Bartin University Journal of Faculty of Education, 8(3), 1072-1087
Bartin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 8(3), 1072-1087
buefad.bartin.edu.tr

Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Self-Regulated Learning Strategies of Preparatory
School Students and Their Relation with Language Proficiency Levels

Betiil CIMENLI*?, Merve HIRCIN COBANP

Article Info

Abstract

DOI: 10.14686/buefad.603454

Article History:

Received 07.08.2019
Accepted 09.10.2019
Published  15.10.2019

Keywords:
Self-efficacy beliefs,
Self-regulated learning
strategies,

EFL

Article Type:
Research article

The main purpose of this study is to uncover preparatory school students’ self-
efficacy beliefs and self-regulated strategy use in different proficiency levels. In
accordance with this, this study aims to find out the relation between self-efficacy
beliefs of students and their use of SRL strategies, and figure out to what extent self-
efficacy beliefs, SLR strategies use of students and sex can predict their proficiency
level. The study was conducted at a private university in Ankara in the academic
year 2017-2018. The participants are all preparatory class students with A2 (n=35),
B1 (n=27) and B2 (n=30) level of proficiency in English as an L2 and were recruited
by convenience sampling method. Data of the study were collected through two
questionnaires involving Likert type items. The findings of the study revealed that
there was a significant difference for listening and writing efficacy of participants
between A2 and B2 level. Also, there is a significant positive correlation at moderate
level between self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategies use of participants regardless
of their proficiency level. The current study has some implications for L2 language
education especially in higher education such as including self-efficacy and SRL
strategies into their curriculum.
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Bu calismanin amaci, {niversite hazirhik smifi  6grencilerinin  farkli yeterlik
diizeylerinde 6z-yeterlik inanglarini ve 6z-diizenlemeli strateji kullanimini ortaya
cikarmaktir. Buna uygun olarak, bu ¢alisma égrencilerin dz-yeterlik inanclar1 ve Oz
diizenlemeli dgrenme (ODO) stratejilerinin kullamm arasindaki iliskiyi kesfetmeyi
ve dz-yeterlik inanglarimn, 6grencilerin ODO stratejileri kullamminin ve cinsiyetin
yeterlik diizeylerini ne derecede yordayabildigini bulabilmeyi amaglamaktadir.
Calisma, 2017-2018 egitim-6gretim yilinda Ankara’daki &zel bir iniversitede
yiiriitiilmiistiir. Katihmeilarin hepsi Ingilizceyi ikinci dil olarak dgrenen A2(n=35),
B1(n=27) ve B2(n=30) yeterlik seviyeli hazirlik simfi 6grencileridir ve uygun
orneklem yontemiyle secilmislerdir. Caligmanin verileri 2 adet Likert tipi 6lgekle
toplanmistir. Calismadan elde edilen bulgular, A2 ve B2 seviyesi arasindaki
katilimcilarin dinleme ve yazma becerileri arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugunu ortaya
cikardi. Calismanin sonuglari, yeterlik seviyelerine bakmaksizin katilimeilarin 6z-
yeterlik inanglar1 ve ODO stratejileri arasinda orta diizeyde anlamli bir olumlu iligki
oldugunu ortaya koydu. Mevcut calismanm, oz-yeterlik ve ODO stratejilerini
miifredata dahil etme gibi dzellikle yiiksekogrenimdeki ikinci yabanci dil egitimi i¢in
bazi ¢ikarimlari vardir.
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Introduction

In very broad terms, self-efficacy can be defined as a person’s judgment of his’/her own capabilities to
accomplish a task (Bandura, 1997) and is often conceptualized as being task specific (Bandura, 1986; Schunk,
1989; 1991). Self-efficacy is believed to be a successful predictor of academic performance (Bandura, 1997) as it
is regarded as “the foundation for human motivation, well-being, and personal accomplishment” (Pajares, 2009,
p. 113). When it comes to learning strategies preferred by L2 learners, it can be stated that they use various kinds
of strategies for various purposes such as planning their own learning, monitoring their learning progress, and
handling specific learning tasks to be able to eliminate communication problems (Ellis, 1989). Self-regulated
learning strategy, similarly, is a specific action or technique utilized by students, to develop their skills in an
intentional way most of the time (Green & Oxford, 1995).

It has been revealed that self-efficacy and SRL strategies are interrelated (Su & Duo, 2012; Magogwe & Oliver,
2007; Yilmaz, 2010; Zimmerman, 2000) and give an idea about students’ academic achievement (Wang, Hu,
Zhang, Chang, & Xu, 2012). Although relationship between self-efficacy along with strategy use and achievement
is something significant to look at, the research on the relation between self-efficacy and self-regulation in
language learning is still limited (Huang, Lloyd, & Mikulecky, 1999; Kim et al., 2015; Wong, 2015).

In the light of abovementioned studies, the present study aims to uncover preparatory school students’, at
different levels, self-efficacy beliefs along with their SRL strategy usages and the relation between these variables.
The study also aims to find out effects of self-efficacy, SRL strategies, and sex on L2 leamers’ proficiency level.
Considering the need for further research on the issue and aims of the study, following three research questions
were formulated:

1. Is there a significant difference between students’ self-efficacy beliefs (listening, reading,
writing, and speaking) in different proficiency levels?

2. Is here a significant correlation between self-efficacy and SRL strategies in different proficiency
levels?

3. Do self-efficacy beliefs, SRL strategies use of students, and sex explain variance in different
proficiency levels?

To be able to provide the background to the present study, related literature is presented in the following part
before addressing the proposed research questions.

Literature Review
The Construct of Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is often associated with Bandura’s (1997) studies as the notion emerged from his works on socio-
cultural theory (Bandura, 1986). He defines self-efficacy as "people's judgments of their capabilities to organize
and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performance"” (Bandura, 1997, p. 174). Thus,
classroom environment can be a fruitful context for language learners to both reveal and improve their self-efficacy
beliefs.

Bandura (1997) stated that one’s “... actions are based more on what they believe rather than on what is
objectively true" (p. 2). And, this belief is the result of a learning process (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000). Several
researches in the field of education have already revealed that one’s self-efficacy beliefs have an effect on his
academic performance in various domains of language such as listening, reading, speaking and writing (Ayoobiyan
& Soleimani, 2015; Bandura, 1997; Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2006; Pajares, 2008;
Rahimi & Abedini, 2009; Tilfarlioglu & Ciftci 2011). However, there are not still enough number of studies
examining the relation between foreign language performance and self-efficacy (Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2007).

Self-Regulated Learning Strategies

Learning strategies are defined as the “mental activities that people use when they study to help themselves
acquire, organize, or remember incoming knowledge more efficiently” by Park (1997, p. 35). It can also be stated
that successful use of varying learning strategies is commonly associated with effective language learning (Green
& Oxford, 1995; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). SRL strategy is a specific action or technique utilized by students, to
develop their skills in an intentional way most of the time (Green & Oxford, 1995). According to Bandura (1986)
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and Schunk (1989) self-regulation involves at least four components: “goal setting, self-observation, self-
judgment, and self-reaction” (as cited in Chularut & DeBacker, 2004, p. 250) three of which act accordingly in
enabling goal achievement.

It can be stated that SRL strategies has attracted a number of researchers (Banisaeid & Huang, 2015; Basso &
Abrahio, 2018; Chamot, 2014; Cohen & Macaro, 2007; Dornyei, 2005; Harris, 1990; Tseng, Dérnyei, & Schmitt,
2006; Zimmerman & Schunk, 1989). Studies on learning strategies mainly find a positive relationship between
strategy use and language performance of students (Morshedian, Sotoudehnama, Hemmati, & Soleimani, 2016;
Lastochkina & Smirnova, 2017; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986; 1988). Green and Oxford (1995) revealed
that high achieving language learners tend to use more learning strategies contrary to low achieving ones. Griffiths
(2003) also finds a positive relationship between strategy use and level of proficiency in a study with 348
participants from a private language school. In their study with Japanese EFL learners, Tsuda and Nakata (2013)
find out certain internal factors affecting their SRL strategies which can be listed as motivation, previous
knowledge, and readiness for learning. Similarly, Banisaeid and Huang (2015) reveal that there is a positive
correlation between motivation and SRL strategies in Chinese EFL context.

