and style of teaching
used in the action research study. In addition, data collected through students’ question-based

logs revealed positive attitudes towards group-work cooperative learning on the part of the

+

language learners.

Key words: Autonomy, English language teaching, group-work cooperative learning
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Introduction
In a formal educational context learner autonomy is regarded as the learners’
conscious acceptance of responsibility for their own learning (Dém, 1995; Holec, 1985;
Little, 1991). According to Little (1999), when related to foreign language learners,

autonomy is characterized as one’s willingness to function on his/her own, to meet one’s own

 peeds and purposes.

Learher autonomy is based on-the theory that only learners can do their own learning,
that education or teachers can only guide learning, and that teachers cannot force learning
(van Lier, 1996). In addition, if learners are consciously aware of their learning goals and
strategies, learning becomes more effective, and they will be able to go beyond the

limitations of their own learning environment (Little, 2001).

1.2 Background of the study
- In formal educational contexts learner antonemy is considered to be the learners’
conscious acceptance of responsibility for their own learning; this is an ongoing process that
cnsures the growth of understanding what one is leami\ng, why and how successfully (Little
1999). It is emphasized that the most crucial components of learner autonomy, that is,
willingness to take responsibility for the process of learning, readiness to initiate one’s own

learning, reflection on what is learnt and what still needs to be and self evaluation should be

built up in the seiting in which learners find themselves.

Learner initiation or self directed learning is one other influential factor for
antonomous learning to take place. Lowry (1989) says that learner initiation takes place when

language learners set goals and handle their learning processes on their own (Lowry 1989).



Abdullah (2001) shares Lowry’s (1989) poini of view concerning learner initiation stating
that the following principles should be regarded when discussing learner initiation (self

directed leaming):

% Leamers are in charge of their own learning process.

%+ Learners control the process and objectives of leaming.

% Learners work in groups with their classmates and cooperate with teachers.

< Learners build up new skills and understanding and become capable of
applying those ékiils and understanding to new learning situations.

% Stimulus and choice are central in initiating and keeping the learner’s

motivation to work hard (Abdullah, 2001, n. p.).

Above all, learners must develop the capacity to reflect on the process of preparation,

- processing and evaluating their own learning (Dam, 1995, Little, 2001; Sheerin, 1997). Little

(2004) states that leamer autonomy necessitates active learner involvement in langnage
learning and reflection on it. It is central for learners to enhance their ability to evaluate and
reflect on what is being achieved while working in groups or dyads for them to direct
possessed knowledge to other points of their own leamning process (Little, 1998). Little
(2001) states that in an autonomous language learning environment reflection is initiated as a
collaborative activity that takes place between the language learners and instructors to reveal
maximally the results and outcomes of the learning process.

Self-evaluation is considered to be the last step in the autonomous language learning

process. Learners are supposed to reflect critically on what they have studied, so as to learn

from the difficulties they have experienced. Self-assessments help learners monitor their level
of success in specific learning tasks. There are various tools for self-assessment that

confribute to monitoring progress towards particular learning objectives. According to
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O'Mélley énd Pierce (1996), self-assessment can be accomplished through various strategies:
checklists, logs, reflective joum;lals, as well as questionnaires completed by learners. Brown
(1998) states that it is practical for language learners to complete journals and logs as they
usually use logs to comment on what they have learnt in class and reco;'d what they have
understood and what they have not. According to Brown (1998), language teachers may
make useful observations conceming students’ autonomous language learning as well as
metacognitive learning strategies by referring to learners’ logs.

Regarding workiﬁg codperatively in groups as an important aspect in developing
learner autonomy, it is crucial to examine the concept of interrelatedness of these ideas.
Oxford (1997) considers cooperative learning as one of three communicative strands in the
language classroom. The other two strands are collaborative learning and interaction.

- One of many possible ways to foster leamner autonomy is to involve learners ™in
collaborative writing activities ~ a franslation, a story, a collection of poems, a sketch to be
performed in front of the class” (Little, 2004, p. 23). The teacher is there to direct them when
they need to be guided through some aspects of the learning process (Benson, 2001). Students
will be more enthusiastic and eager to learn a foreign language if they feel that they are
independent and at the same time cooperative learners. Thefe are various approaches to build
up and develop learner autonomy. Some leamers.bect\)me autonomous after they have set

clear goals. Others become autonomous afier building up their autonomous learning skills. Tt

is the teachers’ role to engage students with awareness-raising activities and involve them in

special tasks that develop learner autonomy.

According to Benson (2001), the teacher in the autonomous language learning
classroom is considered fo be a facilitator, guide, and helper rather than the onty authority in
the classroom. The teacher should really be motivated to be engaged in interpretative

teaching, that is, baving the required set of materials to teach, but to allow language learners
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and herself/himself to improvise and make the learning process more relevant o students’
needs. Little (2001) discusses three pedagogical principles: learner empowerment, leamer

reflection, and appropriate target language use as major tools that an 1.2 teacher should be

well aware of.

Learner empowerment is explained as an approach on the part of teachers who are
willing to “share initiatives with their learners in every aspect of the teaching-learning
process: setting and prioritizing leaming goals, selecting learning activities, deciding how
exactly they should be managed, évaluating learning outcomes, and asseséing individual and
group learning progress” (Littl_e, 2001:51). Learner reflection is a logical continuation of
learner empowerment. A reflective approach to language learning ensures the growth of
autonomy in language learning and with it learners gain the ability to shift the skills they
acquired into practical life. Little (2001} states, that reflective writing activities individually
and/or in groups ensure students’ true involvement in autonomous learning processes
especially if the tasks are within students’ capabilities to complete them. Consequently, the

third pedagogical principle Little (2001) talks about is appropriate target language use.

1.3 Statement of the Problem

In the Armenian formal educational envirom%ent the whole studying process is
considered to be teacher-centered rather than learning centered. The majority of learners
undergo the process of learning through traditiona) educational methods in which the teacher

is the ‘authority’ rather than the ‘facilitator’. Most Armenian EFL students have never

experienced a student—centered learning environment in terms of group-work autonomous

learning. In order for language fearners to accept the responsibility for their own learning,
they should be provided with a share in the control regarding certain aspects of their learning

processes (Benson, 2001; Little, 2001). For the promotion of learner autonomy in formal
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environments, learners first should be willing and ready to become involved in group work

cooperative learning. In other words, leamners i)Iay an important role in the promotion of

learner autonomy in Armenian secondary schools and higher educational establishments.
However, in Armenia, little research has been done to investigate learner perception of
autonomy in group-work cooperative learning.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the following research question.

1.4 Research question: To what extent does group-work cooperative learning affect
learner perception of autonomy?

1.5 Significance of the study

It should be emphasized that the literature offers little research on the application of
group-work autonomous learning in the Armenian educational context. The primary purpose
of this study is to identify the level of studen'ts’ perception of autonomy while learning

English in cooperative groups in an Armenian secondary village schéol, which can be

considered representative of an average English language class in an Armenian village

school.

1.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, the bacKground of the study, statement of the problem, the research
question, and significance of the study have been discussed. The next chapter will present the
relevant literature on learner autonomy. The third chapter presents the methodology and
discusses the participants, materials, data collection procedures, and data analysis procedures
of the study. The fourth chapter, the data analysis chapter, describes the statistical analysis

and the results of the analyses. In the final chapter, the findings, pedagogical implications,

limitations of the study and suggestions for further research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this action research study is to identify to what extent group-work
cooperative learning affects learner perception of autonomy:.

