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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the syntactic errors committed by Arab learners in a college in Oman. This research is a mixed-method
design, which contains quantitative and qualitative procedures. Research and Development (R&D) methodology was applied to
propose a new self-learning kit that might help in minimizing or solving these errors and switch the learner from a dependent
learnerto become an autonomous learner. This methodology was adopted by Gall, Gall and Borg (2003) by following some steps
starting with the need analysis step, followed by determining the learning objectives and proposing the new learning material.
Then, it is followed by testing its validity and reliability and finally using ANOVA to test its effect on the students’ performance.
The sample contained 70 previous final examinations in the need analysis process, 30 student in the validity process and 50

students in the last step of testing the students’ performance. The researcher chose a convenient sample technique.
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1.1 Introduction

In the twenty-first century, there are many
common spoken languages in the world, and
English has become one of the most important
languages to be learned in the world, especially in
the Arab countries. People have the ability to
speak and understand English to be able to
communicate with people in different situations
(Avillanova, 2016). For many language learners,
the main and the vital goal of learning any
language is to communicateeffectively in all
situations. Although the current applications and
methods emphasizing teaching the four language
skills, the language learners and the teachers are
still facing different linguistic difficulties and
issues in teaching and learning the structure of the
language.

These days, English language teachers aim to
enhance the students’ communicative proficiency.
This aim puts those teachers in front of some
struggles of not having sufficient time in the
classroom to teach the students all language and
linguistic skills, and not giving each student a
sufficient time to learn and practice the language
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inside the classroom. An additionalpoint, which
affects the learners’ proficiency, is the students’
willingness to learn and find out communication
opportunities to learn based on their needs.
Moreover, they doesnot know how to be
independent-learners to improve their language
and their knowledge. Both linguistic researchers
and teachers believe in fluctuating learning focus
from teacher-centred to be student-centred. This
fluctuating can work if learners engaged in the
learning process to bedependent learners to fill the
gaps and the difficulties they face. Independent
learning conforms to the contribution of Holec’s
presenting of self-directed learning and
autonomous learning (1988).

Learners in the Arab countries face many
problems in learning and in practising English as a
foreign language. Learners face these problems
because there is a lack of practisewith people in
the community. The need for effective
communication leads to the idea of
communicative language teaching and learning,
which focuses on language learning through
communication (Ellis, 2012). Moreover, Long
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(1996) recommended that the collaboration of the
language learners allows them to get
understandable inputs, to produce their output, to
evaluate hypotheses and to notice gaps in the
structure of their language.

As stated earlier, communicative English is
essential for the language learners, because the
spoken sentences are the outputs of the learning
process. So, the researchers claimed that the best
method of learning a language is through
communication (Skehan, 1989). Otherwise, Swain
(1995) stated in his studythat the output functions
as an oral practice by giving different chances for
students to observethe hypotheses about the rules
they constructed in the second language. Al-lIssa
(2007) reported that the results of conducting
placement tests in the foundation programs show a
big gap and a severe a weakness in the deep
structure of the language. The learners make many
mistakes in forming compound and complex
sentences correctly, and they continually make a
broad range of linguistic errors (Al-Shallakh,
2016).

1.2 Literature Review

In comparing the influence of the first language
acquisition to the target language acquisition,
Hopkins (2017) mentioned that the first language
influences the target language linguistically. Some
language learners do not commit errors in forming
sentences because they use the pronominal subject
in their first language, which is called positive
language learning. On the other side, Huthaily
(2008) mentioned that other learners hadlearned
communicative competence in their mother
language;however, they also intended to
understand the spoken language, and they were
eager to be understood by native speakers. They
were eager to pronounce the sounds as accurately
as native speakers do. Unfortunately, their mother
tongue negativelyaffectsthe learners’ language
structure negatively,and this is called negative
language transfer.
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1.2.1 Autonomous Theory

The definition of Autonomy interrelation to
language teaching and learning in the world was
still inexact (Lu, Jiang, & Trossell, 2013).
Someresearchers have tried to know the most
appropriate definition of the perception of
autonomy. Since the ninetiesup to now,
differentperceptions have been concerned with the
nature and the benefit of autonomy (Gauntlelt,
2000; Feast, 2000; Karmsch, 1995; &Wenden,
1991). Halstead and Zhu (2009) stated that the
concept of autonomy was outlined to the ancient
Greece to get free from outside interference and
many researchers followed this in the 1970s as
addressed in the literature.

Lewis (1978) and Philips (1975) reported that it is
not easy to be an autonomous person without
getting any helpfrom others. This guides that
autonomous learners cannot be encouraged
without help from their teachers. Otherwise, if a
learner was isolated from a community, he might
fail to be an autonomous learner (Panton & Rhea,
2006). This indicated that teachers should not
ignore guidance and independence role in
developing student’s autonomy.

