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Abstract
Autonomy has figured large in recent TEFL literature and practice, and has run

the risk of becoming the latest politicaltprrect catctword, attempting to be all
things to all teachers, arfdecause of this) defying attempts to pin down definitions
of what it is that everyone seems to be agreedrbis. papertakes adstateof-the-
artblook at autonomy in the language classroom, and then vieiargerpictureof
language learning as eduocat From such a perspective, the author asgoat it is
the responsibility of every teacher to promote autonomous, critically thinking,
responsible members of society, and that lesson content or subject matter is a
secondary goal in this endeavour.

Part 1: Where are we?
1.1 Introduction

The concept of individual autonontyas been central to European libedamocratic and
liberathumanist thoughsince the 18 century(Lindley 1986) and was identified bitant as
the foundation bhuman dignity(Hill, 1991, p. 48). Growth of interest in autonomy as an
educational goal can be identified in changes that occurred in the twentieth century in social
sciences, psychology, philosophy, and political science. Pemberton (Pemiteaigh996,
p.1) cites changeim educational philosophy, languatgarning theory, political beliefs, the
need to adapt to rapid changes in technology, communications and employheent,
recognition that learning to learn is now more important than knowledge, and opportunities
providedby technological developments to expand educational provision at the same time as
cutting costs. Gremmo (1995) also identifies the following factors:

1. minority rights movements;
2. areaction against behaviourism in medicine, politics, music, poetry, supool
psychology, education, philosophy, and linguistics;
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3. the emergence dtutonomy as an educational ideal, with a direct influence on
adult education in Europe;

4. developments in technology contributing to the spread of autonomy arateefs;

5. rising internationalism since the second World War;

6. adult learners and different learning needs, resulting in flexible learning programmes
with varying degrees of learneentredness and salfrection;

7. commercialisation of much language provision, together \Wemtovement to
heighten consumer awareness, leading to learners as consumers, making informed
choices in the market;

8. increase in school and university populations, encourapedevelopment of new
educational structures for dealing with large numbetsarhers. Some form of self
directed learning, with institutional support in the shape of counselling and resource
centres, has been found helpfulfrom Gremmo 1995, p. 152)

Holec (1980, p.1) sees dirreversible trend in the late 1960s in industity advanced
Western countries to define social progress in terms of improvement fiqubéty of lifeo,
giving rise to various kinds of social awareness, from ecologhdatatus of women, the
rights of patients, and education:

Adult educationé bemmes an instrument for arousing an increasing sense of
awareness and liberation in man, and, in some cases, an instrument for changing the
environment itself. From the idea of mé&roduct of his society one moves to the

idea of margproducer of his soetyd (Janne ND, cited in Holec 1980, p.2)

In second language learning, this humanistic trend (i.e. towards improving the quality of
life of the learner) produced a widanging series of investigations in the 1960s and 1970s,
resulting in various socibnguistic disciplines, such as speech act theory (Austin 1962;
Searle 1969; Apel 1976), discourse analysis (Garfinkel 1967; Cicourel 1974),
ethnomethodology, ethnolinguistics and the ethnography of communication (Hymes 1966;
1974; Gumpde & Hymes 1972; 8ville-Troike 1982), language in education (Labow 1972;
Halliday 1973; 1976; Habermas 1979), and the sociology of language (Fishman 1972). These
all shared a pragmatic vision of languagédiasool for communicatioi- the rationad for the
ACommunicative Approactd to language learning and teaching. Another outcome and
expression of humanist and cognitive psychology and sociolinguistics wadetbehooling
educatiod movement of the 1978 (Rogers 1969; lllich 1973; Freire 1976).

1 ND =1fiNo Date.
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As Benson & Voller poinbut (1997, p. 7) aumber of learnecentred approaches to
language education emergedthe 1980s and 1990sll of which include autonomy and
independencef learningamong their aims: the learreentred curriculum (Nunan 1988), the
negotiated syllabu@Breen & Candlin 1980; Bloor & Bloor 1988), learner training (Ellis &
Sinclair 1989; Dicknson 1992)learningstrategy training (Oxford 1990; Wenden 1891he
projectbased syllabus (Legutke & Thomas 1991), experiential and collaborative learning
(Kohoren 1992 Nunan 1993), andlearnerbased teaching (Campbell & Kryszewska 1992)
These can be seen as growing from early work on learner autonomy (Altman 1971; Disick
1975; Knowles 1975; Hardirgsch 1976; Dickinson 1978), which was developed in the
1980s ly (inter alia) Strevens (1980Holec (1981) Allwright (1982), Geddes & Sturtridge
(1982) Dickinson (1987)Wenden & Rubin (1987Brookes & Grundy (eds.) (1988)unan
(1988) and Little, Devitt & Singleton (1989).

The autonomy debate has thus beconmojaular focus of foreign language teaching
(Dickinson 1987; Brookes & Grundy 1988; Holec 1981; Little 1991; Dam 1995; Dickinson
& Wenden 1995), relating as it does to central pedagogical concernsiiaonercentred
aims and methods (Rogers 1951; 19@8;h 1973; Barnes 1976; Freire 1976; Trim 1976;
Holec 1981; Hunt, Gow & Barnes 198Budor 1996, and supported by a general educational
concern to help students become more independent in how they think, learn and behave (cf.
Boud 1988; Hammond & Cofis 1991). Such aapproach is often characterised by tensions
between responsibility and freedom from constrdietween the individual and the social
and between the view dénguage learning as a mean an end (autonomy for language
learning)andasan endn itself (language learning for autonomy) (Benson & Voller 19897
5). This general debate has given rise to two irgdated directions of research. The first of
these (mainly in Europe) has concerned itself with the developmédroker autmomyas a
primary requisite of learning beyond school in democratic societies (Holec 1980; 1988;
Dickinson 1987; Kohonen 1987; 1989), while the second (mainly in North America) has
focused on solving thdisecred of the good language learneby emphasizinglearner
strategiesand the notion ofearning to learn(Wenden & Rubin 1987; Chamot & Kupper
1989; Oxford & Nyikos 19890xford 1990).