The first section of this chapter is devoted to the literature that defines antonomous
learning and the historical background of leamer autonomy. The next sectibn covers the ideas
that explicate learner autonomy through its key features in terms of learner acceptance of
reéponsibility, learner initiation, processing and self assessment. The third section discusses
three pedagogical principles of autonomous learning. This is followed by a further look at the
role of group-work cooperative leaming in the EFL classroom. The next section covers the
teacher’s role in an EFL classroom to promote autonomous learning. And the last section
presents the overall concept of learner antonomy in Armenia as well as the present situation

of foreign language teaching in Armenia.

2.2 Defining antonomy

The Collins Cobuild Dictionary defines autonoﬁly as the ability “;EO make your own
decisions about what to do” (n.p.). In a formal educational context learner autonomy is
regarded as the leamer’s conscious acceptance of responsibility for their own learning (Dam,
1995; Holec, 1985; Little 1991). According to Little (1999), when related to foreign language
learners, autonomy is characterézed as one’s willingness to function on his/her own, fo meet
one’s own needs and purposes. This approach requires an ability and readiness to perform
independently and in cooperation with others as a member of a community. Little (1999)

refers to Bergen (1990,p. 102) to support the idea that an autonomous learner is not only a



responsible learner but also “an. active iﬁterpretey of new information in terms of what he/she
already and uniquely knows”. This is an ongoing process that ensures the growth of
ﬁnderstanding c;f what one is learning, why and how successfully (Little, 1:_999). Little (1994,
p- 431) states, “learner autonomy not only entails learning but also learning how to learn”.
Learner autonomy also entails learners’ firll iﬁvolvement in initiating, processing and
reflecting on their own learning (Little, 1991). Later, Little (2001) regards iearnér autonomy
as crucial for two interrelated reasons: one reason is that students perform more successfully
and are more focused if they are reflectively involved in initiating, reflecting and assessing
their learning process. The other reason is that if consciously engaged in learning a foreign
language on their own, learners can then transfer the ability to function autonomously to

other spheres of everyday life, ‘

2.3 Historical background

The concept of learner autonomy has caught the attention of foreign language experts
since the 1960s. From the 1960s and asa cénsequence of improvement and growth of
technology in Europe, learning to learn has somehow become more essential than acquiring
knowledge itself (Gremmo and Riley, 1995). According to Benson (2001), the initial stages
of promoting learer autonomy in the field of foreign ianguage learning were set up by the
Council of Europe’s Modern Languages Project, which was fotmed in 1971. The main
purpose of the Council of Europe’s Modem Languages Project was to provide adults with the
chance for constant learning (Benson, 2001). Otie result of this program was the foundation

of the Centre de Recherches et d'Applications en Langues (CRAPEL) at the University of

Nancy, France, which later became a widely recognized research center for foreign language

experts. Benson (2001, p. 8} states that the initiator of CRAPEL, Yves Chalon, is “the father

of autonomy in language learning”. Since Chalon’s death, Henry Holec has continued leading
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the project up to the present. Holec’s project report to the Council of Burope in 1981 is
considered to be the first ofﬁciail document on autonomy in language learning. In this report,
Holec judges the development of learner autonomy as a key feature of learning outside school
in democratic societies. He states that there is a need to develop the individual’s freedom by
developing those abilities which will enable him to act more responsibly in running the
affairs of the society in which he lives (Holec, 1981, p. 1). Accordingly, the focal point of the
project was to enable and support people to develop their own responsible way of functioning
in society (Benson, 2001).

Another project concerning learner autonomy, which has been functioning since

1971, is the journal Mélanges Pédagogiques published at CRAPEL. The primary aim of this

yearly joumal is to publish all the interesting contributions and papers concerning autonomy
in language learning by CRAPEL’s members or their students, by researchers with common

interests, and also papers from colloquia organized by CRAPEL.

2.4 Basic features of autonomous learning

The basic features of autonomy are résponsibility, initiation, reflection, and self
esteem. These will be considered in turn.

2.4.1. Responsibility

For more than three decades, learners” acceptance of responsibility has been viewed
as the initial and the most important step for an autonomous learning process fo take place
(Dam, 1995; Holec, 1981; Litile, 1991). Little (2001) regards responsibility in learner
autonomy as the step by step development of a way of thinking which requires a particular
performance that can be outlined and led by reflection. Kohenon (1992) develops the notion
of learner autonomy into learner interdependence arguing that:

Personal decisions are necessarily made with respect to social and moral
norms, traditions, and expectations. Autonomy thus includes the notion of



interdependence that is being responsible for one’s own conduct in the social
context: being able to cooperate with others and solve conflicts in constructive
ways (Kohenon, 1992 : 19 cited in Benson, 2001).

Scharle and Szabo (2000} state: “Responsible learners do not have to be especially

keen on team work but they are willing fo cooperate with the teacher and others in the

learning group for everyone’s benefit”,

2.4.2 Initiation in autonomous language learning

Learner initiation or self directed learning is ome other influential factor for
autonomous learning to take place. Little (1991) states that learner autonomy also entails
learners’ full involvement in initiating, processing, and reflecting on one’s own learning.
Kohenon (1992) also makes clear that decision-making processes especiglly in group-work
cooperative activities, provide leamers with more responsibility for their own learning
process. Most researchers assume that learners initiate and confinue a kind of behavior to the
point that they believe leads to desired objectives (Deci and Ryan, 2000). Learner initiation
happens when language learners direct their leamning process as well as learfﬁng goals on
their own (Lowry, 1989), Low1:y (1989) states that learners’ initiation of their own learning
takes place when they keep making decisions concerning why and how to manage the
learning process. Abdullah (2001) agrees with the positive effect of learner initiation (self

directed leaming) adding that learner initiation includes the following principles:

* Learners are in charge of their own learning process.

-,

*
L4

Learners control the process and objectives of learning. 7

-
".0

Leamners work in groups with their classmates and cooperate with teachers.
% Learners build up new skills and understanding and become capable of

applying those skills and understanding to new learing situations.



< Stimulus and choice are central in initiating and keeping the learner’s

motivation to work hard {(Abdullah, 2001, .. p.).

Abdullah (2001) further points out that prior to initiating their own learning process,
learners should consciously think about some crucial aspects such as their long-term and
short-term goals concerning language learning, _further expansion of their already acquired
knowledge of the 1.2, as well as a maximally successful application of the available language
learning resources. Accdrdingly, learner autonomty necessitates active leariler involvement in

language learning and reflection on it (Little, 2004).

2.4.3 Refiection and processing in autonemous language learning

It is central for learners to enhance their ability to evaluate and reflect on what is
being achieved while working in groups or dyads for them to direct possessed knowledge to
other points of their own learning process (Little, 1998). Little (1991) had earlier developed
this idea not as a separate operation on the part of language learners but as a progressive
behavior led by reflective analyses that involve all phases of the learning process including
application of the L2 in social-interactive group-work as well as reﬂe}ction'on it in the
language learning process. Above all, learners must develop the capacity to reflect on the
process of preparation, processing and evaluating their own leaming (Dam, 1995; Little,
2001; Sheerin, 1997). Learners, consequeﬁtly, should develop a capacity for reflection and
evaluation that they can also apply to other aspects of their own learning (Little, 1998). Little

{(2001) states that in the autonomous language learning environment reflection is initiated as a

- collaborative activity that takes place between the language learners and instructors to reveal

the results and outcomes of the learning process. Little, (1991, p. 4, cited in Little, 2001)
states, ‘[tJo this extent learner autonomy depends on a capacity for detachment, critical

reﬂecﬁon, decision-making, and independent action’. According to Dam (1995) and Seeman

10



and Tavares (2000), leamer autonomy devefdps through interaction, cooperation and
qollaboration on the part of the language learners. Little (2001) furthers the viewpoint
mentioned above explaining that there are two reasons for this. First, all humans have a need
for communication or face-to-face interaction to function successfully in society. Secondly,
pedagogically speaking, putting responsibility on students in a language leaming
environment enhances cooperation and collaboration on the part of the learners. Fostering

learner autonomy that works toward achieving a common goal has been proved to be very

- effective (Gokhale, 1995).