In addition, researchers and teachers defined and
described autonomy in different ways concerning
different language learning. Holec (1988) defined
autonomy as “the ability to take charge of one’s
own learning, while this charge can be replaced by
taking responsibility for or take control of one’s
own learning” (p. 3).  Therefore, language
learners can determine and specify their learning
objectives, modify the content and progression. In
addition, they also can choose the techniques and
the methods of their learning tomonitor and
control the procedures of gaining the self-
evaluating process (Gao, & Ting-Toomey, 1998).
Although researchers who care about the learners’
individuality in learning,which was raised by
Hole, did not clarify the methods that should be
followed to teach the learners to become
independent learners or autonomous learners.
Therefore, many researchers did different types of
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experiments on learner’s behaviour to be shifted
tobecomeautonomous (Amber, 2010).

Apart from that, autonomous learning stresses
learners to gain specific learning strategies. Many
researchers such as Rivero et al. (2017) argued
that it is insufficientif learners are encouraged to
score high results as sighted in autonomous
learning literature. However, many researchers
have highlighted the significance of using
cognitive strategy in autonomy learning (Du,
2013; Dong and Xin, 2005). Catterall
(1999),Simanjuntak (2018), Kurniarini (2018) and
Peraginangin et al. (2019), Manasiah et al. (2019),
and Ghani and Yedegarigehkord (2019) put
emphasis onthe need of applying cognitive
strategy by learners themselves to facilitate their
learning procedure and to find suitable solutions
to any faced learning issues to improve their
performance and their knowledge of linguistics.
This encouraged other researches to the need of
modifying the usedsyllabi to ensure as a smooth
shift from secondary education to the tertiary level
of education.

1.2.2 Syntactic Issues

Linguists and language teaching researchers
investigated different syntactic problems that
faceEnglish  language learners. McDonough
(2003) and Granger (2003) settled that a syntactic
error is an error in the source code of adding or
omitting words in the uttered or written sentence.
In other words, the small grammatical mistakes
that can sometimes be limited to a single character
are called the syntactic errors. Since the 1950s,
many researchers have started studying the
structural and functional language changes in
relation to syntax (Scott, 1988). Noam Chomsky
studied the structure of English language since
1957 focusing on the basis of syntax in English
and other researchers who have attempted to
clarify and find the most suitable language
structures of the English language. The syntactic
rulesdetermine the written text, and when there is
a mess in following these rules, the syntactic error
appears. The syntactic theory mentions that the
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acceptance of any written text can be determined
according to its structure, which is considered as
one of the most challenging sides of language
learning for learners (Ishaku, 2020).

In improving learners’ skills and the ways of
communication, Alam and Uddin (2013)
indicatedthat learners of English faced some
syntactic issues in practising speaking and
forming sentences correctly. Teachers who
depend in their teaching only on Grammatical
Methods instead of Communicative Methods
produce these problems. The learners usually
made some errors in using subjective pronouns
such as “my” and “I” increating their sentences.
The misuse of the relative pronouns “who, which,
whose, and that” in their spoken sentences are also
problems in the structure of the sentences.
Language learners do not make these errors when
they practice writing skills because they have time
to think about the sentences before they write
them on paper.

On the other hand, practising speaking requires a
quick response and a speed way of thinking.
Using the self-directed strategy in teaching
English as a second language helped the learners
to avoid making these errors by finding suitable
ways to solve any problem they face in the
learning process. The authors highlighted in their
work the importance of using this strategy to
increase the learners’ accuracy in practising the
structure of the language. They used a specialized
curriculum to let the learners learn autonomously,
and this provided more enhancement in the
performance. The authors abandoned the
importance of learning outside the classroom,
which gave more improvement in applying this
strategy.

Bao (2015) resulted in his study that Mongolian
learnerstackleddifferent syntactic difficulties in
learning English in Mongolia. The learnershad
found that using the adverbs correctly in a
sentencewas a challenging step. The cause of the
syntactic difficultiesoccurred due to the negative
effect of the first language over the second
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language. For example, the location of the adverb
was not always corrected in English,whereas the
locations of adverbs in the Mongolian language
were corrected. In addition, the main verbs in
Mongolian appear at the end of the sentence,
which was not important in English. Therefore,
the differences between the first language and the
second languagewouldsource some errors in the
syntax of the language for the learners. The author
recommended the learners to be self-dependent
and learn the autonomous strategy to learn the
basics of the second language. They also
recommended more teachers and researches to
concentrate on developing the used learning
materials to match the students’ needs to minimize
the syntactic errors in learning different
languages.

Many learners At Mutah University in Jordanalso
committed different syntactic errors in the
examinations. A study done by Ngangbam (2016)
examined the syntactic errors committed by 60
Jordanian learners in a university in Jordan. The
researchercategorized the syntactic errors into 15
categories to know the causes behind these errors.
The results stated that first language interference
was a prominent issue. He added that lack of
syntactic knowledge caused the lack of
grammatical knowledge, sentence fragmentation,
overuse, formation and developmental errors. He
recommended some procedures to be applied to
fill this gap by helping students to differentiate
between English and Arabic grammatically.
Giving more attention in creating a well-designed
learning material might help those learners be
aware of these errors. Therefore, the author
recommended more work to focus on depending
the learners on their way of learning by
themselves to be self-dependent learners to
improve their outcomes.

