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Considering the general framework of Learner Autonomy, this study explores
the perspectives of instructors and students in higher education within the
Engilsh as a Foreign Language environment of Ankara and aims to determine
whether their views align. Although numerous studies have been conducted
on the topic, there is limited research that directly compares the beliefs of
students and instructors. The study involved 514 participants in total (405
students and 109 instructors) from preparation schools at 5 different

Received: 07.05.2025 . o . .
universities in Ankara. Data were gathered through a questionnaire created by
Accepted: 16.09.2025 Camilleri (1997).. Accgrding to the survey, both participants expressed a desire
for greater LA in their classes to a certain extend. However, instructors were
Published: 31.12.2025 more cautious when it came to granting learners power over more general

pedagogical elements like topic selection and classroom management, even if
they frequently encourage LA in areas like task comprehension and self-
assessment. Both groups tended to fall into the same interpretive category of
“partial support," although their results differed statistically. These variations
point to a gap between the theoretical support and practical use of LA. This
suggests a subtle discrepancy in viewpoints that may warrant further research,
particularly in relation to how each group views and values autonomy in
DOI: 10.17984/adyuebd.1695072 educational activities.

Research Article

Introduction

Proficiency in a foreign language has been considered important for centuries. Learning English has become
essential due to its global importance, leading both developed and developing countries to prioritize it.
However, it is a difficult task that requires significant effort and persistence. According to Scharle and Szabo
(2000), those who are motivated to learn a new language can overcome these difficulties by taking
responsibility for their learning. In Turkiye, English practice is often confined to the classroom, limiting students’
opportunities to use the language in real-life situations, which is essential in language development. To
improve their target language, students need to study and practice it outside the classroom. Therefore, learning
autonomy (LA) is crucial for fostering more effective and lasting learning.
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A search of the literature reveals a variety of definitions from numerous academics. It is essential to
comprehend the notion of LA to fully benefit from it. Little (1991) asserts, however, that the concept of
autonomy is difficult to define concisely. According to Holec, the first academic to establish the notion in 1981,
LA is the ability to take charge of one's own education. Holec (1981) states that a student should also be in
control of the decisions s/he makes during the learning process. Since LA is considered a developing concept
in foreign language learning (Dang, 2012), it is possible to see many different definitions on the topic. To
illustrate, Hedge (2000) defines LA as the ability of the student to take charge of their own education and to
plan, organize, and monitor the learning process independently of the teacher. According to Lynch (2001),
based on the contributions of Benson and Voller (1997), five aspects define LA: 1) The ability to study freely, 2)
The skills required for autonomous learning, 3) The capability to learn independently, influenced by the school
environment, 4) Students' responsibility for their learning, 5) Freedom to choose how they guide their own
learning.

According to Education First English Proficiency Index (EF EPI), Tirkiye ranks relatively low, placing 66 out of
113 countries globally and 33 out of 34 in Europe (2023). An analysis of high-ranking countries reveals that
their students demonstrate higher levels of LA and that they make extra efforts to improve their English outside
the classroom (Edwards, 2014). Thus, it can be said that many Turkish students lack some key 21t century skills
(Sakrak & Balgikanli, 2019). This suggests that LA plays a significant role in language learning. Therefore, it is
important to understand both student and instructor perspectives on LA to gain a more comprehensive
understanding of the phenomenon. In other words, as Little (2000) said, they are quite interwoven.

Considering this, the present study aims to investigate and compare English instructors' and learners' opinions
on LA in English learning at the tertiary level and to reveal the reasons behind their opinions.

The Study

Although LA has been an appealing topic for researchers for many years all over the world, there are still
relatively few studies that compare the opinions of learners and instructors (e.g., Tayjasanant & Suraratdecha,
2016, Vu, 2021). Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, the existing studies do not go beyond descriptive
comparisons. With the changing approaches in ELT, learners started to take a central role in the learning
process, that's why it is important to know the learners’ ideas on LA (Oztiifekci, 2018). Similarly, knowing the
instructors’ beliefs and planning lessons accordingly can help create an autonomous atmosphere in foreign
language classrooms (Lamb & Reinders, 2008).

The understanding of how both groups view and contribute to the growth of autonomy in language instruction
is constrained by the lack of inferential, contrastive analyses. Therefore, by considering this gap the present
study aims to provide a novel contribution to literature within the tertiary education context by comparing the
views of instructors and students at universities. To this end, this study seeks to answer the following research
questions:

1. What are instructors’ perceptions on LA?

2. What are students’ perceptions on LA?

3. Are there significant differences between instructor and student perceptions on LA?
Literature Review

Based on the roles of the primary stakeholders in the teaching-learning process, the literature on LA can be
classified into those focusing on students, teachers, or both.

LA from Students’ Lens

Yildinm (2008) studied 103 first-year students at Anadolu University's Faculty of Education. The primary goals
of the study were to ascertain how EFL students perceived their own and their teachers' roles in the language
learning process, as well as how they perceived autonomy. According to the survey, students are open to
sharing lesson duties with their teachers. Nonetheless, they believe that teachers should take more
responsibility at certain stages of the process, while students should be responsible for the content at other
times. Similarly, when studying the target language, learners are enthusiastic about being independent. If
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instructors are aware of this tendency, they can incorporate more activities that enhance the students’
autonomy.

Balgikanli (2010) investigated student-teachers' perspectives on LA. He administered the survey to 112
undergraduate students in ELT department at Gazi University. The fact that this study's participants are pre-
service instructors makes it noteworthy. As a result, they responded to the questions from the dual perspective
of both teacher and student. Furthermore, following the written portion of the survey, he interviewed twenty
volunteers. The findings indicate that although student teachers are generally supportive of promoting LA, they
are skeptical about learners’ ability to make sound decisions. They expressed concern that involving students
in the decision-making process might lead to delays due to overthinking.

In 2021, Yosintha and Yunianti conducted a study to reveal the LA in online EFL classes from the students’
perspective. Using a mixed-methods approach involving surveys and interviews, the researchers collected both
quantitative and qualitative data. Among the 513 students from eight different Indonesian universities who
completed the questionnaire, ten were interviewed to validate findings. The results demonstrated that the
majority of students (80.5%) held positive perceptions of their autonomy in online English education, as
reflected in their motivation to be independent. However, just 18.5% of these students achieved an A grade in
their English course, indicating that this positive perception did not necessarily correlate with strong academic
performance.

Mabrouk, Duffy, and Roussel (2021) conducted an experimental study examining the effects of autonomy-
supportive teaching strategies on the autonomy and motivation of EFL learners. The findings indicated that
granting students greater control over learning tasks and decisions significantly enhanced their intrinsic
motivation, engagement, and academic performance. The research underscores the efficacy of structured
autonomy support in fostering active and self-directed learning behaviors within EFL classrooms.

Susanti, Rachmajanti, and Mustofa (2022) examined learner autonomy in online EFL classes amid the COVID-
19 pandemic in Indonesia. The findings indicated that students demonstrated a moderate level of autonomy,
highlighting the need for metacognitive training and scaffolded support to develop fully autonomous learners.
The study emphasizes the significance of structured guidance in online learning environments.

Kiglk-Gentry (2022) tried to explore how the students felt about LA in English language courses. Using a
questionnaire, the researcher surveyed 52 first-year students at a foundation university in Istanbul, Tirkiye who
were enrolled in the faculties of engineering, architecture, and health and sciences. Most participants had
positive views toward LA, according to the study's findings.

Dariyemez (2023) carried out a quasi-experimental study to investigate the impact of flipped classroom
instruction on the autonomy, willingness to communicate, and anxiety of Turkish EFL students. The findings
indicated that students involved in flipped speaking classes showed significantly increased levels of perceived
autonomy and engagement. This suggests that decisions in instructional design can significantly influence the
development of learner autonomy in the EFL context.

Demirhan (2023) aimed to explore how high school students in Antalya, Turkiye, see LA. The researcher
examined how students' perceptions and attitudes about LA are influenced by factors such as gender, parental
education level, and foreign language proficiency. At the grade level, the learners' perspectives and opinions
were also analyzed. Both a quantitative and a qualitative study approach were used to achieve this goal. The
results indicate that participants' opinions and beliefs regarding LA are positive. It was discovered throughout
the student interviews that although the students' behaviors resembled autonomous learning, they did not
fully grasp the concept.

LA from Instructors’ Lens

Camilleri (1999) carried out a project in 1997 with several editors from European nations, including Malta,
Poland, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Estonia, and Belarus. The project's goal was to ascertain how teachers
handled student autonomy in their classes. Fifty teachers from each nation participated in the project. The
results showed that the teachers were enthusiastic about the innovative ideas for enhancing LA and assigning
responsibilities to students.
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Borg and Al-Busaidi conducted a mixed- method study in 2011 with university lecturers. Their aim was to learn
the teachers’ opinions and practices about LA. They found out that most of the teachers know the meaning of
LA, but experienced challenges in promoting and supporting it in the classroom, and most of them did not
believe that their students were truly autonomous.

In a different study, Yildinm (2012) worked with 64 Gazi University lecturers. In terms of LA, the researcher
sought to understand the teachers' attitudes and behaviors. The study showed that teachers held positive views
about fostering LA. They also examine the topic through different viewpoints. Although they promote the
development of LA and typically involve students in the learning process, instructors believe that students do
not make sufficient effort to become autonomous.

Gakici (2017) carried out a study with 88 EFL teachers employed at Ondokuz Mayis University. She wanted to
know how instructors believed regarding student autonomy and how gender affected those views. The study
showed that teachers are open to taking on additional duties during class. Additionally, teachers' perspectives
on student autonomy are not gender-specific; however, there are three areas where gender-related differences
were observed.

Another study was carried out by Ahmadianzadeh, Seifoori and Tamjid in 2018. This study examined the
attitudes and practices of LA among Iranian EFL teachers in the context of two little-studied factors: licensure
and experience. The LA Questionnaire, a form for recording class observations created based on the
questionnaire, and semi-structured interviews were used to collect the data. The findings showed notable
variations in the participants' views of autonomy based on their experience and level of education, as well as
notable variations in the activities that support autonomy, but only when it came to experience. According to
the interview's findings, teachers believed that policy restrictions and students expectations were two things
that prevented them from implementing practices that supported student autonomy. They also did not
recognize the strategic value of investing in the promotion of LA.

Mansooji and Ghaleshahzari (2022) explored LA in the context of Iranian university classrooms. Regarding
fostering LA in university classes, the research examined the attitudes and real actions of Iranian EFL instructors.
Both quantitative and qualitative data were gathered for analysis. According to an analysis of the data, all
teachers agree that it is important and necessary to support students' autonomy in EFL sessions. The
quantitative statistics, however, show that there is a statistically significant discrepancy between their beliefs
and their actual behavior. The qualitative data supports the existence of this gap and shows that it results from
teachers’ low motivation, passive learning profiles, and the pressures of instructional workload.

Al-Husban and Tawalbeh (2022) conducted a study examining the beliefs and practices of EFL university
instructors concerning learner autonomy in Saudi Arabia amid the COVID-19 pandemic. The findings indicated
that while instructors demonstrated general support for learner autonomy, especially regarding self-
monitoring and strategy use, they were reluctant to allow students complete authority over more extensive
instructional decisions, including curriculum design and classroom management. This indicates a controlled
and cautious application of autonomy in practice.

In a recent study, Nguyen, Pham, Lam, and Nguyen (2023) investigated the views and classroom practices of
EFL high school instructors in Vietnam concerning learner autonomy. The study indicated that while teachers
stated significant support for learner autonomy theoretically, they encountered difficulties in its practical
implementation due to limited pedagogical training, time constraints, and institutional demands. This
illustrates a reported tension between favorable beliefs and restricted implementation among EFL instructors.

Erel and Bedir (2023) sought to examine the cognition of English instructors in different teaching environments
by conducting an experimental mixed method. The findings demonstrated that the teachers praised LA as an
important part of teaching and learning and viewed it as a necessary step toward becoming a proficient user
of a foreign language.

LA from Both Lenses

Chu (2004) administered a survey to 446 students and eight instructors at Taiwan University. According to the
study, both teachers and students expressed a desire for a higher level of autonomy in their classes.
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Additionally, the study revealed that students who were motivated to learn tended to demonstrate higher
levels of autonomy than those who were not.

Baylan (2007) examined the views and expectations of university students and their teachers regarding LA. A
total of 282 EFL students and 27 instructors from various state universities participated in the study; the
participants were surveyed and interviewed by the researcher. The findings showed that teachers' expectations
and perceptions differed from those of the students. While students had higher aspirations regarding LA, their
actual perceptions were lower. Conversely, teachers held more optimistic attitudes and expectations toward
promoting LA in the classroom. However, consistent with previous findings, teachers were reluctant to share
responsibilities in specific areas, such as classroom management or technique.

In order to explore the perceptions of instructors and university students regarding their abilities and
responsibilities related to LA both inside and outside the classroom, a study was conducted by Ustiinlioglu
(2009). She found that despite their abilities, students tend not take responsibility for their learning. She also
noted that instructors assume responsibility in the learning process because they believe students are not ready
to handle it.