2.4.4 Self evaluation in autonomous lan;guage learning

Self-evaluation is considered to be the last step in the autonomous language learning
process. Learners are supposed to reflect critically on what they have studied, so as to learn
from the difficulties they had experienced. According to Dam and Legenhausen (1999), self-
evaluating needs to be encouraged, learned, and developed like any other leaning skill. When
doing self-evaluation, the students are concentrating on the learning process itself rather than
the grades they get; they concentrate more on learning and improving their ianguage
performance rather than getting high marks. )

As O'Malley and Pierce (1996) have indicated, self-assessment can be accomplished
through various strategies: checklists, logs, reflective journals, as well as questionmaires
completed by learners. O'Malley and Pierce (1996) state that this kind of alternative approach
to assessing emphasizes language learners’ strategies, feelings, thoughts, a:;1d activities all the
way through the leaming practice.

According to the American Heritage Dictionary, a log is “a regularly képt record;

journal” and a journal is “a personal record of experiences and reflections; a diary™ (1991, p.

11
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740). Csikszentmihalyi and LeFevre (1989) note that it is reasonable for language learners to
complete journals and logs as they usually use logs to comment on what they have learnt in
class and record what they have understood and what they have not. Brown (1998) states that
language teachers may make useful observations concerning students’ autonomous language
learning as well as metacognitive learning strategies by referring to leamers’ logs.

In my teaching experience, my practice shows that combining a learner self-
assessment checklist and a reflective journal into a single question-based ldg works well as an
alternative self-assessment tool for both language learners and teachers. Together with a
learner questionnaire this question-based log may provide language teachers with much
reliable data concerning language learners’ linguistic abilities, strengths and weaknesses, as

well as improvements in their language knowledge.

2.4.5 Group-work cooperative learning in learner autonomy
Given the importance of working cooperatively in groups in developing learner
autonomy, this section explores how these ideas are interrelated.

Cooperative leamning is considered as group-work that requires high motivation and
interdependence in classroom interaction on the part of language learners as well as highly
structured lesson procedures on the part of language teachers. Oxford (1997) states that
according to several studies, in contrast to

competitive and individualistic learning experiences, cooperative learning is more

effective in promoting intrinsic motivation and task achievement, generating higher-

order thinking skills, improving attitudes toward the subject, developing academic
peer norms, heightening self-esteem, increasing time on task, creating altruistic

relationships, and lowering anxiety and prejudice (1997: 445).

According to Davis (1999), course objectives determine whether to involve group-

work cooperative learning assignments in the process of language learning or not. For

instance, if language learners are expebted to use knowledge they have acquired in the

12



classroom setting to real-life situations, or use decision-making or problem-solving skills, it
will be praotical to involve autonomous group-work cooperative learning in the arrangement
of the foreign language class. It is also crucial to take into account the class size since the
bigger the class, the more careful arrangement it requires for autonomous group-work
cooperative learning to take place successfully. Oxford, (1997) considers cooperative
learning as one of three conunrum'cative strands in the language classroom. The other two
strands are: collaborative learning and interaction. Oxford (1997) further clarifies that there
are six principles of cooperative learning that ensure the successful implementation of
autonomous performance on the part of the learners:
" e Positive interdependence: All the group members get the same objectives, appraisals,
and activities to carry out.
¢ Accountability: Students are assessed individually and as groups taking into account
individual and cooperative performance.
e Team [ormation: Various approaches to forming teams are used in the classroom
setting according to students” preferences.
e Team size: The smaller the group the better it performs aé a cooperative unit of
learners.
» Cognitive development: Enhancement of respons&bility, reflection, and self-evaluation
| of cooperative learners is the main way of developing autonémous learning skills.
» Social development: Students should pr;epare themselves for further functioning in

social situations in a maximally successful way (Oxford, 1997: 445).

2.4.5.1 Research on cooperative learning
Oxford (1997) states, that research outside the second language field on promoting

positive interdependence accouhtability learning shows that positive interdependence takes

13



place when each member of fhe_ group feels responsible for compieting the goal which
belongs to the whole group. Oxford (1997) further discusses some other research on effective
formation of coﬁperative groups. According to the research accomplished outside 12 field,
conscious formation of cooperative groups should be implemented on the part of the teacher
as casual grouping or interest-based grouping can provide a sense of fatrness, but on the other
hand, it can lead to incompetent groups.

According to Harmer (1998), pair and group work instantly increase the amount of
student talking time giving them an opportunity to communicate with each other to share
“suggestions, hypotheses, insights, feedback, successes, and failures”. Vygotsky (1962,
1978), states that while learning cooperatively in pairs or groups students build up more their
individual way of thinking. ‘

Cooperative learning in group-work . provides student with more opportunities to
develop critical thinking by discussing/solvihg problems and becoming more responsible for
their own learning (Golchale, 1995). Little (1996, p. 210) states that it is essential for learners
to take part in cooperative and collaborative activities in langnage learning as “the
development of a capacity for reflection and analysis, central to the developmgnt of learner
autonomy, depends on the development of an internalization of a capaqity to participate fully

~

and critically in social interactions”,

“When leamers are working together in groups they must engage in tasks that they
can sustain in the target Iangpage”(Little, 2004 : 23). Little (2001) emphasizes learner
engagement, self-assessment and evaluation of outcomes in interactive group activities and
ongoing discussions, as key principles for a successful learning process. One of many
possible ways to foster leamer autonomy is to involve leamers “in collaborative writing
activities — a translation, a story, a collection qf poems, a sketch to be performed in front of

the class” (Little, 2004 : 23). The teacher is there to direct them when they need to be guided

14



through some aspects of the leaming prc')cess' (Bensomn, 2001). Students will be more
enthusiastic and eager to learn a foreign language if they feel that they are independent and at
the same time cooperative learners. There are various approaches to build up and develop
learner autonomy. Some learners become autonomous after they have set clear goals. Others
become autonomous after building up their autonomous learning skills. It is the teachers’ role
to engage students with awareness-raising activities and involve them in special tasks that
develop learner autonomy. Esch (1996), cited in Shiroyan (2004) states:

. in talking about “promoting learner autonomy” I am only arguing for
the provision of circumstances and contexts for language learners which
will make it more likely that they take charge-at least temporarily- of the
whole or part of their language learning programme and which are more

likely to help rather than prevent learners exercising their
autonomy(Esch,1996 : 37). :

2.5 Teachers’ role in autonomous learnihg.

_This section explains foreign language teachers’ role in autonomous learning and
considers three pedagogical principles of learner autonomy. Despite the fact that the main
part of the issue regarding learner autonomy clearly refers to the learners, the teachers’ fole
should not be ignored. Any foreign language teacher needs to be conscious that his/her main
task is not only the transmission of knowledge, but ;lso task setting and counseling and
directing the language learners. According to Benson (2001), the teacher in the autonomous

language learning classroom is considered to be a facilitator, guide, and helper rather than the

only authority in the classroom. The teacher should really be motivated to be engaged in

_ interpretative teaching, that is, having the required set of materials to teach, allow language

learners and herself’himself to improvise and make the learning process more relevant to
students’ needs. Consequently, it is very important to concentrate on teacher education, in

terms of the growth and expansion of a more conscious and accurate set of skills. The

15
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teachers should be conscious that learner autonomy raises students’ self-esteem and promotes
autonomous behavior on the part of the language learners. Moreover, discovering the
learners’ most desired wants and wishes concerning their own learning generates a greater

sense of dedication and participation on their part. (e.g. Holec ed, 1988; Shiels, 1992).

