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Abstract

The aim of the present study was to investigate the relationships among perceived English
as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers’ aggressive communication and students’ affective
learning and strategy use. 148 Greek-speaking EFL undergraduate students (39 males and
109 females), 18-23 years old (M=20.3+.68) participated in the study. According to the re-
sults of the study, perceived EFL teachers’ verbal aggressiveness was negatively related to
their argumentativeness and students’ social and affective strategy use and affective learn-
ing. Simultaneously, the results of the regression analysis revealed that perceived teachers’
verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness could significantly predict the variables of
students’ affective learning, social and affective strategy use. In the light of the aforemen-
tioned findings, it can be concluded that teachers’ verbal aggressiveness can have a negative
impact on students’ feelings, which can, in turn, affect their learning process.

Keywords: EFL learning and teaching, aggressive behavior, social and affective strategy
use

Oz

Bu arastirmanin amac1, Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce (YDI) 6gretmenlerinin saldirgan ileti-
sim bigimleri ve 6grencilerin duyussal 6grenme ve strateji kullanimlari arasindaki iliskilerin
incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Arastirmaya Yunanca konusan ve YDI lisans 6grencisi olan, 18-
23 yaslar1 arasinda (£=20.3+.68) 148 6grenci (39 erkek ve 109 kadin) katilmistir. Arastir-
manin bulgularina gére YDI 6gretmenlerinin sézlii saldirganliklari, tartismact olma durum-
lar1 ile negatif yonli iligkilidir. Ayn1 zamanda regresyon analizi sonuglarina gére 6gretmen-
lerin algilanan sozlii saldirganliklari ve tartigmact olma durumlari, 6grencilerin duyugsal 6g-
renmeleri, sosyal ve duyugsal strateji kullanimlar1 degiskenlerini anlamli diizeyde yordaya-
bilmektedir. Bahsedilen bulgular 1s1ginda, 6gretmenlerin sézlii saldirganliklarinin 6grencile-
rin duygularina, dolayisiyla 6grenme siireglerine, olumsuz etkilerinin olabilecegi sonucuna
ulasilabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: YDI 6grenme ve dgretme, saldirgan davranis, sosyal ve duyussal stra-
teji kullanimi
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Introduction
Verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness

The communication between people can sometimes be expressed in an aggressive
way. Based on Costa and MacCrae's (1980) study, Infante (1987) held that verbal
aggressiveness and argumentativeness are two of the four communication traits (others
are assertiveness and hostility), which form the core of aggressive behavior. The dis-
tinguishing characteristic of these two personality traits is the target of the aggression.
Argumentativeness aims at interlocutors' opinions of a subject matter, whereas verbal
aggressiveness primarily aims at interlocutors’ self-concept and secondary at his/her
perceptions (Infante & Rancer, 1996; Rancer & Auvtgis, 2014). Johnson, Becker,
Wigley, Haigh and Craig (2007) indicated that reported argumentativeness levels were
higher in public discussions, while reported verbal aggressiveness levels were higher
in personal discussions. It is held that verbal aggressiveness, which takes various
forms including character attacks, competence attacks, physical appearance attacks,
teasing, threats and swearing, is a destructive communication feature having a nega-
tive impact on human relationships, while argumentativeness, which focuses on peo-
ple's ability to use arguments to support their opinions, is a constructive form of com-
munication boosting learning (Guerrero & Gross, 2014; Mercier & Sperber, 2011;
Mikhaleva et al., 2015; Myers et al., 2013; Rancer & Avtgis, 2014).

Research showed that classroom activities, which promote argumentativeness,
help students express themselves freely without any fear for mistakes and improve
their self-confidence and learning (Celik & Kilig, 2014; Dawson & Venville, 2010;
Evagorou & Osborne, 2013; Hamilton & Hample, 2011; Knight & McNeill, 2012). On
the contrary, it was revealed that students who perceive their teachers as verbally ag-
gressive report lower levels of support and motivation than those who perceive their
teachers as less verbally aggressive (Bekiari, 2014; Mazer & Stowe, 2015; Myers &
Knox, 2000; Myers & Rocca, 2001). Thus, it is understood that aggressive communi-
cation between teachers and students can significantly affect learning, behavior, think-
ing and motivation (Bekiari, 2012; Bekiari & Hasanagas, 2015; Bekiari et al., 2005;
2006; Bekiari et al., 2015; Bekiari & Syrmpas, 2015; Hasanagas & Bekiari, 2015;
Manoli & Bekiari, 2015; Mazer & Stowe, 2015; Richmond & Gorham, 1992).

Affective learning

Affective learning is considered to be the positive attitudes, beliefs, and values
towards a topic, concept or person (Mottet & Beebe, 2006; Thweatt & McCroskey,
1998; Waldeck, 2007). In the school setting, particularly, affective learning is seen as
the positive attitudes students hold towards the course content, instructor, and the rec-
ommended course behaviors (McCroskey, 1994). Students' affective learning helps
them become more positively predisposed to learning, use relevant to the course con-
tent information or adopt behaviors suggested by their teachers (Mottet et al., 2008;
Richmond & Gorham, 1992). Many factors increase student affective learning, such as
teacher's caring (Teven, 2007), humor (Wrench & Punyanunt-Carter, 2005), compe-
tence (Pogue & Ahyun, 2006), character (Teven, 2007), affinity-seeking strategy use
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(Dolin, 1995; Frymier, 1994), and functional communication skill use (Frymier &
Houser, 1998).