SRL strategies have also been explored in the Turkish context from various aspects (Altay & Saracaloglu,
2017; Koksal & Diindar, 2018; Seker & Dinger, 2016; Yesilbursa & Bilican, 2013; Yiice, 2019). Yiice’s (2019)
investigation of SRL perceptions of foreign language learners at a public university revealed that while sex,
preparatory class education and grade were not descriptors of SRL perceptions of foreign language learners,
education levels of students might contribute to their SRL perceptions. In another study, Koksal and Diindar (2018)
also found out that while there were no differences regarding SRL strategies between high achieving and low
achieving students, the difference was obvious in behaviours such as encouraging one’s self, asking questions, and
problem solving.

When it comes to the relation between self-efficacy beliefs, SRL strategies and proficiency level of L2 learners,
there are many studies revealing a significant positive correlation between these (Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Kim
etal., 2015; Pape & Wang, 2003; Pajares & Schunk, 2001; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988; 1990). However,
there are also studies suggesting this relationship is rather vague or non-significant (Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006).
Based on this discussion, the present study aims to reveal the relation between these constructs in a Turkish higher
education context.

Methodology
Research Design

This study was designed as an Ex-Post Facto design (a quasi-experimental design) in which we, as researchers, do
not manipulate any of the variables and quantitative research methods were used. The study was carried out with
preparatory school students at a private university in Turkey. Details about participants, research tools, data
collection and analysis procedures will be presented in detail in the following parts.

Participants

The participants were recruited by convenience sampling method since the questionnaires were administered
at a private university in Ankara, where one of the researchers works as an English instructor. The participants are
all preparatory class students with A2, B1 and B2 levels of proficiency in English as an L2. A2 level students have
23 hours of English, and B1 level students and B2 level students have 22 and 21 hours of English in a week
respectively. 92 students in total participated in the study; 53 (57.6 %) were males and 39 (42.4 %) were females.
Their age ranged from 17 to 22 (M = 18.87, SD = 1.056). While 55 (59.8 %) students attended private schools for
their high school education, 37 of them (40.2 %) attended public schools. There were 35 (38%) A2 level, 27 (29.3
%) B1 level and 30 (32.6 %) B2 level students participating in the study. The students will pursue various
departments in their freshmen year. However, because the sample size of each department is pretty small, it has
been decided to not to take into account the effect of each student’s departments into their self-efficacy beliefs and
self-regulated learning strategies.
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Instruments

Two separate questionnaires were administered which are the Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE)
and the Questionnaire of English Self-Regulated Learning Strategies (QESRLS). QESE includes 32 items. There
were four subscales including self-efficacy for listening, self-efficacy for speaking, self-efficacy for reading and
self-efficacy for writing. It was expected from the students to label their capabilities via a 7-point Likert items
from 1 (I am totally unable to do this) to 7 (I am able to do this well). The high score obtained from the scale
means that the student’ self-efficacy level is high.

QESRLS questionnaire was taken from of Kim, Wang, Ahn, & Bong (2015) study. Because the study’s origin
was in the Korean and Chinese context, all native language references in the questions were replaced with the
word Turkish. It includes 68 items and is made up of several subscales as in Wang, Hu, Zhang, Chang, & Xu
(2012)’s study where this questionnaire was originated. It has 11 subscales which are organization and
transformation, review of records, interpretation skills, rehearsal and memorization, persistence when faced with
challenges, self-evaluation, record keeping and monitoring, seeking opportunities to practice English, self-
consequences, goal setting and planning, and seeking social assistance. Students were expected to circle the choice
that best describes their use of SRL strategies: 0 =I never use it, 1 = | seldom use it, 2 = | sometimes use it and 3
= | often use it. The high score obtained from the scale means that the student has well-developed self-regulated
learning strategies.

Both questionnaires were administered in English in an online platform and it took students approximately 30
minutes to complete two questionnaires. According to Wang et al. (2012), high internal consistency was found in
both questionnaires with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .97 for QESE and .94 for QESRLS.

Data Collection Procedure

Since one of the aims of this study is to find out whether self-efficacy beliefs, SRL strategy use of students
predict their proficiency level, both questionnaires were administered in three different groups regarding their
English proficiency levels (A2, B1, B2). The survey was uploaded to students’ Moodle classes and their instructors
were requested to inform the students about the questionnaire. The ones who were willing submitted their answers
online.

Data Analysis Procedure

Analysis of the data collected for the present study was carried out via One-Way ANOVA, Correlation and
Multiple Regression by using SPSS 21 software. Initially, four One-Way ANOVAs were conducted to see whether
there were any differences regarding students’ self-efficacy beliefs in four different language skills (listening,
reading, writing, and speaking) in different proficiency levels. Then, to determine whether there is a significant
correlation between self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategies in different proficiency levels, three correlation
analyses were conducted for three different levels. Lastly, standard multiple regression analyses were carried out
to be able to address the third research question.

Findings

The main objective of this investigation was to uncover preparatory school students’ self-efficacy beliefs and
self-regulated strategy use in different proficiency levels. Prior to the analysis, the data were checked for normality
using Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, Shapiro-Wilk’s test, visual inspections of their histograms, normal Q-Q plots and
box plots, all of which showed that all the data were normally distributed. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of
normality found that self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategy use of students were both normally distributed for three
different levels (p>.05). For B2 level specifically, Q-Q plot and histogram visually represented that the data were
normally distributed.

Table 1 displays the means and standard deviations of both self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategies of students.
A2 level students had a mean score of 4.805 (SD=.688, N=35) from the self-efficacy questionnaire while they got
a mean score of 1.815 (SD=.382) from the SRL strategies questionnaire. For the self-efficacy beliefs, B1 level
students’ mean score was 5.064 (SD=.746, N=27) while their mean score was 1.875 for SRL strategies (SD=.373).
B2 level students’ mean score for self-efficacy beliefs was 5.437 (SD=1.047, N=30) and their mean score for SRL
strategies was 2.000 (SD=.441).
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Instruments Levels N M SD

Self-Efficacy A2 35 4.805 .688
Bl 27 5.064 746
B2 30 5.437 1.047

SRL Strategies A2 35 1.815 .382
Bl 27 1.875 373
B2 30 2.000 441

The statistical analysis was carried out via One-Way ANOVA, Correlation and Multiple Regression. To be
able to answer the first question (Is there a significant difference between students’ self-efficacy beliefs (listening,
reading, writing, and speaking) in different proficiency levels?), four One-Way ANOVASs were conducted to see
whether there were any differences regarding students’ self-efficacy beliefs in four different language skills
(listening, reading, writing, and speaking) in different proficiency levels. The null hypothesis stated that there
would not be any differences regarding students’ self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategies in different proficiency
levels. As shown in table 2, the analysis revealed that means for each level (A2, B1, B2) were significantly different
for listening scores (F (2, 89) =8.400, p<.0001). As for the mean reading scores, the groups also did not differ (F
(2, 89) =2.119, p>.05). Means for each level were significantly different for writing scores (F (2, 89) =6.883,
p<.05). The groups did not differ in terms of their mean speaking scores (F= (2, 89) 1.340, p>.05). To be able to
see where the difference in listening and writing scores stems from, Post hoc Bonferroni was administered.
Bonferroni analysis revealed that there was a significant difference between A2 and B2 level in terms of their
listening scores (p<.0001). It also showed that A2 level writing scores were significantly different from B2 level
writing scores (p<.05).