2.5.1. Three pedagogical principles of learner autonomy

According to Little (2001) there are three pedagogical principles of learner autonomys:

¢ Learner empowerment

o Learner reflection

o Appropriate target language use

Little (2001) discusses these three pedagogical principles as a major tool that an L2
teacher should be well aware of. Once an L2 teacher use applies three pedagogical principles
he/she can easily handle any situation where language learners show unwillingness to study
English. All three principles should be implemented in the classroom setting gradually and

opportunities should be provided for introducing them step by step.

Little (2001) regards learner empowerment as an approach tﬂat requires much
consciousness on the part of the language teachers. The teacher’s role is to motivate language
learners to feel responsible for their own learning. This 1‘:neans that teachers should be willing
to “share initiatives with‘ their learners in every aspect of the téaching-leaming process:
setting and prioritizing learning ?goals, selecting learning activities, deciding how exactly they

should be managed, evaluating learning outcomes, and assessing individual and group

learning progress” (Little 2001, p. 51).

Learner reflection is built on learner empowerment. In the same way as leamning
empowerment it requires much time and practice on the part of language teachers and

learners. The teacher’s role here is to raise the students’ consciousness of what they are
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Ieaming, why, how, and how successfully (Littlé, 2001). A reflective approach to language
learning ensures the growth of autonomy in language learning and wifh it comes the ability
for learners to shift the skills gained into practical life. Little (2001) states, that language
learners will benefit much if they do reflections in written form. This approach will help

them to develop their thinking, writing, analyzing, comparing, contrasting and other skills.

The third pedagogical principle Little (2001) talks about is appropriate target
language use. Any foreign language is studied to be applied to practical situations. Any
classroom setting should prepare students to meet the needs of practical life especially when
learning a foreign language is the main goal of the class. The teachers’ role in this case is to
promote as much pragmatic language as possible starting from the initial stages of teaching a
foreign language. Practice shows that it is very crucial to engage students in setting goals,
completing them and reflecting on them in written form. Liitle (2001) suggests, that
reflective writing activities individually and/or in groups ensure students’ true involvement in
autonomous learning processes especially if the tasks are within students’ capabilities to
complete. Reviewing these sta;ements, it is evident that it is very important for autonomous
learners to set realistic goals and consciously choose ways, methods and aﬁproaches fo

accomplish those goals (Benson, 2001; Little, 1991; Scharle and Szabo, 2000). The only

condition Litile mentions is:

The essence of my argument has been that the pedagogical dialogue
will be maximally effective only if teachers as well as learners are fully
involved, open to challenge and change (2001: 53).

2.6 Learner autonomy in the Armenian reality

This section is devoted to explicating learner autonomy in the Armenian reality.
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In Armenia little research has been carried out concerning language learners’ autonomy in
secondary schopls. Most Armenian L2 teachers and learners have not even heard of learner
autonoﬁly and group-work .cooperative learning. In the Armenian formal educational
environment the whole studying process is considered to be teacher-centered rather than
learning centered. The majority of learners undergo the process of learning through
traditional educational methods in which the teacher is the ‘authority’ rather than the
‘facilitator’. Most Armenian EFL students have never experienced a student—centered
learning environment. Therefore teachers may feel worried about this relatively new
approach to teaching English without getting special training in advance. Above all, English
language teachers have rarely had a chance to diverge from the main curriculum designed by
the Ministry of Education for Armenian secondary schools.

- These conditions do not motivate teachers to initiate something new and stimulating

for the students. As a result, students are not motivated to study English in secondary schools.

- What is more disappointing, the textbooks and general methodology that reflect the

curriculum are not relevant to students’ needs aﬁd interests and do not relate to their current
needs. As a rule, Armenian sccondary school students are not able to communicate in English
at all even after completing the English language course. In brief, Armenian schools are
mostly rule-bound educational establishments in w\i'lich autonomy, independence and
creativeness are less favored than conformity, control and diligence. As a result of the
competitive examination system in Armenia, Armenian learners are mostly - syllabus
dependént, passive, exam-oriented, and do not vohinteer to take the initiative.

Having little space for autonomous performance, teachers are not inspired or even
allowed to share responsibilities with the students to initiate a more interesting leaming
environment in terms of various group or pair activities and cooperative learning that will

raise the students’ perception of responsibility for their own learning initiatives.
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' Learning will be more effective when students become conscious of the approaches
and goals of the learning process (Little, 1999). This kind of treatment.may be regarded with
some resistance on the part of the teachers and students as both are mostly unaware of the
benefits of group work cooperative teaching and learning. To overcome these kinds of
problems in EFL classrooms, students will need to be introduced to pair and group work
gradually. Harmer (1998) suggests introducing students to group-work cooperative learning
at the beginning of the course of study and encouraging them to participate in small
cooperative activities. Harmer (1998) states that the teacher can extend the range of aciivities
being offered gradually in order for the students to get used to the idea of working in pairs
and groups.

In my teaching experience my practice shows that learners can pla;} an important role
in supporting change in the educational sysiem toward learner autonomy. This research
attempts to fill the gap in the literature by investigating to what extent group-work

cooperative learning affects learner perception of autonomy in an Armenian classroom.

2.7 Conclusion

In this chapter the literature on the theory of learner autonomy was reviewed.
The literature on the definition of learner antonomy, apr;roaches to promote learner
autonomy, learning strategies, curriculum, classroom managemént, lesson methodology,
assessiment, teacher and student roles in learner autonomy, as well as the original study, and

learner autonomy in Armenia were discussed. The next chapter will be conceming the

methodology used in this study, including participants, instruments, data collection and data

analysis procedures,

19



P

~ CHAPTER3
METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This action research study was designed and carried out in an Armenian secondary
school to investigate to what extent group-work cooperative leamir;g affects learner
perception of autonomy. The study was carried out in an ordinary secondary school in an
Armenian village named Doghs in the Armavir region, which can be considered
representative of an average English language class in an Armenian village school.

The methodology chapter consists of four parts. In the first part, the participants of the
study are presented. In the second part, the instruments that are used in the study are
discussed. In the third part, the data collection procedure is presented. In the last part, the data

analysis procedure is explicated,

* 3.2 Participants

The study was conducted in an Armenian secondary school in a vi}lage called Doghs
in the Armavir region. The participants of the study were the résearcher and 32 (15-16 years
old) high beginner level Armenian students who are in the 9% grade. The action research
study was carried out with a single group. Students we:re involved in six weeks of English
instruction. Students had English classes twice a week for one academic hour. The instructor
who applied group-work coope‘rative learning activities in the action research study was the
researcher herself. The researcher redesigned two chapters of the 9" grade English course
book activities such that they required much more group-work cooperative learning on the
-part of the research participant learners in the study. The course book was published in 2000

by Macmillan Armenia, and is titled English 9.
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The researcher contacted the previous English language teacher of the research
participant students to find out if they had had any practice of cooperative group-work
learning during previous English classes, The conversation revealed that that teacher’s

methodology of teaching English had mainly been teacher-centered rather than learner-

centered or cooperative learning.