Researchers such as Cetin and Yildiz (2020) and
Ishaku (2020) examined the syntactic obstacles to
find out the nature of these errors by analyzing the
students’ examinations. The researcher assured
that the issue has still been negatively affecting
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the learners’ performance due to the imperfection
of English language. Both the used learning
materials and the teaching methodology affected
the learners’ performance in syntax. The
researchers’ recommendation of applying proper
teaching and learning of grammar and choosing
the suitable learning materials could reduce these
problems.

As stated in the previous part, the learnersstill
commit syntactic problems in educational
institutions. Most of the researchers addressed
some recommendations in changing the teaching
and learning strategies to focus more on the
language structure. They also recommended some
changing in the used curricula to include specific
parts to teach syntax to help the students to be
more familiar and aware of English structure.

Problem Statement

Language errors in general, and in linguistics, in
specific are the obstacles that Arab learners face
when they graduate from high schools and
universities. The learning journey of Omani
learners starts after finishing high schools by
enrolling them to colleges and universities to
continue their degrees. Even though they had
studied English in schools for twelve years, they
still commit different types of language errors (Al-
Issa, 2007; Al-Shallakh, 2016). The learners face
many obstacles in communicating with their
teachers and with other students who speak
English. As detected by Soliman and Waziry
(2017), Omani learners go into the general
foundation program with a low language level of
proficiency in English. Because of this situation,
colleges in Oman adopt avariety of ways to
improve the learners’ performance. Unfortunately,
Omani learners still commit different linguistic
errors if they practice the language because the
used learning materials only focus on language
skills, and they ignore the linguistic side of the
language. Hamed (2018) added that adult learners
still commit different linguistic errors due to the
lack of linguistics in the learning textbook.
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The lack of lessons in linguistics in the used
textbooks has negatively affected the performance
of Omani learners at Sur College in Oman. The
examinations’ results showed that they are
unaware of the deep structure of the language,
which causes different linguistic errors. The used
textbooks only focus on language skills and miss
the linguistics’topics in the lessons. Therefore, the
primary purpose of this research was to explore
the learners’ syntactic difficulties in learning
English and what instructional material can be
created to help those learners to minimize or solve
these linguistic issues.

1.3 The Objectives of the Study

This study aims:

1- to determine the syntactic problems faced
by Omani learners in learning English.

2- to propose a new Self-learning Kit that can
be used to improve the students’ level of
performance.

3- to validate the new proposed Self-learning
Kit.

4- to analyze the performance of the students

after using the new Self-learning Kit.

1.4 Questions of the Study

To outline in a coherent study of the stated
phenomena, the researcher sought to answer the
following questions below to solve the mentioned
problems:

1. What are the syntactic problems faced by
the Omani learners in learning English at Sur
University College?

2. What learning kit can be created to
address the linguistic problems faced by the
Omani learners along that address the syntactic
combination?

3. What is the value of the new learning kit in
the following areas: (a) validity, (b) reliability,
(c)readability?

4. What is the performance of Omani
learners after using the new learning kit?

Significance of the Study

The contribution of this study was to research,
develop and validate a new Self-learning Kit
based on the syntactic learners’ needs. It
emphasized the significance of materials’
development in language programs to fill the gaps
in teaching/learning processes and linguistic
outcomes. It also aims to switch learners from
dependent learners to become autonomous
learners to improve their linguistic level.

Research Methodology

It is essential to select an accurate method that
suits the research objective. This research depends
on Research and Development Methodology
(R&D) adopted by Gall, Gall, and Borg
(2003),which indicates some stages of collecting
data, designing the learning material and testing it.
This model is taken from Dick and Carey (2009)
model development steps for developing and
validating learning materials to improve the
learners’ performance in a specific field.

In the development process, as recommended by
Gall, Gall, and Borg, there are some
interconnected stages between the components
and the continuous stages. They are: (1) collecting
data through need analysis, (2) determining the
objectives, (3) planning and designing the content,
(4) creating the first draft of the learning material,
(5) preliminaryfield-testing, (7) operational field-
testing, (8) testing the validity and reliability, (9)
large group testing, and (10) production and
distribution as shown in Table 1 below:

Table 1: Methodology Design

Methodology

Method Steps

Steps of Applying

Research and
Development

Need Analysis

Final Examinations and
Unstructured Interviews with
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Methodology

Research and Development

Cycle

Students’ Performance

the teachers

Determining the Objectives
Planning and Designing the
Self-learning Kit

Creating the Initial Form of
the Self-learning Kit
Preliminary Field Testing
Operational Field Testing
Testing the Validity and
Reliability

Larger Group Testing

Determining the learning objectives following
Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) was recommended by
many researchers such as Hindayatunnisa and
Prasety (2019), Carter and Nunan (2002), Ikot
(2008), Okwara (2009), Griva and Anastasion
(2009), Tomlinson (2012), Deng and Training
(2014), Omuna, and Onchera and Kimutai (2016)
and Danilenkin (2018). Moreover, Gooch (2012)
focused on developing self-learning materials in
improving the learning outcomes. He added that
some guides and handbooks, such as Minnick’s
guide (1989), and Koul and Chaudhary’s
handbook (2015) should be followed to create
professional self-learning materials because this
type of curricula has a special way of presenting
the content, which is different from the traditional
way of presenting the used textbooks in the
learning institutions.