From a different perspective, Van (2011) studied on undergraduates and graduates who were not enrolled in
English lessons. He aimed to discover what they think about responsibility in learning and their abilities about
LA. The results indicated that neither students nor teachers had a clear understanding of LA; however, students
are more eager to initiate changes in their learning environments.

In a 2016 qualitative study, Tayjasanant and Suraratdche investigated the opinions of teachers and students
on LA in Thai culture. They wanted to learn if both participants were ready to embrace LA and found that both
learners and teachers held positive beliefs about LA.

In a Hungarian secondary school, a study was carried out to discover the teachers’ and students’ beliefs on
learner autonomy and to suggest some classroom implications to develop learner autonomy in the classroom
by Szécs (2017). She found out that both students and teachers have positive opinions on LA; however,
students do not believe classrooms are effective environments to develop LA. Similarly, teachers do not think
students are ready to develop LA.

In a different study, Oztiifekci (2018) attempted to uncover the general views of instructors and students toward
LA. The B2 language learners and their instructors were both the study's subjects. The researcher conducted
interviews with the teachers and students after distributing a questionnaire to each group. According to the
study, students remain dependent on their teachers even though they wish to take on more responsibility for
their education. However, both participants believe that the course responsibilities should be shared.

In 2019, Lin and Reinders carried out a study to discover the instructors’ and students’ readiness and classroom
applications of and beliefs about LA. The study showed that both teachers and students are psychologically
ready for the LA practices, but they do not indicate any marks for technical or behavioral readiness.

Sinnet JR (2021) aimed to gather opinions about LA from parents, teachers, and students. The study
concentrated on the responsibility, viability, and desirability of LA. A learner autonomy questionnaire was used
to collect data quantitatively. In this setting of a Turkish private high school, the research indicates the
likelihood of and road to generating autonomous learners through the examination of the alignment and
variance of these perceptions. The results showed that in this English language teaching situation, LA is strongly
desired.

And finally, Vu (2021) carried out a contrastive analysis to compare the opinions of learners and teachers on
LA. The study revealed that there are some mismatches between the students and teachers. For example, while
students believe that they show higher level of autonomy during the lessons, teachers do not agree with them.
However, both students and teachers believe that developing LA is the responsibility of teachers in the
classroom.
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Method

Research Design

With the purpose of learning the reasons and opinions on LA of instructors and learners a mixed method
design was conducted in the present study. By using two different research methods, compensating the
inadequacies of each design was aimed.

Population

A convenience sample of 405 EFL students (i.e., 252 females and 153 males) and 109 EFL instructors (i.e, 76
females and 33 males) from three foundation and two public universities participated in the study. At the time
of data collection, all students were taking preparatory English courses. After successfully completing their
English courses, students were to begin studying in their English medium instruction faculties (i.e., arts and
sciences, economics and administrative sciences, education, engineering, and health). Of the instructors, 21
were novice and 88 were experienced. Most were graduates of English language teaching (i.e, n = 57) whereas
the rest were graduates of other English language related programs and received pedagogical formation.

Data Collection Tools/ Methods
Personal Information Form

Data were collected using a demographic information form and the learner autonomy questionnaire developed
by Camilleri (1997). The demographic section gathered information on participants’ gender, students’ faculties,
instructors’ undergraduate degrees, and their teaching experience. The questionnaire, on the other hand,
consists of 13 items with sub-categories scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging between not at all to very
much. The instrument is designed to assess perceptions on learner involvement in diverse course related
decisions. It displayed sufficient reliability with Cronbach alpha values above .70 for both students (i.e., o = .92)
and instructors (i.e., a = .89).

Data Collection Process

After ethical approval was obtained, the institutions were contacted via their administrators to obtain
permission and arrange data collection schedules. All institutions preferred their own staff to carry out the data
collection and the process was carried out during class hours. The teaching staff were supplied with informed
consent forms, copies of data collection instruments and the data collection protocol to ensure consistency.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and non-parametric statistics using IBM SPSS version 22. Firstly,
data cleansing was done. Next, data were checked for normality using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test which
showed that the data were not from a normal distribution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). After that, descriptive
statistics were used to assess instructor and student perceptions on LA. To this end, M < 2.00 was interpreted
as resistance to LA, 2.00 < M < 3.00 as partial support for LA and M > 3.00 as strong support for LA (Camilleri,
1999). Next, Mann-Whitney U Tests were conducted to see whether instructor and student perception of LA
differed (Pallant, 2020).

Ethical Disclosure
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Results
Instructor and student perspectives

Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations for the stances of instructors and learners in promoting
autonomy for given activities. Both instructors and students showed partial support for LA in great majority of
activities. Instructors believed that students should only have decisive power when finding their own
explanations to classroom tasks (M = 3.39, SD = .79) and finding out learning procedures by themselves (M =
3.51, SD = .74). On the other hand, students believed that they should have autonomy over a wider range of
tasks. These include determining objectives (i.e., short-term M = 3.33, SD = .82 and long-term objectives M =
3.07, SD = .98), instructional scheduling (i.e., instructional pace M = 3.24, SD = .92), methodology (i.e., deciding
individual/pair/group work M = 3.30, SD = .86 and type of classroom activities M = 3.05, SD = .97), classroom
management (i.e., desks positions M = 3.14, SD = .98 and seating M = 3.12, SD = .96), as well as finding their
own explanations to classroom tasks (M = 3.53, SD = .77) and finding out learning procedures by themselves
(M = 3.57, SD = .80). Moreover, instructors reported less support for LA than students in the majority of given
tasks except for the one specified as deciding topics of course content (M, = 2.76, SD; = 1.09, Ms = 2.57, SDs =
1.25), record keeping of marks gained (M, = 2.58, SD, = 1.20, Ms = 2.11, SDs = 1.22) and encouraging students
to assess themselves rather than testing them weekly (M; = 3.51, SDy = .74, Ms = 2.59, SDs = 1.17), monthly (M,
=2.92,SD, = 1.09, Ms = 2.31, SDs = 1.10) and annually (M, = 2.27, SD, = 1.39, Ms = 1.63, SDs = 1.33).

Table 1. Comparison of instructor and student perceptions regarding learner autonomy across classroom
activities and pedagogical decisions

Instructor Students
Category Sub-category M Mdn SD M Mdn SD z u p
Objectives Short-term 176 100 087 333 400 082 -1294 5206.50 .00
Long-term 299 300 095 307 300 098 -1.02 20748.00 30
Course content Topics 2.76  3.00 1.09 257 200 1.25 1.35 23868.00 .18
Tasks 225 2.00 118 292 300 1.11 -5.40 14928.00 .00
Selecting materials Textbooks 249 3.00 121 258 3.00 123 -.76 21054.00 .44
AVA's 2.06 2.00 117 287 300 100 -6.38 13617.00 .00
Realias 226 2.00 1.21 248 300 1.16 -1.67 19837.50 .09
Time 2.37 2.00 113 291 300 1.15 -4.69 15870.00 .00
Instructional scheduling Place 2.53  3.00 119 273 3.00 1.15 -1.49 20092.50 13
Pace 2.53 3.00 125 324 400 0.92 -5.58 14881.50 .00
Ind.-pair-group work ~ 2.93  3.00 1.06 330 3.00 0.86 -3.44 17712.00 .00
Use of materials 2.63 3.00 1.25 280 3.00 1.07 -.96 20790.00 33
Methodology o
Classroom activities 222 200 123 305 3.00 097 -6.54 13486.50 .00
Homework activities 248 3.00 123 290 3.00 0.97 -3.10 17977.50 .00
Learning tasks - 2.18 2.00 135 253 300 1.14 -73 21097.50 46
Desks positions 247 3.00 1.04 314 300 098 -6.29 13861.50 .00
Classroom management Seating 2.79 3.00 1.09 312 3.00 096 -2.90 18304.50 .00
Discipline matters 2.69 3.00 114 278 300 1.16 -.90 20872.50 .36
Record keeping Works done 238 3.00 125 296 3.00 1.05 -4.45 16200.00 .00
Marks gained 2.58 3.00 1.20 211 200 133 3.30 26520.00 .00
Attendance 2.07 2.00 135 288 300 1.15 -5.63 14599.50 .00
Homework tasks Quantity 2.10 2.00 1.31 299 300 1.10 -6.48 13510.50 .00
Type 232 200 118 281 300 123 -4.04 16708.50 .00
Frequency 2.50 3.00 118 294 300 1.12 -3.65 17257.50 .00
Texts 223 200 1.27 279 300 1.06 -4.11 16614.00 .00
What tcr’n:fe'j:{:t from Ava's 211 200 120 271 300 107 -451 1606650 .00
Realia 2.04 2.00 119 272 300 1.09 -5.21 15121.50 .00
Explanations - 212 2.00 125 353 400 077 -11.27 8119.50 .00
Learning procedure - 339 4.00 079 357 400 080 -3.13 18514.50 .00
Weekly 351 4.00 074 259 3.00 117 7.55 32035.50 .00
Se'f'ai:;'c‘nrge”t v Monthly 292 300 109 231 200 110 520 2900250 .00
Annually 227 2.00 139 163 200 133 4.26 27789.00 .00

Ninstructors = 109, Nstudents= 405
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Table 1 also reports the results of Mann-Whitney U tests conducted to understand whether there is a difference
between the opinions of instructors and students towards different aspects of LA. There were significant
differences in reported opinions on the majority of tasks while the mean values fell within the same interpretive
category. For instance, both teachers (M = 3.39) and students (M = 3.57) revealed strong support for
encouraging students to find out their own learning procedures while their scores differed statistically (U =
18514.50, p = .00). In a similar vein, they had partial support of LA (2.00 < M < 3.00) but statistical significant
difference activities specified as deciding on tasks of course content (U = 14928.00, p = .00), selecting audio-
visual materials (U = 13617.00, p = .00), instructional scheduling including its time (U = 15870.00, p = .00),
choosing homework activities (U = 17977.50, p = .00), keeping records of works done (U = 16200.00, p = .00),
marks gained (U = 26520.00, p = .00), attendance (U = 14599.50, p = .00) deciding on homework quantity (U
= 13510.50, p = .00), type (U = 16708.50, p = .00), and frequency (U = 17257.50, p = .00), choosing what to be
learnt from texts (U = 16614.00, p = .00), audio-visual aids (U = 16066.50, p = .00) and realia (U = 15121.50, p
= .00) as well as assessing themselves on a monthly (U = 29002.50, p = .00) basis instead of being tested.

Moreover, there were also activity categories that yielded significant differences of opinions with different
interpretive categories. These were determining short-term objectives(U = 5206.50, p = .00), deciding on the
pace of instruction (U = 14881.50, p = .00), opting individual/pair/group work (U = 17712.00, p = .00), choosing
classroom activities (U = 13486.50, p = .00), determining desks positions (U = 13861.50, p = .00) and seating
(U = 18304.50, p = .00), encouraging students to find out their own explanations to classroom tasks (U =
8119.50, p = .00) and assessing themselves on a weekly (U = 32035.50, p = .00) and annual (U = 27789.00, p =
.00) basis instead of being tested. Among these, the categories where instructors more strongly supported LA
were limited to the categories of weekly (M, = 3.51, SD; = .74, Ms = 2.59, SDs = 1.17) and annual (M, = 2.27, SD,
= 1.39, Ms = 1.63, SDs = 1.33) self-assessment.

On the other hand, they reported similar opinions on allowing students to be involved in establishing long-
term objectives (U = 20748.00, p = .30, Mdn, = 3, Mdns = 3), deciding the topics of course content (U =
23868.00, p = .17, Mdn, = 3, Mdns = 2), selecting textbooks (U = 21054.00, p = .44, Mdn, = 3, Mdns = 3) and
realia (U = 19837.50, p = .09, Mdn, = 2, Mdns = 3), choosing the place of instruction (U = 20092.50, p = .13,
Mdn, = 3, Mdns = 3), specifying the use of materials (U = 20790.00, p = .33, Mdn, = 3, Mdns = 3) choosing the
learning tasks (U = 21097.50, p = .46, Mdn, = 2, Mdns = 3) and determining discipline matters (U = 20872.50,
p = .36, Mdn, = 3, Mdns = 3).

Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations

The results of the current study showed that both instructors and learners partially supported student
involvement in the majority of activities. This general alignment implies that both groups in English language
instruction place considerable significance on LA. Teachers like to see their students participating in decision-
making, and students hope to participate in their instructors' decision-making as well. This finding is consistent
with the results of Erel and Bedir (2023), who reported mutual recognition of learner autonomy as beneficial,
albeit within structured limits. Similarly, Mansooji, Ghaleshahzari, and Javid (2022) found that both students
and teachers acknowledged the role of autonomy in fostering engagement and responsibility, yet preferred its
application in less critical areas of instruction. Ahmadianzadeh, Seifoori, and Tamjid (2018) also observed that
while teachers and learners both valued autonomy, institutional constraints often moderated its practical
application.