At the same time, some studies have reported a negative relationship between an
educator's perceived use of verbal aggression and students’ affect toward the teacher,
course content, the recommended course behaviors and student satisfaction (Bekiari,
2012; Myers, 2002; Myers & Knox, 2000; Wrench & Punyanunt-Carter, 2005). An-
other study (Myers, 2002) has shown that when teachers were perceived by students as
low in verbal aggressiveness, students' motivation, affective learning, cognitive learn-
ing, and satisfaction increased. Moreover, Plax, Kearney, McCroskey, and Richmond
(1986) reported a negative relationship between perceived student affective learning
and teacher use of antisocial behavior.

Social and affective strategies

Current language learning is based on the strategy use and development of meta-
cognition to boost student autonomy, who is no longer viewed as a passive subject but
as an active participant in the language learning process (Macaro, 2006; O'Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Psaltou-Joycey, 2010). At the same time, the Common
European Framework of References (CE, 2001) supports the use of learning strategies
in the context of language learning, which promote the individual's autonomy. Learn-
ing strategies are regarded as conscious processes which are intentionally chosen to
promote the learning or use of a second or foreign language, through the storage, re-
tention, recall, and application of information about that language (Cohen, 1998).

Though there are a number of strategy classifications throughout the literature
(e.g., Cohen, 1998; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990), this study adopts Oxford's classifica-
tion (1990), who distinguished strategies into: a) memory strategies (e.g., using mental
linkages to help learners retain information more efficiently), b) cognitive strategies
(e.g., summarizing or taking notes to help learners understand or produce language, c)
compensation strategies (e.g., guessing to compensate for gaps in knowledge), d) met-
acognitive strategies (e.g., evaluating their learning to control their cognition), e) af-
fective strategies (e.g., lowering your anxiety to help learners manage their emotions),
and f) social strategies (e.g., cooperating with others to enable students to learn with
others.

More specifically, social and affective strategies, which constitute the focus of the
present study, promote message delivery for teachers through social interactions while
decreasing students’ affective filter through establishing a positive emotional atmos-
phere in the classroom and, thus, contributing to language learning (Oxford, 1990).
Social strategies, particularly, involve three subcategories: asking questions, cooperat-
ing and empathizing with others; each subcategory consists of two specific strategies
respectively: asking for correction and asking for clarification or verification, cooper-
ating with peers and cooperating with proficient users of the new language, developing
cultural understanding and becoming aware of others’ feelings and thoughts (Oxford,
1990).

Affective strategies assist learners in regulating their emotions and attitudes,
boosting, in this way, their learning, since affect, particularly, positive emotions and
attitudes, contribute to L2 learning (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). According to Ox-
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ford (1990), affective strategies comprise three subcategories: encouraging yourself,
lowering your anxiety, and taking your emotional temperature. The encouragement
subcategory includes the strategies of making positive statements, the anxiety-
reducing subcategory involves the strategies of using progressive relaxation, deep
breathing or mediation, taking risks wisely, rewarding yourself, using music and
laughter, while the third subcategory includes the strategies of listening to your body,
using a check list, discussing your feelings with others, and writing a language learn-
ing diary.

Based on the literature review, there is limited research on social and affective
strategy use, since these strategies are often neglected when compared to cognitive and
metacognitive strategies (Chamot & Kupper, 1989; Goh & Kwah, 1997; Oxford,
2002; Sheorey, 1999). In particular, Oxbrow (2005) explored the impact of metacogni-
tive, social and affective strategy instruction on EFL students’ writing skills showing
that the training improved students' written performance. Fandifio (2010), who applied
explicit social and affective strategy training to EFL beginners in Colombia, found
that EFL students' interest in language learning increased by paying greater attention
to their own feelings and social relationships. Simultaneously, Shamshiri, Noordin,
and Sahandari (2010) investigated the effectiveness of social and affective strategy
training on EFL Malaysian students’ strategy use in listening comprehension tasks
indicating that the experimental group outperformed the control group on specific
categories of strategies. Further studies that explored EFL teachers' affective and so-
cial strategy use demonstrated student improvement (Saeidi & Jabbarpour, 2011;
Tajzadeh et al., 2013). Harish (2014) who investigated only the reported social strate-
gy use among India’s Malayalee undergraduate students showed a greater use of social
strategies.

Despite the contribution of social and affective strategy use and teachers’ behav-
ior to the learning process, there is a lack of research exploring the relations of these
variables, particularly, in the context of L2 learning, which entails even greater de-
mands allowing for dual language involvement, language deficiencies, and inappropri-
ate strategy use rendering learning less efficient (Grabe, 2009). A recent study (Manoli
& Bekiari, 2015) investigated the relations between perceived EFL teachers' verbal
aggression and students' intrinsic motivation, social and affective strategy use indicat-
ing a negative relation between teachers' aggressive behavior and students' enjoyment,
competence, effort, social and affective strategy use. Allowing for the above literature
review, the present study aimed to investigate the relations among perceived EFL
teachers’ verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness and students’ affective learn-
ing, social and affective strategy use.

To this aim, the following research hypotheses were formulated to direct the
course of the study:

a) EFL teachers' verbal aggressiveness would be negatively correlated with stu-
dents’ affective learning, social and affective strategy use.

b) EFL teachers' argumentativeness would be positively related to students’ affec-
tive learning, social and affective strategy use.
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c) EFL teachers' verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness could predict stu-
dents’ affective learning, social and affective strategy use.