The success of creating learning materialsdepends
on testing their validity to measure the content in
relation to the proposed learning materials. Some
researchers such as Mehrens and Lenmana (2009),
Sarr and Ba (2017), and Alade and Omoruyi
(2014) applied the validity and reliability by
testing the results of the table of specifications and
index discrimination. Their results showed a
significant correlation in improving the learners’
performance.

Other researchers such as Vehkalahti (2000),
Collens (2002), Hays and Revicky (2005), Sabri
(2013), Haider et al. (2013), Sowtali et al. (2016),
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Suginato (2016) Quaigrain and Arthin (2017) and
Matta et al. (2016) used Kuder-Richardson’s 20
(KR-20) formula to test the new learning’s
reliability. Their results were useful because they
applied the correct process of creating new
learning materials. On the other hand, Teng et al.
(2019) failed in applying the reliability
measurement correctly, so their results were not
useful in evaluating their learners’ performance.

Population and Sample

Researchersusually use samples in their studiesto
make the data collection cheaper, more practical,
efficient and effective. The results of the study has
to be representative of the results that might occur
if the researcher had the ability to investigate the
entire population. The researcher of this study
chose a convenient sample sampling technique.
Convenient sampling, or as known as Accidental
sampling, is one of the most common sampling
procedure in second language acquisition studies.
It is one of the nonprobability or nonrandom
sampling, where the members of the population
are easy to be accessible and available at the given
time (Dornyei, 2011; Lisa, 2008). It also refers to
selecting the elements as they just happened to be
situated where the researcher is conducting the
data collection. The members of the target
population are homogenous. Therefore, the
researcher of this study depended on this method
in selecting his sample to meet the purpose of this
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study, which contributes to a better understanding
of the theoretical framework.

Table 2 shows the number of participants the
researcher used in each step of his research.

Dealing with population and samples appeared in
different parts of this research:

Table 2: The Classification of Participants of the Research Steps

Research Steps Process Selected Number
Need Analysis Initial Process to Data 75 final exams from
Collection previous academic year

Group Testing

Bigger Group Testing

Testing the Validation

(2017/2018

10 English teachers who
usually teach this course
30 Students who study
Communication Skills
Course (2018/2019)

The main sample which is 50 students who study

used to test the students” Communication Skills

performance

Course in the Academic
Year 2019/2020

Results and Discussion

1.4.1 Determining the Syntactic Errors

The first research question explored the syntactic
problems committed by learners in learning
English. Therefore, Table 3shows the ranking in
an average of the syntactic errors of both the
teachers’ perceptions and the students’ errors
ranking of the same types of errors.

The teachers ranksthe types of errors from one to
eight according to their teaching experience and
their point of view. They ranked number one as

the most important error committed by the
students, whereas number eight presented the least
errors committed by the students. On the other
side, the same table presented the students’ errors
ranking, when number one presented the highest
repetition of errors in the final examinations and
number eight presented the least number of errors
in the same examination. Both combined teachers’
perception ranking and students’ errors ranking
presented the ranking average of them, as shown
in the last column in  Table 3.

Table 3: Combined Syntactic Errors as Perceived by Teachers to their Students and Committed Errors by the

Students
Areas of Syntactic Teachers Rank Students’ Rank Rank
Errors Perception Errors Average
(1-8 items)
1-Using verbs (to be/to 24 1 145 1 *1
have)
2-Using SVO (Subject- 41 4 90 4 4
Verb-Object) pattern
3-Using Articles 39 3 95 3 *3
(a/an/the)
4-Using Prepositions 43 5 85 5 5
5-Using correct form 46 25

of tense (past and
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present form)

6-Using conjunctions 69 8 35 6 7
(for/and/nor/but/or)

7-Subject-Verb 31 2 100 2 *2
Agreement

8-Using modals 62 7 15 8 8
(will/can/could....)

o legends: 1=more errors / 8=less errors [/ *=content of the Self-

learning Kit

It is noticeable that both parties agreed with the
ranking order of the first five syntactic categories.
The differences came in the last three categories.
The category of ‘using verbs to-be and verbs to-
have’ came in the highest-ranking average as the
most committed error and this was agreed to be in
the same rank of both the students’ and the
teachers’ ranking average. It is followed by the
second-ranked error committed by the students
and elevated by the teachers as ‘subject-verb
agreement’, and the third one was ‘using the
articles in English’ which was also highlighted by
teachers and committed by students in the exams.
So, the mentioned three areas considered as the
highest-ranked syntactic errors. The two areas of
‘using the subject-verb-object pattern’ and ‘using
preposition’ came as in the fourth and fifth
categories. Finally, the areas of ‘using the correct
format tense’, ‘using conjunctions’ and ‘using
modals’ came at the bottom ranking. Therefore,
the researcher selected the first highest three
average ranking errors to be the basis of the Self-
learning Kit, which was addressed to the students
to help them to minimize these syntactic errors.

In summary, the need analysis step showed that
the students committed these eight syntactic
errors, and this referred to the need of helping the
students in solving or minimizing these errors.
Based on the result presented in the table above,
the researcher dealt with the first three ranked
errors as crucial ones to be included in the Self-
learning Kit.