Table 2. One-Way Analysis of Variance of Self-Efficacy Beliefs in Different Proficiency Levels

df n F p

Listening Between Groups 2 6.845 8.400 .000
Within Groups 89 .815

Speaking Between Groups 2 1.162 1.340 .267
Within Groups 89 .867

Reading Between Groups 2 1.779 2.119 126
Within Groups 89 .840

Writing Between Groups 2 5.452 6.883 .002
Within Groups 89 792

To determine whether there is a significant correlation between self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategies in
different proficiency levels, three correlation analyses were conducted for three different levels. The results of the
correlation study showed that there is a significant positive correlation between self-efficacy mean scores and SRL
strategies mean score in A2 level (r =.578, p<.0001). For B1 level, the results revealed that the correlation between
self-efficacy and SRL strategy use is positive (r =.409) and significant at moderate level (p=.034). The results also
showed a significant positive relationship between self-efficacy and SRL strategies in B2 level (r=.637, p<.0001).
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To be able to address the third research question standard multiple regression analyses were carried out. As the
predictor variables have a low correlation with each other and outcome variable (proficiency level) except for the
moderate correlation (r=.582, p<.005) between self-efficacy and SRL strategies, it can be stated that there is not
a collinearity problem that may affect the results of regression analyses. The first model to examine the influence
of three predictor variables in L2 proficiency level includes self-efficacy, as there are recurrent results of its relation
with L2 proficiency (e.g. Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2009). The second model includes self-efficacy as step 1
followed by SRL strategies use which was regarded as having a predictive power on academic achievement (Hsiao
& Oxford, 2002; Griffiths, 2003). And the third model includes self-efficacy as step 1, SRL strategies as step 2
and sex as step 3.

As indicated in Table 3, mean self-efficacy scores can account for almost 10% of the total variance in
proficiency level of participants (F= 9.23, r?=.093, p=.003). SRL strategies use of students and sex are not good
predictors of proficiency level of participants as there were almost no difference in r? when these predictors were
entered to the model one by one (r?> change was .000 and .004 respectively, p>.05).

Table 3. A summary of Standard Multiple Regression Analysis of Self-Efficacy, SRL Strategies, and
Gender on Proficiency Level

Model Variables B B SEB t P r
1 Self-Efficacy 305 296 ,097 3,039 ,003 ,093
Self-Efficacy 292 283 120 2351 021
2 ,093
SRL Strategies 023 ,048 259 184 855
Self-Efficacy 299 290 121 2,391 ,019
041 ,087 268 323 747
3 SRL Strategies ,097
067 113 184 614 541

Gender

As can be seen from table 3, the first regression model is identified as a good model as it is the only model to
significantly predict almost 10% (F= 9.23, r2=.093, p=.003) of the variance in proficiency level of participants.
Thus, our finding partially replicated the study by Kim et al., (2015) as they suggested that self-efficacy, SRL
strategies use are both interrelated and have some effects on proficiency level of participants.

Discussion and Conclusion

The goal of this study was to explore preparatory school students’ self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategy use
in different proficiency levels and examine their effect together with sex on proficiency level. The results from
One-Way ANOVA which addressed the first research question indicated that there was a significant difference for
listening and writing efficacy of participants between A2 and B2 level. However, there were no significant
differences between levels in reading and speaking. This finding contradicts with what Morshedian et al. (2016)
have found out on reading comprehension of EFL leaners.

The results of the study addressing the second research question suggested that there is a significant positive
correlation at moderate level between self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategies use of participants regardless of their
proficiency level. Thus, it can be inferred that self-efficacy beliefs and SRL strategies use are interrelated at a
moderate level. This does not necessarily mean that this correlation has a linear fashion which increases at certain
intervals for each proficiency level as the results of the study revealed. In addition, our findings replicated the
findings of the study by Kim et al., (2015). These results also partially replicated studies by Wang et al., (2012) -
in which medical students completed two questionnaires- and Magogwe and Oliver (2007)- a longitudinal study
with 480 Botswana students- in terms of the relation between self-efficacy and SRL strategies use. However, our

1077



Self-Efficacy Beliefs, SRL Strategies and Proficiency Levels

results for their predictive power on proficiency level were not consistent with theirs as will be explained in the
following paragraph.

The results addressing the third research question demonstrated that only self-efficacy beliefs can successfully
predict level of proficiency at a significant level. The findings from current study provided evidence consistent
with the social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 1989; 1991) as it suggests that self-efficacy beliefs affect
many aspects of human behaviour including their choices, efforts, and learning and ultimate proficiency level.
However, our results did not support the findings which proved the effects of SRL strategies (Griffiths, 2003;
Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008) on proficiency level. The results show that
the effects of sex on the proficiency levels is not significant. This finding is very similar to what Yiice (2019) has
found in his study with Turkish EFL learners while it contradicts with another study from Turkish context
conducted by Omiir and Cubukeu (2017) which reveals that female students have higher scores in motivation and
SRL strategies than male students.

The current study has some implications for L2 language education. As its effect on proficiency level was
demonstrated, self-efficacy beliefs of language learners can be utilized as one of the notions to consider while
planning lessons or even curriculum for them which is also suggested by Kim et al., (2015) and Raoofi, Tan, and
Chan (2012). For example, language teachers may improve students’ self-efficacy by employing peer modeling
method and positive feedback that can motivate them to learn as was suggested by Pajares (2008). Although SRL
strategies use was non-significant predictor of proficiency level, it was proved to be effective in explaining the
variance in academic achievement (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Griffiths, 2003). Thus, they may also be incorporated
in language classrooms to facilitate learner autonomy and SR learning as it was suggested by Zimmerman (2008),
and Mahadi and Subramanian (2013).

This study has some limitations. First, it is only based on the perceptions of students about their self-efficacy
beliefs and SRL strategies use. Thus, there can be some discrepancies between their actual self-efficacy beliefs
and SRL strategies use. A further study may examine these constructs in a more longitudinal way for a deeper
understanding. Second, findings of the study may not be generalized easily as the sample of the study was limited
to a private university and more than half of the students also received a private secondary education which is not
the case for most part of Turkey. Therefore, further research may include a larger sample representative of the
population for more generalizable results. Third, our study had limited data available for the proficiency level of
students to examine it thoroughly. A further study may employ an instrument that can test all four skills, in a
process oriented way.
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Hazirhik Smifi Ogrencilerinin Oz-Yeterlik inanglar ve Oz-Diizenlenmeli

Ogrenme Stratejileri ve Bunlarin Dil Yeterlilikleri ile Iliskisi
Giris

Genis manada, 6z-yeterlik bir gorevi tamamlamak i¢in kisinin kendi yetenekleri hakkindaki hiikmii olarak
tanimlanabilir (Bandura, 1997) ve siklikla eyleme 6zgii olarak nitelendirilir (Bandura,1986; Schunk, 1989; 1991).
Oz-yeterlik “insan motivasyonu, refah1 ve kisisel basaris icin dayanak” (Pajares, 2009, p. 113) olarak goriildiigii
igin, 6z-yeterligin akademik performansin basarili bir yordayicist olduguna inanmlmaktadir (Bandura, 1997). Ikinci
dil 6grenenler tarafindan tercih edilen 6grenme stratejilerine bakildiginda ise, kendi 6grenmelerini planlama, kendi
o0grenme siireglerini takip etme ve iletisim problemlerini ortadan kaldirabilmek i¢in belirli 6grenme gorevlerini ele
almak gibi gesitli amaglar i¢in degisik strateji ¢esitleri kullandiklar sdylenebilir (Ellis, 1989). Benzer bir sekilde,
0z-yonlendirmeli 6grenme stratejisi, ¢ogu zaman kasitli bir sekilde becerilerini gelistirmek i¢in &grenciler
tarafindan kullanilan belirli bir eylem veya tekniktir (Green & Oxford, 1995).