Method

Participants

The participants of the study were 148 Greek undergraduate students (39 males
and 109 females), 18-23 years old, (M=20.3, SD=.68) who came from the University
of Thessaly located in central in Greece. In particular, the sample was composed of
undergraduate students of the Physical Education Faculty, the Department of Early
Childhood Education, and the Department of Primary Education. All the participants
were attending EFL courses at tertiary education. Their mother tongue was Greek. The
participants' socio-economic status varied, as they came from different regions of
Greece.

Procedure

The participants answered questionnaires referring to the EFL teachers’ verbal
aggressiveness, argumentativeness and students’ affective learning, social and affec-
tive strategy use. The completion of questionnaires took 20-30 minutes approximately;
the whole process flowed smoothly. The researchers ensured the participants' anonym-
ity. Last but not least, it should be mentioned that the student participation in the pro-
cess was voluntary.

Instruments

Verbal aggressiveness scale. EFL teacher verbal aggressiveness was assessed
through the Infante and Wigley's (1986) questionnaire, which was adapted in Greek
population by Bekiari and Digelidis (2015). Preliminary examination supported the
psychometric properties of the instrument (Bekiari & Digelidis, 2015). More specifi-
cally, confirmatory factor analysis showed satisfactory fit indices (confirmatory factor
analysis: .97, SRMR: .02), and internal consistency of the scale (o« = .96). The scale
included eight items (e.g., ‘the teacher is rude,” ‘the teacher makes students feel un-
comfortable’). A 5-point Likert-type scale was used ranging from 1, Strongly disagree,
to 5, Strongly agree.

Argumentativeness scale. To assess EFL teacher argumentativeness Syrmpas and
Bekiari's questionnaire (2015) was used, which was based on Infante and Rancer's
Argumentativeness Measure (1982) and a later revision by Myers and Rocca (2000).
Preliminary examination supported the psychometric properties of the instrument
(Syrmpas & Bekiari, 2015). In particular, confirmatory factor analysis indicated satis-
factory fit indices (confirmatory factor analysis: .98, SRMR: .05) and internal con-
sistency of the scale (a = .90). The scale consisted of ten items (e.g., ‘the teacher en-
joys a discussion with arguments on a controversial topic with their students’, ‘the
teacher tries to avoid discussing with arguments when he disagrees with their stu-
dents’). Participants were asked to respond on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from
1, Strongly disagree, to 5, Strongly agree.

Affective learning scale. The Greek version (Bekiari, 2012), which was used to
assess students’ affective learning, was based on McCroskey’s Affective Learning
Measure (1994) and a later revision by Mottet and Richmond (1998). Preliminary
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examination supported the psychometric properties of the instrument (Bekiari, 2012).
In particular, confirmatory factor analysis indicated satisfactory fit indices (confirma-
tory factor analysis: .96, SRMR: .06). The scale assesses three general dimensions of
affect: affect towards the content, affect towards the course behaviour, and affect to-
wards the teacher behavior. All subscales had high internal consistency (Cronbach’s
alphas ranged from .80 to .96). The administered scale comprised 14 items, four de-
scribing affect towards the content of the class (e.g., ‘I believe that the module is use-
ful’), five describing affect towards the teacher (e.g., ‘I have a positive opinion of the
teacher of this module’), and five describing behaviour (e.g., ‘In my daily life T can
use information obtained by the module’). Participants were asked to indicate their
agreement upon the statements based on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1, Strong-
ly disagree, to 5, Strongly agree.

Social and affective strategy inventory. In order to assess students' social and af-
fective strategy use, an adaptation of Oxford’s SILL (1990), 7.0 version for speakers
of other languages learning English was used. The SILL, translated and adapted in the
Greek population by Vrettou (2011), was used for the purpose of the study. Internal
consistency or reliability regarding the social strategies subscale was .64, which is
quite satisfactory, while the affective strategies subscale was .55, which is seen as
marginal reliability. As it was mentioned earlier, the instrument was divided into six
factors: memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, social and affective strate-
gies. Only the factors of social and affective strategies were used in the present study.
Each factor consisted of 6 items: social strategies (e.g., ‘I ask questions in English’, ‘I
practice English with my fellow students’) and affective strategies (e.g., ‘I encourage
myself to speak English even when | am afraid of making a mistake’, ‘I try to relax
whenever I feel afraid of using English’). Participants responded on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (never or almost never) to 5 (almost or almost always).

Data analysis

Data analysis included the use of the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS 21.0). Cronbach o reliability analysis was used to examine the internal con-
sistency of the factors of each questionnaire. The Pearson correlation coefficient was
used to measure the correlation between the subscales of the questionnaires. Moreo-
ver, regression analysis was computed to explore the extent to which the factors of
perceived teachers’ verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness could predict the
variables of students’ affective learning, social and affective strategy use. The level of
statistical significance was set at .05.

Results

Cronbach’s o reliability analysis was .91 for the 8-item verbal aggressiveness
scale (Bekiari & Digelidis, 2015), and .89 for the argumentativeness scale (Syrmpas &
Bekiari, 2015). The factors of social strategies (a = .94) and affective strategies (a =
.95) were high too (see Table 1). The factors of affect towards the content (o = .91),
affect towards the course behavior (a = .89), and affect towards the teacher behavior
(o = .93) for the affective learning scale (Bekiari, 2012) showed a high degree of reli-
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ability (see Table 1). At the same time, Table 1 presents the mean scores and standard
deviations of the variables.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s alpha

M (SD) Cronbach’s a
Verbal aggressiveness 3.07 (1.06) 91
Argumentativeness 2.77 (1.01) .89
Social strategies 2.84 (1.17) .94
Affective strategies 2.92 (1.14) .95
Affect towards content 2.69 (1.05) 91
Affect towards course behavior 3.01 (1.06) .89
Affect towards teacher behavior 2.67 (1.16) .93

In addition, a correlation analysis was conducted, the results of which are pre-
sented in Table 2. As it can be seen, teachers’ verbal aggressiveness and argumenta-
tiveness (r=-.89) were negatively related to student social strategies (r=-.87), affective
strategies (r=-.89), affect towards content (r=-.69), affect towards course behavior (r=-
.82), and affect towards teacher behavior (r=-.86).