Some researchers,as mentioned in the previous
literature, such as Alam and Uddin (2013), Bao
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(2015), Ngangbam (2016), Ishaku (2020), Cetin,
and Yildiz (2020) focused on the syntactic errors
committed by learners in learning English. They
conducted their studies, focusing on the syntactic
barriers that face learners in learning and
practising English without finding any solution to
help the students minimizing these errors. The
results of this study agree with the previous
researchers and this research proceeded to solve
some of these errors.

1.4.2 Proposing the New Self-learning Kit
This part presents the process of creating a
suitable Self-learning Kit to be the instrument the
students in solving or at least in minimizing the
mentioned linguistic errors. The process of
creating the Self-learning Kit began by specifying
the general objectives of the whole kit and the
specific objectives of each lesson. The specific
objectives of each lesson were mentioned to
address the syntactic errors. Then, it was followed
by determining the content and the characteristics
of the kit in detail. The evaluation steps and the
score interpretation followed it.

1.4.2.1 Determining the Objectives of the Self-
learning Kit

Learning material designers and teachers should
formulate any new learning material based on
some objectives and purposes. Therefore, the
researcher specified the Self-learning Kit’s
learning objectives to be achieved by the learners.
The objectives were formulated according to
Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) in determining
educational objectives. Some general objectives
appeared in brief at the beginning of the proposed
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learning material and the other specific objectives
of each lesson inserted at the beginning of each
lesson. These objectives werethe key of the
content of the lessons. These objectivesshould be
understandable, direct, clear, testable, and
applicable to the students’ language level. These
objectives should also prepare and help learners to
be independent learners.

As followed by Gall, Gall and Borg (2013), the
step that follows the need analysis process was
creating the appropriate learning material based
on the learners’ needs (Hindayatunnisa and
Prasety, 2019). As mentioned at the beginning of
this part, the second research question was
addressed to look for the type of learning
materials that can be created to address the
mentioned problems in the need analysis step. As
recommended earlier, self-learning materials can
help learners to minimize the errors the learners
commit and the difficulties they face in learning
English (Gooch, 2012). Moreover, this kind of
learning materials does not add any load to the
teachers in the classroom because the learner
should have the ability to work on the learning kit
without any external help. So, the self-learning
material seems suitable to the learning process for
the teachers who do not have time to add any
external work to the class period.

1.4.2.2 Planning and Designing the Content of
the Self-learning Kit

This Self-learning Kit was designed based on the
results of the need analysis findings and also

based on the assigned objectives in the previous
step. The content of the Self-learning Kit was
designed in three lessons in one chapter to address
the syntactic errors.

For creating the content of the product, the
researcher depended on Graves’ designing
language course (2000), Minnick’s guide (1989),
and Koul and Chaudhary’s handbook (2015) in
creating and developing self-learning materials.
These sourcesrecommended some elements to be
in creating self-learning materials such as pre and
post assessment, clear instructions, input parts,
output assessments, and they should be well
presented to the learner.

1.4.2.3 Creating the Initial Form of the Self-
learning Kit

As mentioned before, the suggestion of creating
this self-learning material was to solve or
minimize some of thesesyntacticproblems. The
researcher created this product based on the
absence of some learning contents, which were
discovered in the previous step of Need Analysis.
As explained before, the Self-learning Kit has
only one chapter with three lessons. The
presentation of the internal content of the Self-
learning Kit begins from the title of the lesson,
then followed by the objectives, a pretest, input
processes, activities, post-test and ends with score
interpretation of the students’ performance to
meet the study objectives of each lesson as shown
in Table 5:

Table 5: Content of the Lessons of the Self-learning Kit

Chapter One: Syntax

Parts of the Lessons Lesson 1
Topics Verbs to-be & to-have
Objectives 3

Pre-Test 15
Vocabulary 34

Input 6
Activities 6

Post-Test 20

Lesson 2 Lesson 3
Subject-Verb The Articles
Agreement
3 3
15 15
26 26
3 3
3 3
20 20
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Table 5 shows that Chapter 1contains the topics of
the lessons and the number of the objectives,
which are expected to be attained by the end of
the lesson as mentioned in Bloom’s Taxonomy
(1989). Then, the researcher made 15 multiple-
choice questions to measure the lessons’
objectives and to know the amount of the
knowledge the students know about each subject.
When the learners finish the pre-test, theycan
check their answers from the given answer sheet
given at the end of the Self-learning Kit.

Each lesson begins with enriching the students
needed vocabulary to understand all the sentences
of the lesson. The input section gives the students
the information they need in simple steps;then, the
activity section comes to measure the students’
understanding of the previous section of the
lesson. Finally, the last step is the post-test
evaluationto measure the students’ performance
after finishing each lesson and the score
interpretation, which judges the students’
performance and guides them to the next step.

In summary, the researcher proposed a syntactic
Self-learning Kit to help the learners to solve or
minimize the obstacles the learners face in
practising English. This Self-learning Kit was
created to answer the second research question in
this study.