As Gremmo observes (1995. 151), the last 25 years have seen an increasing amount of
attention to learner autonomy, Ifsdirected learning, sehliccess systems and
individualised/independent learning in second language learning literature (e.g. Hastimg
[Ed.] 1976; Altman & James [Eds.] 1980; Holec 1980; 1981; 1985; 1987; 1988; Geddes &
Sturtridge 1982; Mason [Ed.] 88; Riley 1985; 1988; 1996; Dickinson 1978; 1987; 1988;
1992; 1995; Wenden & Rubin [Eds.] 1987; Brookes & Grundy [eds.] 1988; Ellis & Sinclair
1989; Little 1989; 1991; 1995; Sheerin 1989; 1991; Gathercole [Ed.] 1990; Wenden 1991b;
Page 1992; Esch 1994; B8 19%b; Gardner & Miller [Eds.] 1996; Dam 1995; Dickinson
& Wenden [Eds.] 199%embertoret al.[Eds.] 1996;Benson &Voller [Eds.] 1997, Cotterall
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2000). The general acceptance of these terms in the profession has prompted Litfle.(1991
2) to desdbe autonomy as théuzzworddb of the 1990s, and Wenddt991h p. 1) to
observe thafifew teachers will disagree with the importance of helping language learners
become more autonomous as leardjerslowever, the concepts of learner autonomy (now
seen a alegitimate goal of language educafipand autonomous learnirfgow regardeas

more or less equivalent to effective learnifgf. Benson & Voller [eds.] 1997p. 2;
Dickinson 1987 p. vii; Gremmo 1995, p. 156,158]), lack anytheory of autonomous
language learning or othapplied linguistic base (Benson & Voller 199¥ 3; Benson 1996,
p.28. Dickinson (1987) observed that most of the research on the effectiveness -of self
instruction in language learning has not been done (though cf. Little 198&ralldl995a &

b; 1999), and thafivery few of the present or past methods and techniques for language
learning are solidly based on research results. Either the research has not been done for them
or the results are inconclusivép. 1).

1.2. Definitions

The general agreement on the value of autonomy in education has often hidden the fact
that there is little consensus as to its definition. Sadetnitions as there ar€appendixl)
have tended to reflect broader educational and sociopolitical derisagind generallyfall
into five categories:

situationsin which learners study entirely on their own;

a set ofskills which can be learned and applied in gktected learning;
an inborncapacity which is suppressed by institutional education;
theexerciseoffl ear ner s 6 foréharpwnitearning;i | i ty
theright of learners to determine the direction of their own learning.
(from Benson & Voller 1997)

a s wnh e

For Holec (1980; 1981), Little (1991), Legutke & Thomas (1991) and Littlewood (1996),
autonomy is arability that has to be acquired (learning how to learn) and is separate from the
learning that may take place when autonomy has been acquired (which Holecsédbels
directed learning. Such acquisition of autonomy (Holec 1980:27) brings thifferent
processes into play. The first of these is a gratidetonditioning process which will cause
the learner to break away from ideas such as:

1. there is one ideal method;
2. the teacher possesses that method;
3. knowledge of the mother tongue is of uee for learning a second language;
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4. experience gained as a learner of other subjects cannot be transferred,
5. he/she is incapable of making any valid assessment of performance.
( from Holec 1980:2y

The second of Holés processes consists of acqdrthe knowledge and knetow
needed in order to assume responsibility for learning

It is through the parallel operation of these two processes that the learner will
gradually proceed from a position of dependence to one of independence, from a
nonautaaomous state to an autonomous.qhlec 1980 p. 27)

This autonomy, which is rarely, if ever, realised infitdeab state (Little 1991, p.5), is
not seen as a steady state (an autonomous learner has the freedom to chooshresicmer
(Pembertoret al. 1996, p.3) and involves taking responsibility for decisions concerning all
aspects of learning: i) determining objectives; ii) defining contents and progressions; iii)
selecting methods and techniques to be used; iv) monitoring the procedure esitiaoqui
(rhythm, time, place, etc.); am) evaluating what has been acquired (Holec 1980, p.4).

Holec (1985) and Little (1991) also see autonomy as a capaaitsgnomization being
fia matter of acquiring those capacities which are necessary to cargy seltdirected
learning programme(Little, 1991, p.180). Dickinson (1995, p.167) extends this capacity to
include an attitude to learning, implying that it can occur in the classroom setting as well as in
selfaccess learning centres. Most definitiongseagon some aspect of responsibility for
learning being assumed by the learner, but there are notable shifts in emphasis, such as
Allwrightés (1990) fioptimal state of equilibriutn and Hunt, Gow & Barnés(1989)
fidecisionmaking process.Benson(1996) brimgs these differences together in threajor
classificationsof learner autonomy for languageareing (technical, psychological and
political) roughly corresporidg to three major approaches to knowledge and leaiinirige
humanities and social sciendg®sitivisnt, constructivismand critical theor$):

1. technical autonomythe act of learning a language outside the framework of an
educational institution and without the intervention of a tegcher

2. psychological autonomy capacity which allows learrseto take more responsibility
for thar own learning; an internal transformation that may be supported by
situational autonomy without being dependent pn it

2 positivism:language as a direct representation of objective reality

% Constructivismknowledge as the construction of meaning (Halliday 1979)

4 Critical theory: learning isa process of engagement with social contesttich entais the possibility of
political action and social change.
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3. Paolitical autonomycontrol over the processes and content of learning.
( from Bensorl996

Pemberton (Pembertat al. 1996, p.2) andickinson (1987 identify various different
terms in the literature on autonomy, some of which are used synonymously, and some of
which have been ascribed a number of separate meanings:

1. Selfinstruction: learnng without a teacher (Little, 1991, p.3); learnifgithout the
direct control of a teache(Dickinson, 1987, p.5).

2. Distance learning:a way of organising learners which usually only allows them
control over access (Lewis, 1995).

3. Individualised instrudgon: designed to meet the needs of individual learners, but the
teacher prepares materials, sets objectives and evaluates thedteatnbty to
perform required skills (Logan, 198@).€ a learning process which (as regards goals
content, methodology anghacing) is to a particular individual, taking this
individualés characteristics into consideratigiChaix & OdNeil 1978).

4. Flexible learning:the teacher or department provides materials and activities; the
learner has some choice over what to do andnwieit there is usually little
negotiation about learning goals or evaluation (Page 1992, p.83; Evans 1993).

5. SelfAccess learningtearning from materials/facilities that are organised to facilitate
learning; seHinstruction in using these materials. Tieem is neutral as to how self
directed or othedirected the learners aBi¢kinson 1987 p.11).

6. Selfdirection: a particular attitude to the learning task, where the learner accepts
responsibility for all the decisions concerned with his learning knésdnot
necessarily undertake the implementation of those deci@inokinson 1987 p.11);
the process or the techniques used in directingsooen learning (Holec 1980,
p.14); the change of consciousness that is the result of such learning (Brookfield
1985).