Szocs (2017) noted a similar dynamic, highlighting a shared appreciation for LA but varying expectations about
its scope. Borg and Al-Busaidi (2011) likewise emphasized that while instructors generally support LA in theory,
their actual classroom practices tend to reflect a more cautious stance. Van (2011), Cakici (2017), and Yildirim
(2012) also identified partial alignment between student and teacher views, indicating a growing awareness of
the benefits of shared responsibility in language learning. Furthermore, the early work of Camilleri (1999)
revealed comparable findings in the Maltese context, showing that although support for LA exists, it is often
tempered by traditional role perceptions. Collectively, these studies support the present finding that learner
autonomy is generally viewed positively, yet the level and nature of support vary depending on pedagogical
context and perceived readiness.
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It was also discovered that instructors felt that if students are involved in making decisions, they will be more
motivated, eager to engage in the teachings, more independent in their learning, and more conscious of their
own needs. This positive result is quite similar with Cotterall, (2000), Dickinson, (1995) and Littlewood (1999).
This is also supported by the findings of Mabrouk, Duffy, and Roussel (2021), who observed that increased
student control enhances motivation and engagement, reinforcing the positive effects of student participation.
According to Balgikanl (2008), it is a good idea to take the needs and interests of the students into account
while organizing a lesson or establishing the rules for the classroom. It is also the responsibility of the
instructors to make the classroom autonomous. Similarly, Susanti et al. (2022) emphasize that instructors
should provide structured support to promote autonomy, which echoes the responsibility highlighted by
Balgikanli. Additionally, when instructors involve their students in the process, the students take charge of their
learning, and the lessons become more student-centered than instructors centered.

The study also demonstrates that instructors believed that students should only have decisive power when
finding their own explanations for classroom tasks and figuring out learning procedures by themselves. This
reflects a more conservative interpretation of learner autonomy, closely aligned with what Littlewood (1999)
terms "reactive autonomy." This result is consistent with reactive autonomy, as defined by Littlewood (1999),
in which students assume responsibility within boundaries set by the teacher. Similarly, Erel and Bedir (2023)
also observed that instructors are more willing to grant autonomy in areas that do not compromise overall
lesson structure, such as self-explanation or learner reflection. In a similar vein, Dickinson (1995) and Cotterall
(2000) emphasize the significance of students monitoring their own learning processes, particularly with regard
to task comprehension and strategy use, while teachers maintain authority over broader curriculum decisions.
This finding also resonates with Borg and Al-Busaidi (2011), who found that although EFL teachers support the
idea of learner autonomy, they tend to restrict it to metacognitive areas rather than curriculum planning.
Instructors prefer to allow students autonomy in self-directed learning tasks over more organized areas like
content selection or assessment planning, according to Szocs (2017) and Mansooji et al. (2022). These findings
collectively indicate that instructors value learner agency when it facilitates individual learning strategies but
maintain caution when it threatens institutional or curricular coherence.

The present study also indicates that students believed that they should have autonomy over a wider range of
tasks. This finding supports the observations of Cakici (2017) and Ahmadianzadeh et al. (2018), who reported
that students tend to desire greater control over multiple facets of the language learning process. Students
generally agree that they should have a say in decisions about the objectives of the course, the content to be
covered, the materials to be used, the timing, location, and pace of the lessons, the methodology, the learning
tasks, classroom management, keeping records, homework tasks, the main ideas of the materials, providing
their own justifications, the learning process, and assessment. Stated differently, the result indicates that
students are willing to have more autonomy for their English classes, and this aligns with the learner-centered
education approach and points to the goal of becoming active decision makers rather than passive recipients
in the subjects. Similar claims were made by Mansooji et al. (2022), who emphasized that learners seek more
agency in classroom decisions as a way of developing responsibility and critical thinking. The findings align
with those of Mabrouk, Duffy, and Roussel (2021), who highlighted that autonomy-supportive teaching
practices significantly improve learners' perceived autonomy and intrinsic motivation. The study demonstrated
that increased student control over the learning process correlates with enhanced engagement and improved
learning outcomes. This supports the argument that students' inclination to take on greater responsibility, as
demonstrated in the current study, indicates a wider pedagogical shift towards learner-centered instruction in
EFL contexts. These results also show similarity with Yildirim (2008), Balcikanli (2010), Yosinto and Yuniati (2021),
Kicuk-Gentry (2022) and Demirhan (2023). In line with this, Camilleri (1999) had already pointed out decades
earlier that learners consistently express a preference for participating in decision-making processes,
particularly in EFL contexts where student involvement was traditionally minimal. Likewise, Von (2011)
discovered that students want to change the system that they are in now, so they want to take responsibility
in decision process and be more autonomous. The findings are corroborated by Dariyemez (2023), who
demonstrated that flipped classroom instruction significantly enhanced students' autonomy, willingness to
communicate, and decreased anxiety in Turkish EFL speaking classes. This suggests that decisions in
instructional design significantly influence learner agency and active participation.
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However, on some items even if both students and instructors support LA, it is possible to see significant
differences between their opinions. Instructors reported less support for LA than students in the majority of
given tasks except for the one specified as deciding on the topics of course content, keeping records of marks
gained, and encouraging students to assess themselves rather than testing them weekly, monthly and annually.
This supports Borg and Al-Busaidi's (2011) conclusion that while instructors conceptually endorse learner
autonomy, they tend to do so within the boundaries of teacher-regulated structures, such as self-assessment
and formal reporting tasks. This finding is in line with research by Chu (2004), Tayjasanant and Suraratdecha
(2016), Oztiifekci (2018), Sinnet JR (2021), and Vu (2021), who discovered that teachers are more likely to
support autonomy in areas like self-assessment and record keeping where they think it fosters learner reflection
and responsibility, but are still reluctant to give students more control over more general pedagogical choices
like task selection or class management. The studies showed that many instructors believe those areas require
professional education. Since students have not yet received that education, instructors consider it risky to
leave the decision to them.This perception is also echoed in Nguyen et al. (2023), who reported that instructors
often hesitate to delegate authority in areas like curriculum design and classroom conduct due to concerns
about students’ pedagogical readiness.

Additionally, Susanti et al. (2022) highlight the necessity of pedagogical support in promoting autonomy,
noting that although EFL learners in online settings were receptive to self-directed learning, their autonomy
was constrained in the absence of structured guidance. This finding aligns with the current study's implication
that a mere desire for autonomy is inadequate without suitable instructional scaffolding. In the present study,
although both instructors and students expressed support for learner autonomy, this support was often limited
to areas where guidance was already embedded, reinforcing the idea that structured support remains a
prerequisite for effective autonomy.

The difference may also result from teachers' desire to maintain control over subjects like classroom
management and discipline because they feel that certain topics require pedagogical knowledge and
experience that students might not have. Recent studies confirm that instructors encourage autonomy within
structured instructional limits. Al-Husban and Tawalbeh (2022) observed that EFL instructors in Saudi Arabia
are increasingly supportive of learner autonomy in post-COVID classrooms; however, they remain reluctant to
delegate authority regarding essential instructional decisions. This finding aligns with the results of the current
study, indicating that instructors exhibited greater support for learner autonomy in metacognitive domains
such as self-assessment, while demonstrating less support in areas like classroom management and content
selection. This is consistent with the present findings, which revealed that instructors were more open to
delegating responsibility in areas that promote self-regulation—such as goal setting and performance
tracking—than in decisions requiring pedagogical planning or classroom authority. However, teachers are
more inclined to delegate authority when it comes to metacognitive components like performance evaluation
and progress tracking, perhaps because they view these as instruments for fostering student autonomy without
jeopardizing the course's general framework. Like Mansooji and et al. (2022) stated EFL instructors believe that
if a learner takes the responsibility for his/her learning process, s/he will ultimately be more successful. Similarly,
this study supports the idea that teachers associate learner autonomy with improved educational outcomes,
but their trust in learners' capabilities varies depending on the domain of decision-making. So, in general both
groups show enthusiasm to share the responsibility, but instructors mostly believe that students should stay
away from certain areas such as the duration of the lesson and types of homework.

Nguyen et al. (2023) reported comparable findings, indicating that Vietnamese EFL teachers recognized the
importance of learner autonomy yet exhibited reluctance to implement it outside specific classroom routines.
Their hesitance was frequently linked to an assumed deficiency in student preparedness and institutional
limitations, reflecting the cautious approach noted among educators in the current study. This observation
mirrors the results of the present study, in which instructors expressed concerns about students’ lack of
pedagogical background and perceived competence, particularly in areas requiring instructional judgment
such as classroom management or curriculum planning. Again, the studies showed that many instructors
believe those areas require professional education. Because the students do not have that education yet,
instructors believe it would be risky to leave the choice to them. This shared apprehension across cultural



655

contexts underscores a common challenge in operationalizing learner autonomy: the gap between valuing
autonomy in theory and enabling it in practice.

The Mann-Whitney U test revealed statistically significant differences in participants' responses for most items;
however, the mean values for both groups remained within the same interpretive category (i.e., partial support).
This paradox underscores the critical difference between statistical significance and practical significance. Field
(2013) explains that statistical significance denotes the improbability of the observed distribution of responses
between two groups occurring by chance, whereas practical significance pertains to the meaningfulness of the
difference in real-world contexts. This study indicates that both instructors and students expressed “partial
support” for learner autonomy. However, the response distribution suggests that instructors tend to score
higher on the scale (about 2.8-2.9), while students appear to score lower (around 2.1-2.3). This implies that
instructors exhibit a slightly higher tendency to promote learner autonomy in practice, although the general
position remains moderate. This finding aligns with the observations of Borg and Al-Busaidi (2012), who noted
that while instructors typically advocate for learner autonomy in theory, their practical implementation tends
to be more cautious or regulated. Camilleri (1999) and Little (1995) observe that students often prefer greater
control over their learning, yet this preference does not consistently correspond with the realities or
assumptions held by instructors in the classroom. Similarly, Chu (2004) and Tayjasanant & Suraratdecha (2016)
reported that despite general support for learner autonomy, the application in instructional settings was
frequently limited by institutional expectations and role divisions. These findings, together with the present
study, suggest that statistical gaps may reflect broader pedagogical tensions between autonomy and authority.
Consequently, the statistically significant differences identified in this study, despite comparable mean scores,
may indicate underlying issues pertaining to role expectations, institutional norms, or learner preparedness.
From an educational standpoint, these nuanced differences in perspective necessitate initiatives to align the
understandings and practices of both groups. Teacher professional development and awareness-raising
activities for learners may facilitate the alignment between perceived and actual autonomy support in language
education contexts.

There were also activity categories that yielded significant differences of opinion with different interpretive
categories assigned to the student and instructor groups. This implies a practical difference in how each group
views or values particular facets of learner autonomy, in addition to a statistical variation in response
distribution. In several instances, instructors only provided "partial support” for the same activities, but students
indicated "agreement” with the idea of having power over certain learning decisions. For instance, instructors
only indicated "partial support" for tasks like lesson pace, classroom activities, and short-term goal setting,
whereas students claimed "agreement” on these topics. In contrast, students' replies indicated only "partial
support" or even "no support" (e.g., for annual self-assessment), whereas teachers showed "agreement" for
weekly self-assessment rather than frequent testing. The differences in these results show not only statistically
significant variances but also practical gaps in each group's perception and support of learner autonomy (Little,
1995; Camilleri, 1999). This is also consistent with the findings of Balgikanli (2010), who found that students
were generally more willing than their teachers to take on responsibility for different components of the
learning process. Similarly, the study by Nguyen et al. (2023) reported that while teachers acknowledge the
importance of learner autonomy, they hesitate to implement it consistently across various instructional
domains due to doubts about students’ readiness and lack of pedagogical experience. Susanti et al. (2022) also
emphasized that student willingness alone is insufficient unless accompanied by pedagogical scaffolding and
institutional support. These findings reinforce the interpretation that discrepancies in autonomy-related
judgments between instructors and learners reflect not only preferences but also broader issues related to
trust, readiness, and contextual limitations in EFL environments.

There were no statistically significant variations in the replies of students and instructors regarding their
support for learner autonomy in some areas of classroom decision-making. This alignment was specifically
seen in tasks including establishing long-term goals, picking course subjects, picking textbooks, deciding
whether to utilize realia, deciding where to teach, employing classroom supplies, managing learning
assignments, and handling discipline-related concerns. A common sense of the proper extent of student
participation in these areas of instruction may be indicated by the convergence of responses in these
categories. Learner autonomy is best achieved when teachers and students mutually acknowledge their roles
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and responsibilities, according to Little (1995) and Camilleri (1999). According to these results, the lack of
statistically significant differences might suggest that both sides are using comparable interpretive frameworks,
especially in areas like discipline management or textbook use that are either institutionally mandated or
traditionally teacher centered. Furthermore, these findings might reflect what Chan, Spratt, and Humphreys
(2002) refer to as "culturally shaped expectations" regarding educational authority, in which instructors and
students internalize certain restrictions on their ability to make decisions and reach similar conclusions—even
in the absence of direct negotiation. These findings are consistent with Borg and Al-Busaidi (2012), who stated
that alignment in perceptions of autonomy often occurs in areas governed by institutional or curricular
boundaries, limiting the scope for divergent preferences. Similarly, Nguyen et al. (2023) emphasized that both
instructors and students tend to conform to established educational roles in contexts where institutional
expectations implicitly define authority, leading to similar decision-making patterns even when autonomy is
nominally encouraged.