According to learning materials guidelines and
materials designers, such as Minnick (1989),
Grave (2000), Botaswana Training Authority
(BOTA) (2005), and Koul and Chaudhary (2015),
mentioned some elements should be founded in
creating self-learning materials as clarified in

Table 5. The Self-learning Kit was designed based
on different self-learning materials’ guidelines.
The general objectives of creating the Self-
learning Kit were determined to help learners
overcome and minimize the three linguistic issues
that face learners in English and placed at the
beginning of the Self-learning Kit. The researcher
decided to address the highest three errors
committed by those learners, as resulted in the
need analysis step.

Creating a Self-learning Kit based on the learners’
needs to be directed outside the classroom was
highly recommended by many researchers who
follow self-directed or autonomous learning
theory. Carter and Nunan (2001), Ikot (2008),
Okwara (2009), Griva and Anastasion (2009),
Tomlinson (2012), Alam and Uddin (2013), Deng
and Training (2014), Omuna, Onchera and
Kimutai (2016) and Danilenko (2018) developed a
self-learning material to help learners outside the
classroom. They came with positive results in
satisfying the students’ needs and increasing their
performance.

1.4.3 Content Validity

It is important to test any new learning material to
test its validity. Validity refers to the degree to
which the teachers’ evaluations or judgments
about students whichcan be trusted on the quality
of the gathered evidence by creating the table of
specification to measure each activity’s weight.
Table 6 shows the content’s results of Table of
Specification of the activities in the Self-leaning
Kit

Table 6: Table of Specifications of the Activities of the Self-learning Kit

Number Equation
L essons Objectives Activitie items (sum AC items + sum Percentage
(ILO’s) S the of items in all g
activity ACsx100)
ACt'lv'ty 10 10/48x100 20.8 %
Lesson 3 Activity 7 7/48x100 14.6 %
One objectives .
ACt;V'ty 7 7/48x100 14.6 %
Activity 10 10/48x100 20.8 %
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4
Activity

5
Activity

6

Total =

Activity

1
Activity

objectives 2
Activity

3

Lesson 3
Two

Total =
Activity
1
Activity
objectives 2
Activity
3

Lesson 3
Three

Total =

48

21
10

10

27

7/148x100 14.6 %
7/148x100 14.6 %
100%
7/21x100 33.3%
7/21x100 33.3%
7/21x100 33.3%
~100%
10/27x100 37%
10/27x100 37 %
7/27x100 26 %
~100%

To find out the weight of the activities, the
researcher followed the equation (sum of activities
+ the sum of all items in all activities of the lesson
x 100%). Therefore, the items’ total number of
activities in this lesson are 12 items. As shown in
Table 6, the results show convergence in the ratio,
which means that the activities are classified in an

organized way to match the number of the
objectives of the lesson.

The second step of testing the validity was
measuring the weights and the balance of the pre-
test and the post-test questions of each part with
its objectives as shown in Table 7:

Table 7: Table of Specifications of the Pre and Post-tests
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(o)
E X = = X X X = = X
@ To) o To} To} To} o o To) To)
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Chapter One: Syntax
Table 7 presented that each lesson has three After applying the new Self-learning Kit to the

objectives, and each objective meets five
questions in the pre-test, which weighs 33.3 %,
which shows an equal distribution balance of the
questions to the objectives. On the other side, the
post-test contains twenty questions for each lesson
to meet the objectives. This is also a balanced
distribution with six and seven questions for each
objective with 30 % to 35 % accordingly. Both
pre and post-tests are distributed and pointed in
the number of the question to test the related
objective.

Therefore, the purpose of this table was to identify
the achievement domains being measured and to
ensure that the pre-tests and post-tests are
constructed based on the objectives of the lessons
and have the same balance for each part. This
means that there is a match between what is taught
and what is tested. These results agreed with
Mehrens and Lenmana (2009), Sarr and Ba
(2017), and Alade and Omoruyi (2014) who stated
that there is a significant relationship between the

group of students, the results of the pre-tests and
the post-tests were analyzed and tabulated to test
their index of discrimination. The results were
organized from highest to lowest scores, and the
researcher chose the highest 25% and lowest 25%
tests from the whole group. The equation was
applied to the results to show the scale of the new
items in relation to their index of discrimination.

Table 8 presents a summary of the discrimination
index. It is clear that all items of the pre-tests and
the post-tests of the Self-learning Kit were
distributed from the poor and the marginal scales
to be in the good and very good scales. This
means that the items are clear and in the range
over the level of the students. This discrimination
power of the tests items refers to the degree which
success or failure on an item indicates possession
of the ability to be measured. Highly
discrimination items indicate that the learners who
had the test scores got the items correct, whereas
learners who had low scores in the tests got

Table of Specification and the relevant incorrect.
educational assessments.
Table 8: Index of Discrimination
Chapter Chapter One : Syntax
Index of Lesson One Two Three
Discrimination Test Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
test test test test test test
Below 0.10 Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.20-0.29 Marginal 0 0 0 0 0 0
030-03  easonably 15 18 15 19 12 18
Good

0.40 and Very Good 0 2 0 1 3 2
above
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This summary is good evidence that both the pre-
tests and the posttests are designed to measure the
students’ performance in a normal way and in a
normal distribution where no questions are
rejected.

