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Abstract : In this study, it was aimed to identify the relaiship between the
motivational patterns of EFL students and theircpmed autonomy support in
writing classes from a self-determination theorgspective.

According to the analysis of the data obtainedwidts found that there is a
significant relationship between participants’ méved autonomy support and
different motivation types. Data analyses also stbwthat the relationship
between more autonomous motivation types and pedeautonomy support
levels was stronger than the one between less @uimuns motivation types and
perceived autonomy support levels.

As a result, considering that almost all of thed&s on self-determination theory
showed that more intrinsic motivation types werereneffective on academic
achievement than extrinsic ones, it can be claithed facilitating autonomy

support in learning settings would enhance studentsnsic motivations and

their achievement levels in English writing classes
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1. Introduction

Autonomy support in learning has been one of thestnfoequently
studied issues in self-determination theory researeducational area (Reeve,
2002; 2006). Although self-determination is a tlyearhich concerns with
different conceptions such extrinsic/intrinsic mation, three basic
psychological needs, competence, autonomy, antedeless, inner tendencies
of individuals, etc., most researches on self-aeiteation theory, as may be
inferred from the name of the theory, have reldtesdr topics to the need for
autonomy or autonomy support.

Self-determination theory, formulated by Deci angaR (1985a) as a
model of motivation, personality and optimal fuocing proposes that people
have an innate tendency for personal growth, pdggihmal development,
mastering challenges in the environment, and iateyy experience into self-
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concept. This theory associates such tendenciggliefiduals with three innate
basic psychological needs, autonomy, competenceredatedness, which need
to be nurtured for their personal development, delhg, and integration to
their environment (Ryan & Deci, 2000b). Among théiseee needs,utonomy
refers people’s strivings to be the origin of tHeahaviours or to have a right in
determining themgompetence refers to people’s strivings to experience the
feeling of competence and being able to affectcthr@exts and conditions that
would allow such a feeling; andglatedness refers to people’s desires to relate
to or care for others, to be cared by them andaie la satisfying relationship
with the social environment (Deci & Ryan, 1991).

As mentioned above, a great many of the studiesetirdetermination
theory have focused generally on the first onehebé three needs, autonomy.
Previous research (e.g., Assor & Kaplan, 2001; [®efley, Kahle, Abrams &
Porac, 1981; Deci & Ryan, 1985b; Ryan and Deci,02)Qeported results
showing the essence of the nutrition of the needatdonomy or autonomy
support for both higher motivation of individuats fthe activities they did and
their well being, development and achievement fe. liEspecially, self-
determination research in educational area haseckon the issues related to
autonomy and autonomy support in the classroom, (&ggor, Kaplan, Kanat-
Maymon & Roth, 2005; Black & Deci 2000; Noels, 20Moels, Clément &
Pelletier, 1999; Noels, Pelletier, Clément & Vaded, 2000; Reeve, Jang,
Carrell, Jeon & Barch, 2004; Vansteenkiste, Zhoend & Soenens, 2005).
These studies reported that whereas autonomy stgipeepractices such as use
of expected rewards, threats of punishment, deagllinmposed goals,
surveillance and competition thwart the intrinsiotivation of individuals, lead
them to get amotivated and result in negative anadeutcomes (Deci, et al.,
1981; Deci & Ryan, 1985b), autonomy supportive ficas such as provision of
choices (Zuckerman, Porac, Lathin, Smith & Deci78Qand giving positive
feedback enhance intrinsic motivation and, accglglirmcademic achievement
of students (Assor et al.,, 2005; Noels et al.,, 198@els et al., 2000;
Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). Reeve (2002) sumnsiize findings of these
studies in two sentences: (1) autonomously-mott/aséudents thrive in
educational settings, and (2) students benefit wteathers support their
autonomy.

Among the studies which investigated autonomy stppsome
researched the relationship between autonomy suppdrtypes of motivation,
or types of self-regulation, proposed by self dateation theory (Assor et al.,
2005; Black & Deci, 2000; Pelletier, Fortier, Vaied & Briere, 2001; Reeve
et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). Theiffigsl of these studies indicated
a positive correlation between autonomy supportoentexts, autonomy
supportive teacher communicative styles and molfedetermined motivation
types, introjected regulation, integrated regulgtiand intrinsic motivation, and
students’ academic performances. On the other htmay, also revealed a
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positive correlation of controlling contexts andaomy suppressive teacher
behaviours with amotivation and external regulataond negative academic
outcomes.