In the study, while both teachers and students exhibited partial support for learner autonomy, a significant
difference was detected, with teachers showing a stronger inclination within this category. This suggests a
subtle divergence in perceptions that may warrant further investigation, especially regarding how each group
interprets and values autonomy in classroom activities. Moreover, this study provides some important
information for university preparatory school instructors. When creating the curriculum, administrators and
curriculum designers should consider the desire of both teachers and students to have more independent
learners in the classroom. Students ought to be given more accountability before, during, and after class. They
want to be more active during the learning process, so designers should prepare the curricula by considering
the needs of both learners and instructors. Furthermore, this study does not offer any tasks or activities to
make students more autonomous. In subsequent research, researchers can include their own activity examples
to help prep-school instructors.

Author Note

This research is based on a M.A. thesis submitted to the Institute of Social Sciences, Ufuk University (Uysal,
2021).
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gerekmektedir. Ancak Little (1991), bu kavramin kisa ve net bir sekilde tanimlanmasinin zor oldugunu ifade
etmektedir. Kavrami ilk olarak 1981 yilinda ortaya koyan akademisyen olan Holec'e gore, 6grenen Ozerkligi
bireyin kendi 6grenme siirecinin sorumlulugunu alabilme yetisidir. Holec (1981), 6grencinin 6grenme siirecinde
verdigi kararlar tizerinde de kontrol sahibi olmasi gerektigini belirtmektedir. Ogrenen &zerkligi, yabanci dil
dgreniminde gelisen bir kavram olarak degerlendirildiginden (Dang, 2012), bu konuda farkli tanimlar gérmek
mimkindir. Ornegin, Hedge (2000), 8grenen ézerkligini grencinin kendi 6grenme siirecinin sorumlulugunu
alarak planlama, organize etme ve 6gretmenden bagimsiz olarak siireci izleyebilme becerisi olarak tanimlar.
Lynch (2001) ise Benson ve Voller'in (1997) katkilarina dayanarak 6grenen &zerkligini bes boyutta ele alir: 1)
Bagimsiz calisabilme yetisi, 2) Ozerk 6grenme icin gerekli beceriler, 3) Ogrencinin okul ortami tarafindan da
etkilenen bagimsiz 6grenme kapasitesi, 4) Ogrencinin dgrenme siirecindeki sorumlulugu, 5) Ogrenen bireyin
dgrenmesini ydnlendirme bicimini secme 6zgurligu.

Education First ingilizce Yeterlilik Endeksi (EF EPI) verilerine (2023) gére, Tiirkiye diinya genelinde 113 ilke
arasinda 66. sirada, Avrupa‘da ise 34 Ulke icinde 33. sirada yer almaktadir. Siralamada Ust siralarda yer alan
Ulkelere bakildiginda, 6grencilerin ylksek dizeyde 6grenen o6zerkligine sahip olduklari ve sinif disinda
ingilizcelerini gelistirmek icin ekstra caba sarf ettikleri gérilmektedir (Edwards, 2014). Dolayisiyla Tirkiye'deki
bircok 6grencinin bazi temel 21. ylzyil becerilerinden yoksun oldugu sdylenebilir (Sakrak & Balgikanli, 2019).
Bu durum, 6grenen 6zerkliginin dil 6greniminde dnemli bir rol oynadigini gdstermektedir. Dolayisiyla 6grenen
6zerkligi kavraminin daha kapsamli sekilde anlasilabilmesi icin hem 6grencilerin hem de 6gretim elemanlarinin
bu konudaki bakis acilarini incelemek 6nemlidir. Diger bir deyisle Little''n (2000) da ifade ettigi gibi bu iki
perspektif birbiriyle yakindan ilikilidir. Bu baglamda mevcut calisma, Gniversite diizeyinde ingilizce 6grenen
dgrenciler ile ingilizce dgretim gorevlilerinin 6grenen 6zerkligi konusundaki gérislerini derinlemesine
incelemeyi amaclamaktadir.

Calisma

Ogrenen 6zerkligi uzun yillardir arastirmacilarin dikkatini cekmesine ragmen, égrenci ve 6gretmen géruslerini
karsilastiran arastirma sayisi gorece daha azdir (Tayjasanant & Suraratdecha, 2016, Vu, 2021). Ayrica mevcut
literatirdeki calismalar yalnizca betimleyici karsilastirmalarla sinirl kalmakta ve bu sininn  oGtesine
gecmemektedir. ingiliz Dili Egitimindeki degisen yaklasimlar, 6grenciyi grenme siirecinde merkeze koymustur.
Bu nedenle égrencilerin gorislerinin alinmasi oldukca énemlidir (Oztiifekci, 2018). Benzer sekilde, 6gretim
gorevlilerinin goruslerinin bilinmesi, ve derslerin ona goére planlanmasi yabanci dil siniflarinda 6zerk bir
atmosfer gelismesine katki saglayacaktir (Lamb & Reinders, 2008).

Dil 6gretiminde her iki grubun (6grenciler ve 6gretim elemanlar) 6grenen 6zerkliginin gelisimine nasil baktig
ve bu surece nasil katki sunduguna dair anlayis, ¢cikarimsal ve karsilastirmali analizlerin eksikligi nedeniyle sinirli
kalmaktadir. Bu eksiklikten yola ¢ikarak, bu ¢alisma universite baglaminda 6gretim elemanlari ile 6grencilerin
goruslerini karsilastirarak literatlire 6zgiln bir katki sunmayr amaglamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda calisma asagidaki
sorulara yanit aramaktadir:

1. Ogretim elemanlarinin 6grenen ézerkligine iliskin algilari nelerdir?
2. Ogrencilerin 6grenen 6zerkligine iligkin algilar nelerdir?
3. Ogretim elemanlari ile 8grencilerin 6grenen dzerkligine iligkin algilari arasinda anlamli farklar var midir?

Alanyazin Taramasi

Ogretme-6grenme siirecinde yer alan temel paydaslarin rollerine gore, 6grenen 6zerkligi literatir(;
ogrencilere, 6gretmenlere veya her iki gruba odaklanan calismalar olarak siniflandirilabilir.

Ogrencilerin Goziinden Ogrenen Ozerkligi

Turkiye'de yapilan calismalar, 6grencilerin 6gretmen ve 6grenci rollerine iligskin algilarinin ve 6zerklige yonelik
egilimlerinin 6gretim ortamini dnemli dlcuide etkiledigini gdstermektedir. Yildirim'in (2008) Universite birinci
sinif 6grencileriyle ylrittigu calisma, 6grencilerin ders sorumluluklarini 6gretmenleriyle paylasmaya agik
olduklarini, ancak siirecin bazi asamalarinda 6gretmenlerin daha fazla sorumluluk almasi gerektigini; icerik
belirleme gibi konularda ise 6grencilerin daha aktif olmasi gerektigini dustindiiklerini gdstermektedir. Bu bulgu,
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ogrenen 6zerkliginin yalnizca bireysel istek degil, ayni zamanda 6gretmen destedi ve pedagojik yapi ile de
yakindan iliskili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Benzer bicimde Balgikanh (2010), 6gretmen adaylarinin genel
olarak 6zerklik tesvikine olumlu baktigini, ancak dgrencilerin saglkl ve etkili kararlar verebilme yeterlikleri
konusunda tereddit yasadiklarini belirtmektedir. Bu durum, 6gretmen denetimi ile 6grenci bagimsizlig
arasindaki dengenin uygulamada tam anlamiyla netlesmedigini diisindiirmektedir.

Cevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina odaklanan arastirmalar, 6grenen ozerkliginin dijital baglamlarda farkh
bicimlerde ortaya ciktigini vurgulamaktadir. Yosintha ve Yunianti (2021), dgrencilerin cevrim ici ingilizce
egitiminde ylksek oranda bagimsiz calisma istegi sergilediklerini, ancak bu istegin yiksek akademik basariya
her zaman yansimadigini belirtmektedir. Susanti, Rachmajanti ve Mustofa (2022) da 6grencilerin yalnizca orta
dizeyde ozerklik gosterebildiklerini ve bu nedenle Ustbilissel egitim ile yapilandiriimis destek mekanizmalarina
ihtiyac duyduklarini bulgulamaktadir. Bu iki calisma, 6zerklik egilimi ile akademik basari arasindaki iligkinin
dogrusal olmadigini ve cevrim igi ortamda Ustbilissel stratejilerin ve planl 6gretim desteginin kritik roliini
ortaya koymaktadir.

Diger taraftan, bazi arastirmalar 6zerkligi destekleyici 6gretim stratejilerinin dogrudan etkilerini incelemistir.
Mabrouk, Duffy ve Roussel'in (2021) deneysel calismasi, 6grencilere 8grenme gorevleri ve kararlar Gzerinde
daha fazla kontrol tanimanin i¢gsel motivasyonu, derse katilimi ve akademik basariyi belirgin bigimde artirdigini
gostermektedir. Tlrkiye baglaminda Dariyemez (2023) tarafindan yiritilen calhisma da ters yiz sinif
uygulamasinin 6grencilerin algilanan 6zerklik diizeylerini ve derse katilimlarini anlaml bigimde yukselttigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Bu bulgular, 6gretim tasariminda alinan kararlarin ve yapilandiriimis 6zerklik desteginin
ozerklik gelisimi Gzerindeki belirleyici rolline isaret etmektedir. Kiglk-Gentry'nin (2022) calismasi da farkli
fakultelerden o6grencilerin buylik c¢ogunlugunun o6zerklige yonelik olumlu tutumlarini ortaya koyarak,
ylksekdgretimde genel bir kabul ve hazir bulunusluk oldugunu géstermektedir.

Ortadgretim dlzeyinde yapilan sinirli sayidaki arastirma ise, 6grencilerin 6zerklikle ilgili kavramsal farkindalik
eksikligini gindeme getirmektedir. Demirhan (2023), lise 6grencilerinin 6grenen 6zerkligine yonelik
goruslerinin genelde olumlu oldugunu, ancak 6zerklik kavramini tam olarak kavrayamadiklarini saptamistir. Bu
bulgu, temel egitimden ortadgretime gegiste 6zerklik bilincinin ve bu bilincin dil 6grenme sireglerine
entegrasyonunun glclendirilmesi gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir. Genel olarak alanyazin, 6grenen &zerkliginin
6grenci tutumlari, 6gretmen algilari, 6gretim tasarimi ve 6grenme ortami gibi farkli boyutlarini ele almakla
birlikte, bu boyutlarin birbirleriyle olan iliskisini uzunlamasina ve kuramsal derinlikte irdeleyen calismalarin sinirli
oldugunu géstermektedir. Ozellikle 6zerklik algisinin kavramsal diizeyde insasi, Ustbilissel stratejilerin geligimi,
ve akademik basariyla olan karmasik etkilesimi yeterince aciga kavusturulamamistir. Bu nedenle, gelecek
arastirmalarin farkh yas gruplarinda, farkh 6gretim kademelerinde ve uzun doénemli tasarimlarla, 6zerkligin
gelisimini ve surdurilebilirligini cok boyutlu bicimde incelemesi biyik 6nem tasimaktadir.

Ogretim Gérevlisi Goziinden

Camilleri (1999), 1997 yilinda Malta, Polonya, Hollanda, Slovenya, Estonya ve Belarus gibi cesitli Avrupa
Ulkelerinden katilan 6gretmenlerle ¢ok uluslu bir proje yiritmustir. Projenin amaci, égretmenlerin sinif
ortamlarinda 6grenen 6zerkligini nasil ele aldiklarini incelemektir. Her Glkeden elli 6gretmenin katildigi proje
sonucunda, 6gretmenlerin 6grenen 6zerkligini artirmaya yonelik yenilikgi fikirler gelistirmeye ve dgrencilerin
sorumluluk almasini destekleyen uygulamalari hayata gecirmeye istekli olduklar gorilmdstir.

Borg ve Al-Busaidi (2011), Universite diizeyinde gorev yapan 6gretim elemanlariyla karma yontemli bir calisma
yurttmaslerdir. Arastirmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin 6grenen dzerkligine iliskin goruslerini ve bu goruslerin sinif
ici uygulamalara nasil yansidigini ortaya koymaktir. Bulgular, 6gretmenlerin cogunun 6grenen Ozerkligi
kavraminin ne anlama geldiginin farkinda oldugunu; ancak bu kavrami sinif ortaminda etkin bicimde tesvik
etme ve destekleme konusunda cesitli gliglikler yasadiklarini gostermektedir. Ayrica, 6gretmenlerin blyik bir
kisminin 6grencilerinin gercekten 6zerk bireyler olduklarina inanmadiklari belirlenmistir.

