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Abstract

The present study wanted to find out the relationship between students’ presence in the class and their progress and it also wanted to investigate the role of the students in evaluating their progress. The other purpose was to measure how important the findings would be for other students if their classmates did the study. The subjects were selected by non-random sampling. They were chosen purposefully. The data collection was done by the students. One course was chosen (Reading Comprehension III). Then, the relationship between students' presence in the class and their progress was calculated via Pearson Coefficient of Correlation. The result showed that these two variables were positively correlated.
Key words: presence, progress.

Introduction 
     Doing a research involves some predefined steps, but as an English teacher, I decided to change the routine way of doing a research. I wanted to find out the relationship between students’ presence in the class and their progress. I worked as a lecturer in a distance learning university, that is, there is no obligatory class in the university. It is up to the students to attend a class or not. I asked my students to compare their progress while attending the class and not attending the class.
     I explained them how to do a research and we started together. They changed from students to researchers. They observed themselves critically; reported their observations and evaluated themselves. It was the most interesting experience I have ever had. But, it was one side of a coin. The other side was more fantastic; the learners found out their strengths and weaknesses in learning fields. They, themselves, discovered that attending in class was helpful and they were encouraged to share their findings with other students. Since, the researchers were among the students rather teachers; the rest of learners accepted the findings easier. Therefore, the rate of the learners’ presence increased, remarkably. 
 Methodology 
Subjects and procedures 

     The selection was done purposefully. The subjects were selected because they were the researcher’s students and could give the most useful information for in depth study. In brief, the subjects were selected by non-random sampling. They were 46 university students from same L1 background (Farsi). The age of the students ranged from 21to 28 years old. And the study took one semester, four months. 
      The real researchers were my students. 46 out of 52 volunteered to help me to do this study. They were studying Research in Education. And this study was supposed to be a part of their assignment. And at the same time, they were studying Reading Comprehension III. It They were subjects and researchers at the same time.   We started step by step. We found research questions, subjects and methods. Then, they collected the data. After that, we analyzed the data.  
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient:
     At this part Pearson Coefficient of Correlation, r is used to test the relationship between students’ presence in the class and their progress
Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation, r is calculated by following formulas:
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Interpretation:

The linear correlation coefficient is 0.583 so the degree of the relationship between students’ presence in the class and their progress are positively correlated. The value of r is not close to 1 so the relationship between students’ presence in the class and their progress in this case are not strongly correlated. The coefficient of determination, r2 = 0.33 indicates that the students’ presence in the class account for 33% of the variance of their progress and 67% is unaccounted for
     Next we the significance of r obtained is tested by stating the null hypothesis that there are no significant relationship between students’ presence in the class and their progress

The level of significance for this test is set to 0.01. We should calculate t to apply this test.

t = r [image: image6.png]
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                           t = 4.72
The null hypothesis is that the linear correlation coefficient between   students’ presence in the class and their progress is Zero, that is ρ = 0. 
The alternative hypothesis is:

Linear correlation coefficient between the 2 variables is less than zero, ρ < 0 

Linear correlation coefficient between the 2 variables is more than zero, ρ > 0 

Linear correlation coefficient between the 2 variables is not equal to zero, ρ≠ 0 

             Ho: ρ = 0 (The linear correlation coefficient is zero)

             H1: ρ > 0 (The linear correlation coefficient is positive)

The next step is to determine the rejection and non rejection regions 

 df = n – 2 = 46 – 2 = 44

  So by looking at the t distribution table, the critical value of t is 2.412. 

The following graph shows the rejection and non rejection regions for this test:

         [image: image9.png]a72isin
the
rejection
Zone

2.412

!

Critical Value oft




Conclusion:  The value of the test statistic t = 4.72 is greater than the critical value of t = 2.14 and it falls in the rejection region. So, we reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is a significant, positive linear relationship between students’ presence in the class and their progress. The more hours students present in the class, there is more progress. 
SPSS output to test the significance of the association between students’ presence in the class and their progress.

Table1
	 
	 
	students’ presence in the class
	Their progress.



	students’ presence in the class
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.583(**)

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	 
	.000

	 
	N
	46
	46

	Their progress.


	Pearson Correlation
	.583(**)
	1

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	 

	 
	N
	46
	46


** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The SPSS result also confirms our findings and shows there is significant relationship between the presence in the class and their progress.
Discussion and Conclusion

The main goal of this study was to find out the relationship between students’ presence in the class and their progress. The results showed that there was significant relationship between the presence in the class and their progress.

The other purpose of doing the present paper was to investigate the role of the students in evaluating their progress. For this reason, the lecturer interviewed with the students who acted as researchers. They were asked their opinions about the progress in the course Research in Education. The interview was done face to face like a panel discussion. The students pointed out that they found out their strengths and weaknesses in this course and they thought they could learn it in such a way they would never forget it. And above all, they enjoyed doing a research.
     The other purpose was to measure how important the findings would be for other students. Since, the students, themselves discovered that attending in class was helpful and they shared their findings with other students, the rest of learners accepted the findings easier, because the researchers were among the students rather teachers. Therefore, the rate of the learners’ presence increased, remarkably in next semester. 
     The results of this study showed that the students could develop their abilities in different skills if they were guided correctly. They were able to change from learners to researchers. The subjects of this study showed a remarkable progress not only in the areas which must be learned after finishing the semester, but also they could encourage the other learners to accept their findings. 
     Although the researcher repeated her study several times, and tried to test her hypothesis with different students and different courses and although, she got the same results in all of her classes,-sometimes two variables were positive strongly correlated in courses like English Grammar and sometimes there were  not strongly correlated but the interesting point was that in every study there was positive correlation between two variables implying that there was  relationship between students’ presence in the class – regardless of the type of the course- and their progress. On the other hand, the major limitation of the present study is that transferability of findings would depend on the context of research. It is possible the same situation would not happen to other learners in a different place.  
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