Oz-yeterlik ve 6z diizenlemeli 6grenme (ODO) stratejilerinin birbiriyle baglantili oldugu (Su & Duo, 2012;
Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Yilmaz, 2010; Zimmerman, 2000) ve 6grencilerin akademik basaris1 hakkinda fikir
verdigi (Wang, Hu, Zhang, Chang, & Xu, 2012) ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Strateji kullanimiyla 6z-yeterlik ve basari
arasindaki iliski dikkate alinacak onemli bir sey olmasina ragmen, 6z-yeterlik ve dil 6grenmede 6z-diizenleme
arasindaki iliski tizerine aragtirma hala sinirlidir (Huang, Lloyd, & Mikulecky, 1999; Kim et al., 2015; Wong,
2015).

Yukarida bahsedilen caligmalar 1s181nda, meveut ¢alisma, hazirhk dgrencilerinin ODO stratejisi kullanimi ve
bu degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyle birlikte farkli seviyelerdeki Oz-yeterlik inanglarim ortaya g¢ikarmay1
amaglamaktadir. Calisma ayrica, 6z-yeterligin, ODO stratejilerinin ve cinsiyetin ikinci yabanci dil 6grenenlerin
yeterlik seviyeleri iistiindeki etkilerini bulmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Konu hakkinda daha fazla arastirma ihtiyacini ve ¢aligmanin amaclarini géz oniinde bulundurarak, agagidaki
ti¢ arastirma sorusu olusturulmustur:

1. Farkl yeterlik diizeylerinde &grencilerin 6z-yeterlik inanglari (dinleme, okuma, yazma ve konusma)
arasinda anlaml bir fark olacak m1?

2. Farkl yeterlik diizeylerinde 6z-yeterlik ve ODO stratejileri arasinda anlamli bir iliski olacak mi1?

3. Oz yeterlik inanglan, o&grencilerin ODO stratejileri kullanimi ve cinsiyet farkli yeterlik
diizeylerindeki degisikligi agiklar mi1?

Mevcut ¢alismaya zemin hazirlayabilmek icin, ileri siiriilen arastirma sorularina deginilmeden once ilgili
kuramsal ¢erceve asagidaki kisimda incelenecektir.

Kuramsal Cerceve
Oz-yeterliligin Olusumu

Oz-yeterlik fikri Bandura’nin sosyo-kiiltiirel teorisi (Bandura, 1986) iizerine ¢alismalarindan dogdugundan
dolayu, siklikla onun ¢alismalariyla (1997) iliskilendirilir. Bandura 6z-yeterligi “insanlarin organize etme ve belirli
tir performansa erismek igin gereken davranis bigimlerini yerine getirme kabiliyetleri hakkindaki hiikiimleri”
(Bandura, 1997, s. 174) olarak tanimlar. Bu yiizden, sinif ortamu dil 6grenenler igin 6z-yeterliklerini hem ortaya

¢ikarmak hem de gelistirmek i¢in verimli bir ortam olabilir.

Bandura (1997) birinin “...eylemlerinin objektif olarak dogru olandan ziyade inandiklari seylere dayandigim”
(s.2) belirtmistir. Ve bu inang¢ 6grenme siirecinin bir sonucudur (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000). Egitim alanindaki
cesitli calismalar, birinin 6z-yeterlik inanglarinin dinleme, okuma, konusma ve yazma gibi dilin degisik
alanlarindaki akademik performansinin istiinde etkisi oldugunu c¢oktan ortaya g¢ikarmistir (Ayoobiyan &
Soleimani, 2015; Bandura, 1997; Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2006; Pajares, 2008; Rahimi
& Abedini, 2009; Tilfarlioglu & Cift¢i 2011). Buna ragmen hala yabanci dil performansi ve 6z-yeterlik arasindaki
iligkiyi inceleyen yeterli sayida ¢alisma bulunmamaktadir (Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2007).

Oz-yonlendirmeli Ogrenme Stratejileri

Ogrenme stratejileri “kisilerin kendi kendilerine elde etmeye, organize etmeye veya yeni bilgiyi daha etkili bir
sekilde hatirlamaya yardimei olmak igin ders galistiklarinda kullandiklari zihinsel aktiviteler” Park (1997, s. 35)
olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Ayrica, degisen Ogrenme stratejilerinin basarili kullanimi genellikle etkili dil
6grenimiyle iliskilendirilmektedir (Green & Oxford, 1995; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). ODO stratejisi cogu zaman
kasith bir sekilde becerilerini gelistirmek igin 6grenciler tarafindan kullanilan belirli bir eylem veya tekniktir
(Green & Oxford, 1995). Bandura (1986) ve Schunk (1989)’a gore, 6z-diizenleme, {i¢ii hedefe ulagmay1 saglamada
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uygun olarak hareket eden en az dort 6geyi igerir: “hedef belirleme, 6z-gdzlem, 6z-yargi ve 6z-tepki” (Chularut&
DeBacker, 2004, 5.250 de bahsedildigi gibi).

ODO stratejilerinin, bircok arastirmacinin (Banisaeid & Huang, 2015; Basso & Abrahdo, 2018; Chamot, 2014;
Cohen & Macaro, 2007; Dérnyei, 2005; Harris, 1990; Tseng, Dornyei, & Schmitt, 2006; Zimmerman & Schunk,
1989) dikkatini ¢ektigi sdylenebilir. Ogrenme stratejileri iizerine ¢alismalar, strateji kullanimi ve dgrencilerin dil
performansi arasinda ¢ogunlukla pozitif bir iliski bulmaktadirlar (Morshedian, Sotoudehnama, Hemmati, &
Soleimani, 2016; Lastochkina & Smirnova, 2017; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986; 1988). Green ve Oxford
(1995) iistiin basar1l dil 6grencilerinin diisiik basarililara zit olarak daha fazla 6grenme stratejisi kullanmaya yatkin
olduklarini ortaya ¢ikarmislardir. Ayrica, Griffiths (2003) de 6zel bir dil okulundan 348 katilimciyla yapilan
calismada strateji kullanimi ve yeterlik diizeyi arasinda pozitif bir iliski bulmaktadir. Japon yabanci dil olarak
Ingilizce dgrencileri ile yaptiklar1 galismada Tsuda ve Nakata (2013), motivasyon, 6nceki bilgiler ve 6grenmeye
hazir olma durumlari olarak listelenebilecek bazi igsel faktorlerin dgrencilerin ODO stratejilerini etkiledigini
ortaya koymuslardir. Benzer sekilde, Banisaeid ve Huang (2015), Cin yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenimi
baglaminda motivasyon ve ODO stratejileri arasinda pozitif bir iliski oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

SRL stratejileri ayrica Tiirkiye baglaminda gesitli yonlerden incelenmistir (Altay & Saracaloglu, 2017; Koksal
& Diindar, 2018; Seker & Dinger, 2016; Yesilbursa & Bilican, 2013; Yiice, 2019). Yiice’nin (2019) bir kamu
{iniversitesindeki yabanci dil grenenlerin ODO algilarii inceledigi calismasinda, cinsiyet, hazirlik simifi egitimi
ve notunun yabanci dil 5grenenlerin ODO algilarinin tanimlayicist olmadigini ortaya koyarken, dgrencilerin egitim
seviyelerinin ODO algilaria katki saglayabilecegini belirtmistir. Bagka bir ¢alismada Koksal ve Diindar (2018),
yiiksek ve diisiik basarili grenciler arasinda ODO stratejileriyle ilgili higbir fark olmamasina ragmen, farkin,
kisinin kendini tesvik etme, soru sorma ve problem ¢6zme gibi davranislarda agik oldugunu ileri siirmiislerdir.