3.3 Instruments

Two units (Unit 7 and Unit 8) of the 9™ grade English course book were redesigned
by the researcher to make tasks involved in the chapters more cooperative learning based.
Flash cards A, B, or A, B, C, D randomly grouped students depending on the task type and
the number of students present. The researcher also took into account the fact that the
students had not had any cooperative group-work learning practice and that is why during the
first class, students were involved in rather simple group activities such as asking and
answering one another question._s on relatively familiar topics such as their name, age, place
of residence, hobbies and others. The researcher wrote in advance patterns of the questions
and answers on the blackboard for the learners to practice before the actual group work
started.

As data collection instruments, the researcher designed a twelve-item five-point
Lilceﬁ;scale questionnaire on learners’ perceptions about autonomy (see Appendix A) and a
small question-based log. Both instruments were administered in Armenian anonymously.

The first three questions of the questionnaire were designed to reveal students’
attitude towards an English language teacher’s role in the English language classroom. The
second three questions illustrate the student’s feeling concerning their own learning initiation
and autonomy. The next set of three questions indicate the students’ knowledge donceming

learning strategies used for foreign language learning. The last set of three questions make
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clear the students” perception of group work cooperative learning in the English language
classroom.

The third, fourth, ninth and eleventh questions were of negative polarity therefore the
researcher reversed the scales of the questions before iﬁputting the results into SPSS 11.

The other instrument of the research study was the short question-based log. The
stodents were asked to complete the question-based log anonymously in the last five minutes
of every class. The question-based log had two aims: first, it would provide the researcher
with introspective qualitative data concerning students’ feelings about cooperative group-
work learning and second, it would serve as reflection, reinforcement and self-assessment on
the part of the learners regarciing the acquired knowledge in a group-work cooperative
leaming-based session. This was done in the studenis’ mother tongue for two reasons. First,
the students did not have sufficient knowledge of English to complete the log in the target
language. Secon«i, students would give more reliable data in their mother tongue as they
would be able to express themselves freely in Armenian. The log consisted of three questions

in Armenian;

1. What did you learn during today’s class?
2. How did working in a group help or hinder your learning today?
3. Did you enjoy your English lesson today? If yes, why?

If not, why?

The first question served the researcher as a means of observing how students

performed as self-evaluators. The second question revealed the students’ attitude and

perception towards autonomous group-work cooperative learning. The third question was
related to students’ feelings towards the English class itself where the researcher

implemented a new, autonomous group-work cooperative learning atmosphere. The question-
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based log had two aims: first, it would provide the researcher with infrospective qualitative
data concerning students’ feelings about cooperative group~-work leérning, and second, it
would serve as reflection, reinforcement and self-assessment on the part of the learners

regarding the acquired knowledge in group-work cooperative leaming-based sessions.

3.4 Data Collection Procedures

The questionnaire on learner perception of autonomy was translated from English into
Armenian by the researcher and then checked by two English and Armenian language
specialists.

On February 15, 2006, the researcher réceived permissioq fron} the principal of
secondary school of Doghs village, Armavir region to carry out her action reséarch study in
that school.

On February 23, the Armenian versions of the Likert-scale questionnaire were pilot-
tested with 25 10™ grade students. These students were chosen to pilot the questionnaire as
they were of approximately the éa:me level of English proficiency and the questionnaire items
that would seem difficult to comprehend to 10 grade students would reveal the difficulties
the 9" grade research participants would have. The 10™ grade respondents gave feedback on
the comprehensibility of the 12 items in the questionnaire and the researcher made changes
accordingly.

The tasks that were used in the action rescarch study were selected primarily from the
9" grade course book and redesigned so that they required much more group-work
cooperative learning, This was done in order not to cause any changes in the scheduling of
the course program. Those redesigned tasks focused on a wide range of skills including
reading, writing, speaking, and listening.

The data collection procedure lasted six weeks starting March 3, 2006. A total of 32

students took part in the action research study as a single group. The English sessions were
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conducted by the researcher. Before each session started students were divided into pairs or
groups with the _help of A, B, C,-and D flashecards.

At the beginning of the six weeks of English language instruction the learners filled
out the Armenian version twelve item questiomiaire on their perceptions of autonomy. The
questionnaire asked learners to indicate their level of agreement with twelve statements on a
five-point Likert-scale (Appendix B).

The other instrument used in this study was a small question-based Jog. The students
filled it out after cach of the sessions that were carried out by the researcher. The students
were asked fo complete the question-based log in the last five minutes of every class. After
each class, learner-participants were required to fill out the question-based log in L1
concerning their participation in group and pair acﬁvities and their feelings about the degree
of autonomy they-experienced.

At the end of the six-week course of study the learners filled out the same
questionnaire that they had filled out at the; beginning of the study. This approach
investigated what changes had taken place concerning learners’ percepti:on of autonomous
learning after the six weeks of instruction with special lesson plans requiring more

autonomous group-work cooperative learning on the part of the learners.

3.5 Data Analysis

The data for this study was composed of both quantitative data, from the
questionnaires, and qualitative data, from the question-based logs.

In order to analyze the qualitative data, the Statistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS) 11.0 was used. The data were analyzed using the McNemar chi —square test which
assesses the significance of the difference between two dependent samples when the variable

of interest is a dichotomy. It is used primarily in before-after studies to test for an

24



F

W P | \W' £

E : sy tl

experimental effect. McNemar's test is sometimes called McNemar's test of symmetry or
McNemar symmetry chi-square because it, and the marginal homo genéity test which extends
it beyond dichotomous data, apply fo square tables in which the diagonal reflects subjects
who did not change between the before and after samples (or matched pair samples).

To find out to what extent group-work cooperative leaming affects learner perception
of autonomy the research participants filled out one and the same twelve item pre- and post-
study questionnaire in Armenian (See appendix B for a copy of the Armenian questionnaire).

In order to present the data, the items in the questionnaire were grouped under
various topics according to topic similarity. As s.tated above, the first three statements of the
twelve-statement questionnaire were designed to determine students’ attitude towards an
English language teacher’s role in the English language classroom. The second three
statements would illustrate the student’s feelings concerning their own learning initiation and
autonomy. The next set of three statements would indicate the students’ knowledge
concerning learning strategies 'used for foreign language learning, The last set of three
statements would make clear the students’ perception of group-work cooperative learning in
the English language classroom.

Responses in the questionnaire were designed on a five point Likert-scale and were
assigned values ranging from strongly agree=1,' agree;Z, neutral=3, disagree=4 to strongly
disagree=5. The third, fourth, ninth and eleventh statements were of negative polarity;
therefore the researcher reversed the scales of the questions before input:ciﬁg the result into

SPSS 11.0. The main reason for reversing the questions was to provide the researcher with

more reliable data as the same questions were given in an opposite way to see if the students

understood what the statements were intended to find out.

The other instrument of the research study was the short question-based log. Afier the

reflections of the students were analyzed, the ideas which were most common were chosen
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and used as the basis for qualitative data for this action research study. One student (Student
A) was discussed as a representative of the group of students who responded positively
throughout the twelve English sessions’ period. Two students (Student B and Student C)
represented some 4 or 5 students who were incl'ined against group-work from the very first

class.

3.6 Conclusion
In this chapter, descriptions of the participants, instruments used, data collection and
analysis procedures were presented. The next chapter explains the data analysis procedures

and their specific outcomes in more detail.
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CHAPTER 4

" RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4, 1, Introduction
The aim of the study was to investigate if group-work cooperative learning affects
learner perception of autonomy. The research was carried out to answer the following
research question:
- Research Quesfidn: To what extent does group-work autonomous leamning affect
1eamef perception of autonomy?