7. Autonomy: the situation in which learneraretotally responsible for all of the
decisions concerned with learning and the implementation of those decisions. In full
autonomy there is no involvement ofi@acheod of an institution, and the learnir
also independent of specially prepared materbiskinson 1987 p.11).

8. Semiautonomy:the stage at which learners are preparing for auton@ickiGson
198711).

9. Selfaccess materialsmaterials appropriate to and available for -sedtruction
(Dickinson 1987p.11).

A number of misconceptions about the definition of autonomous language learning have
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thus arisen,with the wealth of such terms and meanirgsng perhaps indicative of an
unwillingness to be criticalbut also attributable to the lack definition by professional
authorities and the subsequent tendency for different terms to mean different things to
different practitioners. Esch (1996a) explains what autonomy does not mean:

1. autonomy is not sefhstruction/learning without a teacher;

2. it does not mean that intervention or initiative on the part of a teacher is
banned;

3. itis not something teachers do to learners;

4. itis not a single easily identifiable behaviour;

5. itis not a steady state achieved by learners once and for all.
(from Esch 1996a, p.37).

1.3 Justifications

A number of justifications for advocating autonomy in language learning have been
proposed. Dickinson1@87, p.19) provides five such reasons for the promotion of self
instruction: i) practical reasons; ii) indiwdl differences among learners; iii) educational
aims; iv) motivation; and v) learning how to learn foreign languages; which Cotterall (1995a,
p.219) reclassifies under the headings of philosophical, pedagogical, and practical reasons:

1. philosophical reases: the belief that learners have the right to make choices
with regard to their learning; the need to prepare learners for a rapidly changing
future, in which independence in learning will be vital for effective functioning
in society (cf. Knowles 1975);

2. pedagogical reasonsadults have been shown to learn more effectively when
they are consulted about dimensions such as the pace, sequence, mode of
instruction and content of what they are studying (cf. Candy 1988, p.75).

3. practical reasonsiearners who & involved in making choices and decisions
about aspects of the programme are also likely to feel more secure in their
learning (cf. Joiner, cited in McCafferti©981).

Benson & Voller(1997, p6) identify threerelated tendencies in language education
with implications for advocas of learner autonomyi) individualisation ii) learner
centrednessand iii) a growing recognition of the political nature of language learr@tger
justifications for promoting learnexutonomy havealsobeen proposed:

1. aresulting increase in enthusiasm for learning (Littlejohn 1985);
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2. taking an active, independent attitude to learning and independently undertaking a
learning task is beneficial to learning; personal involvement in decision making leads
to more effective leming (Dickinson 1995, p.165);

3. when the learner sets the agenda, learning is more focused and purposeful, and thus
more effective both immediately and in the longer term (cf. Little 1991; Holec 1981,
Dickinson 1987);

4. when responsibility for the learningqaess lies with the learner, the barriers to
learning and living that are often found in traditional tea¢bereducational
structures need not arise (Little 1991; Holec 1981; Dickinson 1987);

5. without such barriers, learners should have little difficurityransferring their
capacity for autonomous behaviour to all other areas of their lives, and this should
make them more useful members of societyfandre effective participants in the
democratic process(Little 1991, p.8);

6. A émuch of the significantainguage learning which individuals, for a variety of
reasons, undertake at different stages in their lives, occurs outside classroom walls
unassisted some would state unencumberda) a classroom teachefAltman,
cited inDickinson 1987 p.vii).

Nunan (1988, p.179), however, admits that there is no necessary direct relationship
between planning and the actual outcome. Thus he and others (e.g. Dickinson 1988) stress the
need for thorough empirical research and a gradualist approach, particularly rasrenuts
learning often produces unanticipated outcomes (Allwright, p.1986).

1.4 Autonomy in the classroom

Given this wealth of sociological, pedagogical, psychological, and political justifications
for the promotion of autonomous learning, and in vievBaf u 8 definition of nstruction
aa fAa provisional state that has as i ts obj ¢
suf f i(t9B6ephd),dt would appear thaall learners need to learn to be independent of
the teachefDickinson 1992 p.2), whose role it is to facilitate thiFeaching methodology
must therefore be concerned with facilitating and promoting the process of informed learning
rather than with the content of that learniAjwright (1988a, p.35) suggests that fis=eds
of sudh a processlready exist in the language classroom, and that teachers can therefore
identify and encourage the autonomous classroom behaviour of their students. He points to
the fact that the individual learning agenda that all learners bring to theoolasis a form of
individualisation of the learning experience, and tiat |l earnersd errors an
seen as (autonomous) moves that have the potential of indigidgahstruction Allwright
198&, p37). Nunan also sees tHanguage classom as thebestplace for @couraging
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learners to move towards autonoiNunan1997 p201) and agrees witbickinson (1987,
p.2) that this is a slow process:

| have found that it is usually well into a course before learners are in a position to
makeinformed choices about what they want to learn and how they want to learn,

and it is not uncommon that learners are in such a position only at the end of the
course(Nunan 1996 p.15)

Little (1995, p.176) and Dickinson (1987) point out that learnersatcautomatically
accept responsibility in formal contexts and do not necessarily find it easy to reflect on the
learning process. Teachers must therefore first provide them with appropriate tools and with
opportunities to practise using theBickinson (1987 sees the first stage in this process as
the liberalisation of the classroom to allow the development of learner independence, through
providing explicit opportunities for the learner to take on responsibility for learning, while
Nunan (192a) recommads incorporating two sets of complementary goals into language
programmeg i) language content goals; ii) learning process ¢palsdproposes five levels
for encouragindearner autonomy (Nunan, 1997.195) Oxford (1990) seeks to bridge the
gap betwen theory and practice with a detailed dtgpstep guide for teachers interested in
developing learnecentred activities in their institutiongcf. Chamotet al. 1999) and
Dickinson (1992)i dent i fi es si x ways #fin whiarher the
independenceo:

1. legitimizing independence in learning by showing that we, as teaapparove,
and by encouraging the students to be more independent;

2. convincing learners that they argpable of greater independence in learring
give them successf experiences of independent learning;

3. giving learners opportunities to exercise their independence;

4. helping learners to develop learning technigilesrning strategies) so that they
can exercise their independence;

5. helping learners to become more awafreanguage as a system so that they can
understand many of the learning techniques available and learn sufficient
grammar to understand simple reference books;

6. sharing with learners something of what we know about language learning so
that they have a gater awareness of what to expect from the language learning
task and how they should react to problems that erect barriersrim¢edifrom
Dickinson1992 p2)

Ellis & Sinclair (1989) show that it is possible to organise leatmra@ming courses
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sysematically, on the assumption that this will produce students who are better aware of the
learning process and of the various techniques available for language |g&imiclgir &

Ellis 1992, p.211)However, Esch warns that if such courses allow team@rol to return
fithrough the back doorlanguage learning gains will tend to be sttertn, and will not help
learnergireap the benefits of taking charge of their own leam{i§96b, p.175; cf. Bamot

et al. 1999. Indeed, Esch claims that there acefiautonomous language learning skilte

be trained and that the wofttainingd, with its connotations of automatic behaviour and its
associations witlidrillso, fiseems to sit particularly unhappily next to autonomous leasning
(1996b, p.165). Littlewod, defining the goal of all education ide help people to think, act

and learn independently in relevant areas of theirdiy&896, p.434), proposes a framework

for developing autonomy in foreign language learning, based on the need to develop
autonony as a communicator, as a learner, and as a person (fig 1, below):

Figure 1: A Framework for Developing Autonomy in Foreign Language Learning (Littlewood
1996, p.432).