Oz-yeterlik inanglari, ODO stratejileri ve ikinci dil 6grenenlerin yeterlik diizeyleri arasindaki iliskiye
bakildiginda ise, bunlar arasinda anlamli bir pozitif iligkiyi ortaya ¢ikaran bir¢ok calisma vardir (Magogwe &
Oliver, 2007; Kim vd., 2015; Pape & Wang, 2003; Pajares & Schunk, 2001; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988;
1990). Buna ragmen ayrica bu iliskinin oldukca belirsiz ya da 6nemsiz oldugunu ileri siiren ¢aligmalar da vardir
(Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006). Bu tartismaya dayanarak, mevcut ¢alisma bir Tiirk yiiksekdgrenim ortamindaki bu
yapilar arasindaki iliskiyi ortaya ¢ikarmayi amaglamaktadir. Asagidaki kisim, oz-yeterlik inanglari, ODO
stratejileri kullanimi, cinsiyetin ve bunlarin katilimcilarin yeterlik diizeylerine olan etkileri arasindaki iliskiyle
ilgili tahminlerimizi gosterecektir.

Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu ¢aligma, arastirmacilar olarak degiskenlerin hi¢birini manipiile etmedigimiz ve nicel aragtirma yontemlerinin
kullanildigi Ex-Post Facto tasarimina (yari deneysel tasarim) sahip olacak sekilde tasarlanmistir. Calisma,
Tiirkiye'de 6zel bir iniversitede hazirlik okulu 6grencileri ile gerceklestirilmistir. Katilimeilar, arastirma araclari,
veri toplama ve analiz siiregleri ile ilgili detaylar asagidaki boliimlerde ayrintili olarak sunulacaktir.

Katihmcilar

Anketler, arastirmacilardan birinin Ingilizce &gretmeni olarak ¢alistigt Ankara’da &6zel bir iiniversitede
yiiriitiildigiinden dolayi, katilimeilar uygun orneklem yontemiyle secilmislerdir. Katilimeilarin hepsi ikinci dil
olarak ingilizcede A2, B1 ve B2 yeterlik seviyesindeki hazirlik dgrencilerinden olusmaktadir. A2 seviyesindeki
dgrencilerin bir haftada 23 saat Ingilizce dersi vardir; Bl ve B2 seviyesindeki dgrencilerin ise sirastyla 22 ve 21
saat Ingilizce dersleri vardir. 53ii (%57.6) erkek ve 39u (%42.4) kadin olmak iizere toplamda 92 6grenci ¢aligmaya
katilmistir. Yaglar1 ise 17-22 araligindadir (M = 18.87, SS = 1.056). 55 (%59.8) 6grenci lise egitimi i¢in 6zel
okullara giderken, 37si (%40.2) devlet okullarina gitmistir. Calismaya katilan 35 (%38) A2 seviyesinde 6grenci,
27 (%29.3) B seviyesinde 6grenci ve 30 (%32.6) B2 seviyesinde 6grenci vardir. Ogrenciler hazirligi gegtiklerinde
farkli bolimleri takip edeceklerdir. Ancak, her bir bolimiin 6rneklem boyutu olduk¢a kiigiik oldugundan
ogrencilerin boliimlerinin 6z-yeterlik inanglarina ve 6z-yonlendirmeli 6grenme stratejilerine olan etkisinin dikkate
almmamasina karar verildi.
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Veri Toplama Araclar

Ingilizce Oz-yeterlik Anketi (QESE) ve Ingilizce Oz-diizenlemeli Ogrenme Stratejileri Anketi (QESRLS) adh
iki ayr1 anket yiriitiilmistiir. QESE 32 maddeyi igermektedir. Dinleme igin 6z-yeterlik, konusma i¢in 6z-yeterlik,
okuma icin 6z-yeterlik ve yazma igin 6z-yeterligi iceren dért alt 5lcek vardi. Ogrencilerden, 1 (Bunu kesinlikle
yapamam) den 7 (Bunu ¢ok iyi yapabilirim) ye kadar 7 puanli bir Likert 6l¢egiyle yeteneklerini siniflandirmalart
istendi. Olgekten elde edilen yiiksek puan, dgrencinin 6z yeterlilik seviyesinin yiiksek oldugu anlamina gelir.

QESRLS anketi Kim vd.’nin (2015) ¢alismasindan alinmistir. Calismanin kékeni Koreli ve Cin/i kaynaklarda
oldugu i¢in sorulardaki biitiin ana dil referanslart Tiirk¢e kelimesiyle degistirilmistirr QESRLS 68 madde
icermektedir ve bu anketin ortaya ¢iktigt Wang vd.’nin (2012) ¢alismasinda oldugu gibi ¢esitli alt 6lgeklerden
olugmaktadir. Organizasyon ve doniistiirme, kayitlarin gdzden gegirilmesi, yorumlama becerileri, tekrarlama ve
ezber, zorluklarla karsilasildiginda kararlihik, 6z-degerlendirme, kayit tutma ve izleme, Ingilizce pratigi i¢in firsat
arayist, 6zbenlik sonuglari, hedef belirleme ve planlama, sosyal destek arayisindan olusan 11 tane alt 6lgegi vardir.
Ogrencilerden ODO stratejileri kullammlarmi en iyi tanimlayan segenegi isaretlemeleri istendi: O= Hig
kullanmiyorum, 1=Nadiren Kullantyorum 2=Bazen kullaniyorum ve 3=Sik sik kullantyorum. Olgekten elde edilen
yiiksek puan, 6grencinin gelismis bir 6z diizenlemeli 6grenme seviyesine sahip oldugu anlamina gelir.

Her iki anket de internet iizerinden bir platformda Ingilizce olarak yiiriitiildii ve iki anketi tamamlamak
ogrencilerin neredeyse 30 dakikasini aldi. Wang vd.’e (2012) gore Cronbach Alfasiyla QESE i¢in .97 ve QESRLS
icin .94 le her iki ankette de yiiksek i¢ tuttarlilik bulundu.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Bu calismanin amaglarindan birisi de &grencilerin 6z-yeterlik inanglarmm, ODO strateji kullanimlarmin
yeterlik diizeylerini yordayip yordamadigii ortaya ¢ikarmak oldugundan, her iki anket de Ingilizce yeterlik
diizeylerini (A2, B1, B2) gz oniinde bulunduran ii¢ farkli gruba uygulanmistir. Anket dgrencilerin Moodle
derslerine yiiklenmistir ve dgretmenlerden anket hakkinda 6grencileri bilgilendirmeleri istendi. Goniillii olanlar
cevaplarini internet iizerinden vermislerdir.

Verilerin Analizi

Bu ¢aligma i¢in toplanan verilerin analizi SPSS 21.0.0 yazilimi kullanilarak One-Way ANOVA, Korelasyon
ve Coklu Regresyon ile yapilmustir. ilk olarak, dgrencilerin yeterlik inanglarina iliskin farklh yeterlilik
seviyelerinde dort farkli dil becerisinde (dinleme, okuma, yazma ve konusma) farkliliklar olup olmadigini gérmek
icin dort Tek Yonlii ANOVA gerceklestirildi. Daha sonra 6z yeterlik inanc1 ve ODO stratejileri arasinda farkh
yeterlilik diizeylerinde anlaml1 bir korelasyon olup olmadigini belirlemek icin, ii¢ farkli seviye i¢in ii¢ korelasyon
analizi yapilmistir. Son olarak, {iclincli arastirma sorusunu ele almak i¢in standart ¢oklu regresyon analizleri
yapildi.

Bulgular

Bu arastirmanin asil amaci, hazirlik sinifi 6grencilerinin farkl yeterlik diizeylerinde 6z-yeterlik inanglarini ve
0z-yonlendirmeli strateji kullanimlarini ortaya ¢ikarmaktir. Analizden dnce veriler, Kolmogorov-Smirnov testi,
Shapiro-Wilk Testi, histogramlarinin gérsel kontrolleri, normal Q-Q grafikleri ve kutu grafikleri kullanilarak
normalligi kontrol edildi ve hepsi de verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigini kamtladi. Kolmonogrov-Smirnov
normallik testi, dgrencilerin hem 6z-yeterlik inanclarinin hem de ODO stratejileri kullanimlariin {i¢ farkl
seviyede de normal dagilim gosterdigini buldu (p>.05). Q-Q grafigi ve histogram, verilerin 6zellikle B2
seviyesinde normal dagilim gdsterdigini ispat etti.