There are also some L2 researches which adaptédesetmination
theory to the investigation of L2 learners’ motivat and focused on the
relationship between the autonomy support in tresstbom and students’
extrinsic and intrinsic motivational profiles (e.dNoels, 2001; Noels et al.,
1999; 2000; Vandergrift, 2005) They found resuhsttshowed a positive
correlation between autonomy support and studentshsic motivation and
positive learning outcomes. As will be explainedobe the main concern of
this study is to analyze the relationship betwdwnrotivation types proposed
by self-determination theory and students’ peratietonomy support as well.
It would be useful to give some information abdut imotivation model and
motivation types, or self-regulation styles, pragmbsby self-determination
theory before the presentation of the research.

Within its motivation model, self-determination timg proposes three
basic constructs of motivation: intrinsic motivatjoextrinsic motivation and
amotivation. Some sub-types of extrinsic and istdnmotivations are also
proposed.

One of the basic types of motivationeigrinsic motivation. Extrinsically
motivated people engage in the activities they atosbme outcomes separate
from them. This type of motivation falls into fodifferent categories: external
regulation, introjected regulation, identified région, and integrated
regulation.External regulation refers to the least autonomous form of extrinsic
motivation. Externally regulated behaviours werdgrened because of external
sources such as getting a reward or avoiding aspow@nt. Introjected
regulation is a more self-determined type of extrinsic mdiima than external
regulation. The basic reasons of introjected regdldehaviours are to avoid
shame and guilt or to attain esteem and self-wddéntified regulation is
related to the activities done since they are foymdsonally valuable,
important, and useful by the peopléntegrated regulation is the most
autonomous type of extrinsic motivation. It refeyshoiceful behaviours which
are fully assimilated with individuals’ other vakjeneeds and identity ((Ryan &
Deci, 2000a; Dornyei, 2001, p.28).

The second of the basic motivation types imrinsic motivation.
Intrinsically motivated behaviours are performedgapple for their own sakes
and for the satisfaction from participating in théRelletier, Tuson, Green-
Demers, Noels & Beaton, 1998). This type of motoats divided into three
sub-categories; intrinsic motivation to know, infiic motivation to accomplish,
and intrinsic motivation to experience stimulatibmtrinsic motivation to know
refers to doing an activity for the pleasure ofngaj knowledge and exploring
new ideas.Intrinsic motivation to accomplish refers to the good feeling of
mastering a challenging taskatrinsic motivation to experience stimulation
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refers to engagement in activities for the enjoytnferm, or excitement inherent
in them (Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Semlé& Vallieres, 1992).
Amotivation: Amotivation means a lack or absence of motivatimotivated
people do not see any relationships between thavimlirs they do and their
outcomes (Ratelle, Guay, Vallerand, Larose & Sen2687).

More autonomous motivation types are regarded tsupeerior to less
autonomous ones in terms of their contributionthéowell being, development,
and achievement of people (Deci & Ryan, 1985a)o0Belthe methodology,
participants, instruments, procedure, results andirfgs, implications and
suggestions of the study will be presented.

II. Methodology

The data of this study was drawn from the PhD ¢hesithe researcher
(Yesilyurt, 2008) and the topic of it reflects a dimemsof that thesis. By this
study, it was intended to reinterpret and convey fihdings related to this
dimension. It was designed as a descriptive resaminich investigated its topic
by collecting quantitative data from the particifgarmThe purpose of the present
study was to discover the relationship betweenntogivational patterns and
autonomy-support perceptions of the university Ehglanguage department
students in writing classes from a self-determoratheory perspective. Below,
the procedure of the study is explained in defiistly, the participants and
instruments of the research are described; secorilly data collection
procedure is explained; and, finally, the analysfsthe collected data is
introduced.