Communication Learning
strategies strategies
Autonomy as a Autonomy as a
communicator learner
Motivation
Linguistic Confidence Independent
creativity Knowledge work
Skills
Expression of Creation of personal
Personal meanings learning contexts
\ Autonomy as a /
person

Cotterall (2000) directly addresses the issuanobrporating autonomy into language
courses, and proposes figancipleswhich help students and teachers attempt the transfer of
responsibility for decisiomnaking which promotes autonomous learning:

1. The course reflects learnégoals in its languagesks, and strategies.

2. Course tasks are explicitly linked to a simplified model of the language learning
process.

3. Course tasks either replicate readrld communicative tasks or provide rehearsal for
such tasks.

4. The course incorporates discussion and raetith strategies known to facilitate
task performance.
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5. The course promotes reflection on learnifigpm Cotterall 2000, p.111-12)

1.5Materials for the autonomouslearner

Promotion of autonomy in the language classroom requires an appropriatecapjoroa
the use of learning materials, plus a rigorous examination of available materials and the view
of learning that they demonstrate. Howeweiscussion on seffirected and autonomous
learningto datehasmostlyfocused on learner training and saffessment (Allwright 1981,

Blue 1988; 1994, Dickinson 1988; Blanche & Merino 1989: Ellis & Sinclair 1989; Gsmar

1980; 1997; @Malley & Chamot 1990Sinclair& Ellis 1992;Cram 1997; Harris 1997), with

the design of selflirected/autonomous learning maad¢s receiving relatively little attention
(Allwright 1981; Frankel 1982; Hill 1982; Hughes 1982; Sturtridge 1982; Dickinson 1987;
Sheerin 19891991; Block 1991Sinclair & Ellis 1992;Sinclair 1996; Nunan, 199Binclair

1999. Empirical studies on whahakes autonomous learning materials effective are scarce
(Lee 1996, p.167, cf. Wenden 1987, 1991a; Ellis & Sinclair 1989; Oxford 1990), despite the
finding that continuing interest in learning depends to a large extent on whether learners find
the materiad they use interesting and useful (Frankel 1982; Hughes 1982).

Despite various recommendations that learner autonomy be included as an objective of
language programmes (e.g. &lket al. 1975; Hosenfeld 1976; Stanchina 1976; Trim 1976;
Moulden 1978; 1980Dickinson & Carver 1980; Holec 1981; Sinclair & Ellis 1985;
Dickinson 1987; Wenden & Rubin 1987; Cohen 1990Malley & Chamot 1990; Oxford
199Q Cotterall 200D, Snclair & Ellis (1992) observe that activities aiming to promote
autonomy in English courskooks arefioften presented in an unprincipled and unexplicit
wayo, concluding that materials writers are probably overwhelmed by the necessity to include
many other learning goals (cf. Sinclair 1996, p.14®¢kinson, writing in 1987also does
not see th fiready supply of available materials as offerinfla complete solution to
providing materials for selhstructiord (1987 p.69), since the reality behind the claim of
suitability for selfinstruction often consists of little more than the addition chaswer key,
and perhaps some notes on the answédosvever, by 1997, Nunafl997 p.203) points to
fiemerging sign®that commercially available materials are beginning to incorporate ideas
about learner autonomy (e.gd@alley & Chamot 1990; Oxford 199@xford & Scarcella
1993; Nunan 1995Gardner & Miller 1996; Harrison 199Finch & Hyun 2000) and by
1999, Sinclair sees the situation improving:

the | anguage teaching professionds concern
kinds in language learners Iearing fruit in terms of the number and quality of
publications emerging on related topics. (Sinclair 1999, p.328)
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1.6 Roles: the learner

Kelly observes thafiearners need to undergo a considerable transformation of their
beliefs about language arlgetr role as learners in order to be able to undertake independent
learning effectively (1996, p.94) and he rolechange inherent in acquirinihe ability to
take charge of orie own learning (Holec 1980, p.3) is especially noticeable in the Asian
conext, in which the learner is generafign individual who is conditioned by a pattern of
cultural forces that are not harmonious to learner autonomy, independencediresébro
(Pierson 1996, p.52f. Liu 1998, p.» ThusPierson (1996, p.52) dedoeslearning (in Hong
Kong) as static and othélirected, with the teacher transmittifigorrecd knowledge and
students passively absorbing that knowledggevick (1976) outlines the disadvantages of
this view of education, observing that in suciParemn-Childo relationship between teacher
and the learners, learning is likely to fdefensive, as learners seek to protect themselves
from the possibility of being exposed or embarrassedwt v e r Hof stededs pr
interaction characteristics she that teacherstudentrespect is an important factoand
Nunan (1996), Esch (1996a), and Little (1996), give evidence that traditional learning
practices and cultural traits may actually contribute to the development of learner autonomy
(cf. Ho & Crookdl 1995; Pierson 1996) a n dcultural differerites may not be the main
barrier to the promotion of the concept of autonomy in countries with a -gmoemqted
tradition such as Chiiga(1996a, p.46; cf. Littlewood 1999, p.9Q)ittlewood (2000) goes
futher t o question the stereotype of the HApas:

the stereotype of Asi an i whethed ermotst isas 6obed
reflection of their actual behaviour in clasgloes not reflect the roles theyould

like to adopt in classThey do not see the teacher as an authority figure who should

not be questioned; they do not want to sit in class passively receiving knowledge;

and they are only slightly on the O6agreem
greater role than themselvesevaluating their learning. (Littlewood 2000, p.33)

Littlewood (2000, p. 33) suggests that ied
Asian learning styles than the learners themselves, a conclusion that matches with the
aut hor 6 s e x pean universityestudentd, Wwho kndrto be aware of the value of
autonomy and are receptive to innovative study methods.