Table 2. Correlation analysis results

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.Verbal aggression 1.00
2.Argumentativeness -.89** 1.00
3. Social strategies -87** 88** 1.00
4. Affective strategies -.89** 90** 91** 1.00
5. Affect towards content -69**  72**  74**  79**  1.00
6. Affect towards course -.82** 83** B81** 8l1** .74** 1.00
7. Affect towards teacher behavior -.86** .89**  87** 9l1** 71** 93** 100

** p< 001

Moreover, a series of simple regression analyses were conducted to examine the
extent to which students’ affective learning, social and affective strategies could be
predicted from the ratings of teachers’ verbal aggressiveness. The results indicated
that perceived EFL teacher verbal aggressiveness could predict significant variance in
affective learning (F144=411.82, p<.001) with an R, of 89%. Perceived verbal ag-
gressiveness explained 14% of the variance in students’ affect towards content (p=-
A2, taay=-4.94, p<.001), 8% of the variance in students’ affect towards course (B=.-
35, t141)=-3.68, p<.001), 8% of the variance in students’ affect towards teacher (p=-
19, tu41)=-2.18, p<.001). Another linear regression analysis was conducted to predict
student social and affective strategies based on teacher verbal aggressiveness. The
results indicated that perceived EFL teacher verbal aggressiveness could predict sig-
nificant variance in social and affective strategies (F145=562.72, p<.001) with an R,
of 90%. Verbal aggressiveness explained 22% of the variance in students’ social strat-
egy use (B=-.66, tu43=-6.33, p<.001) and 6% of the variance in students’ affective
strategy use (P=-.29, tus=-2.79, p<.001). The results of the regression analyses are
presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. Regression analysis results according to verbal aggressiveness

B 95% CI B SE b t
Affect-content —.43 —.60, —.26 .09 —.42 —4.,94**
Affect-course -.35 -54,-.16 10 -35 -.3.68**
Affect- teacher -.18 -.34,-.02 .08 -19 -2.18**
Social strategies -.60 -79, -41 .09 -.66 -6.33**
Affective strategies -.27 -.46, -.08 .09 -.29 -2.79**

**p <.001

Concurrently, a regression analysis conducted to explore the extent to which per-
ceived EFL teachers' argumentativeness could predict students’ affect towards content,
course and teacher behavior. A significant regression equation was found
(F(3.144=691.75, p<.001) with an R, of 91%. More specifically, perceived EFL teach-
ers' argumentativeness explained 14% (B=.32, t141=4.70, p<.001) of the variance in
students’ affect towards content, 8% (p=.20, t141)=2.59, p<.001) of the variance in
students’ affect towards course, and 25% (B=.48, t141)=6.83, p<.001) of the variance in
students’ affect towards teacher behavior. Another regression analysis was conducted
to investigate the extent to which perceived teachers’ argumentativeness could predict
social and affective strategy use. A significant regression equation was found
(F2.145=769.05, p<.001) with an R, of 94%. More specifically, perceived teachers'
argumentativeness explained 11% (B=.59, t43=6.53, p<.001) of the variance in stu-
dents’ social strategies and 21% of the variance in students’ affective strategies
(B=.38, tu43=4.15, p<.001). The results of both regression analyses are presented in
Table 4.

Table 4. Regression analysis results according to argumentativeness

B 95% CI B SE b t

Affect-content .30 .18, .43 .06 .32 4.70**
Affect-course 19 .04, .33 .07 .20 2.59**
Affect- teacher A2 .30, .54 .06 .48 6.83**
Social strategies 51 .36, .67 .08 .59 6.53**
Affective strategies .33 .18, .49 .08 .38 4.15**

**p <.001

Discussion

The aim of the present study was twofold: a) to explore the relationship between
perceived teacher verbal aggression and argumentativeness and student affective
learning, social and affective strategy use and b) to investigate the influence of teacher
verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness on student affective learning, social and
affective strategies. The results of the study indicated that perceived EFL teachers’
verbal aggressiveness was negatively related to their argumentativeness and students’
social, affective strategy use and affect towards the content of the lesson, the course
behavior and teacher behavior. In addition, it was revealed that perceived teachers’
verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness could significantly predict the variables
of students’ affective learning, social and affective strategy use.
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The findings of the study are concurrent with the tenor of previous research indi-
cating that teachers’ verbal aggressiveness was negatively related to students’ motiva-
tion, learning, behavior, thinking and satisfaction, while argumentativeness helped
students express themselves freely improving their self-confidence and learning
(Bekiari, 2012; 2014; Celik & Kilig, 2014; Evagorou & Osborne, 2013; Hamilton &
Hample, 2011; Myers, 2002; Myers & Rocca, 2001). Further research suggested that
teachers’ personality plays a determinant role in the relationship with their students
and influences their emotions and attitudes (Horn, 2002; Infante & Rancer, 1996;
Rancer & Avtgis, 2014). This study, particularly, revealed that perceived EFL teacher
verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness emerged as the most important predictor
of students’ affective learning, which is in accordance with previous findings showing
that teachers’ verbal aggressiveness is negatively related to undergraduate students’
affect towards content, course and teacher, while teachers’ argumentativeness is posi-
tively related to students’ affective learning (Bekiari, 2012; Myers, 2002; Myers &
Knox, 2001).