A. Participants

The participants of this study were 275 preparatony first year English
Language Teaching and English Language and Literadtudents from the
Education and Arts and Humanities faculties of ikatUniversity who were
taking writing courses in their departments durihg data collection process.
Over 85% of the preparatory and first year studentshe two departments
participated in the research. The reason for Imgitthe research to the
preparatory and first year students was that ohby twere taking writing
classes at the time of the administration of theesu

Below, the participants are introduced accordingh&r distribution by
departments, day-time/evening classes, grades emdkgs. This distribution is
given in Table 1.
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Table 1. Distribution of participants according to their dejnents, day-
time/evening classes, grades, and genders

?epartmen ELL ELT
r??g;‘ggls Day-time Evening Day
Grade Prep. First Prep First Prep. First
Gender FF M F M FM FMFHFMBE M
33/ 6 | 56/13/20/ 12|53 7|29 6 337
39 69 32 60 35 40
108 92 75
200 | 75
Total 275

(Yesilyurt, 2008, p. 76)
Note: F: Female, M: Male

As is seen in Table 1, most of the participant® f@males and 38
males, were from the English Language and Liteeadepartment. There are
two major reasons of the difference between thebmusof the participants
from the two departments. The first reason is thatnumber of the students of
this department has been much greater than thdaheofEnglish Language
Teaching Department in recent years. The secondomed that whereas
English Language and Literature Department has iegedasses for every
grade of students, English Language Teaching Deeatt has no evening
classes at the levels of first, second, and thiedlgs. Among the participants
from the ELL Department, 89 females and 19 malesewday-time class
students; and 73 females and 19 males were eveldng students. As for the
age range of the participants, they were betweeanti722. However, most of
them were, 63%, either 19 or 20 years old.

B. Instruments

In this study, the data were collected through thiferent scales: the
Perceived Autonomy Support Scale and the Writingiwtion Scale. These
instruments are described below.

1. The Perceived Autonomy Support Scale

This scale was used to measure the participantepttions of the
autonomy support provided to them by their writingtructors. It was tried to
explore if they were given the rights to tell thepinions freely, to choose the
topics or activities in writing classes, if theyefeunder pressure about the
deadlines or accuracy of the assignments, if theypaovided with enough
informative feedback, if they have the opporturtity have an effective and
sufficient interaction with the instructors, et@rRhis purpose, 14 items were
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formed in the scale (see ¥gurt, 2008). The items were formed after a review
of the related scales used in previous studies fsgpr, Kaplan & Roth, 2002;
Black & Deci, 2000; Chan, 2003; Ntoumanis, 2001jlms & Deci, 1996;
Williams, Saizow, Ross & Deci, 1997). The itemsciakrom these studies were
adapted to both the focus and context of the study.

A five-point Likert scale was used in the questiaing. The participants
were asked to mark the number which best corregabial their opinions. In
the scale, 1 referred to “Strongly Disagree”, 2Disagree”, 3 to “Moderately
Agree”, 4 to “Agree”, and 5 to “Strongly Agree”. &htems with negative
statements were reversely scored.

2. The Writing Motivation Scale

This instrument was used to determine the motinati@rientations of
the participants in writing classes from the pectipe of the self-determination
theory. The scale was designed through some adaptatrom the self-
regulation or learning motivation questionnairegdisn the studies of L2
teaching/learning (e.g., Noels et al., 2000; Vagdftr 2005) or completely
different disciplines (e.g., Baldwin & Caldwell, @8; Black & Deci, 2000;
Deci, Hodges, Pierson & Tomassone, 1992; Ryan &n€n1989; Vallerand
et al., 1992; Williams and Deci, 1996) with perrioes from the researchers
who had designed or used them before.

The Writing Motivation Scale (see Yiyurt, 2008) included 33 items
falling into three basic and six sub-dimensions. odikation, extrinsic
motivation (external regulation, introjected rediga, and identified regulation)
and intrinsic motivation (knowledge, accomplishmemtd stimulation) types of
the participants were measured by this scale.drstale, the®] &", 15" 22"
27" and 32% items belonged to the amotivation subscal@; &, 16" 23¢9 28"
and 3% to external regulation subscal&’, 30", 17", 24" and 24 to introjected
regulation subscale411", 18", 25" and 3¢ to identified regulation subscale;
5" 12" and 19 to intrinsic motivation for knowledge subscalé, 63" 2d"
and 26" to intrinsic motivation for accomplishment subscand ¥, 14", 21
and 3%' to intrinsic motivation for stimulation subscalEhe same five-point
Likert scale was used in this questionnaire as.well

To measure the reliability of the scales, a pifitlecation was carried out
with 40 participants. The reliability coefficientgere found a$:=0.84 for the
Perceived Autonomy Support Scale awd0.82 for the Writing Motivation
Scale. Since the reliability levels were evaluatede high enough, the scales
were used in the main study with no alterations.