1.7Roles: theteacher

The success of attempts to empower learners to become actively involved in their
learning depends to a large et on the teachér ability to redefine roles (Hill 1994, p.214,
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cf. Dickinson 1992 [foreword by Little 1992]; Little 1995), whi€hckinson (1987, p.133)

sees as the major adjustment for the teacher. Wright (1pp7 45-6) summarises
teacher/student ret as a complex set of interacting factors, both interpersonal (social role,
status and power, attitudes, beliefs, personality, motivation) anddtkd (the extent to
which any learning task activates individ@apersonal goals, and how it stimulatbsir
affective and cognitive faculties), and on this basis, defines a téaabér as having two
functions: amanagemenfunction (the social side of teaching), andimstructional function

(the taskoriented side). Allwright (1989, cited iDickinson 1987 p.90) notes that the
teacherasmanager function (determining learning goals, makiegisionsabout materials,
deciding how the materials will be used, keeping records, evaluating progress, allocating time
to tasks, deciding on what tasks will bené, and who should do them, what groupings the
learners will work in, etc.), iBdaunting and suggests that the responsibility for at least some

of these might be shared with the learners. In terms of the instructional function, the
promotion of autonomes learning also implies that the learner should take on
responsibilities previouslyiowned by the teacher, and leads to a view of teachers as
fihelpers, counsellorsfiearning advisosand learning resourceskower®) (Carver 1982;
Littlejohn 198, p.595; Dickinson 1987; Hunt, Gow & Barnes 1989; Kelly 1996), extending
the controller/facilitator continuum (Harmer 1983). In this view, the teacher becomes a
skilled manager of human beings with access to a body of language and learning knowledge
(Hunt, Gav & Barnes 1989, p.211):

The ideal helper is warm and loving. He accepts and cares about the learner and
about his problems, and takes them seriously. He is willing to spend time helping.
He is approving, supportive, encouraging and friendly; and hedegjae learner as

an equal. As a result of these characteristics, the learner feels free to approach him
and can talk freely and easily with him in a warm and relaxed atmosphere.
(Dickinson 1987p.122)

This redefined roleequiresprofessional knowledgend skillsin every aspect of learning
(cf. appendices 1), as outlined by Dickinson (1981 alist from Carver, 1982, p.33 and
McCafferty ND, p.22

1. the learnerémother tonguesn order to be able to communicate with the learners
without difficulty and with a minimum risk of misunderstandings;

2. the target languagen order to help the learner with all or most of itemsl3,

3. needs analysistp help the learner to identify and describe his/her needs in language
learning;
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4. setting objectivean orderto help the learner to break down these needs into
achievable objectives;

5. linguistic analysisin order to identifyfor thelearner the key learning points in
authentic texts in subject areas relevant to learners with specific language
requirements;

6. materals: in order to help the learner to find appropriate materials from the resources
of the institution (including published materials);

7. materials preparationin order to prepare appropriate materials from authentic texts,
and in order to adapt publisheddain-house materials for seifistruction;

8. assessment proceduras:order to help learners to assess their proficiency and to
develop seHassessment techniques;

9. learning strategiesin order to advise learners about the best ways for them to go
about tleir learning, and in order to be able to recommend alternatives to learners
who are not succeeding;

10.management and administration: order to maintain lists of native speakers of the
target languages;

11.librarianship: in order to establish, maintain and tine selfaccess resources centre.

( from Dickinson 1987 p.123)

Kelly (1996, p.94) sees language counsellingfiasvalid application of counselling
within education and provides a checklist of the maakills and micreskills needed by the
teacheraslanguagdearningcounsellor(appendices-4), while acknowledging that notions
of individuality and seHlresponsibility may not apply to nemestern culturesiwhere
different theories of the person are embedded in social pra¢kedly 1996, p.97). Hunt
Gow & Barnes (1989) also offer guidelines for fiemhancement of sefhanagement skilis

Encourage the students to decide their own goals.

Intervene only when necessary.

Teach general rules and principles and when to apply them.

Invite students to te responsibility in the key areas of their learning.
Enhance motivation by:

AN

1 Selecting topics of intrinsic interest
1 Minimising external rewards
1 Ensuring active participation
6. Ensure ecological validity of tasks and settings
7. Give explicit feedback on the mpuose and usefulness of cognitive stratedi@®m
Hunt, Gow & Barned989, p.212)
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Promotion of learner autonontiyusrequires a change in beliefs about language learning
on the part of both learner and teacher, as well asr@spondingchange in rolesand
learners and teachers may need preparation (if not explicit training) to undertake self
instruction Pickinson 1987 p.121; Little, foreword tdDickinson 1992 However, Hunt,

Gow & Barnes see the resulting closer relationships that are possiliie \&@erthwhile
experience for both teacher and lead{@©89, p.216).

1.8 Concerns

Despite psychological, sociological and philosophical justifications, the main problems
with autonomy as a goal of education are the lack of a sound theotsg=Bensm &
Voller 1997 p.3), a lack of rigorous research, and the difficulty of discovering to what extent
autonomous learners epérform their traditionalitaught peers in the loAgrm (Hill 1994,
p.214). Because of this, educators are warned by authorsasueénnycook(199) and
Dickinson (1987) to take a gradualist approach:

to encourage O6l earner autonomyd®é universal/l"
of the social, cultural and political context in which one is working, may lead at best

to inappropiate pedagogies and at worst to cultural impositigRennycook 199

p. 44)

Other current concerns regarding the promotion of learner autonomy in the second
language classroom can be classified under three hegdinhgsedagogical; ii) cultural; and
ii) political), and aresummarisedn appendix2. These claimed that salirection could not
happen: a) with children; b) with songgifficult6languages; c) in institutions whose courses
were exardriven; and d) with adults of low educational levBhough these issues remain
current, Gremmo (1995, p.154) points out that early logistic criticisms of autonomy have
since been answered satisfactorfunan(1997) addresses a more basic concern voiced by
Johnstonfithere is a very powerful assumption in thjgproach to learning that the learner
knows what is beét(1985, p.192, cited in Nunan 1997, p.194), and argues that most learners
at the beginning of the learning processxdoknow what is best:

It is the function of the materials augmentatéorto develop skills and knowledge
in learners which ultimately will leave them in a position where thelyndav what

is best (Nunan 1997, p.194)

1.9Conclusions
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Holec sees the prime objective of language teaching as helping the [@rgeire the
linguistic and communicative abilities he has defined for hingsglB80, p.28) (cfNunan
1996 p.14; Sinclair 1996, p.15@rooks & Grundy[eds.] 1988, a subsidiary aim being to
enable the learner to acquire autonomy by him/herself (cf. Trim 1976; Voller 18%h)js|
view, autonomous actiofis an act of learning, and not of teaching, done by the learner and
not the teacher. This reversal of the educational situation poles involves redefining all the
functional components of that situatifHolec 1980, p.40). ifeen years later, Gremmo
(1995) observes that work in the 188@&nd 1998 has shown autonomous learning to be a
fruitful approach in all aspects of language learning, and in all parts of the world.