The null hypothesis stated for the research was:
Hy: fo =fe, that is, group-work autonomous learning does not affect learner

perception of autonomy.

And the alternative hypothesis stated for the research was:
H.: fo # fe, l.e., group-work autonomous learning affects learner perception of

auionomy.
The first part of this section presents an analysis of qualitative data collected for this

study through questionnaires (See appendix A for a copy of the questionnaire).

4.2 Quan.titﬁti.ve data
The analysis will be presented in four different sub-sections, The first sub-section
presents the attitude towards an English teacher’s role in facilitating learner autonomy in the
‘English language class. In the second sub-section, an analysis of students’ feelings about their
own language learning is prese:nted. The third sub-section presents students’ awareness of
language learning strategies. In the fourth sub-section, an analysis of students’ perceptions of

cooperative language leamning is presented.
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" To find out to what extent group-work cooperative learning affects learner perception
of autonomy the rescarch participants filled out one and the same twelve item pre- and post-
study questionnaire in Armenian (See appendix B for a copy of the Armenian questionnaire),

The third, fourth, ninth and eleventh statements were of negative polarity; ﬂlerefore
the researcher reversed the scales of the questions before inputting the result into SPSS 11.0.
The main reason for reversing the questions was to provide the researcher with more reliable
data as the same questions were given in an opposite way to see if the students understood
what the statements were intend_ed- to find out.

In the chi-square calculations of responses of the questionnaire there were two
frequencies-observed (f 0) and expected (f e). The observed frequencies were based on the

samples ipvolved, while the expected frequencies theoretically represented the populations as
a whole. The data were analyzed using the McNemar chi-square test, which assesses the
significance of the difference between two deper;dent samples when the variable of interest is
a dichotomy. It would help to determine whether there was a statiétically significant

difference in the frequency of responses to the questions at the beginning and end of the

study. The McNemar test uses the chi-square distribution, based on this formula:”

C1 Ca n

Chi-square = (Ja - df - 1)%)/(a + d)

degrees-of-freedom = (rows - 1)(columns - 1) =1
“The re.sponses were coded 0=No; 1=Yes as the column variable and as the row variable. Each
response of each statement in before and after study questionnaires was coded and calculated

separately applying the following coding system 0=No; 1=Yes.
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4.2.1 Students’ attitude towards an English teacher’s role in the English language
class

Students’ responses to the first three questions relating to their attitude towards an
English teacher’s role in the classroom on the pre-study questionnaire are shown in Table 1.
The data shows that most students consider that their teacher is responsible for their leaming.
This attitude seems to have changed little after the six-week study. In most instances the
distribution of responses on the post-study questionnaire are similar to those of the pre-study
questionnaire and no statistically significant difference was found wheh McNemar’s chi-
square test was conducted. The only stafistically significant difference noted was for
question 1 where fewer respondents disagreed Wifh the statement at the beginning of the
study than at the end of the study (Table 1). Respondents who on the pre-study questionnaire
disagreed with the statement seem to have agreed or strongly agreed with it, thus confirming
further the teacher’s responsibility for students’ learning and suggesting that if the sample
size had been greater, the differences for agreed and strongly agreed may also have been
statistically significant. Using a table of the disiribution of chi-square, with 1 degree of
freedom, if the computed chi-square is less than the critical value found in the table for the
desired significance level, which is .05 in this c,asé, th\en the difference between samples is
not significant. Thus, at the .05 level of significance, the critical value of Echi-square is .065,
which is more than 0.5; the difference between samples is not significant. The sarme kind of
chi-square calculations were done to all the 60 responses (twelve statements with five points
for each one). Yet, given the lack of statistically significant differences for the other
questions, it is Iikely that the six weeks of the study were not sufficient for the students’

overall view of their teacher’s role to have changed.
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Table 1: Comparison of students’ attitude towards their teacher at the beginning and
end of the study. :

Questions 1 ) 3 4 5 N of
strongly | agree | neutral | disagree | strongly | wvalid
agree disagree cases

1. The teacher is the Pre 2 6 ) 20 5

person most responsible
for my learning English.

Post 9 7 2 10 3

Chi- 065 J74 1 1.000 | .031*% | 1.000 30

square
2.1 am in charge of my Pre 13 16 3
own learning English, . _
Post ¢ 14 12 3 2

Chi- 791 424 ! 1.000 | 1.000 31

‘square
3.1 cannot learn any Pre 1 7 12 12
English without a teacher
Post 5 2 8 16

Chi- 349 754 2 581 481 31
square ’

*P<.05
.* means computed only for a PxP table, where P must be greater than 1

The first, second, third, and fifth answers of the first statement did not significantly
change the distribution of chi-square. However, the fourth answer to the first stafement (.031)

shows that the difference between samples is significant.

4.2.2 Students’ feelings about their own language learning
Students’ responses to the sec.ond three questions relating to their feelings about their
own language leaming on the pre-study questionnaire show that most students learn whatever
“and however their L2 teacher finds useful for the;m to learn. The resulis in Table 2 show that
this attitude does not seem to have changed after the six-week study. The distribution of

responses on the post-study questionnaire are approximately similar to those of the pre-study
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questionnaire and when the McNemar’s chi~sqi1are test was carried out, there was no
significant difference for any of the questions between the pre- and post-study questionnaires.

This probably means that the six weeks of treatment were not sufficient for the

- students’ to change their feelings about their own language leaming.

Table 2: Comparison of students’ feelings about their own language learning

Questions i 2 3 4 5 N of
strongly agree neuiral | disagree | strongly valid
agree disagree cases
4 . The teacher decides Pre 13 16 -« 3
what Engligh to teach
and that is what English I
- Post 14 12 3 2
Chi- A .791 1.000 648 1.000 31
square
5. I initiate my own Pre 1 7 12 12
learning processes for i
English Post 5 2 8 16
Chi- : 1.000 774 2 774 1.000 31
square
6. Learning English Pre 4 2 13 6
happens when I start to
pay attention to English. Post 1 ) 1 16 P
Chi- 1,000 1.000 A 1.000 N 27
square :

*P<.05
." means computed only for a PxP table, where P must be greater than 1

4.2.3 Students’ awareness of language learning strategies

The results of students’ awareness of language learning strategies on the pre-study
-questionnaire are found in Table 3. The data show that almost all the students are not aware
or conscious of strategies they ﬁse to learn the English language. This attitude does not seem
to have changed after the six-week study. The distribution of responses on the post-study

questionnaire are approximately similar to those of the pre-study questionnaire and when
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McNemar’s chi-square test was carried out, there was no significant difference for any of the

questions between the pre- and post-study questionnaires. The research participants were

L , . . . . . .
7[%‘_? probably unaccustomed to using any kind of learning strategies for learning English since

| pre- and post study questionnaires didn’t reveal any change in their attitude towards using or

1oe

not using any kind of strategy for learning English. This would suggest that the six weeks of
g treatment were not sufficient for the students’ to become conscious of the strategies they used

in group-work cooperative learning.