3. Procedure

The data of this study was gathered during the laggtlasses of the
participants in the first semester of the 2007-208&demic Year. The
guestionnaires were applied after the written pssiains had been taken from
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the administrations of the two faculties. It toadanly 35 minutes to respond to
the questionnaires. After the completion of theadadllection procedure, the
data, in line with the purposes of the study, wanalyzed by a statistical
program for social sciences (SPPS for Windows).

lll. Results and Findings

The data of this study were analyzed through tla¢issital program
SPPS 16.00. By the help of this program, minimurd amaximum scores,
means and standard deviations of the scales wemputed and correlation
analyses between these scales were carried ouhidnsection, firstly, the
participants’ perceived autonomy support levels atfifferent motivation
patterns will be analyzed. As explained above,dh& related to participants’
perceived autonomy support and motivational pastemere collected by the
Perceived Autonomy Support and the Writing MotieatiScale. The Writing
Motivation Scale was used to determine the motweti profiles of the
participants from the perspective of SDT, whichestigates motivation in the
categories of amotivation, extrinsic motivation danttinsic motivation, and in
the sub-types of extrinsic and intrinsic motivaiowhereas the Perceived
Autonomy Support was used to find out participanpgrceptions of the
autonomy support provided by their writing instarst Whereas an overall
mean for the Perceived Autonomy Support Scale waasored, the same
process was not carried out for the Writing MotiwatScale since different
types of motivation have not been considered toadditive but different
degrees of a continuum in self-determination liigne (Calder & Staw, 1975;
Deci and Ryan, 1985a).

In Table 2, minimums and maximum scores, means, staddard
deviations of the Perceived Autonomy Support Scald subscales of the
Writing Motivation Scale, amotivation, extrinsic mhation (different
regulatory types of it) and intrinsic motivatioris(ithree different types) are
shown.
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Table 2.Minimum and maximum scores, means and standaraifitavs for the
Perceived Autonomy Support Scale and subscalebeofMriting Motivation
Scale

N | Min. | Max. Mrfa S.D.
Perceived Autonomy Support| 275| 1,29 | 493 | 3,54 | 0,58
Amotivation 275| 1,00 | 4,33 | 1,99 | 0,58
Extrinsic Motivation 275| 1,88 | 4,69 | 3,23 | 0,51
External Regulation 275| 1,00 | 450 | 2,74 | 0,69
Introjected Regulation 275| 1,80 | 5,00 | 3,35 0,60
Identified Regulation 275| 1,80 | 5,00 | 3,68 0,56
Intrinsic Motivation 275| 1,55 | 500 | 3,67 | 0,72

Intrinsic Motivation— 275 | 1.67 | 5.00

Knowledge 3,81 | 0,76
Intrinsic Motivation—

Accomplishment 2751 1751 5,00 3,85 | 0,72
Intrinsic Motivation-

Stimulation 2751 1,00 | 5,00 3,39 | 0,88
Valid N 275

In this section, firstly, the analysis of the datd#ained through Perceived
Autonomy Support Scale will be introduced, and thies findings related to
different motivational patterns of the participantd be conveyed. As seen in
the table, considering that the highest possibdeestrom this scale was 5, the
overall perceived autonomy support level of thdipgants may be regarded to
be high. This may mean that the participants, imega&, had positive
perceptions of the autonomy support provided byir thgiting instructors.
Besides the overall mean of the scale, means fdr gam were also found in
order to analyze their perceptions of differentea$p of writing classes such as
having right to choose the objectives, activitiesterials, methods and topics;
the opportunity to ask questions and express theughts freely; the flexibility
about the deadlines of the writing assignments;, dinel chance to plan, be
responsible for and evaluate their own learningnduthe writing instruction
process. The means for each item in the Perceiveonémy Support Scale are
given in Table 3.