For Kenny (1993) and Little (199 1996), autonomy inles a wider perspective of
holistic education, in which learners are encouraged to value their own opinions as well as
taking on responsibility for learning. This approach is independent of pedagogic styles,
organisational models, student age, or learnemyironment, and goes beyond subject
disciplines, being a defining characteristic of education (cf. Gremmo 1995, p.161; Little
1996):

Several authors have emphasised the need for caution and a gradualist approach (Hill
1994, p.214), investigating whethiirere is any evidence that the active involvement of the
learner in the learning process has any effect on learning outcomes (cf. Allwright 1981, p.11).
Od\eill stresses the importance of doifigrdinary things well (OdNeill 1991, pp. 300-1),
and Pennyook (1994, p.53) sees a need to take into account the cultural contexts of the
language learners, above and beyond the more specific development of strategies for self
directed learning, or the waded use of a seticcess centre. Nunah996 p.13) and dters
(e.g. Oxford 1990; Sinclair & Ellis 1992however, stress the need for learners to be
fisystematically educated in the skills and knowledge they will need in order to make
informed choices about what thesantto learn and how they want to lear(Nunan 1996,

p.13), claiming that a degree of autonomy can be fostered in any learners and in any learning
environmentBrookes & Grundy(1988) seeitaBa xi omat i ¢ t hat | earner

t he goal of every | eapl)whilelLitleabserwes thafigenuinetya c her 0
successful learners have always been autonamn@umsl that educators mushelp more

learners to succeeédather than following learner autonomy as an explicit goal (1995, p.175).

From this review, it can be seen that thare conflicting opinions on what autonomy is,
and how it should be approached. Cottésa(ll99%) findings on an experiment with a
coursewide strategyare of particulainterest at this point

1. autonomy in language learning is desirable;

2. dialogue is mee important to autonomy than structures;

3. the relationship between the learner and the class teacher is central to the
fostering of autonomy (cf. Holec 1980);
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4. autonomy has implications for the entire curriculum;

5. avocabulary of language learning shareclbyarticipants is required,;

6. time must be made available within programmes for teachers and learners to
engage in dialogue about the learning process;

7. teacher education programmes need to incorporate practice in the skills required for
management of the&rning dialogue (cf. Little 1995)
(from Cotterall 1995, p226)

Part 2: Where are we going?
2.1 Complexity theory and autonomy.

Autonomy in language learning has thus been advocated on largelydigaigdinary
grounds, many of which are y&t be tested in research. The best we can say, perhaps, is that
more traditional, linear and discrete views of language learning have been shown to be
without theoretical foundation or empirical justificatioWljite 1988; Skehan 1996
Mohamed 1998, p.§5and that while advocates of autonomy should practice what they
preach, in terms of reflective assessment of goals and achieveminetsira to basias(the
battle cry of many politicians) is not justified. We can only go forward.

Continuing the intedisciplinary theme, the contemporary science of complexity theory
is currently offering a new way of describing reality and has many implications for the
language learning environment. ThlsrsenrFreemansees fimany striking similarities
between the new samce of chaos/complexity and second language acquésiti®®7, p.

141). Van Lier (1996) suggests thatfit is useful to regard the classroom as a complex
adaptive system(199%, p.38) in whichidetails are all that matteréGould 1993) and thait

is fruitless to search for causal relatiofgan Lier 19%, p.38). LarsefiFreeman also draws a
number of chaos/complexity parallels in the language diiesguages go through periods of
chaos and order as do other living systems. Furthermore, their crgatwih occurs at the
border between these tw¢1997, p.158). This borderline betweBordeid and fichao®, or

the point at which the system is about to become chaotic (e.g. just before an avalanche) has
been termedithe edge of chaody Waldrop (1992, 4.98), who also coined the teffiife at

the edge of chaodo describe the capacity for learning that complex adaptive systems have
when they are neither settled nor chactia concept with various implications for the
language classrooand for the autasmous learner:
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The educational context, with the classroom at its center, is viewed as a complex
system in which events do not occur in linear causal fashion, but in which a
multitude of forces interact in complex, seliganizing ways, and create changes
and patterns that are part predictable, part unpredictable. Such changes must be
analyzed from the bottom u@/an Lier 19%, p.148)

One ofthe major tenets of complexity theory is that ifiasscience of process rather than
state, of becoming ratherah being (Gleick 1987, p.8) Complexity theory allows us to
view SLA as a dynamic, compléxonlinear process that is open selforganising,
adaptivé, unpredictable, and sensitive to initial conditions and feedback:

we can neither claim that learninig caused by environmental stimuli (the
behaviorist position) nor that it is genetically determined (the innatist position).
Rather, learning is the result of complex (and contingent) interactions between
individual and environment. (Van Lier 169.170)

Systemsghinking tell us that relationships are more important than isolated entities
(Wheatley 1999 and complexitytheory amplifies this, pointing to connectivityas the
essential characteristic of complex syste(asch as the language classropmm) which
constituenfarts interact to produce s@fganisation, from which unpredictable higtoeder
structuresemerge. Applying this to the language classroom, interactions (connections)
between participants are important events, from whkigonentiallyexpanding interactions
can result. Nhor differences in initial conditions can result in completely different outcomes
(e.g. thefbutterflyd™ ficamefs back'! and fiavalanché'® analogies; cfKirshbaum,1998).
Thus seemingly insignificant interactions imetclassroom are part of the whole process of

growth, setting off further interactions and learning experiences (Gléi@R7, p. 8).