Concurrently, the study indicated that perceived EFL teachers’ aggressive behav-
ior affects not only student affective learning but also social and affective strategy use,
which concurs with previous research revealing that affective factors can exert great
influence on language learning and strategy use (e.g., Lan & Oxford, 2003; Vrettou,
2011; Yamamori et al., 2003). A reasonable explanation of this finding could be the
fact that when L2 students experience a positive relationship with their teachers and
receive encouraging feedback they are more likely to become more interested in the
content of the lesson and more motivated to participate in the learning process, express
their feelings freely and use more social and affective strategies allowing for the affec-
tive filter hypothesis; namely, positive affect contributes to L2 learning (Krashen
1982; 1997).

The present study, which constitutes an attempt to examine the relationships be-
tween teacher verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness and student affective
learning, social and affective strategy use, contributes to L2 research, since there is a
dearth of L2 research on exploring the correlations of these variables. In other words,
there is a lack of L2 studies investigating the relation between teacher verbal aggres-
sion and student social and affective strategy use; a few studies showed that learners
rarely used social and affective strategies (e.g., Shamshiri et al., 2010; Sheorey, 1999),
while other studies pointed out that the specific strategies are frequently neglected in
relation to other categories of strategies, such as the cognitive ones (Oxbrow, 2005;
Oxford, 2002). The results of the study are also in line with the tenor of a recent study
(Manoli & Bekiari, 2015) that revealed a negative relation between teachers' aggres-
sive behavior and students' enjoyment, competence, effort, social and affective strate-
gy use. In this way, the findings of the study extend L2 research and address the con-
tribution of teacher behavior and affective factors to L2 learning and strategy use. The
associations of these variables become more vital for L2 contexts, as learners face
greater difficulties in L2 learning because of language deficiencies and inappropriate
strategy use (Grabe, 2009).
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Overall, the findings of the study suggest that EFL teachers should avoid adopt-
ing verbal aggressive behaviour, since it raises student affective filter and creates a
'mental block' that impedes language learning (Krashen, 1997). By contrast, EFL
teachers should adopt an argumentative behavior, which creates a supportive class-
room climate where students feel more self-confident and more motivated to partici-
pate in the learning process and interact with their teachers and peers (Celik & Kilig,
2014; Dawson & Venville, 2010; Evagorou & Osborne, 2013; Hamilton & Hample,
2011; Knight & McNeill, 2012). In addition, EFL teachers should use a variety of
teaching activities to cater for student needs and, above all, create a relaxing and com-
fortable classroom atmosphere in which students can develop personal interactions
and a deeper understanding of the nature of EFL learning. In this way, the findings of
the study highlight the demand for improvement in teacher education and training
(both pre-service and in-service educators) in order to respond to a challenging and
constantly changing field (Celani, 2006).

Conclusion

Taking everything into account, the study showed that perceived EFL teacher's
verbal aggression could influence student affective learning, social and affective strat-
egy use. The results of the study address not only the critical role of social and affec-
tive strategy use, which help learners lower anxiety about EFL learning and promote
their social skills, but also the impact of teacher behavior on student feelings, attitudes
to the lesson and strategy use. In essence, language learning, which is seen as a form
of social behavior involving interaction with others, is person-dependent rather than
task-oriented (Oxford, 1990). Therefore, it seems that the type of interaction between
teachers and students emerges as a determinant of student motivation, behavior and
strategy use, which, eventually, affects the learning process, since affect, particularly,
positive emotions and attitudes, contribute to L2 learning (Oxford & Burry-Stock,
1995).

Ozet

Girig

Bu arastirmanin amaci Yabanci Dil olarak Ingilizce (YDI) 6greten 6gretmenlerin
sozlii saldirganliklar1 ve tartismact olmalart ile Ogrencilerin duyussal 6grenmeleri,
sosyal ve duyussal strateji kullanimlar1 arasindaki iliskilerin incelenmesidir. Sozli
saldirganlik ve tartismaci olma, saldirgan davranisin temelini olusturan dort iletisim
Ozelliginden (diger ikisi dayatma ve diismanlik) ikisini olusturmaktadir (Costa &
MacRae, 1980; Infante, 1987). Sozlii saldirganlik kisilige saldiri, yeterlige saldiri,
fiziksel gortintise saldiri, kiskirtma, tehdit ve kiifretme seklinde bir¢ok farkli bicimde
ortaya ¢ikabilir ve insan iligkilerine olumsuz etkileri olan yikict bir iletisim seklidir.
Ote yandan tartismaci olma, insanlarm diisiincelerini savunmak igin tartismalar1 kul-
lanma becerilerine odaklanir ve dgrenmeyi destekleyen yapici bir iletisim bi¢imidir
(Guerrero & Gross, 2014; Mercier & Sperber, 2011; Mikhaleva vd., 2015; Myers,
Bramm, & Martin, 2013; Rancer & Avtgis, 2014). Johnson, Becker, Wigley, Haigh ve
Craig (2007) kamuya agik alanlarda tartismaci olmaya iliskin rapor edilen sikayetlerin,
kisisel tartismalarda ise sozlii saldirganliga iligkin sikayetlerin fazla oldugunu belirt-
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mektedir. Arastirmalar d6gretmenler ve 6grenciler arasindaki saldirgan bir iletisimin
Ogrenme, davranis, diisiinme ve giidiilenmeye 6nemli derecede etkisi oldugunu gos-
termektedir (Bekiari, 2012; Bekiari & Hasanagas, 2015; Bekiari vd., 2005; 2006; Be-
kiari vd., 2015; Bekiari & Syrmpas, 2015; Hasanagas & Bekiari, 2015; Manoli & Be-
kiari, 2015; Mazer & Stowe, 2015; Richmond & Gorham, 1992). Bazi aragtirmalar
ogretmenlerin kisilik 6zelliklerinin 6grencilerle iletisiminde belirleyici bir rol oynadi-
g1 ve ogrencilerin duygularini ve tutumlarii etkiledigini 6ne stirmektedir (Horn,
2002; Infante & Rancer, 1996; Rancer & Avtgis, 2014).