Yildinm (2012), Gazi Universitesi'nde gérev yapan 64 6gretim elemaniyla yiirittiigi calismada, 6gretmenlerin
o6grenen ozerkligine iliskin tutumlarini ve bu tutumlarin davranislara nasil yansidigini incelemistir. Arastirma
sonugclari, ogretmenlerin 6grenen o&zerkligini desteklemeye yonelik genel olarak olumlu gorislere sahip
olduklarini ve konuyu farkli boyutlariyla degerlendirdiklerini ortaya koymustur. Bununla birlikte, 6gretmenler
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ogrencileri 6grenme siirecine dahil ettiklerini ve 6zerkligi tesvik ettiklerini belirtmelerine ragmen, 6grencilerin
ozerklik gelistirme konusunda yeterli cabayl gostermediklerini diisiindiklerini ifade etmislerdir.

Cakici (2017), Ondokuz Mayis Universitesinde gérev yapan 88 ingilizce 6gretmeniyle gerceklestirdigi
arastirmada, o6gretmenlerin 6grenen o6zerkligine iliskin goruslerini ve bu gorislerin cinsiyet degiskeniyle
iligkisini incelemistir. Bulgular, 6gretmenlerin sinif ici sorumluluklar Gstlenmeye agik olduklarini géstermektedir.
Ogrenen ézerkligine yonelik genel tutumlarin cinsiyete bagli olarak anlamli farklilik géstermedigi belirlenmis
olsa da, ¢ alt boyutta cinsiyet temelli farkliliklar tespit edilmistir.

Ahmadianzadeh, Seifoori ve Tamjid (2018), iranli ingilizce dgretmenlerinin 6grenen &zerkligine yénelik
tutumlarini ve sinif ici uygulamalarini, 6gretmen belgesi ve mesleki deneyim gibi gbrece az incelenmis
degiskenler baglaminda ele almiglardir. Arastirmada anket, gézlem formu ve yari yapilandirilmig mulakatlar
kullanilmistir. Bulgular, 6gretmenlerin 6grenen 6zerkligine iliskin goruslerinin hem deneyim hem de egitim
diizeyine gore farklilastigini; 6zerkligi destekleyen sinif ici etkinliklerin ise yalnizca mesleki deneyime bagli
olarak degistigini gostermistir. Milakat bulgulari ayrica, 6gretmenlerin 6grenen 6zerkligini uygulamaya
koymalarini engelleyen temel faktorlerin sistemsel kisitlamalar ve dgrencilerin beklentileri oldugunu; bunun
yaninda &gretmenlerin 6grenen ozerkliginin stratejik degerinin yeterince farkinda olmadiklarini ortaya
koymustur.

Mansooji ve Ghaleshahzari (2022), iran Universitelerinde gérev yapan ingilizce &gretmenlerinin 6grenen
ozerkligine iliskin tutumlarini ve sinif ici uygulamalarini incelemistir. Nicel ve nitel verilerin birlikte analiz edildigi
calismada, tim 6gretmenlerin EFL derslerinde 6grenen 6zerkligini desteklemenin énemli oldugu gorisiinde
birlestigi belirlenmistir. Ancak nicel bulgular, 6gretmenlerin inanglar ile sinif ici uygulamalari arasinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamh bir fark bulundugunu go&stermistir. Nitel veriler ise bu farkin; 6gretmen
motivasyonunun duasikligu, ogrencilerin pasif 6grenme aliskanliklar ve 6gretim yikinin fazlaligr gibi
etkenlerden kaynaklandigini ortaya koymustur.

Al-Husban ve Tawalbeh (2022), COVID-19 pandemisi slirecinde Suudi Arabistan’daki EFL 6gretim elemanlarinin
o6grenen Ozerkligine iliskin inanglarini ve sinif igi uygulamalarini incelemislerdir. Bulgular, 6gretim elemanlarinin
Ozellikle kendini izleme ve strateji kullanimi gibi alanlarda 6grenen 6zerkligini desteklediklerini; ancak mufredat
tasarimi ve sinif yonetimi gibi daha kapsamli 6gretim kararlarini tamamen 6grencilere birakma konusunda
isteksiz davrandiklarini géstermektedir. Bu durum, dgretmenlerin 6grenen &zerkligini sinirli ve kontrolll bir
cercevede uygulamaya koyduklarina isaret etmektedir.

Nguyen, Pham, Lam ve Nguyen (2023), Vietnam'da lise diizeyinde gérev yapan ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
6grenen 6zerkligine iliskin gorislerini ve sinif i¢i uygulamalarini incelemistir. Bulgular, 6gretmenlerin teorik
dizeyde ogrenen ozerkligini glcli bicimde desteklediklerini; ancak bu destedi sinif ici uygulamalara
yansitmakta c¢esitli guclikler yasadiklarini ortaya koymustur. Bu gugcliklerin baslica nedenleri arasinda
pedagojik egitim eksikligi, zaman kisitlamalari ve kurumsal talepler yer almaktadir.

Erel ve Bedir (2023), farkli 6gretim ortamlarinda gérev yapan ingilizce dgretmenlerinin égrenen ézerkligine
yonelik bilissel slireclerini deneysel karma ydntemle incelemistir. Arastirma bulgulari, dgretmenlerin 6grenen
Ozerkligini 6gretim sirecinin temel bir bileseni olarak gorduklerini ve 6zerkligi, yabanci dilde yetkin bir kullanici
olmanin gerekli bir asamasi olarak degerlendirdiklerini ortaya koymustur.

Hem Ogrenci Hem Ogretim Gorevlisi Goziinden

Chu (2004), Tayvan Universitesi'nde 6grenim gdren 446 dgrenci ve sekiz dgretim elemanina anket uygulayarak
bir arastirma yirtitmastar. Arastirma bulgulari, hem 6gretmenlerin hem de 6grencilerin derslerde daha yiksek
dizeyde 6grenen 6zerkligi talep ettiklerini gostermektedir. Ayrica, 6grenmeye ydnelik motivasyonu yiiksek
olan 6grencilerin, daha ytiksek dizeyde 6grenen 6zerkligi sergiledikleri belirlenmistir.

Baylan (2007), tniversite 6grencileri ile dgretim elemanlarinin 6grenen ézerkligine iliskin goris ve beklentilerini
incelemistir. Arastirmaya farkl devlet Universitelerinden 282 EFL 6grencisi ve 27 6gretim elemani katiimis;
veriler anket ve muilakat yoluyla toplanmistir. Bulgular, 6gretmenlerin beklenti ve algilarinin 6grencilerinkinden
farklilastigini ortaya koymaktadir. Ogrenciler 6grenen &zerkligine yonelik yiiksek beklentilere sahip olmakla
birlikte, mevcut algr diizeylerinin daha dusiuk oldugu goérilmustir. Buna karsilik 6gretmenler, sinif icinde
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ogrenen Ozerkligini tesvik etme konusunda daha olumlu tutum ve beklentilere sahiptir. Ancak 6nceki
arastirmalarla tutarl bicimde, 6gretmenlerin sinif ydnetimi ve 6gretim teknikleri gibi belirli alanlarda sorumluluk
paylasimi konusunda isteksiz davrandiklari belirlenmistir.

Ustiinlioglu (2009), tniversite grencileri ile 6gretim elemanlarinin 6grenen 6zerkligi baglamindaki sorumluluk
ve yeterlilik algilarini, hem sinif ici hem de sinif disi 6grenme ortamlarinda incelemistir. Arastirma sonuglari,
ogrencilerin 6grenme sireclerini ylritebilecek yeterli becerilere sahip olmalarina ragmen genellikle sorumluluk
almaktan kagindiklarini gostermistir. Ogretim elemanlari ise, égrencilerin bu sorumlulugu tstlenmeye hazir
olmadiklarini distndukleri icin 6grenme slrecinde inisiyatifi blylk Olciide kendilerinin aldigini ifade
etmislerdir.

Farkli bir bakis acisiyla Van (2011), ingilizce dersi almayan lisans ve yiiksek lisans égrencilerinin égrenme
sorumlulugu ve 6grenen ozerkligine iliskin dustincelerini incelemistir. Bulgular, hem 6grencilerin hem de
ogretmenlerin 6grenen ozerkligi kavramini tam olarak kavrayamadiklarini; buna karsin égrencilerin 6grenme
ortamlarinda degisiklik yapiimasina daha istekli olduklarini ortaya koymustur.

Tayjasanant ve Suraratdche (2016), Tayland kultirinde 6grenen &zerkligine iliskin 6gretmen ve 6grenci
goruslerini incelemek amaciyla nitel bir arastirma ylrutmuslerdir. Arastirma bulgular, her iki grubun da
o6grenen dzerkligine ydnelik olumlu tutumlara sahip oldugunu ve bu yaklasimi benimsemeye hazir olduklarini
goOstermektedir.

Szd6cs (2017), Macaristan'daki bir devlet lisesinde 6grenen &zerkligine iliskin 6gretmen ve 6grenci inanglarini
incelemis ve sinif ici 6zerkligi gelistirmeye yonelik dneriler sunmayi amaclamistir. Bulgular, hem 6gretmenlerin
hem de 6grencilerin 6grenen o6zerkligine iliskin genel olarak olumlu gorislere sahip olduklarini; ancak
ogrencilerin mevcut sinif ortamini 6zerkligi gelistirmek igin yeterince uygun gérmediklerini ortaya koymustur.
Benzer bicimde, 6gretmenler de dgrencilerin henliz 6grenen 6zerkligini gelistirmeye hazir olmadiklarini ifade
etmislerdir.

Oztiifekci (2018), ingilizce B2 diizeyindeki dgrenciler ve égretmenlerinin égrenen dzerkligine iliskin genel
tutumlarini belirlemeyi amagclamistir. Arastirmada her iki gruba da anket uygulanmis ve ardindan bireysel
gorusmeler gerceklestirilmistir. Bulgular, 6grencilerin egitim siirecinde daha fazla sorumluluk almak istediklerini
ifade etmelerine ragmen, 6gretmenlerine bagimli kalmaya devam ettiklerini gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte,
hem 6grenciler hem de 6gretmenler ders ici sorumluluklarin paylasiimasi gerektigi konusunda ortak goris
bildirmistir.

Lin ve Reinders (2019), 6gretmen ve dgrencilerin 6grenen 6zerkligine iliskin hazir bulunusluk diizeylerini, sinif
ici uygulamalarini ve bu konudaki inanglarini incelemistir. Arastirma sonuclari, her iki grubun da 6grenen
6zerkligini uygulamaya yonelik psikolojik olarak hazir olduklarini; ancak teknik ve davranissal yeterlilik agisindan
yeterli gostergeler sergilemediklerini ortaya koymustur.

Sinnet Jr. (2021), Turkiye'deki 6zel bir lisede velilerin, 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin 6grenen &zerkligine iliskin
goruslerini incelemeyi amaclamistir. Sorumluluk, uygulanabilirlik ve istenirlik kavramlari cercevesinde
yapilandirilan ¢alismada, nicel veri toplamak amaciyla 6grenen 6zerkligi anketi kullanilmistir. Bulgular, bu
ingilizce 6gretim baglaminda égrenen dzerkliginin giicli bicimde arzulandigini ve ilgili paydaslarin értiisen
gorusleri dogrultusunda 6zerk 6greniciler yetistirmenin mimkin oldugunu gostermektedir.

Son olarak Vu (2021), 6grenciler ve 6gretmenlerin 6grenen 6zerkligine iliskin gorislerini karsilastirmak amaciyla
karsitsal bir analiz gerceklestirmistir. Arastirma sonuclari, 6grenciler ile 6gretmenler arasinda bazi goris
ayriliklari bulundugunu ortaya koymustur. Ornegin, 6grenciler ders sirasinda yiiksek diizeyde o&zerklik
sergilediklerini dustintrken, 6gretmenler bu degerlendirmeye katilmamistir. Bununla birlikte, her iki grubun da
ogrenen oOzerkliginin sinif ortaminda o6ncelikle 6gretmenlerin sorumlulugu oldugu konusunda hemfikir
olduklar belirlenmistir.
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Yontem
Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu calismada karma ydntem deseni kullanilmistir. iki farkli arastirma yénteminin kullaniimasiyla her bir desenin
eksikliklerinin giderilmesi hedeflenmistir.