404



Table 3. Minimum and maximum scores, means andlatdrdeviations for the
Perceived Autonomy Support Scale

N Min. Max. Mean S.D.

ltem 1 275 1.00 5.00 3.48 1.03
ltem 2 275 1.00 5.00 3.05 1.04
Item 3 275 1.00 5.00 2.94 1.10
ltem 4 275 1.00 5.00 3.48 1.02
ltem 5 275 1.00 5.00 4.28 0.89
ltem 6 275 1.00 5.00 3.28 1.05
ltem 7 275 1.00 5.00 3.53 1.06
ltem 8 275 1.00 5.00 3.66 1.08
ltem 9 275 1.00 5.00 3.71 1.00
ltem 10 275 1.00 5.00 3.55 1.01
ltem 11 275 1.00 5.00 4.13 0.88
ltem 12 275 1.00 5.00 3.61 1.02
ltem 13 275 1.00 5.00 3.77 0.96
ltem 14 275 1.00 5.00 3.03 1.17
Mean 275 1.29 4.93 3.54 0.58
Valid N 275

As seen in the table, the lowest scored items @fsttale are the"® 3°
and 14 ones. These items were related to participantsgptions of autonomy
in deciding on the writing activities, choosing timaterials to be used, and the
pressure they felt about the accuracy of the taBkse. means for these items
were 3.05, 2.94, and 3.03 respectively. On therdtlamd, the highest means
belonged to the™ 9", 11" and 1%' items which were scored 4.28, 3.71, 4.13,
and 3.77 by the participants. These items inclutthed statements related to
participants’ opportunity to tell their opinions the classroom, the flexibility
about the deadlines of the assignments, askingiqnedo their teachers freely,
and being responsible for their own learning. As ba understood from Table
3, the scores, ranging from 3.28 to 3.66, of theepitems were similar to each
other.

Depending on the findings obtained from this saalean be claimed that
students, in particular, in their interactions witheir instructors, feel
autonomous rather than controlled in writing classeney do not feel under
pressure and they have freedom to convey theirgtitsuand feelings to their
teachers and classmates. On the contrary, itaspaissible to argue that they do
not find themselves autonomous enough in otherctsjp writing classes such
as deciding on the materials and activities. Howelvem these findings, it can
be concluded that the students who participatethis research perceive the
classroom climate of their writing classes gengrafl autonomy supportive. In
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the following paragraphs of this section, a desicnipof the data collected by
the Writing Motivation Scale will be given.

Among the subscales of the Writing Motivation Scdle amotivation
subscale has the lowest mean (1.99). Low mearea$cbres given to the items
of this subscale points to a relatively high maima of the participants for
writing classes. The means of the other subscates feund to be significantly
higher than amotivation.

Among the other subscales, the one whose mean lasesstto that of
amotivation is the external regulation sub-dimensa$ extrinsic motivation
type. With its mean of 2.74, external regulatisnthe second lowest scored
type of motivation. As explained irnntroduction, externally regulated
behaviours are performed by people because of sxtegnal forces such as
attaining a reward or avoiding a punishment. Nameleh behaviours depend
on the existence of rewards or punishments. Thexefexternally regulated
behaviours may be quitted as soon as these redsappear.

Depending on the mean of this subscale, it can laened that the
participants’ reasons for writing classes are notimexternal. In other words,
they do not, generally, write for the extraneowssoms such as showing others
how good they are at writing in English, avoidinguble, being supposed to do
it, obeying a rule, leading the teacher to say thigegs about them, and getting
a reward, etc.

The second regulatory type of extrinsic motivation the Writing
Motivation Scale was introjected regulation. Tlyigd of extrinsic motivation of
the participants was measured by the items stagiagons such as believing in
the necessity of writing for successful languageriang, wishing to impress the
teachers and classmates, feeling of proud, avoidahdeeling bad, etc. The
mean of the scores of these items was found to.®&. F\ccording to this
figure, it can be said that introjected regulatisnmore effective in writing
classes than external regulation.