Duyussal 6grenme bir konu, kavram veya kisiye iliskin olumlu tutum, inang ve
degerler olarak goriilmektedir (Mottet & Beebe, 2006; Mottet et al., 2008; Thweatt &
McCroskey, 1998; Waldeck, 2007). Ogrencinin duyussal dgrenmesini; dgretmenin
ilgisi (Teven, 2007), mizah (Wrench & Punyanunt-Carter, 2005), yeterlik (Pogue &
Ahyun, 2006), kisilik 6zellikleri (Teven, 2007), yakinlik arayan strateji kullanimi (Do-
lin, 1995; Frymier, 1994) ve islevsel iletisim becerisi kullanimi (Frymier & Houser,
1998) gibi bircok etken artirmaktadir. Ozellikle okul ortaminda duyussal dgrenme
Ogrencinin ders igerigi, 6gretici ve dersin davranigsal kazanimlarina yonelik olumlu
tutumlar olarak goriilmektedir (McCroskey, 1994). Arastirmalar 6gretmenin algilanan
sOzlii saldirganlik kullanimi ile 6grencilerin duyussal 6grenmesi arasinda negatif yon-
1t bir iligkinin oldugunu gostermektedir (Plax vd., 1986; Wrench & Punyanunt-Carter,
2005).

Gliniimiizde dil 6grenme 6grenci 6zerkligini destekleyen {ist-bilisin gelisimine ve
strateji kullanimina dayanmaktadir. Bu bakis agisina gore 0grenci dil 6grenme siire-
cinde artik pasif bir 6zne degil, aktif bir katilime1 olarak goriilmektedir (Macaro, 2006;
O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Psaltou-Joycey, 2010). Ogrenme stratejileri,
Ogrenilen dile yonelik bilginin kaydedilmesi, muhafaza edilmesi, hatirlanmasi ve uy-
gulanmasiyla, ikinci dil ya da yabanci dil kullanimin1 veya 6grenmeyi 6n plana ¢ikar-
mak icin kasitli olarak sec¢ilmis bilingli siirecler olarak kabul edilmektedir (Cohen,
1998).

Daha ayrintili bir sekilde, bu aragtirmanin odak noktasini olusturan sosyal ve du-
yussal 6grenme stratejileri sosyal etkilesimler yoluyla 6gretmenlerin mesaj iletimini
on plana ¢ikarirken, siifta olumlu duygusal bir atmosfer yaratarak 6grencilerin du-
yussal filtrelerini azaltmaktadir. Bu da dilin 6grenilmesine katkida bulunmaktadir
(Oxford, 1990). Alan yazina bakildiginda, sosyal ve duyussal strateji kullanimina ilis-
kin sinirli sayida arastirma oldugu goériilmektedir ¢linkii bilissel ve tist-biligsel strateji-
lerle karsilastirildiginda bu stratejiler goz ardi edilmektedir (Chamot & Kupper, 1989;
Goh & Kwah, 1997; Oxford, 2002; Sheorey, 1999). Ozellikle baz1 arastirmalarda sos-
yal ve duyussal strateji dgretiminin, YDI dgrenenlerin performansimi (Oxbrow, 2005;
Saeidi & Jabbarpour, 2011; Tajzadeh vd., 2013), dinleme stratejilerini kullanimlarini
(Shamshiri vd., 2010), sosyal strateji kullanimlarim1 (Harish, 2014) ve dil §grenmeye
yonelik ilgilerini artirdig1 (Fandifio, 2010) belirtilmektedir.

Yontem )
Arastirmaya Yunanca konusan ve YDI lisans 6grencisi olan, 18-23 yaslar1 arasin-
da (¥=20.3+.68) 148 ogrenci (39 erkek ve 109 kadin) katilmistir. Aragtirmanin 6rnek-
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lemi, orta Yunanistan’da bulunan Thessaly Universitesi'nin Beden Egitimi Fakiiltesi,
Erken Cocukluk Egitimi Bolimii ve Temel Egitim Boliimii 6grencilerinden olugmak-
tadir. Tiim katilimcilar yiiksekdgretim diizeyinde verilen YDI derslerin katilmaktadir
ve anadilleri Yunancadir. Katilimeilar YDI &gretmenlerinin sdzIii saldirganliklart ve
tartismaci olmalart ile 6grencilerin duyussal 6grenmesi ve sosyal ve duyussal strateji
kullanimlarina yonelik 6l¢ekleri cevaplandirmustir.