Katilimcailar

Calismaya 3 vakif 2 devlet Universitesinden olmak Uizere hazirlik siniflarinda okuyan toplam 405 (252 kadin, 153
erkek) 6grenci ile bu tniversitelerin hazirlik birimlerinde gérev yapan 109 (76 kadin, 33 erkek) ingilizce 6gretim
gorevlisi katilmistir. Hazirhk sinifini basariyla tamamladiktan sonra dgrenciler Fen-Edebiyat, iktisadi ve idari
Bilimler, EGitim, Mihendislik ve Sglik Bilimleri Fakiltelerinde 6grenim goreceklerdir. Calismaya katilan 6gretim
gorevlilerinin 212'si meslekte yeni, 88'i ise deneyimli hocalardan olusmaktadir. Katilimcilarin cogu (n=57)
ingilizce 6gretmenligi bélimi mezunudur. Diger katiimallar ise ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati mezunudur.

Veri Toplama Araclari/ Teknikleri
Kisisel Bilgi Formu

Veriler, Camilleri (1997) tarafindan gelistirilen dgrenen 6zerkligi anketi ve demografik bilgi formu kullanilarak
toplanmistir. Demografik bélimde katiimcilarin cinsiyetleri, 6grencilerin fakilteleri, 6gretim elemanlarinin
lisans mezuniyet alanlari ve 6gretim deneyimleri hakkinda bilgiler bulunmaktadir. Ote yandan, anket; hicten
(not at all) cok fazla (very much) araliginda 5'li Likert 6lcegi ile puanlanan alt kategorilere sahip 13 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Arag, dersle ilgili cesitli kararlara 6grenen katilimina iliskin algilari 6lgmek Uzere tasarlanmistir.
Ogrenciler icin a = .92 ve 8gretim elemanlari icin o = .89 olmak iizere Cronbach alfa degerlerinin .70'in Gizerinde
olmasi yeterli glivenirlik sagladigini géstermektedir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Etik onay alindiktan sonra kurumlarla yoneticileri araciligiyla iletisime gecilerek izinler alinmistir ve veri toplama
takvimi dlizenlenmistir. Tim kurumlar, veri toplama sirecinin kendi personelleri tarafindan yiratilmesini tercih
etmistir ve siirec ders saatleri icinde gerceklestirilmistir. Ogretim gérevlilerine ve 6grencilere bilgilendirilmis
onam formlari, veri toplama araclarinin kopyalari ve tutarliigi saglamak amaciyla veri toplama protokoli
saglanmistir ve veriler bu yolla toplanmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Veriler, IBM SPSS 22 strimu kullanilarak tanimlayici istatistikler ve parametrik olmayan istatistiklerle analiz
edilmistir. Oncelikle veri temizleme islemi yapilmistir. Daha sonra, Kolmogorov-Smirnov testi kullanilarak
verilerin normalligi kontrol edilip verilerin normal dagilimdan gelmedigi belirlenmistir (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2014). Ardindan, 6gretim elemanlari ve 6grencilerin 6grenen 6zerkligi konusundaki algilarini degerlendirmek
amaciyla tanimlayici istatistikler kullanilmistir. Bu baglamda, M < 2.00 degeri LA'ya direng, 2.00 < M < 3.00
degeri LA'ya kismi destek ve M > 3.00 degeri LA'ya gli¢lu destek olarak yorumlanmistir (Camilleri, 1999). Daha
sonra, 6gretim elemanlari ile dgrencilerin LA algilarinin farkhhk gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek icin Mann-
Whitney U Testleri uygulanmistir (Pallant, 2020).

Etik Bildirim

Etik Kurul izin Bilgisi: Bu arastirma, Ufuk Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler
kurulunun 11/12/2019 tarihli 9606710-5014.10-E.9965 sayil karari ile alinan izinle yUrGtiimustir.

Yazar Cikar Catismast Bilgisi: Yazarlarin beyan edecegi bir ¢ikar catismasi yoktur.

Yazar Katkist: 1.yazar: Calismanin tasarlanmasi, verilerin analizi, giris ve yontem bolimlerinin yazilmasi,
verilerin toplanmasi, SPSS ile veri kodlama, arastirma izinlerinin alinmasi, tartisma bolimindn yazilmasi ve
calismanin raporlanmasi. 2.yazar: Calismanin tiim sirecini diizenleyerek ve kontrol ederek arastirmaya rehberlik
etmistir.
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Bulgular

Ogretim Elemant ve Ogrenci Goriisleri

Tablo 1, belirli etkinliklerde 6grenen 6zerkligini tesvik etme konusunda 6gretim elemanlari ve 6grencilerin
ortalama ve standart sapma degerlerini gostermektedir. Hem &gretim elemanlari hem de 6grenciler,
etkinliklerin biyiik cogunlugunda 6grenen ozerkligine kismi destek verdiklerini bildirmislerdir. Ogretim
elemanlari, 6grencilerin yalnizca sinif ici gorevlerle ilgili kendi aciklamalarini bulma (M = 3.39, SS = .79) ve
ogrenme yontemlerini kendi baslarina kesfetme (M = 3.51, SS = .74) konularinda belirleyici glice sahip olmalari
gerektigini distinmektedir.

Tablo 1. Sinif ici etkinlikler ve pedagojik kararlar baglaminda 6gretim elemanlari ile 6grencilerin 6grenen
ozerkligine iliskin gorislerinin karsilastirilmasi

Ogretim Elemani Ogrenci

Kategori Alt Kategori M Mdn SS M Mdn SS z u p
Hodefier Kisa vadeli 176 100 087 333 400 082 -1294 5206.50 .00
Uzun vadeli 2.99 300 095 307 300 098 -1.02 2074800 30

Ders cerig K?nular 2.76 300 109 257 200 125 135 2386800 .18
Gorevler 225 200 118 292 300 111 -540 1492800 .00

Ders kitaplari 2.49 300 121 258 300 123 -0.76  21054.00 44

Materyal secimi Gorsel-isitsel materyaller 2.06 200 117 287  3.00 1.00 -6.38  13617.00 .00
Gercek materyaller (realia) 226 200 121 248 300 116  -167  19837.50 .09

o Stire 237 200 113 291 300 115  -469  15870.00 .00
32;?:;;5l Yer 2.53 300 119 273 300 115  -149  20092.50 .13
Hiz 2.53 300 125 324 400 092  -558  14881.50 .00

Bireysel/ikili/grup calismasi 2.93 300 106 330 300 086 -344 1771200 .00

P Materyal kullanimi 263 300 125 280 300 107 -096  20790.00 33
Sinif ici etkinlikler 2.22 200 123 305 300 097 -654  13486.50 .00

Odev etkinlikleri 2.48 300 123 290 300 097 -3.10  17977.50 .00

Ogrenme gérevleri - 2.18 200 135 2.53 3.00 1.14 -0.73  21097.50 46
Sira diizeni 247 300 104 314 300 098 -629  13861.50 .00

Sinif yénetimi Oturma diizeni 2.79 300 109 312 300 096 -290 1830450 .00
Disiplin konulari 2.69 300 114 278 300 116 -090 20872.50 .36

Yapilan calismalar 2.38 300 125 296 300 105  -445 1620000 .00

Kayit tutma Alinan notlar 2.58 3.00 1.20 2.11 2.00 1.33 3.30 26520.00 .00
Devam durumu 2.07 200 135 288 300 115 -563  14599.50 .00

Miktar 2.10 200 131 299 300 110 -648 1351050 .00

Odev gorevleri  Tiir 232 200 118 281 300 123  -404  16708.50 .00
Siklik 2.50 300 118 294 300 112  -365 17257.50 .00

Metinler 2.23 200 127 279 300 106 -411  16614.00 .00

gﬁgart:r:ﬁ:'c‘ii'l‘er Gorsel-isitsel materyaller 2.11 200 120 271 300 107 -451 1606650 .00
Gercek materyaller (realia) 2.04 200 1.19 2.72 3.00 1.09 -5.21 15121.50 .00

Aciklamalar - 212 200 125 353 400 077 -1127 811950 .00
Ogrenme yontemi - 3.39 400 079 357 400 080 -313 1851450 .00
o _ Haftalik 3.51 400 074 259 300 117 755 3203550 .00
?Szln:fger'e”d"me Aylik 292 300 109 231 200 110 520  29002.50 .00
Yillik 227 200 139 163 200 133 426  27789.00 .00

Tablo 1 6gretim elemanlari ile 6grencilerin 6grenen 6zerkliginin farkli boyutlarina iliskin gorisleri arasinda fark
olup olmadigini anlamak icin gergeklestirilen Mann-Whitney U testlerinin sonuglarini da sunmaktadir. Cogu
etkinlikte bildirilen gorislerde anlamli farkhhklar bulunmus olsa da ortalama degerler ayni yorum kategorisinde
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yer almaktadir. Ornegin, hem &gretim elemanlari (M = 3.39) hem de dgrenciler (M = 3.57) égrencilerin kendi
o6grenme siireclerini kesfetmeleri ydniinde giicli destek ifade etmis ancak puanlari istatistiksel olarak farklilik
gostermistir (U = 18514.50, p = .00). Benzer sekilde 2.00 < M < 3.00 araliginda "kismi destek” kategorisinde yer
almalarina ragmen istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark gorilen faaliyetler arasinda ders igerigine ait goérevlerin
belirlenmesi (U = 14928.00, p = .00), gorsel-isitsel materyallerin secilmesi (U = 13617.00, p = .00), 6gretim
zamanlamasinin belirlenmesi (U = 15870.00, p = .00), 6dev etkinliklerinin secilmesi (U = 17977.50, p = .00),
yapilan calismalarin kaydinin tutulmasi (U = 16200.00, p = .00), alinan notlarin kaydi (U = 26520.00, p = .00),
devam durumunun kaydi (U = 14599.50, p = .00), 6dev miktarinin belirlenmesi (U = 13510.50, p = .00), tlrt (U
= 16708.50, p = .00) ve sikligi (U = 17257.50, p = .00), metinlerden 6grenileceklerin secilmesi (U = 16614.00, p
=.00), gorsel-isitsel araglar (U = 16066.50, p = .00) ve gercek materyaller (U = 15121.50, p = .00) ile 6grencilerin
sinav yerine aylik olarak 6z degerlendirme yapmalar (U = 29002.50, p = .00) yer almaktadir. Ayrica farkli yorum
kategorilerinde yer almakla birlikte anlamli géris farkliliklar gorilen faaliyet kategorileri de bulunmaktadir.
Bunlar, kisa vadeli hedeflerin belirlenmesi (U = 5206.50, p = .00), 6gretim hizinin belirlenmesi (U = 14881.50, p
=.00), bireysel/ikili/grup calismasi se¢imi (U = 17712.00, p = .00), sinif ici etkinliklerin secimi (U = 13486.50, p
= .00), sira dizeninin (U = 13861.50, p = .00) ve oturma dizeninin (U = 18304.50, p = .00) belirlenmesi,
ogrencilerin sinif ici gorevler icin kendi aciklamalarini bulmaya tesvik edilmesi (U = 8119.50, p = .00) ve sinav
yerine haftalik (U = 32035.50, p = .00) ve yillik (U = 27789.00, p = .00) 6z dederlendirme yapmalari basliklaridir.
Bu faaliyetler arasinda, 6gretim elemanlarinin 6grencilerden daha glcli bicimde 6grenen o&zerkligini
destekledikleri kategoriler yalnizca haftalik (Ml = 3.51, SDI = .74, MS = 2.59, SDS = 1.17) ve yillik (Ml = 2.27,
SDI = 1.39, MS = 1.63, SDS = 1.33) 6z degerlendirme kategorileri ile sinirli kalmaktadir.