Among the extrinsic motivation types, identifiedyuéation was scored
highest by the participants (M: 3.68). The reassunsh as seeing writing as a
good way of gaining skills in other areas of larggidearning, getting better at
writing, maintaining good relationships with clasgss, and determining the
level of proficiency in writing were the mostly gated extrinsic reasons for
doing the activities in English writing classesthg participants. The levels of
extrinsic motivation types get higher (introjecte8-35; identified regulation=
3.68) as they get closer to the most autonomous anextrinsic/intrinsic
motivation continuum. In addition, the average lo¢ tmeans of these three
extrinsic motivation types (regulation types) wadcalated to be 3.23. This
may refer to an existence of external reasons dargdthe activities in writing
classes.

The second main type of motivation investigatedthis study was
intrinsic motivation. For the analysis of this typd motivation of the
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participants in writing classes, a general mean meaéns for each subtype
(intrinsic motivation to know, intrinsic motivatioto accomplish, and intrinsic
motivation for stimulation) were calculated. Theameof intrinsic motivation
was found to be 3.67. This mean may be considegsifisantly higher than
that of extrinsic motivation given above. This dangiven as an indication of
that the reasons inherent in the writing activitisemselves are perceived as
more important by the participants than those whighexternal to them.

Among the three subscales of intrinsic motivatimnrinsic motivation
for accomplishment, carrying out the activitieswnting classes for reasons
such as the contribution of carrying out hard wgttasks to the improvement
of the performance in writing, the pleasure felpgrfecting the abilities in L2
writing, the good feeling when performing in wrigilbetter than expected, and
the personal satisfaction for mastering difficultitiug activities, was scored
highest (M: 3.85) by the participants. Intrinsic timation for knowledge, for
the feeling of satisfaction, pleasure or excitemarearning or exploring new
things, was second highest (M: 3.81) scored intrimsotivation type. The
lowest (M: 3.39) scored intrinsic motivation typeasvthe intrinsic motivation
for stimulation which refers to the feelings of pagess, joy, excitement,
interest, fun, etc. during any writing activity.dfn these means, it can be
inferred that the intrinsic motivation of the paipiants for writing classes is
primarily based on their desire to accomplish,riow, and lastly, to experience
stimulation.

However different motivational patterns of the p#pants in writing
classes were analyzed separately above, it shdstd ke noted that these
motivational patterns are the parts of the saméirmaumm. There are not exact
borders between them and they are not contradittoeach other. In addition,
they may simultaneously exist in a person. They m&yally be intercorrelated
to each other as well.

The correlations among amotivation, extrinsic mation, external
regulation, introjected regulation, identified réggion, intrinsic motivation,
intrinsic motivation for knowledge, intrinsic moétion for accomplishment,
and intrinsic motivation for stimulation subscasesl their correlations with the
perceived autonomy support levels of the partidipame illustrated in Table 4
below.
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Table 4.Means and standard deviations of the Perceived ndmy Support
Scale and subscales of the Writing Motivation Scaifel intercorrelations
among them

Subscale Subscales
S M S.D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1.PAS 3.54 .58 1
2.A M. 1.99 .58 -29% 1
3.EM 3.23 51 9% -13* 1
4 Ext.R. | 274 .69 -.01 \23%* .82 1
5.Int. R. | 335 .60 .23%* -.23%* 91+ | 61 1
6.1d. R. | 3.68 .56 .33%* - 46% 73% | 26% | .68** 1
7.1M 3.67 .72 37 -.65% .38%* -.05 A5% | 68 1
sklr':/(');v 381 76 .30%* -.56%* .34%* -.03 39% | B1% | 89 1
9.IM-Acc. | 3.85 72 .39% -55%* A1 .01 A7=| 67 | .90 | .73 1
1§t'i'r';"' 339 88 31+ -.64%% 29%* -.09 37 | 59w | 93+ | 75w 720

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

Note: PAS.: Perceived Autonomy Support, A.M.: AmotivatidEM: Extrinsic

motivation, Ext.R: External regulation, Int.R. lojected regulation, Id.R:
Identified Regulation, IM: Intrinsic Motivation, IMKnow.: Intrinsic

Motivation for Knowledge, IM—Acc.: Intrinsic  Motation for

Accomplishment, IM-Stim.: Intrinsic Motivation f@timulation.