Tablo 1 &grencilerin hem 6z-yeterlik inanglarmin hem de ODO stratejilerinin ortalamalarini ve standart
sapmalarini gdstermektedir. A2 seviyesindeki dgrenciler ODO stratejileri anketinden ortalama 1.815(5S=.382)
puan alirken, z-yeterlik anketinden ortalama 4.805(SS=.688, N=35) puan almislardir. Oz-yeterlik inanclarina
gelince, B1 seviyesindeki dgrencilerin ortalama puanlar1 5.064(SS=.746, N=27) idi; ancak ODO stratejilerindeki
ortalama puanlari ise 1.875(SS=.373) idi. B2 seviyesindeki 6grencilerin 6z-yeterlik inan¢larmin ortalama puanlari
5.437(5S=1.047, N=30) idi ve ODO stratejilerindeki ortalama puanlari ise 2.000(SS=.441) idi.
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Tablo 1. Betimsel istatistikler

Araclar Seviyeler N M SS

Oz-Yeterlik A2 35 4.805 .688
Bl 27 5.064 746
B2 30 5.437 1.047

ODO stratejileri A2 35 1.815 .382
Bl 27 1.875 373
B2 30 2.000 441

Istatistiksel analiz tek yonlii ANOVA, korelasyon ve ¢oklu regresyon yoluyla yiiriitiildii. ilk soru igin (Farki:
yeterlik diizeylerinde dgrencilerin 6z-yeterlik inanglart (dinleme, okuma, yazma ve konusma) arasinda anlamh bir
fark olacak mu?), farkl yeterlik diizeylerindeki dort dil becerisinde (dinleme, okuma, yazma ve konusma)
ogrencilerin 6z-yeterlik inanglariyla ilgili fark olup olmadigim gérmek i¢in dort tane tek yonlit ANOVA yiiriitiildi.
Sifir hipotezi, farkl yeterlik diizeylerinde 6grencilerin 6z-yeterlik inanglart ve ODO stratejileriyle ilgili higbir fark
olmadigini belirtti. Tablo 2°de goriildiigii gibi analiz, her seviyede (A2, B1, B2) ortalamanin dinleme puanlarinda
oldukga farkli oldugunu ortaya koydu (F (2, 89) =8.400, p<.0001). Gruplar ortalama konusma puanlar1 bakimindan
farklilik gostermemistir (F= (2, 89) 1.340, p>.05). Ortalama okuma puanlarina bakilacak olursa, yine gruplar
farklilik gostermemistir (F (2, 89) =2.119, p>.05). Her seviyede ortalama, yazma puanlarinda oldukga farkliyd: (F
(2, 89) =6.883, p<.05). Dinleme ve yazma arasindaki farkin nereden kaynaklandigini gorebilmek i¢in Post hoc
Bonferroni uygulandi. Bonferroni dinleme puanlart bakimindan A2 ve B1 seviyeleri arasinda anlamli bir farkin
oldugunu ortaya ¢ikardi (p<.0001). Ayrica, A2 seviyesindeki yazma puanlarimin B2 seviyesindeki yazma
puanlarindan oldukga farkli oldugunu gosterdi (p<.05).

Tablo 2. Farkh Yeterlik Diizeylerinde Oz-yeterlik inanclarimin Degisikliginin Tek Yonlii Analizi

df n F P

Dinleme Gruplar arasi 2 6.845 8.400 .000
Gruplar i¢i 89 .815

Konusma Gruplar arast 2 1.162 1.340 .267
Gruplar i¢i 89 .867

Okuma Gruplar arasi 2 1.779 2.119 126
Gruplar i¢i 89 .840

Yazma Gruplar arast 2 5.452 6.883 .002
Gruplar i¢i 89 792

Farkli yeterlik diizeylerinde 6z-yeterlik inanglar1 ve ODO stratejileri arasinda anlamh bir iliski olup olmadigim
belirlemek igin, ii¢ farkl seviye i¢in {i¢ tane korelasyon analizi yapilmistir. Korelasyon ¢alismasinin sonuglari, A2
seviyesindeki o6z-yeterlik ortalama puanlar1 ve ODO stratejileri ortalama puam arasinda anlamli bir pozitif
korelasyon oldugunu géstermistir (r =.578, p<.0001). B1 seviyesinde ise sonuglar, 6z-yeterlik ve ODO stratejisi
arasindaki korelasyonun orta diizeyde pozitif (r =.409) ve anlamli oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir (p=.034). Ayrica,
sonuglar B2 seviyesinde 6z-yeterlik ve ODO stratejileri arasinda anlamli bir pozitif iliskiyi ortaya cikarnustir
(r=.637, p<.0001).
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Ugiincii arastirma sorusuna deginebilmek igin, standart ¢oklu regresyon analizleri yapildi. Yordayici
degiskenlerin 6z-yeterlik ve ODO stratejileri arasindaki orta diizeydeki korelasyon (r= .582, p<.005) harig
birbirleriyle ve iiriin degiskeniyle (yeterlik diizeyi) diisiik bir korelasyonu oldugundan, regresyon analizlerininin
sonuglarini etkileyebilecek bir dogrusallik problem bulunmadigi sdylenebilir.

Ikinci dil yeterligiyle ilgili iliskisinin yinelenen sonuglar1 oldugundan dolays, ikinci dil yeterliginde ii¢ tane
yordayic1 degiskenin etkisini inceleyen ilk model 6z-yeterligi icerir (6rn. Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2009). Ikinci
model, akademik basari iistiinde yordayic1 bir giiciiniin oldugu diisiiniilen ODO stratejileri kullanimi tarafindan
izlenen birinci adim olarak 6z-yeterligi icerir (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Griffiths, 2003). Ve {i¢lincii model birinci
adim olarak 6z-yeterligi, ikinci adim olarak ODO stratejilerini ve {i¢iincii adim olarak da cinsiyeti icerir.

Tablo 3’te gosterildigi gibi, ortalama 06z-yeterlik puanlart katilimcilarin yeterlik diizeylerindeki toplam
degisikligin neredeyse %10u igin sayilabilir (F= 9.23, r>=.093, p=.003). Ogrencilerin ODO stratejileri kullanimi
ve cinsiyet katilimcilarin yeterlik diizeylerinin iyi birer yordayicist degillerdir. Ciinkii, bu yordayicilar sirayla
modele girdiginde r* de neredeyse hig fark yoktu. (r? degiskligi sirastyla .000 ve .004 idi, p>.05).

Tablo 3. Yeterlik Diizeyinde Oz-yeterligin, Odé Stratejilerinin ve Cinsiyetin Standart Coklu
Regresyon Analizinin Ozeti

Model Degiskenler B B SEB T P r’
1 Oz-yeterlik ,305 296 ,097 3,039 ,003 ,003
Oz-yeterlik
292 283 120 2,351 021
2 . 093
ODO stratejileri 023 048 259 184 855
Oz-yeterlik 299 290 121 2391 019
3 ODO Stratejileri 041 087 ,268 ,323 14 ,097
067 113 184 614 541
Cinsiyet

Tablo 3’te gorildagii gibi, ilk Tablo 3'ten goriilebilecegi gibi, ilk regresyon modeli, katilimcilarin dil
yeterliklerindeki varyansin neredeyse% 10'unu (F = 9.23, r> = .093, p = .003) anlaml bir sekilde tahmin edebilen
tek model oldugu igin iyi bir model olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Béylece, calismanin sonuglar1 6z-yeterlik ve ODO
stratejileri kullanimin hem birbiriyle iliskili oldugunu hem de katilimcilarin yeterlik diizeylerine bazi etkileri
oldugunu 6ne siirdiiklerinden dolay1, bulgumuz Kim vd. nin (2015) ¢alismasini kismen tekrarlamustir.