Veriler dort 6lgek araciligiyla toplanmistir: (a) Bekiari ve Digelidis (2015) tara-
findan Yunan 6rneklemine uyarlanan sozlii saldirganlik 6lgegi (Infante & Wigley,
1986), (b) Syrmpas ve Bekiari (2015) tarafindan Yunan 6rneklemine uyarlanan tartig-
maci olma 6lgegi (Myers & Rocca, 2000), (c) Bekiari (2012) tarafindan Yunan 6rnek-
lemine uyarlanan duyussal 6grenme 6l¢egi (Mottet & Richmond, 1998) ve (d) Vrettou
(2011) tarafindan Yunan orneklemine uyarlanan dil 6grenme stratejisi envanteri
(Oxford, 1990). Sozlii saldirganlik 6lcegi tek boyut ve sekiz maddeden, tartismaci
olma 0lgegi tek boyut ve on maddeden, duyussal 6grenme 6lgegi iic boyut ve on dort
maddeden (dersin igerigine yonelik duygulari i¢eren doért madde, 6gretmene yonelik
duygular1 iceren bes madde ve davraniglar1 betimleyen bes madde), sosyal ve duyussal
dil 6grenme stratejisi 6lgegi ise her biri altt maddeden olusan iki boyuttan olusmakta-
dir.

Bulgular

Bulgular 6lgme araglarinin i¢ tutarligin1 desteklemistir. Cronbach a giivenirlik
katsayilar1, 8 maddelik sozlii saldirganlik dlgegi (Bekiari & Digelidis, 2015) i¢in .91
ve tartigmaci olma Olgegi (Syrmpas & Bekiari, 2015) icin .89 olarak belirlemistir.
Sosyal stratejiler (o = .94) ve duyussal stratejiler (o = .95) boyutlar1 igin de yiiksek
belirlenmistir. Duyussal 6grenme 6lg¢egine bakildiginda, igerige yonelik duygular bo-
yutu (o0 = .91), ders davraniglarina yonelik duygular boyutu (a = .89) ve 6gretmen
davraniglarina yonelik duygular boyutu (a = .93) i¢in glivenirlik diizeyi yiiksek ¢ik-
mistir.

Bunlara ek olarak korelasyon analizlerine bakildiginda, 6gretmenlerin sozli sal-
dirganlik ve tartismaci olma durumlar (r=.89) ile sosyal stratejiler (1=.87), duyussal
stratejiler (r=.89), igerige yonelik duygular (r=.69), ders davranislarina yonelik duygu-
lar (r=.82) ve 6gretmen davraniglarina yonelik duygular (r=.86) arasinda negatif yonlii
bir iliski belirlenmistir. Bu bulguya gore, YDI 6gretmenlerinin algilanan sozlii saldir-
ganliklari, tartismaci olmalar1 ve Ogrencilerin sosyal, duyussal strateji kullanimlari,
dersin igerigine yonelik duygulari, ders davraniglarina yonelik duygulari ve son olarak
ogretmen davraniglari ile negatif yonlii olarak iligkilidir.

Ogretmenlerin sozlii saldirganliklarinin 6grencilerin sosyal ve duyussal stratejile-
rini ve duyugsal 6grenmelerini ne diizeyde yordadigini belirlemek i¢in basit regresyon
analizleri yapilmstir. Bulgulara gore YDI &gretmenlerinin algilanan sozlii saldirgan-
liklarinin, duyussal 6grenmenin %89’luk (R;) bir varyansimi agiklayarak anlamli dii-
zeyde yordayabilecegi tespit edilmistir (F3142=411.82, p<.001). Ogrencilerin sosyal
ve duyussal stratejilerinin, 6gretmenlerin sozlii saldirganliklari tarafindan ne diizeyde
yordandigin belirlemek i¢in bir bagka dogrusal regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Bulgula-
ra gore YDI 6gretmenlerinin algilanan sdzlii saldirganliklarinin sosyal ve duyussal
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stratejilerin %90’lik (R;) bir varyansim agiklayarak anlaml diizeyde yordayabilecegi
belirlenmistir (F145=562.72, p<.001).

Ayn1 zamanda YDI 6gretmenlerinin algilanan tartismaci olma durumlarmin, 6g-
rencilerin derse yonelik, ders davraniglarina yonelik ve 6gretmen davraniglarina yone-
lik duygularimi ne diizeyde yordadigimi belirlemek i¢in de regresyon analizi yapilmis-
tir. Burada %91’lik bir R, orani ile anlamli bir regresyon esitligi (F(3144=691.75,
p<.001) elde edilmistir. YDI 6gretmenlerinin algilanan tartismaci olma durumlarimin,
Ogrencilerin sosyal ve duyussal strateji kullanimlarini ne diizeyde yordadigini belirle-
mek i¢in de bagka bir regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Burada da %94’liik bir R, orani ile
anlaml bir regresyon esitligi (F(145=769.05, p<.001) elde edilmistir. Bdylece regres-
yon analizi sonuglar1 6gretmenlerin algilanan sozlii saldirganliklar ve tartismaci olma
durumlarinin, 6grencilerin duyussal 6grenme, sosyal ve duyussal strateji kullanimlari-
n1 anlamh diizeyde yordayabilecegi belirlenmistir.