The coming step is computing the level of
difficulty of the same group. This step was applied
to make sure that all items are in different ranges
of difficulty over the students. The equation over
the group was applied in the next step of testing

the difficulty of the items in the pre and the
posttests.

Table 9 presentsa summary of the level of
difficulty. It is clear that not all pre-test and
posttest have any very easy nor very difficult
items. This means that high-level students and
weak students could answer the questions in a
normal way without finding any questions above
or lower their level. The table also presents the
results of questions’ difficulty in three levels easy,
average and difficult items.

Table 9: Index of Difficulty

Chapter Chapter One : Syntax
Index of Lesson One Two Three
Difficulty Test Pre-test S Pre-test " Pre-test Post-test
est test

81 and above Very Easy 0 0 0 0 0
61-80 Easy 2 2 3 2 3
41-60 Average 11 15 11 15 11 15
21-40 Difficult 2 2 2 2 2
20 and below Very Difficult 0 0 0 0 0

All pre-test questions are distributed in a standard
curve to have two easy questions, 11 average
questions and two difficult questions. On the other
hand, the posttests questions also have a standard
distribution over the students’ levels. These tests
have three easy questions, 15 average questions
and two difficult questions.

1.4.4 Reliability Inter-consistency

The last step of testing the reliability was to find
out the inter-consistency of the tested group. Data
collected from the indexes of discrimination and
difficulty of both groups were used to find out the
Pigi. The results of Piqgi were used in finding out
the standard deviation on the inter-consistency.

Finally, the results of the previous tables were
used to find out the correlation of inter-
consistency of the group, as shown in table 10
using Kuder-Richardson 20 formula (KR-20).

The last step of this research question was
conducted to test the reliability of the Self-
learning Kit by checking inter-consistency by
testing Kuder-Richardson 20 formula (KR-20). A
high KR-20 coefficient (eg>0.90) indicates a
homogenous test (Vehkalahti, 2000; Hays and
Revicky, 2005; Quaigrain and Arthin, 2017; Matta
at al. 2016). Results of testing internal group
reliability show 70 and above in all lessons.

Table 10: Inter-consistency Results of the Group of Chapter 1

Chapter  Lesson Typeof Mean Standard RK- Interpretation of
test deviation 20 correlation

Chapter Lesson1l Pre-Test 8.9 19.09 0.84  High relationship
1 Post-Test  9.96 21.68 0.80  High relationship
Syntax Lesson 2  Pre-Test 8.47 18.98 0.79  High relationship
Post-Test  9.13 22.72 0.82  High relationship

Lesson 3  Pre-Test 7.23 12.11 0.73  High relationship

Post-Test  8.53 21.25 0.80  High relationship
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Table 10 presents the results of the reliability of
both pre and post-test of the three lessons of
chapter one. The pretest results of the first lesson
show 0.84 scores of correlation, and this means
high relationship, and the posttest result shows
0.80, which also means a high relationship. The
pretest result of the second lesson shows 0.79 for
the pretest and 0.82 for the posttest and these
results mean a high relationship of correlation.
Finally, the pretest results of the last lesson show
0.73, and the posttest show 0.80, which means
high relationship for both tests. These results
show high correlation, which means that the tests
of chapter one are reliable and can be conducted at
any time and give same results.

These results agreed with Collens (2002), Sabri
(2013), Haider, Latif, Akktar and Mushtaq (2013),
Sowtali, Sugianto (2016); but these results did not
match with Teng, Wa, Sun, Yang (2019) because
their learning material did not follow the correct
steps of designing, creating, testing leaning
materials steps.

1.4.5 Readability Test

The next step was measuring the readability of the
tests for the students’ level of knowledge. This
step measures the students’ level to keep the tests
within the average of their level. The researcher
used Flesch-Kincaid scale to judge the test’s level
of readability. The researcher used the Flesch
Reading Ease Formula (1984), which indicates:

= 206.835- 846 (syllables/words) - 1.015
(words/sentences)

Table 11 shows the scores of readability of both
the pre-tests and the post-tests in the Self-learning
Kit. All tests scored averages came between very
easy to read and standard level of readability.
Three tests were in the easy level area with
readability scores of 83, 89 and 89 andthree tests
were considered fairly easy to read with a
readability score of 74, 74, and 79. None of the
tests scored a difficult level of readability, which
is considered suitable for the learners’ levels to be
read within their level.

Table 11: Tests of Readability

Type of »
Chapter Lesson  Evaluatio Formula Readability
n Level
— _ gz B 125
Lesson retest )R—E7_9206l835 (Lot 15) (646 87  Fairly Easy
One RE= 206.835 — (1.015 x —2) — ( 84.6 x22L
Post-test ) 06.835 — (1.015 x =7) — (84.6 77 Fairly Easy
=74
134 172
Pre-test RE= 206.835 — (1.015 x E) — (846 x— Easy
Chapter Lesson )=89
One Two RE= 206.835 — (1.015 x =) _ ( 84.6 x=
Post-test ) 20 164 Easy
=89
117 173
RE= 206.835 — (1.015 x —) — ( 84.6 x— _ .
et ) 00835 ~ (LIS X 35) ~ (848 x4 Fairly Easy
Lesson =74
Three - _ 151y 208
post-test o 200835 —(LOIS x50 — (846 97 poy

)= 83
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14.6 Evaluating the Learners’ Performance

The last part of this research methodology was to
find out the significant correlation after applying
the learning material on the students in the real

situation. The researcher used ANOVA to analyze
students’ performance in all parts of the learning
materials’ results by comparing the means of the
students’ tests results and finding the F-value.