Tartisma ve Sonuc¢

Bu calismanin amaci hazirlik siifi grencilerinin farkli yeterlik diizeylerinde 6z-Yeterlik inanglarim ve ODO
strateji kullanimini arastirmak ve cinsiyetle birlikte bunlarin yeterlik diizeyine etkisini incelemektir. Ilk arastirma
sorusuna deginen tek yonlii ANOVA’dan elde edilen sonuglar, A2 ve B2 seviyesindeki katilimcilarin arasinda
dinleme ve yazma yeterliginde anlamli bir fark oldugunu gostermistir. Ancak, okuma ve konusmada seviyeler
arasinda hi¢ bir anlamh fark bulunmamistir. Bu bulgu Morshedian ve ark. (2016)’nin ikinci dil 6grenenlerin
okudugunu anlama ile ilgili olan bulgularyla ¢elismektedir.

Ikinci arastirma sorusuna de@inen calismanin sonuglari, yeterlik diizeylerine bakmaksizin katilimeilarin 6z-
yeterlik inanglar1 ve ODO stratejileri kullamimlar arasinda orta diizeyde pozitif bir korelasyon oldugunu
belirtmistir. Boylece, 6z-yeterlik inanglarinin ve ODO stratejileri kullammmiin orta diizeyde iliskili oldugu
sonucuna varilabilir. Caligmanin sonuglarinin da gosterdigi gibi, bu illa ki bu korelasyonun her bir yeterlik diizeyi
igin belirli araliklarda artan dogrusal bir bi¢imi var anlamina gelmez. Ayrica, bulgularimiz Kim vd.’nin (2015)
bulgularini tekrar etmistir. Bu sonuglar ayn1 zamanda tip 6grencilerinin iki anketi tamamladigi Wang vd.’nin
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(2012) caligmasmi ve Magogwe ve Oliver (2007)’in 6z-yeterlik ve ODO stratejileri kullanimi bakimindan 480
Botswana Ogrencileriyle yapilan boylamsal bir ¢alismasini tekrar etmistir. Ancak, yeterlik diizeyi {istiindeki
yordama giicii bakimindan sonuglarimiz asagidaki paragrafta da agiklanacagi gibi onlarinkiyle tutarh degildi.
Uciincii arastirma sorusuna deginen sonuglar, sadece dz-yeterlik inanglarinin 6nemli bir seviyede yeterlik diizeyini
basarili bir sekilde yordayabilecegini gdsterdi. Mevcut ¢aligmadan elde edilen bulgular, 6z-yeterlik inanglarinin
se¢imleri, ¢abalari, 6grenmeyi ve en iist yeterlik diizeyi dahil insan davranislarinin bir¢ok yoniinii etkiledigini 6ne
stirdiigiinden, sosyal-biligsel kuramla (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 1989; 1991) tutarli kamitlar sunmustur. Ancak,
sonuglarimiz yeterlik diizeyinde ODO stratejilerinin (Griffiths, 2003; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986;
Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008) etkilerini kamtlayan bulgulari desteklememistir. Sonuglar, cinsiyetin yeterlilik
diizeyleri iizerindeki etkilerinin anlamli olmadigini gdstermektedir. Bu bulgu, Yiice'nin (2019), Tiirk ikinci dil
olarak Ingilizce 6grencileriyle yaptig1 ¢alismada bulduklarina ¢ok benzemekte olup, yine Tiirk baglammdan, Omiir
ve Cubukcu (2017) tarafindan yiiriitiilen kiz &grencilerin motivasyon ve ODO stratejileri puanlarmin erkek
ogrencilerden daha yiiksek oldugunu ortaya koyan baska bir ¢alismayla ¢elismektedir.

Mevcut ¢aligmanin ikinci dil egitimi igin bazi ¢ikarimlari vardir. Yeterlik diizeyine etkisi ispat edildiginden
dolay1, Kim vd. (2015) ve Raoofi, Tan, ve Chan (2012) tarafindan da belirtildigi gibi ders veya dgretim programi
planlamirken, dil 6grenenlerin 6z-yeterlik inanglarindan dikkate alinacak goriislerden biri olarak faydalamilabilir.
Ornegin, dil 8gretmenleri Pajares (2008)’in de belirttigi gibi 6grencilerin 6z-yeterligini onlar1 §grenmeye motive
edebilecek akran modeli yonteminden ve olumlu déniitten faydalanarak gelistirebilirler. ODO stratejileri
kullaniminin yeterlik diizeyinin Onemsiz yordayicist olmasma ragmen, akademik basaridaki degisikligi
aciklamada etkili oldugu kanmitlandi (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Griffiths, 2003). Bdylece bu stratejiler, Zimmerman
(2008)’in ve Mahadi ve Subramanian (2013)’in de belirttigi gibi dil siniflarina da dahil edilebilirler.

Bu caligmanin bazi simrliliklar1 vardir. Oncelikle, bu calisma &grencilerin 6z-yeterlik inanglari ve ODO
stratejileri kullanimi hakkindaki algilarina dayanmaktadir. Bu yiizden, asil 6z-yeterlik inanglar1 ve ODO stratejileri
kullanimlar arasinda bazi farkliliklar olabilir. Daha yogun bir caligma daha derin bir anlayis icin bu yapilart daha
boylamsal bir sekilde inceleyebilir. Ikincisi, ¢alismanin modeli &zel bir {iniversiteyle ve Tiirkiye’nin ¢ogu
kesiminde s6z konusu olmayan 6zel ortadgretimde de egitim alan Ogrencilerin yaridan fazlasiyla kisith
oldugundan, bu ¢alismanin bulgular kolaylikla genellenemeyebilir. Bu yiizden, daha genellenebilir sonuglar igin
daha yogun bir arastirma niifusun daha genis bir temsili modeline yer verebilir. Uciinciisii, ¢alismamizin
ogrencilerin yeterlik diizeyini tam olarak inceleyebilmesi i¢in sinirli mevcut verisi vardi. Daha yogun bir ¢alisma
dort beceriyi siire¢ bazli bir sekilde test edebilecek bir arag kullanabilir.

1084



Oz-Yeterlik Inanglari, ODO Stratejileri ve Yeterlilik Seviyeleri

References

Altay, B., & Saracaloglu, A. S. (2017). Investigation on the Relationship among Language Learning Strategies,
Critical Thinking and Self-Regulation Skills in Learning English. Novitas-ROYAL (Research on Youth and
Language), 11(1), 1-26.

Ayoobiyan, H., & Soleimani, T. (2015). The relationship between self-efficacy and language proficiency: A case
of Iranian medical students. Journal of Applied Linguistics and Language Research, 2(4), 158-167.

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman.

Banisaeid, M., & Huang, J. (2015). The role of motivation in self-requlated learning and language learning
strategy: In the case of Chinese EFL learners. International Journal of Applied Linguistics & English
Literature, 4(5), 36-43.

Basso, F. P., & Abrahdo, M. H. M. B. (2018). Teaching activities that develop learning self-regulation. Educa¢do
& Realidade, Porto Alegre, 43(2), 495-511.

Brouwers, A., & Tomic, W. (2000). A longitudinal study of teacher burnout and perceived self-efficacy in
classroom management. Teaching and Teacher Education, 16, 239-253.

Chamot, A. U. (2014). Developing self-regulated learning in the language classroom. Proceedings of CLaSIC
2014, 78-88.

Chularut, P., & DeBacker, T. K. (2004). The influence of concept mapping on achievement, self-regulation, and
self-efficacy in students of English as a second language. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 29, 248-263.

Cohen, A., & Macaro, E. (Eds.). (2007). Language learner strategies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Dornyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language learner: Individual differences in second language
acquisition. NJ: L. Erlbaum.

Ellis, R. (1989). Second language learning and second language learners: Growth and diversity. TESL Canada
Journal, 7, 74-94.

Green, J. M., & Oxford, R. (1995). A closer look at learning strategies, L2 proficiency, and gender. TESOL
Quarterly, 29(2), 261-293.