Tartisma

Genel olarak bu arastirmanin bulgular1 YDI 6gretmenlerinin algilanan sozlii sal-
dirganliklarinin, tartigmaci olmalar1 ve 6grencilerin sosyal, duyussal strateji kullanim-
lar1 ve duyussal 6grenmeleri ile negatif yonde iliski oldugunu gostermistir. Buna ek
olarak 0gretmenlerin algilanan s6zlii saldirganliklar1 ve tartigmaci olma durumlarinin
ogrencilerin duyussal 6grenme, sosyal ve duyussal strateji kullanimlar1 degiskenlerini
anlamli diizeyde yordayabilecegi ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Arastirmanin bulgular1 gecmis aragtirmalarda elde edilenlerle ayni goriinmekte-
dir. Ogretmenlerin sozlii saldirganliklari, dgrencilerin giidiilenme, 6grenme, davranis,
diisiinme ve tatmin olmalari ile negatif yonlii iligkilidir. Ogretmenlerin tartismact olma
durumlari ise dgrencilerin kendilerini 6zgiirce ifade etmelerini saglayarak 6zgiivenle-
rini ve 6grenmelerini gelistirmelerini yardimer olmustur (Bekiari, 2012; 2014; Celik &
Kilig, 2014; Evagorou & Osborne, 2013; Hamilton & Hample, 2011; Myers, 2002;
Myers & Rocca, 2001). Bulgular ayn1 zamanda giincel bir arastirmanin bulgulariyla
aynidir. Bu arastirmaya gore dgretmenlerin saldirgan davranislar1 ve 6grencilerin be-
genmeleri, yeterlikleri, cabalari, sosyal ve duyussal strateji kullanimlar1 arasinda nega-
tif yonlii bir iliski bulunmaktadir (Manoli & Bekiari, 2015). Bu arastirma o6zellikle
YDI égretmenlerinin algilanan sozlii saldirganliklarinin ve tartismaci olma durumlari-
nin, 0grencilerin duyugsal 6grenmesinin en 6énemli yordayicilart oldugunu ortaya ¢i-
karmistir. Farkli arastirmalara gére 6gretmenlerin sozlii saldirganliklari, lisans 6gren-
cilerinin duyussal dgrenmeleri ile negatif yonlii iliskilidir. Ote yandan 6gretmenlerin
tartigmaci olma durumlar1 6grencilerin duyussal 6grenmeleri ile pozitif yonli iliskili-
dir (Bekiari, 2012; Myers, 2002; Myers & Knox, 2001). Ayn1 zamanda aragtirmada,
YDI 6gretmenlerinin algilanan saldirganlik davramslarinin yalnizca 6grencilerin du-
yussal 6grenmelerini degil, 6grencilerin sosyal ve duyussal strateji kullanimlarini da
etkiledigi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Gegmis aragtirmalarda duyussal etkenlerin dil 6grenmeyi
ve strateji kullanimini etkileyebileceginden bahsedilmektedir (Bkz. Lan & Oxford,
2003; Vrettou, 2011; Yamamori et al., 2003).

Ogretmenlerin sozlii saldirganliklari ve tartismact olma durumlari ile dgrencilerin
duyussal 6grenmeleri, sosyal ve duyussal strateji kullanimlar1 arasindaki iligkileri in-
celeme girisiminde bulunan bu arastirma, ikinci dil (Second Language-L2) arastirma-
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larina da katki saglamaktadir ¢iinkii ikinci dil arastirmalarinda bu degiskenler arasin-
daki iliskileri inceleyen arastirmalarmn eksik oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin
sozlii saldirganliklart ve 6grencilerin sosyal, duyussal strateji kullanimlar1 arasindaki
iligkiyi inceleyen ikinci dil arastirmalan yetersizdir. Sadece birkag¢ caligma dil 6gre-
nenlerin sosyal ve duyussal stratejileri kullandigini gosterirken (Bkz. Shamshiri vd.,
2010; Sheorey, 1999), diger aragtirmalar sosyal ve duyussal stratejilerin, biligsel ve
tist-biligsel olanlara kiyasla, goz ardi edildiginin altin1 ¢izmektedir (Chamot & Kupper,
1989; Oxbrow, 2005; Oxford, 2002). Bu nedenle arastirmanin bulgularn ikinci dil aras-
tirmalarma katkida bulunmaktadir ve ikinci dil 6grenmede ve strateji kullaniminda,
ogretmen davramslar1 ve duyussal etkenlere vurgu yapmaktadir. YDI &gretmenleri
tartismaci bir davranigs benimsemelidir. Boylece dgrencilerin birbirleriyle etkilegime
girdigi ve dgrenme siirecine katilarak daha 6zgiivenli hissettigi destekleyici bir simif
ortami yaratilir (Celik & Kilig, 2014; Evagorou & Osborne, 2013; Knight & McNeill,
2012; Dawson & Venville, 2010). Dil 6grenenlerin, ikinci dil 6grenmelerinde dil ek-
sikliklerinin ve uygun olmayan strateji kullanimlarinin yarattigi zorluklar ile karsilas-
malar1 dikkate alindiginda, bu degiskenlerin bir arada incelenmesi ikinci dil arastirma-
lar1 i¢in daha da 6nemli hale gelmektedir (Grabe, 2009).

Sonuc¢

Daha once bahsedilen bulgular 1s1ginda, 6gretmenlerin sézlii saldirganliklarinin
ogrencilerin dil 6grenmesine ket vuran “zihinsel engel” yaratarak, 6grencilerin duygu-
larim etkiledigi sonucuna varilabilir (Krashen, 1982, 1997). Ogretmenler ve dgrenciler
arasindaki etkilesimin tiirli, 6grencinin giidiilenme, davranig ve strateji kullanimlarinda
bir belirleyici oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu da zamanla 6grenme siirecini, hatta ikinci dil
o0grenmeye katki saglayan olumlu duygu ve tutumlari etkilemektedir (Oxford &
Burry-Stock, 1995). Bu nedenle arastirma sonuglari, siirekli ve daha zorlayici bir se-
kilde degisen bir alanin ihtiyaglarina karsilik verebilmek igin, 6gretmen (hem hizmet
oncesi, hem hizmet i¢i 6gretmenler) egitimi ve yetistirmede gerekli olan gelistirmele-
rin altim ¢izmektedir (Celani, 2006).
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