Diger yandan, dgrencilerin uzun vadeli hedeflerin belirlenmesine (U = 20748.00, p = .30, Mdnl = 3, MdnS = 3),
ders igerigi konularinin belirlenmesine (U = 23868.00, p = .17, Mdnl = 3, MdnS = 2), ders kitaplarinin (U =
21054.00, p = .44, Mdnl = 3, MdnS = 3) ve gercek materyallerin (U = 19837.50, p = .09, Mdnl = 2, MdnS = 3)
secilmesine, dersin yapilacagi yerin belirlenmesine (U = 20092.50, p = .13, Mdnl = 3, MdnS = 3), materyal
kullaniminin belirlenmesine (U = 20790.00, p = .33, Mdnl = 3, MdnS = 3), 6grenme gorevlerinin secilmesine (U
= 21097.50, p = .46, Mdnl = 2, MdnS = 3) ve disiplin konularinin belirlenmesine (U = 20872.50, p = .36, Mdnl
= 3, MdnS = 3) dahil edilmesi konusunda benzer gorislere sahip olduklari Tablo 1'de gérilmektedir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu calismanin sonuglar, hem &gretim elemanlarinin hem de &grencilerin, faaliyetlerin cogunda 6grencilerin
stirece katilimini kismen desteklediklerini géstermistir. Bu genel uyum, ingilizce dil 6gretiminde her iki grubun
da 6grenen dzerkligine énemli élgiide deger verdigini ortaya koymaktadir. Ogretmenler, 6grencilerinin karar
alma sureglerine katildigini gérmekten hoslandiklarini belirtmis ve 6grenciler de 6gretmenlerinin karar alma
streclerine katilma konusunda istekli olduklarini gdstermislerdir. Bu bulgu, Erel ve Bedir'in (2023) sonuglariyla
tutarhdir; onlar da 6grenen 6zerkliginin yapilandiriimis sinirlar icinde faydali oldugunun karsilikli olarak kabul
edildigini bildirmislerdir. Benzer sekilde Mansooji, Ghaleshahzari ve Javid (2022) hem &6grencilerin hem de
ogretmenlerin, ozerkligin katilim ve sorumluluk gelistirmedeki roltini kabul ettiklerini ancak bunun daha az
kritik 6gretim alanlarinda uygulanmasini tercih ettiklerini sdylemislerdir. Ahmadianzadeh, Seifoori ve Tamjid
(2018) de 6gretmenler ve dgrencilerin 6zerkligi degerli bulduklarini, ancak kurumsal kisitlamalarin uygulamada
bunu siklikla sinirladigini gézlemlediklerini belirtmislerdir. Szocs (2017) de benzer bir dinamigi not ederek
ogrenen 6zerkligine yonelik ortak bir takdirin oldugunu ancak kapsamina dair beklentilerin farklilik gésterdigini
vurgulamistir. Borg ve Al-Busaidi (2011) de 6gretim elemanlarinin 6zerkligi teoride genellikle desteklediklerini,
ancak sinif ici uygulamalarinin daha temkinli bir durus sergiledigini belirtmistir. Ogrenci ve 6gretmen gorisleri
arasinda kismi bir uyumun bulundugu ve bunun dil dgrenme siirecinde paylasilan sorumlulugun faydalarina
yonelik farkindahgin arttigini gosterdigi de cesitli calismalarda ortaya konmustur (Van, 2011; Yildinm, 2012;
Cakicl, 2017). Ayrica Camilleri'nin (1999) Malta baglamindaki erken dénem calismasi, 6zerklige destek olsa da
geleneksel rol algilarinin bunu siklikla sinirladigini gostermistir. S6z konusu calismalar mevcut bulguyu
desteklemektedir. Mevcut calisma ©6grenen 6zerkliginin genel olarak olumlu goérildigind ancak destek
dlzeyinin ve niteliginin pedagojik baglama ve algilanan hazirbulunusluga gore degistigini ortaya koymaktadir.
Ayrica 6gretim elemanlar 6grencilerin karar alma siireclerine dahil edilmeleri halinde daha motive olacaklarini,
derse katilmaya daha istekli olacaklarini, 6§grenmede daha bagimsiz hareket edeceklerini ve kendi ihtiyaclarinin
daha cok farkinda olacaklarini distinmektedirler. Bu olumlu sonug, Cotterall (2000), Dickinson (1995) ve
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Littlewood'un (1999) calismalarindaki bulgularla biytik dlctide benzerlik gdstermektedir. Bu durum, Mabrouk,
Duffy ve Rousselin (2021) bulgulariyla da ortismektedir; s6z konusu calismada, 6grenci kontrollinin
artinlmasinin motivasyon ve katilim dizeylerini ylkselttigi, bunun da 6grenci katiliminin olumlu etkilerini
pekistirdigi ortaya konmustur. Balgikanli'ya (2008) gore, ders diizenlenirken veya sinif kurallari belirlenirken
dgrencilerin ihtiyac ve ilgilerinin dikkate alinmasi iyi bir fikirdir. Sinifi 6zerk hale getirmek de &gretim
elemanlarinin sorumlulugudur. Benzer sekilde Susanti ve digerleri (2022), 6zerkligi tesvik etmek icin 6gretim
elemanlarinin yapilandirilmis destek saglamasi gerektigini vurgulayarak Balgikanli'nin isaret ettigi sorumlulugu
yinelemislerdir. Ayrica 6gretim elemanlari 6grencileri stirece dahil ettiklerinde, 6grenciler kendi 6grenmelerinin
sorumlulugunu lstlenmekte ve dersler 6gretmen merkezli olmaktan ¢ok 6grenci merkezli hale gelmektedir.

Arastirma ayni zamanda, 6gretim elemanlarinin égrencilerin yalnizca sinif igi gorevler icin kendi aciklamalarini
bulma ve 6grenme siireglerini kendi baslarina kesfetme konusunda belirleyici yetkiye sahip olmalari gerektigini
disundiklerini de ortaya koymaktadir. Bu durum, Littlewood'un (1999) “tepkisel 6zerklik” olarak adlandirdigi,
ogrenen oOzerkliginin daha muhafazakar bir yorumunu yansitmaktadir. Littlewood'un (1999) tanimina goére
tepkisel 6zerklik, 6grencilerin 6gretmen tarafindan belirlenen sinirlar icinde sorumluluk Gstlenmeleri anlamina
geliyordu ve bu sonug s6z konusu tanimla oOrtlisiyordu. Benzer sekilde Erel ve Bedir (2023) de 6gretim
elemanlarinin, genel ders yapisini bozmayacak alanlarda —6rnegin 6z-agiklama ya da 6grenen yansitmasi gibi—
Ozerklik tanimaya daha istekli olduklarini gézlemlediler. Ayni sekilde Dickinson (1995) ve Cotterall (2000),
ogrencilerin Ozellikle gorev anlama ve strateji kullanimi agisindan kendi 6grenme siireclerini izlemelerinin
onemini vurguladilar; ancak 6gretmenlerin daha genis mifredat kararlar izerinde otoritelerini stirdtrduklerini
belirttiler. Bu bulgu, EFL 6gretmenlerinin 6grenen 6zerkligi fikrini desteklemelerine ragmen bunu mufredat
planlamasindan ziyade bilis6tesi alanlarla sinirlama egiliminde olduklarini tespit eden Borg ve Al-Busaidi'nin
(2011) calismasiyla da ortiismektedir. Szocs (2017) ve Mansooji ve digerleri (2022) de 6gretim elemanlarinin
icerik secimi veya degerlendirme planlamasi gibi daha yapilandiriimis alanlardan ziyade kendi kendine 6grenme
gorevlerinde 6grencilere 6zerklik tanimayi tercih ettiklerini belirttiler. Bu bulgular, genel olarak 6gretim
elemanlarinin bireysel 6grenme stratejilerini kolaylastirdiginda 6grenen 6zerkligine deger verdiklerini, ancak
bunun kurumsal ya da mufredat bittinligind tehdit ettigi durumlarda temkinli davrandiklarini ortaya koydu.

Bu calisma, 6grencilerin sinifla ilgili genis bir yelpazede yer alan gorevlerde 6zerklik sahibi olmay tercih
ettiklerini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu gorevler; dersin kisa ve uzun vadeli hedefleri, ders igerigi, kullanilacak
materyaller, derslerin zamani, yeri ve temposu ile yontem, 6grenme gorevleri, sinif yonetimi, kayit tutma,
odevler, materyallerin ana fikirlerini belirleme, sinif gorevleri icin kendi gerekgelerini sunma, 6grenme surecleri
ve degerlendirme konularindaki kararlar icermektedir. Yanitlar, 6grencilerin karar alma siirecinde, genellikle
o6gretmenler tarafindan taninan 6zerklik kapsamindan daha aktif bir rol tGstlenmek istediklerini géstermistir. Bu
tercihler, 6grencilerin 6grenme sirecinin bircok yoniinde daha fazla s6z hakki talep ettiklerini bildiren dnceki
arastirma bulgulari (Cakici, 2017; Ahmadianzadeh vd., 2018; Mansooji vd., 2022; Mabrouk, Duffy ve Roussel,
2021; Yildinm, 2008; Balgikanl, 2010; Yosinto ve Yuniati, 2021; Kiglk-Gentry, 2022; Demirhan, 2023) ile
tutarhdir. Benzer egilimler, 6grencilerin 6gretimle ilgili kararlarda daha fazla sorumluluk ve katilim istegini
ortaya koyan 6nceki calismalarda da gozlemlenmistir (Camilleri, 1999; Von, 2011; Dariyemez, 2023). Ancak, bazi
maddelerde her iki grup da 6grenci 6zerkligini (LA) desteklese de, dgrenciler ve 6gretmenlerin gorisleri
arasinda anlamli farkliliklar oldugu gériilmistir. Ogretim elemanlar, ders icerigi konularina karar verme, alinan
notlarin kaydini tutma ve 6grencilerin haftalik, aylik ve yillik sinavlarla test edilmeleri yerine kendi kendilerini
degerlendirmeye tesvik etme gibi maddeler disinda, verilen gorevlerin cogunda 6grencilere kiyasla LA'ye daha
az destek verdiklerini bildirmistir. Bu durum, Borg ve Al-Busaidi'nin (2011) su sonucunu desteklemektedir:
ogretmenler kavramsal olarak 6grenci 6zerkligini onaylasalar da bunu genellikle 6z-degerlendirme ve resmi
raporlama gorevleri gibi 6gretmen kontroliindeki yapilar cercevesinde yapma egilimindedirler. Bu bulguy,
ogretmenlerin  6z-degerlendirme ve kayit tutma gibi 6grencilerin yansitici disinme ve sorumluluk
gelistirdigine inandiklar alanlarda 6zerkligi destekleme olasiliklarinin daha yiksek oldugunu, ancak gérev
secimi ya da sinif yonetimi gibi daha genel pedagojik tercihlerde 6grencilere daha fazla kontrol verme
konusunda isteksiz olduklarini ortaya koyan Chu (2004), Tayjasanant ve Suraratdecha (2016), Oztiifekci (2018),
Sinnet JR (2021) ve Vu (2021) calismalarinin sonugclariyla da értismektedir. Arastirmalar, bircok 6gretmenin bu
alanlarin mesleki egitim gerektirdigine inandigini géstermistir. Ogrenciler heniiz bu egitime sahip olmadiklari
icin, dgretmenler se¢im hakkini onlara birakmanin riskli olacagini disiinmektedir. Bu algi, Nguyen ve
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digerlerinin (2023) calismasinda da yansimaktadir; burada 6gretmenlerin, 6grencilerin pedagojik acidan hazir
olduklarina dair endiseler nedeniyle mifredat tasarimi ve sinif ydnetimi gibi alanlarda yetki devrinden siklikla
kacindiklari bildirilmistir. Ayrica Susanti ve digerleri (2022), 6zerkligin gelistiriimesinde pedagojik destegin
gerekliligini vurgulamakta; cevrim ici ortamlardaki ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen dgrencilerin kendi
kendine 6grenmeye acik olduklarini, ancak yapilandirilmis rehberlik olmadiginda ézerkliklerinin sinirli kaldigini
belirtmektedir. Bu bulgu, mevcut calismanin da ortaya koydugu gibi, yalnizca 6zerklik isteginin, uygun
dgretimsel yapilandirma (scaffolding) olmaksizin yeterli olmadigi yoniindeki ¢ikarimla értismektedir. Mevcut
calismada, hem 6gretim elemanlari hem de 6grenciler 6grenci 6zerkligini desteklediklerini ifade etmislerdir;
ancak bu destek, cogunlukla zaten rehberligin bulundugu alanlarla sinirl kalmistir. Bu durum, etkili 6zerklik icin
yapilandiriimis desteg@in 6n kosul olmaya devam ettigi fikrini pekistirmistir.

Bu farkliligin, 6gretim elemanlarinin sinif yénetimi ve disiplin gibi alanlarda kontroli strdiirme egilimlerinden
de kaynaklanabilecedi dustnulebilir; zira bu tir konularin, égrencilerin henliz sahip olmayabilecegi belirli
dlizeyde pedagojik bilgi ve mesleki deneyim gerektirdigi algilanmaktadir. Giincel calismalar, 6gretim
elemanlarinin yapilandiriimis égretim sinirlari icinde 6zerkligi tesvik ettigini dogrulamaktadir. Al-Husban ve
Tawalbeh (2022), Suudi Arabistan’daki ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak égreten 6gretim elemanlarinin COVID-19
sonrasi siniflarda 6grenci 6zerkligine giderek daha fazla destek verdiklerini ancak temel 6gretimsel kararlar
konusunda yetki devretme konusunda hala isteksiz olduklarini gézlemlemistir. Bu bulgu, mevcut ¢alismanin
sonuclariyla da ortismektedir. Calismada, 6gretim elemanlarinin 6z degerlendirme gibi Ustbilissel alanlarda
ogrenci 6zerkligine daha fazla destek verirken sinif yonetimi ve icerik secimi gibi konularda daha az destek
gosterdikleri ortaya ¢ikmistir. Mevcut bulgularla tutarli olarak 6gretmenlerin 6z diizenlemeyi tesvik eden hedef
belirleme ve performans takibi gibi alanlarda sorumluluk devrine daha agik olduklari ancak pedagojik planlama
veya sinif otoritesi gerektiren konularda bu yaklasimi benimsemedikleri gériilmustir. Ogretmenler, performans
degerlendirmesi ve gelisim takibi gibi Ustbilissel bilesenlerde yetki devrine daha yatkindir; ¢linki bunlari dersin
genel yapisini tehlikeye atmadan 6grenci 6zerkligini gelistirecek araglar olarak gérmektedirler. Mansooji ve
digerlerinin (2022) belirttigi gibi 6gretmenler, bir 6grenci kendi 6grenme sirecinin sorumlulugunu
Ustlendiginde nihayetinde daha basarili olacagina inanmaktadir. Benzer sekilde, bu calisma da 6gretmenlerin
ogrenci 6zerkligini daha iyi egitim sonuclariyla iliskilendirdigini, ancak 6grencilerin yetkinliklerine duyduklari
glvenin karar verme alanina goére degistigini gostermektedir. Genel olarak, her iki grup da sorumlulugu
paylasma konusunda istekli olsa da, 6gretmenler cogunlukla 6grencilerin ders siiresi ve 6dev turleri gibi belirli
alanlardan uzak durmalari gerektigini distinmektedir.