Graham, S., & Weiner, B. (1995). Theories and principles of motivation. In D. Berliner & R. Calfee (Eds.),
Handbook of educational psychology (pp. 63-84). New York: MacMillan Library Reference USA.

Griffiths, C. (2003). Patterns of language learning strategy use. System, 31(3), 367-383.

Harris, K. (1990). Developing self-regulated learners: The role of private speech and self-instructions. Educational
Psychologist, 25, 35-49.

Hong-Nam, K., & Leavell, A.G. (2006). Language learning strategy use of ESL students in an intensive English
learning context. System, 34(3), 399-415.

Hsiao, T., & Oxford, R. (2002). Comparing theories of language learning strategies: A confirmatory factor
analysis. The Modern Language Journal, 86(3), 368—383.

Huang, S. C., Lloyd, P., & Mikulecky, L. (1999). ESL literacy self-efficacy: Developing a new scale. Retrieved
from ERIC (Document Reproduction Service No. ED 427541).

Kim, D. H, Wang, C., Ahn, H. S., & Bong, M. (2015). English language learners' self-efficacy profiles and
relationship with self-regulated learning strategies. Learning and Individual Differences, 38, 136-142.

Koksal, D., & Diindar, S. (2018). Developing a scale for self-regulated L2 learning strategy use. H. U. Journal of
Education, 33(2), 337-352.

1085



Cimenli & Hir¢in Coban

Lastochkina, T., & Smirnova, N. (2017). Fostering economics students’ listening skills through self-regulated
learning. Journal of Language and Education, 3(3), 60-67.

Maddux, J. E. (1995). Self-efficacy theory: An introduction. In J. E. Maddux (Eds.), Self-efficacy, adaptation, and
adjustment: Theory, research, and application (pp. 3-33). Plenum: New York.

Magogwe, J. M., & Oliver, R. (2007). The relationship between language learning strategies, proficiency, age and
self-efficacy beliefs: A study of language learners in Botswana. System 35(3), 338-352.

Mabhadi, R., & Subramaniam, G. (2013). The role of meta-cognitive self-requlated learning strategies in enhancing
language performance: A theoretical and empirical review. Journal of Asian Scientific Research, 3(6), 570-
577.

Mills, N., Pajares, F., & Herron, C. (2006). A revaluation of the role of anxiety: Self-efficacy, anxiety, and their
relation to reading and listening proficiency. Foreign Language Annals, 39, 276-295.

Mills, N., Pajares, F., & Herron, C. (2007). Self-efficacy of college intermediate French Students: Relation to
achievement and motivation. Language Learning, 57(3), 417-442.

Morshedian, M., Sotoudehnama, E., Hemmati, F., & Soleimani, H. (2016). The impact of training EFL learners in
self-regulation of reading on their EFL literal and critical reading comprehension: Implementing a model.
Journal of Teaching Language Skills (JTLS), 35(2), 99-122.

Omiir, M., & Cubukgu, F. (2017). Investigating the relationship between foreign language learners’ use of self-
regulation strategies and their level of motivation. International Journal of Contemporary Educational Studies
(IntJCES), 3(2), 18-33.

Pajares, F. (2008). Motivational role of self-efficacy beliefs in self-regulated learning. In D. Schunk & B.
Zimmerman (Eds.), Motivation and self-regulated learning (pp. 111-139). New York: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Pajares, F. (2009). Motivational role of self-efficacy beliefs in self-regulated learning. In D. H. Schunk, & B. J.
Zimmerman (Eds.), Motivation and self-regulated learning: Theory, research, and applications (pp. 111-139).
New York, NY: Routledge.

Pajares, F., & Schunk, D. H. (2001). Self-beliefs and school success: Self-efficacy, self-concept, and school
achievement. In R. Riding, & S. Rayner (Eds.), Self-perception (pp. 239- 266). London: Ablex Publishing.

Pape, S. I, & Wang, C. (2003). Middle school children’s strategic behaviour: Classification and relation to
academic achievement and mathematical problem-solving. Instructional Science, 31, 419-449.

Park, G. P. (1997). Language learning strategies and English proficiency in Korean university. Foreign Language
Annals, 30(2), 211-221.

Rahimi, A., & Abedini, A. (2009). The interface between EFL learners’ self-efficacy concerning listening
comprehension and listening proficiency. Novitas-ROYAL, 3(1), 14-28.

Schunk, D. H. (1986). Verbalization and children’s self-regulated learning. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 11, 347-369.

Schunk, D. H. (1989). Self-efficacy and achievement behaviours. Educational Psychology Review, 1, 173-208.
Schunk, D. H. (1991). Self-efficacy and academic motivation. Educational Psychologist, 26, 207-231.

Seker, M., & Dinger, A. (2016). Teacher transformation as a basis for the promotion of self-regulated language
strategies. Literacy Information and Computer Education Journal (LICEJ), 7(1), 2206-2210.

Su, M. H., & Duo, P. C. (2012). EFL learners’ language learning strategy use and perceived self- efficacy.
European Journal of Social Sciences, 27(3), 335-345.

Tilfarlioglu, F. T., & Ciftci, F. S. (2011). Supporting self-efficacy and learner autonomy in relation to academic
success in EFL classrooms (A Case Study). Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 1(10), 1284-1294.

1086



Oz-Yeterlik Inanglari, ODO Stratejileri ve Yeterlilik Seviyeleri

Tseng, W. T., Dornyei, Z., & Schmitt, N. (2006). A new approach to assessing strategic learning: The case of self-
regulation in vocabulary acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 27(1), 78-102.

Tsuda, A., & Nakata, Y. (2013). Exploring self-regulation in language learning: a study of Japanese high school
EFL students. Innovation in Language Learning and Teaching, 7(1), 72-88.

Wang, C., Hu, J., Zhang, G., Chang, Y., & Xu, Y. (2012). Chinese college students' self-regulated learning
strategies and self-efficacy beliefs in learning English as a foreign language. Journal of Research in Education,
22(2), 103-135.

Wong, M. S. L. (2005). Language learning strategies and language self-efficacy: Investigating the relationship in
Malaysia. Regional Language Centre Journal, 36(3), 245-2609.

Yilmaz, C. (2010). The relationship between language learning strategies, gender, proficiency and self-efficacy
beliefs: A study of ELT learners in Turkey. Procedia Social and Behavioural, 2, 682-687.

Yesilbursa, A., & Bilican, R. (2013). Validation of self-regulatory capacity in vocabulary learning scale in Turkish.
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 70, 882-886.

Yiice, E. (2019). Self-regulated learning perceptions of foreign language learners: A cross-sectional study.
Novitas-ROYAL (Research on Youth and Language), 13(1), 36-46.

Zimmerman, B. J. (1998). Academic studying and the development of personal skill: A self-regulatory perspective.
Educational Psychologist, 33, 73-86.

Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Attaining self-regulation: A social cognitive perspective. In M. Boekaerts, P. R. Pintrich,
& M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation (pp. 13-39). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Zimmerman, B.J., & Schunk, D.H. (Eds.). (1989). Self-regulated learning and academic achievement: Theory,
research, and practice. New York: Springer Verlag.

Zimmerman, B. J., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1986). Development of a structured interview for assessing student use
of self-regulated learning strategies. American Educational Research Journal, 23, 614-628.

Zimmerman, B. J., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1988). Construct validation of strategy model of student self-regulated
learning. Journal of Educational Psychology, 80, 284-290.

Zimmerman, B. J., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1990). Student differences in self-regulated learning: Relating grade,
sex, and giftedness to self-efficacy and strategy use. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 51-59.

Zimmerman, B. J., & Schunk, D. H. (2008). Motivation: An essential dimension of self-regulated learning. In D.
H. Schunk & B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), Motivation and self-regulated learning: Theory, research, and
applications (pp. 1-30). NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

1087