® iComplex: Not describable by a single rule. Structure exists on many scales whose characteristics are not
reducible to only one level of description. Systems that exhibit unexpected featuremtaited within their
speci f (Comaptex Systems Glossary

® iOpen:Allowing parameters (e.g. energy) to enter or leave the system, sucking in resources from outside or
giving out more than they take.dn(Complex Systems Glossary)

" iSelt-Organisatn: Ability to create structure without any external pressures, an emergent property of the
system.Self-Organising Systems (SOS): Syste that generate their form by a process of-@gjfnisation,

ei t her wh o l(Gowypler Systeams Glpssaryt . 0

8 AAdaptation:The ability of an organism to learn in response to changes in its environment over the course of
its |ifeti me. This allows it to i mprove (Conplexfitness
Systems Glossary)

° AiConnectivity: The relation of an agent to its neighbours, it can be sparsely connected (only affected by a few
neighbours), fully connected (interfacing with every other agent in the system) or some intermediate
arrangement. This parameter critically affects the dynamits t h e (Gomplex 8ystens Glossary)

9 One buitterfly flapping its wings can start a hurricane elsewhere in the world.

™ One straw can break a caidsaback.

20ne pebble can start an avalanche.
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Allowing for suchdivergent learning eventnd being ready taccommodatend discuss
them is implicit in the ficomplex> approach to the language classrqonith teachers as
helpers, counsellors, learning advisors and learning resouikeswer®) (Carver 1982;
Littlejohn, 1983 p. B5; Dickinson 1987; Huntet al.,1989; Kelly 1996)

A complex view of the classroom allows to include emotions, intuitions and attitudes
as valid factors in the learning environment. Every learner is different, and everything that
has an influence on the learner is an interaction (or a connectivity) that can have
unpredictable effects. Inighsituation, the learning environment can be seen as a collection of
learning opportunities which will be used in different ways by different students. Van Lier
draws the analogy of a leaf in the jungle. For an ant a leaf might provide shelter; fora frog
resting place or water for drinkindor a caterpillar food; for a bird, nesting material; for a
human, medicine or clothing. Thus students should be offered -threatening learning
environment and allowed to follow their own learning path, findiegr emergent structures
as they progress, and thus discovering for themselves the things that they need to know, and
the skills they need to acquire. This is the path of the autonomous learner, and provides a
blueprint for the autonomous learning envir@nt in which it is nowhat is learnt that
matters, buhow.

2.2 Further justifications

Complexity theory, systerhinking and network theory are thus offering a new
description of the learning environment and providing further justification for riraggion
of autonomy in language learning. However, there is another contemporary perspective
which urges us to pursue autonomy even more adamantly in our profession. This is the
perspective of a world facing various manade disasters, most of which ahe tresult of
fieducation from the neekpd (Rogers 1951), of defining intelligence as a cerebral,
competitive, exclusive ability to absorb facts and apply them in the destruction of the
environment for shoiterm gain, rather than as the ability to be ancarsocial being. It could
be said that education is no longer about the quality of life but about life itself.

This problem goes to the core obntemporaryeducationand its rationaleThere has
been talk of paradigm shifts in the past, Wwhat is needd now isa completege-evaluation of
education per se Looking at mass education in the late™© and early 26 C, we find the
need for an educated workforce to man (and to woman) the mills and fadReogde were
needed Wwo could sign their namesgad instructions and count the number of bobbins and
bolts hence the three ® in state schoolingSince then, the world has changed. We are
currently facingecologicalcrises that could not be imagined in the early days of mass
education, and there Wwibe further crises that we cannot imagine ndov example, it has
been said that epidemiology will become a crucial medical discipline in the near.fiftere)
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we continue to define teaching and learning in terms applicable to the industrial revolution
and even earlierVarious sientific authoritiestell us thatbecause populations, national
economies and the use of technology are all growing, the global average temperature is
expected to continue increasing, by an additional 1.0 to 3.5 degrees Cyaat#100This
will mean increased numbers of droughts, floods, and other weather usually termed unusual.
The (27" May, 1997 tells us that rivers in China are being diverted by as much as 650 km, to
feed the big cities. Many r&rs no longer reach the sea, or are completely dried up. Farming
areas are without wateecausef water usage in cities where inhabitants are limited td 8 m
of water per month. Deserts and ozone holes are expanding, ice caps melting, forests and fish
disappearing, populations exploding and getting oéderhe list goes onoverfishing,illegal
logging, poaching, pollution, industrial developmedtugresistant diseases, famines, etc.

As a minister in Borne¢South China Morning Po@5" August, 2000 commented on
the illegal logging that is rampatitere:fithe issue is too complicated/Ne all know what he
is saying, and we all know that politicians have only five years at a time to make policies. But
if theyare helpless in this situatiomhat does tis say to us as educator8Pe we @nlyd
teachersf language™o we have nothing to say to our students about global issves
though their countries are attempting to achieve wealth using the same (environmentally
unfriendly) methods used earlier blyetideveloped countries from which we origina@e
Indeed, to telbur studentshat they should not contribute to the rape of global resources in
the way that we (i.e. our mother countries) have done and are still doing, can only be seen as
guestionable lgic, but this does not mean that we should give up hope. We are in the
privileged position of mentoring the next generation of citizens, leaders, engineers, and
educatorg the very people who will face the problems outlined in the previous paragraph,
whenthey become working members of society. If we continue to teach the intellect without
attention to the heart, to the emotions, or to the spirit, however, we will be compounding the
situation by duplicating the root causes. It is imperative now that edlidatcus on the
whole person as a thinking, feeling, creatindividual - a responsible member of society. If
we are to address the myriad problems facing us, we need citizens with psatbkang
skills, critical thinking skills; people who ask quesSpnwho set goals, reflect on
achievement, rassess the situation, and proceed in an informed manner. We do not need
people who simplyitake the money and ranThis is no longer an adequate survival strategy,
as many are finding out in this part of therldo The autonomous learner is therefore no
longer a matter of conjecture, but of necessity. The Asian classroom learning environment
can seem to be a rigid and unlikely place in which to foster such learners, but tectonic plates
do move f(fresistibly, if imperceptibly), and once they move, earthquakes happen

APPENDIX 1: DEFINITIONS OF AUTONOMY IN SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNING.
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Author Definition of Autonomy

Holec fi éan ability, a power or capacity to do somethig@oncise Oxford

(1980:4) Dictionary)fiand rot a type of conduct, behaviodr. To say of a learner
that he is autonomous is therefore to say that he is capable of taking
charge of his own learning and nothing more.

Holec i éthe ability to take charge of oeeown learningé This abilty is not

(1981:3). inborn but must be acquired eitherimaturab means or (as most often
happens) by formal learning, in a systematic, deliberatedway.

Young AThe fundamental i1 dea in auton:

(198619) without being subjecot t he wi I I of ot hers.

Dickinson fi € complete responsibility for oGe learning, carried out without the

(1987:11) involvement of a teacher or pedagogic mategals.

Boud fiThe main characteristic of autonomy as an approach to learning is

(1988:23): students take some significant responsibility for their own learning o\
and above responding to instruction.