Table 3: Comparison of students’ awareness of language learning strategies

[ Questions 1 2 3 4 5 N of
§ strongly | agree neutral | disagree | strongly valid
B agree disagree cases
7. My teacher tells me Pre 5 19 3 5
g how to learn English,
- Post 7 17 2 4
. 3 Chi- | 500 ! .804 | 1000 | 100 | * 30
square
| 8.1 am aware of many Pre 10 2 13 6
3\ good strategies to Iearn
English. '
- Post 3 9 2 14 2
k3
] .
Chi- : 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | .289 30
_ : square
§| ' 9.1 don’t know the best Pre 2 13 5 2] 3
ne ways to learn English,
—j} Post 16 2 12 1
» Chi- = 607 | 453 | 454 | 625 31
j‘ square

*P<.05
- means computed only for a PxP table, where P must be greater than 1

2
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4.2.4 Students’ perceptions of cooperative language learning

Table 4 shows the results of the students’ perceptions of cooperative language
learning on the pre-study questi;)nnaire. The data illustrate that more than half of the students
are almost not conscious of cooperative language learning. This attitude does not seem to
have changed after the six-week treatment. The distribution of responses on the post-study
questionnaire are approximately similar to those of the pre-study questionnaire and when
McNemar’s chi-square test was carried out, there was no significant difference for any of the
questions between the pre- and po.st-study questionnaires. However, the first response to the
twelfth statement (.021) shows that the difference between samples is significant. This would
suggest that the six weéks of the study were not sufficient for the students to become
conscious of the strategies they used in group-work cooperative learning, Yet, the first
response to the twelfth question probably means that students started to become conscious of
the fact that they in fact learnt English in groups during group-work cooperative learning. Tt is

possible to conclude that after six weeks of leamning in groups and dyads students might

become accustomed to the thought that it is possible and even useful to learn English

cooperatively in groups or pairs. Consequently, it seems possible that they responded

positively to the twelfth statement of the questior;naire. ‘
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Table 4: Comparison of students’ perceptions of cooperative language leaming

Questions 1 2 . 3 4 5 Nof
strongly | agree neutral | disagree | strongly valid
agree disagree cases
10. I can learn things in Pre 6 21 1 2 1
English by working
together with my friends. Post 13 16 1
Chi- 227 549 2 1.000 2 29
square
11,1 think learning Pre 3 23 1 3 1
English with other
students in groups is a Post | 4 2 1 1 5

waste of time.

Chi- | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | .625 1.000 30

square
12, Sharing information Pre 8 21 1 2
in a task in English with
other students helps me
learn English, Post 17 12
Chi- 021%* 143 2 2 2 29
square

- #P<.05

. means computed only for a PxP table, where P must be greater than 1

Overall outcome of the study show that group work autonomous learning for a period
of six week does not affect learner perception of autonomy as 58 out of 60 resﬁonses to the
twelve statements of pre-and pdst study questionnaire showed a higher critical value of level
of significance. Taking into account all four tables of ﬁ'equency distribution as well as chi-
square calculations of research participants” pre-study and post-study questionnaires, we
become 95% sure that six weeks of treatment has resulted in no significant difference
between students’ perception of autonomy in gTOpp-work cooperative learning.

As a result, H,, that is, the group-work autonomous learning does not affect learner
perception of autonomy is accepted. Accordingly, six weeks of teach;ng English using
innovative approaches in an inductive way didn’t change the sfudents’ traditional, rule bound

way of thinking concerning the FL teachers’ role in their FL learning process. Perhaps, the
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six week pernod was not enough time for the students to become conscious of the fact that

they started to correct their peers’ and their own mistakes without the teacher’s help, they

~chose on their own who was going to present the group’s work in front of the class, and they

felt responsible for their peers’ performance.

In interpreting the results of this action research study, there were some limitations,
which will be considered in detail in the Limitations section of the Conclusion. One
timitation of the study is that approximately 40 % of my research participant students missed
classes throughout the six-.week period. No mechanism was put in place to prevent students
who did not attend the class sessions during the action research study from answering the

questions in the post-study questionnaire. Their answers might have affected the statistical

results.

4.3 Qualitative data

The other instrument of the research study was the short question-based lo g. After the
reflections of the students were analyzed, the ideas, which were most common, were chosen
and used as the basis for qualitative data for this action research study.

Different participants responded in different ways to the questions of the log. At first
it was relatively difficult for them to reproduce what was learnt, there wer'e cases (especially
with students of negative attitude towards group-work) when there v?as nét a single reflection
concerning the third question of the log. Later, step-by-step students started to become
conscious of what they were required to do (See Appendix D). |

Research participant students reacted in different ways to the methods and styles of
teaching of the teacher-researcher. At the very beginning of the action research study some
students showed an absolutely negative reaction towards group-work cooperative leaming,

Two students (Student B and Student C) represent some 4 or 5 students who were inclined
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agai11§t group-work from the very first class. 'fhey did not like the way of grouping and
working in groups with pmiculér group members, Some of their responses are recorded here:

Student B: “T didn’t like group work and I don’t want to work with those students in

one group”. '

Student C: “Today’s group work didn’t help me at all”,

I discuss one student (Student A) as a representative of the group of students who
responded positively throughout the twelve English sessions’ period (See Appendix D):

Student A: “T think. groul;—work was very effective; group-work helped me a lot, it

ensures betier understanding of the new word learnt during the lesson, it gives
chance to learn more about your friends personal attitude; Today my friends
helped me a lot

In the last five minutes of the class I asked the students who reacted especially
negatively to comment in writing on whatever part of the lesson that seemed unpleasant or
ineffective to them. After reading their comments, I decided to change their groups as many
times as it would seem necessary for them .to_ feel comfortable with their group members and
as well as feel responsibility for their own and their peers’ performance during group work.
The idea of chang.ing group members proved to be the right approach, as students seemed to
feel comfortable working in groups with the classmates they themselves chose.' The other
point that helped me to get students’ active participation'in group-work cooperative learning
was the individual treatment for each student. They became more and more motivated to
perform better as they felt responsibility for their own group participation in the class.

I used approximately the same types of activities all twelve sessions so that the
langudge learners could become aware of what'they were going to do next, without much
interference on the part of the teacher. After three classes of group-work ceoperative learning
students, who were of negative attitude towards it started to change their position:

Student B: “Today’s group-work seemed more interesting as my teacher asked me to
change my group”. '
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 Student C: “Today’s group work was more successful and motivating, our teacher
said that we were the best and the fastest group in today’s class”.

In my teaching practice, encouragement has helped much when it seems evident that
students are almost ready to participate in leaming activities. Students enjoy individual
treatment and encouragement and show willingness to justify the responsibility the teacher
puts upon them. At the end of the research study the students who were not comfortable with
group-work cooperative learning stated how swilccessfully they managed to learn through
group-work cooperative leéming: ' |

Student B: “We wrote a letter in our group, I hope our teacher likes whatever we
have written. It’s a pity this is our last class™.
Student C: “This is our last class so we did our best to write a pleasant letter to our
teacher”.
It is probably due to the %ndividual treatment and encouragement that the students who
did not show any interest and motivation in participating in group-work cooperative learning
during the first class gradually changed their negative attitude and in the end truly enjoyed
group-work cooperative learning. Perhaps, the six week period was not enough time for the
students to become conscious of the fact that they started to correct their peers’ and their own

mistakes without the teacher’s help, they chose 'on their own who was going to present the

group in front of the class, and they felt responsible for their peers’ performance.
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" 4.4 Conclusion

In this chapter quantitative and qualitativej analyses of the results were
presented. The quantitative data analysis section included the following sub-sections:
students’ attitude towards an English teacher’s role in the English language class, students’
feelings about their own language leaming, students’ awareness of language learning
strategies, and students’ perceptions of cooperative language learning. According to
qualitative data, H,, that is, the group-work autonomous learning does not affect learner
perception of autonomy is'accepted.‘

The qualitative data analysis section included the discussion of students’ reflections
on what was leamt in group-work cooperative léaming, how and how successfully. The
records make evident, that in six week period of autonomous learning the students started to
correct their peers’ and their own mistakes without the teacher’s help, they chose on their

-

own who was going to present the group in front of the class, and they felt responsible for

their peers’ performance.