Nguyen ve digerleri (2023), benzer bulgular rapor ederek Vietnamli ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6greten
o6gretmenlerin, 6grenci 6zerkliginin dnemini kabul ettiklerini ancak bunu belirli sinif rutinleri disinda uygulama
konusunda isteksiz davrandiklarini belirtmistir. Bu isteksizlik, calismada ¢ogunlukla 6grencilerin hazirbulunusluk
eksikligine ve kurumsal sinirlamalara baglanmistir; bu durum, mevcut calismada da goézlemlenen temkinli
yaklasimi yansitmaktadir. Bu goézlem, mevcut calismanin sonuclarini da dogrulamaktadir; zira 6gretim
elemanlari, 6zellikle sinif ydnetimi veya miifredat planlamasi gibi 6gretimsel muhakeme gerektiren alanlarda
ogrencilerin pedagojik altyapi ve yeterlilik eksiklikleri konusunda endiselerini dile getirmistir. Calismalar tekrar
gostermistir ki bircok 6gretim elemani bu alanlarin profesyonel egitim gerektirdigine inanmaktadir.
Ogrencilerin heniiz bu tiir bir egitime yeterince sahip olmamalari, dgretim elemanlarinin karar verme yetkisini
ogrencilere birakmayi riskli olarak algilamalarina yol agmaktadir. Kiltirel baglamlar arasinda paylasilan bu
kaygl, 6grenen Ozerkliginin uygulamaya gegcirilmesinde karsilasilan yaygin bir soruna isaret etmektedir; bu
durum, 6zerkligin kuramsal diizeyde kabul gérmesi ile pedagojik uygulamalarda sistematik ve surddrilebilir
bicimde hayata gecirilmesi arasindaki yapisal ayrismayi acikca ortaya koymaktadir.

Nicel bulgular, katiimcilarin cogu maddeye verdikleri yanitlarda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkhhklar oldugunu
ortaya koymustur; ancak her iki grubun ortalama degerleri ayni yorum kategorisinde (yani kismi destek)
kalmistir. Bu durum, istatistiksel anlamhlk ile pratik anlamlilik arasindaki kritik farka dikkat ¢cekmektedir. Field
(2013), istatistiksel anlamhligin iki grup arasindaki gdzlemlenen yanit dagiliminin tesadiifen ortaya ¢ikma
olasihiginin disik olmasina isaret ettigini, pratik anlamhhgin ise farkin gercek diinya baglamindaki anlamliligi
ile ilgili oldugunu aciklamaktadir. Bu calisma, hem &gretim elemanlarinin hem de 6grencilerin 6grenen
ozerkligine “kismi destek” verdiklerini gostermektedir. Ancak yanit dagihmi, 6gretim elemanlarinin Slgek
Uzerinde daha yiksek (yaklasik 2,8-2,9) puanlar alma egiliminde oldugunu, &grencilerin ise daha disuk
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(yaklasik 2,1-2,3) puanlar aldigini gostermektedir. Bu durum, 6gretim elemanlarinin uygulamada 6grenen
6zerkligini tesvik etme egiliminin biraz daha yiksek oldugunu, ancak genel tutumun orta diizeyde kaldigini
goOstermektedir. Bu bulgu, Borg ve Al-Busaidi'nin (2012) gozlemleriyle értlismektedir. S6z konusu arastirmacilar,
ogretim elemanlarinin genellikle 6grenen 6zerkligini teoride savunduklarini, ancak pratikte daha temkinli veya
dizenlenmis bir sekilde uyguladiklarini belirtmistir. Camilleri (1999) ve Little (1995), égrencilerin genellikle
ogrenmeleri Uzerinde daha fazla kontrol sahibi olmayi tercih ettiklerini ancak bu tercihin sinifta 6gretim
elemanlarinin varsayimlar veya gercekleriyle her zaman 6rtlismedigini gdzlemlemistir. Benzer sekilde Chu
(2004) ile Tayjasanant ve Suraratdecha (2016), 6grenen 6zerkligine yonelik genel destege ragmen, uygulamanin
cogunlukla kurumsal beklentiler ve rol dagilimlar tarafindan sinirlandiriidigini bildirmistir. Bu bulgular, mevcut
calismayla birlikte degerlendirildiginde, istatistiksel farkliliklarin 6zerklik ve otorite arasindaki daha genis
pedagojik gerilimleri yansitiyor olabilecegini gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla bu calismada tespit edilen, ortalama
puanlarin benzer olmasina ragmen istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklar, rol beklentileri, kurumsal normlar veya
ogrencilerin hazirbulunuslugu ile ilgili daha derin sorunlara isaret edebilir. Egitim acisindan bakildiginda, bu
ntansh bakis acisi farkliliklar, her iki grubun da anlayis ve uygulamalarini uyumlu hale getirmeye yodnelik
girisimlerin gerekliligini ortaya koymaktadir. Ogretmenler icin mesleki gelisim programlari ve dgrenciler icin
farkindalik artirici etkinlikler, algilanan ve fiili 6zerklik destedi arasindaki uyumu dil egitimi baglaminda
kolaylastirabilir. Ayrica 6grenci ve 6gretim elemani gruplarina farkli yorum kategorilerinin atandigi ve
goruslerde anlamli farkhiliklarin ortaya c¢iktigi etkinlik kategorileri de bulunmaktadir. Bu durum, yanit
dagilimindaki istatistiksel farklihgin yani sira, her iki grubun da &grenen &zerkliginin belirli yénlerini nasil
gordukleri veya deger verdikleri konusunda pratik bir farkliliga isaret etmektedir. Bazi durumlarda &gretim
elemanlari, ayni etkinlikler igin yalnizca "kismi destek” verirken, 6grenciler belirli grenme kararlari lizerinde s6z
sahibi olma fikrine “katildiklarini” belirtmiglerdir. Ornegin, 6gretim elemanlar dersin hizi, sinif igi etkinlikler ve
kisa vadeli hedef belirleme gibi gorevler icin yalnizca “kismi destek” bildirirken, 6grenciler bu konularda
“katiliyorum” yaniti vermislerdir. Buna karsilik, 6grencilerin yanitlari yillik 6z degerlendirme gibi konularda
yalnizca "kismi destek” ya da hatta “desteklememe” ydniinde olurken, 6gretim elemanlar haftalik 6z
degerlendirmeyi, sik test yapma yerine, “katiliyorum” olarak degerlendirmistir. Bu sonuglardaki farkhhklar,
yalnizca istatistiksel olarak anlamli degisimleri degil, ayni zamanda her grubun 6grenen 6zerkligini algilamasi
ve desteklemesi konusundaki pratik bosluklari da gdstermektedir (Little, 1995; Camilleri, 1999). Bu durum,
ogrencilerin genellikle 6grenme sirecinin farkli bilesenlerinde sorumluluk alma konusunda 6gretim
elemanlarindan daha istekli olduklarini ortaya koyan Balgikanli'nin (2010) bulgulariyla da uyumludur. Benzer
sekilde, Nguyen ve digerleri (2023) 6gretmenlerin 6grenen o6zerkliginin dnemini kabul ettiklerini, ancak
ogrencilerin hazirbulunusluklarina ve pedagojik deneyim eksikliklerine dair stipheleri nedeniyle bunu farkli
ogretim alanlarinda tutarli bir sekilde uygulamaktan cekindiklerini bildirmistir. Susanti ve digerleri (2022) ise,
ogrencilerin istekli olmalarinin tek basina yeterli olmadigini;; bunun pedagojik yapilandirma ve kurumsal
destekle birlikte olmasi gerektigini vurgulamislardir. Bu bulgular, 6gretim elemanlari ile 6grenciler arasindaki
ozerklikle ilgili yargi farkhliklarinin yalnizca tercihleri degil, ayni zamanda glven, hazirbulunusluk ve EFL
ortamlarindaki baglamsal sinirlamalarla ilgili daha genis sorunlari da yansittigi yonindeki yorumu
pekistirmektedir.

Ogrenen dézerkligine verilen destek agisindan, sinif ici karar alma alanlarinin bazilarina iligkin 6grenci ve égretim
elemani yanitlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farkhlik bulunmamistir. Bu uyum 6zellikle uzun vadeli
hedeflerin belirlenmesi, ders konularinin secilmesi, ders kitaplarinin secilmesi, gercek nesnelerin (realia)
kullanilip kullanilmayacagina karar verilmesi, dersin nerede yapilacagina karar verilmesi, sinif arag-gereclerinin
kullanimi, 6grenme gorevlerinin ydnetimi ve disiplinle ilgili konularin ele alinmasi gibi gérevlerde goérilmustdir.
Bu kategorilerdeki yanitlarin rtlismesi, 6gretimin bu alanlarinda égrenci katiliminin uygun diizeyi konusunda
ortak bir anlayis olabilecegini gostermektedir. Little (1995) ve Camilleri'ye (1999) gére, 6grenen 6zerkligi, ancak
ogretmenler ve dgrenciler rollerini ve sorumluluklarini karsilikli olarak kabul ettiklerinde en iyi sekilde saglanir.
Bu sonuclara gore, istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklarin olmamasi, her iki tarafin da 6zellikle disiplin yénetimi
veya ders kitabi kullanimi gibi kurumsal olarak belirlenmis ya da geleneksel olarak 6gretmen merkezli olan
alanlarda benzer yorumlayici cerceveler kullaniyor olabilecedini diisiindirmektedir. Ayrica bu bulgular Chan,
Spratt ve Humphreys'in (2002) “kiiltirel olarak sekillenmis beklentiler” olarak adlandirdigi durumu yansitabilir.
Buna gore, 6gretim elemanlari ve dgrenciler, karar alma yetilerini belirli sinirlamalar icinde icsellestirerek,
dogrudan miuzakere olmaksizin benzer sonuglara ulasabilirler. Bu bulgular, 6zerklik algisindaki uyumun,
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genellikle kurumsal veya mifredat temelli sinirlar tarafindan belirlendigi ve farkli tercihlerin ortaya ¢ikma
olasiligini sinirladigi yoniindeki Borg ve Al-Busaidi'nin (2012) ifadeleriyle de tutarlidir. Benzer sekilde, Nguyen
ve ark. (2023) da, kurumsal beklentilerin otoriteyi ortiik olarak tanimladigi baglamlarda, 6gretim elemanlari ve
ogrencilerin yerlesik egitim rollerine uyma egiliminde olduklarini ve 6zerklik gériiniste tesvik edilse bile benzer
karar alma kaliplarinin ortaya ¢iktigini vurgulamistir.

Bu ¢alismada hem 6gretmenler hem de 6grenciler 6grenen 6zerkligine kismi destek gostermelerine ragmen
dgretmenlerin bu kategoride daha gii¢li bir egilim sergiledigi ydniinde anlamli bir farklilik tespit edilmistir. Bu
durum, her iki grubun sinif igi etkinliklerde 6zerkligi nasil yorumladiklari ve deger verdikleri konusunda daha
fazla arastirma gerektirebilecek ince bir algi farkligina isaret etmektedir. Ayrica bu calisma Universite hazirlik
okulu 6gretim elemanlari igin dnemli bilgiler sunmaktadir. Miifredat olusturulurken y&neticiler ve miifredat
tasarimcilari, hem 6gretmenlerin hem de 6grencilerin sinifta daha bagimsiz 6grenciler isteme arzusunu dikkate
almalidir. Ogrencilere dersten 6nce, ders sirasinda ve ders sonrasinda daha fazla sorumluluk verilmelidir.
Ogrenciler 6grenme siirecinde daha aktif olmak istediklerinden, mifredat tasarimcilari programlari hem
dgrencilerin hem de 6gretmenlerin ihtiyaglarini géz éniinde bulundurarak hazirlamalidir. Bununla birlikte bu
calisma ogrencileri daha ozerk hale getirecek herhangi bir gérev veya etkinlik sunmamaktadir. ilerleyen
arastirmalarda, arastirmacilar kendi etkinlik 6rneklerini ekleyerek hazirlik okulu 6gretim elemanlarina yardimci
olabilirler.

Yazar Notu

Bu arastirma, Ufuk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii'ne sunulan bir yiksek lisans tezine dayanmaktadir
(Uysal, 2021).
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