Table 12: Correlation of the First Lesson of Chapter One
Chapter 1/ Lesson 1

Source SS DF MS F-Value Decision
Between 376+496= N-1=100-1 A 872+8.93=
Treatment 872 1 8r2-1=812 *97.6
Within 876 N-1=99-1=  g76-08=8.93
Treatment 98

*Significant

Total 1748 99 / Accepted
o Correlation is significant at 0.05 level of (3.94)
o Correlation is significant at 0.01 level of (6.90)

The calculation of the first lesson’s correlation
shows that there was indeed a significant (at the
0.05 level) correlation of 3.94 and (at the 0.01

knowledge and performance of using verbs to-be
and to-have. In other words, if learners eager to
minimize their syntactic issues, they could use this

level) correlation of 6.90. Students found lesson learning material.
one a useful lesson in improving their syntactic
Table 13: Correlation of the Second Lesson of Chapter One
Chapter 1/ Lesson 2
Source SS DF MS F-Value Decision
Between
548+544= N-1=100-1 ol 1092+8.57
Treatme 1092 1 1092+1=1092 _ *127.4
nt
Within _ a
Treatme 840 N'1;989'1‘ 840+98=8.57
nt
*Significant
Total 1896 99 / Accepted
o Correlation is significant at 0.05 level of (3.94)
o Correlation is significant at 0.01 level of (6.90)
Results of Table 13 shows a significant correlation second lesson to improve their syntactic

at the level 0.05 of 3.94 and at the level of 0.01 of performance of using the subject-verb agreements
6.90 of the second lesson of the same chapter. and they might find it a suitable tool that achieves
This also refers to the students who used the their need.

Table 14: Correlation of the Third Lesson of Chapter One

Chapter 1/ Lesson 3

Source SS DF MS F-Value Decision
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Between 550+656=  N-1=100-1 Al 1206+7.44=
Treatment 1206 1 1020+1=1206 41670
Within 730 N-1=99-1= 2a008=7.44
Treatment 98
*Significant
1
Total 936 99 / Accepted
o Correlation is significant at 0.05 level of (3.94)
o Correlation is significant at 0.01 level of (6.90)

The results of Table 14 also present a significant
correlation at the level of .05 of 3.94 and at the
level of 0.01 of 6.90 of the third lesson of chapter
one. This also referred to the students who used
this lesson of the Self-learning Kit to improve
their syntactic performance of using the articles
and find it a suitable tool that achieves their need.

In conclusion, this part deals with the results of
the students’ performance after using the Self-
learning Kit. This step comes to show the
suitability of the used learning material, which
was suggested as a solution to the learners’
linguistic issues by comparing the mean average
of the pretests’ results to the post-tests’ results.
The learners’  performance  judges the
effectiveness of autonomous learning and the
suitability of the Self-learning Kit among the
learners.

The results of the learners’ performance seem to
agree partially with Alam and Uddin (2013) who
developed learning materials to improve the
language performance, but their material imposed
heavy burdens to teachers because the added
teaching materials had done in the classroom. On
the same side, Simanjuntak (2018), Kurniarini
(2018) and Peraginangin et al. (2019) also
developed a learning material to improve the
learners’ performance following Research and
Development methodology. They neglected the
role of the teacher in the classroom of having
another learning material to be covered in the
class period. At the same time, the proposed Self-
learning Kit of this study saved the teachers from
this issue since the learners have to work without
the teachers’ help.

www.psychologyandeducation.net

On the other hand, many other researchers
focused on distance learning and developing
learning materials to improve the learners’
linguistic performance such Manasiah et al.
(2019), and Ghani and Yedegarigehkord (2019).
Their resultsclarified that learning away from the
classroom is acceptable and could improve the
learners’ performance. Their results seem to agree
with the results of this study when they state that
self-learning methodology can improve the
learners’ proficiency.

In conclusion, the process of following Research
and Development methodology and applying
autonomous learning seems to help in improving
the learners’ language level as stated by Okwara
et al. (2009) and Mohseni and Rahmanpanah
(2020). They talked about the importance of
developing learning materials and increasing the
quality of learning materials from time to time
based on the learners’ needs. This development
can be achieved by inspiring the teachers to use
linguistic procedures in developing, designing,
implementing and evaluating learning materials.

Summary

The results of the need analysis process prove that
learners suffer from different syntactic errors. It
also mentioned the interpretation of the process of
planning the objectives and designing the content
of the Self-learning Kit. The discussion part of the
step after showed the interpretation of testing the
validity and the reliability of the kit. Finally, the
discussion of the last research question presented
the results of improving the learners’ performance
after using the learning Kit.
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