In chapter five the major findings of the study, pedagogical implications, suggestions

for further studies, and the limitations of this study will be presented.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

5.1 Introduction

This study was designed to investigate to what extent group-work cooperative
learning affects learner perception of autonomy. It tried to answer the following research
question: To what extent does group-work cooperative learning affect learner perception of
autonomy? _

The participants éf the study were the researcher and 32 (15-1?6 years old) high
beginner level Armenian students who study in the 9™ grade.

5.2 Discussion of the results

The overall results of the quarntitative study showed that, H, that is, the hypothesis
that group-work autonomous Il:aming does not affect learner perception of autonomy is
accepted. Quantitative results suggest that group work autonomous learning for a period of
six week does not affect learner perception of autonomy as 38 out of 60 responses to the
tweIVé statements of the pre-and post study questionnaires showed higher critical value of
level of significance. Taking into account all four tables of frequency distribution as well as
chi-square calculations of research patticipants’ pre-study and post-study questionnaires, we
become 95% certain that six weeks of study has resulted no significant difference between
students’ perception of autonomy in group-work cooperative le’arning. Accordingly, six
weceks of teaching English using innovative approaches in an inductive way didn’t change the
students’ usual, conservative way of thinking concerning the FL teachers’ role in fheir FL
_leaming process. Perhaps, the six-weck period was not enough time for the students to
become conscious of the fact that they started to correct their peers’ and their own mistakes
without the teacher’s help. They chose on their own who was going to present the group in

front of the class, and they felt responsible for their peers’ and their own performance.

+
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Qualitative data show, that after twelve sessions of group-work cooperative learning

- students started to feel comfortable and enjoyed helping their group members, correcting |

their peers’” and their own mistakes without the teacher’s help. Some of the students who
showed an absolutely negative attitude towards group-work cooperative learning radically
changed their position and became the most actively participating students. After three
sessions of group-work cooperative learning they started to reflect positively on any activity
done in group-work, for insta;nce, representing their groups in front of the clags (See
Appendix D). After the si*;ﬂ(-week Study, almost all the research participant students became

more responsible for their peers’ and their own performance during English language classes.

5.3 Limitations of the Study

In interpreting the results of this action research study, there are some limitations to be
considered. These limitations are related to the participants and the length of the study.
First, many absences on the part of the participants caused some problems; students were
missing classes because there was a virus of “German measles™ spread all over the region’s
schools. Students who were infgcted with that virus had to miss classes for ten days in order
not to infect other students, Approximately 40 % of my rescarch participant students missed
classes throughout the six-week period. No mechanism was put in place to prevent students
who did not attend the class sessions during the action research study from answering the

questions in the post-study questionnaire. Their answers might have affected the statistical

i

results.
Another limitation of the study was the length of the treatment. A six-week period
does not seem enough time to make students change their traditional, rule bound, syllabus

dependent way of thinking. A longer teaching period using the same methodology and style

of teaching might have affected the results,
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| 5.4 Pedagogical Implications

The purpose of this study was to investigate to what extent group-work cooperative
learning affects learners’ perception of autonomy.

These findings may be used to redesign the traditional, rule bound style of teaching
English as a foreign language in the Armenian secondary schools. The reason for this
conservative treatment of teaching English is thdt the FL teachers are mostly unaware of the
new and effective approaches for teaching English. Most of the time in English language
classes traditional, whole élass methodology is used, the teacher is the only expert and the
decision maker, whereas students are passive listeners and note-takers. As a rule, students
memorize grammar rules presented by the teacher, review them, and then forget them very
soon, because the language they learn is neither authentic nor pragmatic.

However, in classes where group-work cooperétive learning is used teachers are
facilitators and advisors, whereas students are active participants of the learning process.
Regardless of the subject matter, students working in small groups tend to learn more of what
is taught and retain it longer than when the same content is presented in other ways. They ask
and answer questions on their own, make pl"edic"cions, analyze, discuss, assess their strengths
and weaknesses, work together, and try to learn. For teachers and students in Armenia, where
traditional, teacher-centered methodology have been applied for decades, changing these
roles might be very difficult. The findings of this stﬁdy may also be imp'ortant since they give
clear evidence that one by one, individual treatment and encouragement of all the students
may raise their motivation to participate in the class and leamn English. Another key to
motivate students to participate in group-work cooperative learning is the right choice of
materials and activities on the part of the EFL teachers, During the action research study it

proved to be effective to base some lesson plans on personal star signs, in order to teach
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certain'parts of speech, make students ask and answer questions with interest, and motivate
them to describe each others® characteristic features according to their star signs.

It is very important for both language teachers and leamners to be trained in advance
on new approaches of group-work autonomous learning/teaching in order for them to be able

to handle difficulties, which may arise while applying cooperative learning in the classroom.

3.5 Suggestions for Further Research

Some suggestions for further research come out from the findings of this study.

First of all, for more meaningfu! results the period of the study should be extended.

A six-week period of autonomy for promoting the teaching of English does not seem enough
ﬂme fér the language learners to become used to the idea that it is more meaningful to make
decisions about what to learn, how, and why on their own.

In this study, learners’ perception of autonomy in group-work cooperative learning
seemed unchanged as many students had to miss classes because of the virus of “German
measles” spread all over the region’s villages. A mechanism should be put in place that
would not permit students who do not attend the class sessions during the action research
study answer the questions in the post-study questionnaire. It will insure more valid data for
later statistical analyses. In a further study, learners’ per;:eption of antonomy in group-work
cooperative learning may be sought while teaching different skills: réading, writing, listening,

and speaking.
5.6 Conclusion

The aim of this action research study was to determine to what extent group-work

cooperative leamning affects learner perception of autonomy.
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No statistically significant differences were found between the results of pre- and

-post- study questionnaires. However, qualitative data gathered through question-based logs

suggested some positive changes in students’ attitudes towards group-work cooperative
Jearning after six weeks of exposure to group-work cooperative learning activities.

This study may be considered as an initial step to encourage leamers to become
actively involved in the learning process by reﬂécting on their attitudes towards group-work

cooperative learning,
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Appéndix A

Tick (v') in one appropriate box.

1, The teacher is the person most responsible
for my learning English.

2. I am in charge of my own learning
English,

3. I cannot learn any English without a
teacher.

4. The teacher decides what Engiish to teach
and that is what English I learn,

5. 1initiate my own learning processes for
English,

6. Learning English happens when 1 start to
pay attention to English.

7. My teachet tells me how to learn Eriglish,
8. 1 am aware of many good strategies to
learn English.

9. I don’t know the best ways to leamn
English.

10. [ can learn things in English by working
together with my friends,

11.7 think learning English with other
students in groups is a waste of time.

12. Sharing information in a task in English
with other students helps me learn English.

Strongly

agree
o

Strongly
agree

O
Strongly
agree

0
Strongly
agree

0
Strongly
agree

D
Strongly
agree

(]
Strongly
agree

]
Strongly
agree

(]
Strongly
agree

o
Strongly
agree

O
Strongly
agree

]
Strongly
agree

0
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Agree

Agree

Agree
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“Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree
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Agree

Agree

0

~

Neutral

O
Neutral

O
Neutral

O
Neutral

|
Neutral

0
Neutral

{d
Neutral

]
Neutral

[
Neutral

O
Neutral

O
Neutral

O
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]

Disagree
B

Disagree

O
Disagree

a
Disagree

]
Disagree

N
Disagree

0
Disagree
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O
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O
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Disagree
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Disagree

O
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