Hunt, Gow & i éthe decisiormaking process involved in identifying problems and

Barnes making relevant decisions for their solutibmough access to sufficient

(1989:209)  sources of information.

Allwright fi éa constantly changing but at any time optimal state of equilibriun

(1990:12) between maximal setlevelopment and human interdependance.

Little fi éa capacity for detachmentijtical reflection, decision making and

(1991:4) independent actioa.

Legutke & fi éthe ability to assume responsibility for @a@wn affairs (see Holec

Thomas, 1980).é the ability to act in a situation in which he [the learner] is

(1991:270) totally responsibldor all the decisions concerned with his learning ant
the implementation of the decision.

Wenden A é successfildor Gexperbor dntelligenBlearners have learned how to

(1991b:15) learn. They have acquired the learning strategies, the knowledge ab
learning, and the attitudes that enable them to use these skills and
knowledge confidently, flexibly, appropriately and independently of a
teacher. Therefore, they are autonomous.

Dickinson fi éan attitude towards learning in which the lealisgrrepared to take,

(1992:330)  or does take, responsibility for his own learning.

Cotterall i €the extent to which learners demonstrate the ability to use a set

(1995b:195) tactics for taking control of their learniry.

Benson fAutonomization is neasarily a transformation of the learner as a so«

(1996:34) individual. ¢ Autonomy not only transforms individuals, it also
transforms the social situations and structures in which they are
participantsd

Littlewood fiWe can define an autonomous perasrone who has an independent

(1996:428) capacity to make and carry out the choices which govern his or her

actions. This capacity depends on two main components: ability and
willingness.é Ability depends on possessing both knowledge about
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alternatives from whie choices have to be made and the necessary s
for carrying out whatever choices seem most appropriate. Willingnes
depends on having both the motivation and the confidence to take
responsibilityfor the choices required.

APPENDIX 2: PEDAGOGICAL, CUTURAL AND POLITICAL CONCERNS
RELATING TO THE PROMOTION OF LEARNER AUTONOMY.

Pedagogic Concerns

Gremmo
(1985)

Candy

(1991).
Pembertoret al.
(1996)

Pennycook
(199%:42)

PennycooK199:43);
Benson & Voller
(1997:9)

Benson & Voller
(1997:9)

Are selfdirected programmes perceived by students as help
them develop useful autonomous learning skills?

Can selfdirectad learning in formal institutions lead to learnet
autonomy?

In what (academic) situations is learner autonomy an
appropriate goal?

What types of autonomy should we aim for?

The notion of autonomis firmly as®ciatedwith aliberal
individualist ideology of learnecentrednesdlowever, a
pedagogy that takes into =&
wishes, cultures, experiences, backgrounds and should
not be allied to any one movement.

The notion of autonomghould include the right for learners tc
opt for traditional teachetirected methodologies.

Is it possible tditeachv learners how to be autonomous withot
at the same time denyjrtheir autonomy?

Political Concerns

Hammond & Collins
(1991:14)
Brookfield
(1993:28)

Pembertoret al.
(1996)
Pennycook
(199:38)

Penrycook
(199%:39)

Pennycook
(199%4:41)

Self-directed learners often pursue narrowly defined personi
learning needs, wheretig ultimate goabf autonomy shoulc
bet o Aempower | e ar rgeoringrove the |
conditions under which they and those around them live ¢
wor k. o

In what (political) situations is learner autonomy an appropri
goal?

The notion of the freavilled, rational and autonomous
individual has ben challengeéh the 20" century (Marxism,
etc) (Heller & Wellbery, 19880). As political and
psychological beings, we have far less control over what
do or say than is suggested in the model of the rationally
autonomous being.

Towhatextentara ot i ons such as the
Arational i tyo products of
modernity?

The idea of autonomy has moviedm a political concept to
one in which guestions are less and lesmmonly asked
about the | arger social or
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political has become the ¢

Cultural Concerns

Pembertoret al. (1996); In what (cultural) situations is learner autonomy an

Riley (1988) appropriate goal?
Pennygook, 1994 To what extent ishe idea of student autonomy another
version of the ffree, enl

more form of supposed emancipation to the unenlighter
traditional, backward and authoritarian classrooms of th

wor?do
Berson & Voller (1997) Ar e t he principles and pra
Nsalifrectedo | earning sche

Are there any ethnicreocial groups whose cultural
background predisposes them for or against such

approaches?
Pennycok ATecome the author of onef-
(199445) autonomous language learner and user, is not so much

guestion of learning how to learn as it is a question of
|l earning how to struggl e

APPENDIX 3: THE MACRGSKILLS OF LANGUAGE COUNSELLING (KELLY
1996:95),

Macro Skills Description Purpose

Initiating introducing new directions and  to promote learner focus and reduc
options uncertainty

Goal-setting helping the learner to formulate to enable the learner to focus on a
specific goals and objectives manageable goal

Guiding offering advice and information, to help the learner develop
direction and ideas, suggesting alternative strategies

Modelling demonstrating target behaviour to provide examples of knowledge

and ills that the learner desires
Supporting  providing encouragement and  to help the learner persist; create

reinforcement trust; acknowledge and encourage
effort
Giving expressing a constructive reactio to assist the leaeiGs selfawareness
feedback to the learnds efforts and capacity for selfippraisal
Evaluating appraising the learn@r progress to acknowledge the significance of
and achievement the learneds effort and achievement
Linking connecting the learn@&rgoals and to help establish the relevance and
tasks to wider issues value of the learnés project
Concluding  bringing a sequence of work to a to help the learner establish
conclusion boundaries and define achievemen

APPENDIX 4: THE MICROSKILLS OF LANGUAGE COUNSELLING (KELLY
1996:96).



A. Finch 24

Micro Skills Description Purpose

Attending Giving the learner your undivided to show respect and interest; to
attention focus on the person

Restating Repeating in your own words whe to check your understanding and-
the learner says confirm the leararGs meaning

Paraphrasing Simplifying the learnds to clarify the message and to sort
statements by focusing on the our conflicting or confused
essence of the message meanings

Summarising bringing together the main to create focuand direction

elements of a message
Questioning  using open questions to encourac to elicit and to stimulate learner

self-exploration disclosure and selefinition
Interpreting offering explanations for learner to provide new perspectives; to
experiences help selfunderstanishg
Reflecting surfacing the emotional content o' to show that the whole person ha:
feelings learner statements been understood
Empathizing identifying with the learnés to create a bond of shared
experience and perception understanding
Confronting  suifacing discrepancies and to deepen selhwareness,
contradictions in the learnr particularly of seHdefeating
communication behaviour
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