When the intercorrelations among different subscalé the Writing
Motivation Scale were analyzed, it was seen thabtaattion had significant
negative correlations with the other subscales. #mation had positive
correlation with only external regulation. The atlseibscales had significant
positive correlations with each other. In this stuthe main concern is the
investigation of the correlation of perceived awtmy support levels of the
participants with their different types of motivaiti It is clearly seen from
Table 4 that perceived autonomy support levels l# participants are
significantly and negatively correlated with thamotivation levels. From this
negative correlation between perceived autonomypadpand amotivation, it
can be concluded that perceived autonomy supperpabsitive correlation with
students’ motivation in writing classes. In otheords, it can be claimed that
autonomy support in writing classrooms enhanceslestis’ motivation in
writing classes.

As seen in the table, there is no significant datien between perceived
autonomy support of the participants and theirreeregulation levels. On the
contrary, there are significant positive correlatiobetween the general
perceived autonomy support level and other subscae the Writing
Motivation Scale. However, the general intrinsictivetion mean has higher
levels of positive correlations with the perceivadtonomy support of the
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participants than the general extrinsic motivatnaan. Among the extrinsic
motivation subscales, identified regulation hasdinengest correlation with the
perceived autonomy support levels. And, among thiinsic motivation
subscales, the subscale which has highest levebrélation with perceived
autonomy support of the participants is intrinsic otivation for
accomplishment. In brief, it can be stated that @anautonomous types of
motivation have stronger correlations with studemerceptions of the
autonomy support in writing classes. From this ifigd considering the
previous research demonstrated the superiorityavéreelf-determined types of
motivations to more controlled ones (Reeve, 20@23an be concluded that
autonomy supportive learning climates enhance nisiti motivations of the
learners and, accordingly, their academic perfooean Therefore, such
climates should be well developed and supported.

IV. Implications and Suggestions

The findings of this study showed that there isgaifcant relationship
between perceived autonomy support levels of thdesits in English writing
classes and their motivation patterns for thesesela The relation between
more autonomous motivation types and perceivednanty support levels
were found to be stronger than the one betweendesmomous motivation
types and perceived autonomy support levels opéngcipants.

Depending on these findings, it is possible toestdiat autonomy
supportive teaching practices and classroom climagd@hance students’
motivations, especially intrinsic motivations, inritmmg classes. Developing
such practices and learning climates would fatditheir attendance to writing
classes and patrticipation in writing activities mand result in better academic
outcomes. Therefore, writing instructors shouldvjite students with enough
autonomy to choose the objectives, activities, nmae methods and topics; to
ask questions and express their thoughts freelgat@ the flexibility about the
deadlines of the writing assignments; and, the ohamn plan, be responsible for
and evaluate their own learning during the writimgtruction process.

In the future, some researches may be conducteld bath writing
teachers and students to determine specific stestenf providing effective
autonomy support in writing classes.

Ozet : Bu calsmada,ingilizce bélimii grencileriningilizce yazma derslerindeki
gldilenme tirleri ile bu derslerdeki algilanan &ler diizeyleri arasindaki
ili skinin 6z-belirleme kurami bakacisina gore incelenmesi amaclagtimi

Elde edilen verilerin ¢éziimlenmesi sonucunda, kagtilarin algilanan 6zerklik
destgi diizeyleri ile farkli giidilenme tirleri arasindalaanh bir iliski oldugu
tespit edilmgtir. Veri ¢coziimlemeleri, 6zerklik dizeyi daha yuksgldilenme
turleri ile algilanan 6zerklik deste arasindaki ikkinin 6zerklik diizeyi daha
distik olan gudiulenme tirleri ile algilanan 6zerklikstgi arasindaki igkiden
daha glcli oldgunu gosternsiir.
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Oz-belirleme kurami iizerine yapigngalsmalarin hemen hemen hepsinin icsel
gldilenme tdrlerinin gsal olanlara gore akademiksaa (izerinde daha etkili
oldugunu gosterdiini dustnirsek, sonu¢ olarakgienme ortamindaki 6zerklik
destginin artirilmasinin grencilerin i¢sel gudilenmeleri ve dolayisiyla déaom
yazma derslerindeki karilarini artirmada etkili olageni séyleyebiliriz.

Anahtar sozciikler: Oz-belirleme kurami, giidilenme tirleri, yabandiodarak
ingilizce’de yazma, algilanan 6zerklik deste igsel gudulenme, ssal
gudilenme, gudulenme yoksu@lu
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