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Abstract

This study , first , attempted to explore the canfl
between EFL teacher intuition or concepts andnkés
accounts of the distinctive features of Communieati
Language Teaching (CLT), and second to investitade
latter's " hidden agenda” (Nunan, 1989) of favadblLT

in relation to educational context. The study wasied

out in the Iranian educational context conventilgnal
categorized into three settings including; autlaoiain,
semi-democratic and democratic. Two groups of
participants including 150 EFL learners and 4Xxheas
answered three triangulating and already validated
guestionnaires (Brindly, 1984 and BALLI of Horwitz,
1987a) addressing both the nature of language itegarn
activities and their beliefs on language learnimgd a
teaching. Findings revealed that the learners kaltkety

of self-efficacy beliefs different from those of eih
teachers about learning language, many of which
supported to be attributed to the educational coritge
and language planning and policy. While both sides
generally agree on the virtues of CLT to language
teaching, there are many areas of mismatch in their
perceptions as to ELT agenda including lesson ma®o
classroom activities, and learning outcomes. Thdirfigs
are persuasive in that: reflective teaching-leaymasts on
teacher's awareness of learner's ‘maxims’ (Rich888) ,
participatory syllabus design is a necessity, tlap g
between their opposing maxims should be narrowed, a
the teachers are required to be aware of impasitio
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negative psychological impacts on the learner's;sid
resulting from any cognitive and intuitive mismatch

Key Words: Teacher Intuition, Learner Hiddeagenda,
Educational Context

1. Introduction

Our recent history is characterized by a growirtgrest in general
research on the mental images, thoughts, and mesegcond or
foreign language (L2/FL) learners and teachers eynpi their

careers, given what their mental “interpretativanies” (Richards,
1996) assign them to do. Both groups develop twein personal
principles which function as rules for the bestdgbr or maxims.

Their belief systems or perspectives on learningeneral and
language learning in particular, supposed to deterntheir

interpretative frames, have recently been the migous of the

attention (Horwitz, 1987a in Diab, 2006). It is @lselieved that
their interpretative frames are linked with manfeefive variables
and language teaching-learning strategies (Par5;1%enden,
1987b; Young, 1991).

The interpretative frames of both groups desenrik bpecial
attention and further studies (Horwitz, ibid) topéote the extent
of either congruency or mismatch between learndigiden
agenda’ (Nunan, 1989) and teachers’ ‘intuition’tbe nature and
process of language education. Though the litezabarthe study
of belief system seems rich enough, few reseamathies can be
traced as to purposeful exploration of the intetioen of
educational context type in which language edunaisocarried
about, whereas Benson and Lor (1999) assert tHegfda@bout
learning should not be viewed independently ofcietext.

2. Background to the study

The literature on cognitive studies indicates ttietre are links
among beliefs, motivation, and strategy use in pihecess of
language learning. Second language researchers Abrgham &
Vann, 1987; Horwitz, 1988; Wenden, 1987a, and Y&li29)
have also suggested connections between learnetsicagnitive
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knowledge or beliefs about language learning amd tthoice of
learning strategies.

In cognitive psychology, learner beliefs about tieure of
knowledge and learning, or epistemological belidgfaye been
investigated as part of the underlying mechanisms
metacognition (Flavell, 1987; Ryan, 1984 in Ber&eGvozdenk,
2005) and a driving force in intellectual perforrnan The
pervasive influence of personal and social epistegies on
academic learning, thinking, reasoning, problem viag|
persistence and interpretation of information hagerb
acknowledged (Schommer, 1990). From this perspecbeliefs
about language learning are viewed as component
metacognitive knowledge (Flavell, 1987). Some rthdefine
beliefs as mini-theories and general assumptiomshmids about
himself, about factors affecting language learnamgl about the
nature of language learning and teaching (Ber&5p

Interdisciplinary research also finds links betwdearners’
beliefs about learning, their various selves angkeoindividual
differences (Epstein, 1990 in Bernet). Evidentgarhers bring to
the language classroom a complex web of attituebeseriences,
expectations, beliefs and learning strategies whmey have a
profound influence on their both learning behavi@smo, 1986,
Cotterall, 1995) and learning outcomes (Van Rosgu®chenk,
1984).

Furthermore, language learning beliefs have begnoaphed
from three other perspectives including: the noiwveatapproach,
the metacognitive approach, and the contextual cambr out of
which the last one has been the subject of corseatific
investigations ( Chawhan & Oliver (2000), Cottel@995), Kim-
Yoon (2000). On the other hand, all of these stidigpport the
fundamental arguments raised by previous researchieat
understanding of learner beliefs can enhance tigukge learning
process (Bernet, 2005). It seems convincing endlgh to favor
the claim that “ESL teachers’ consciousness of nkea’
expectations may contribute to a more conducivernieg
environment and to more effective learning” (ChawigaOliver,

of
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2000, p. 25). Sakai & Gaies’ (1999) study confirdymamic and

situationally conditioned nature of beliefs abariduage learning.
It is strongly and widely believed that beliefs abéearning and
teaching affect learning behavior, overall expereenand

achievement, and they set learning and teachincepses as well
as learning strategies.

2.1 Congruency of Teacher-learner Approaches

Research on the differences between the views wofjukge
learners and teachers focus both on the confliciagceptions
they may hold on what helps or hinders languagmnileg process
and on how differently they may actually perceivdnatv is
happening in their shared classroom. To this enghad (1989)
has coined Hidden agendg by which it is meant goal-setting,
action planning, conceptions of learning, and dludes what the
learner thinks the objectives and processes ohilegrare.The
notion of “hidden agenda” is traceable in the tleaafrcritical pedagogy
and postmodernism in education, but apparently itsied in a different
sense in critical pedagogy. Contrary to Nunan’sception of the term,
critical pedagogy approaches the term as sometiiegdy defined and
imposed social ideology looming ahead of any edoicat decisions.

Hidden agenda affected directly by learners’ inetgtive
frames may lead learners to concentrate on spelafiguage
points or areas, e.g., formal language points rattien
communicative purposes of a lesson, signifying s@soé of
conflicting conceptions of various language leagniactivities.
Nunan has found mismatch between learners and desich
responses on all but one of ten different classraotivities. That
is why the major problem is whether learners’ pgtioas of the
prominence of various classroom activities arestimae as those of
the teachers who are initiating them.

Huang Jing (2006) tries to attribute learners’ roeggpitive
resistance to a mismatch between the goals andi@tioas on the
part of teachers and learners’ beliefs. Accordimdiin, “learner
resistance is a function of tension and conflictsldarners and
teachers’ agenda. Their conflicts are basicallynegsed in
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learners’ and teachers’ different perceptions, niegr and
instruction, lesson purposes, classroom activiaesl learning
outcomes” (Jing, 2006, p.99). Nunan (1995) createsort of
association between such an agenda mismatch andatols of
learning and instruction.

2.2 Critical Pedagogy
Regardless of two distinctive conceptualizatiohg, both notions
of ‘hidden agenda’ are associated with the theokycritical
pedagogy and modernism. The modern times’ schodlatigs
heavily on humanist assumptions such as objectifatyh in the
individual, absolute truth, and schools as placestrinsmission,
rather than production of knowledge. On the cogjrathe
postmodernism approaches knowledge and subjechsgitglosely
related phenomena, individuals and meanings as alBoci
determined and immersed in an endless procesgyoifisation,
provisionally constituted, always mediated and absolute or
complete. Then meanings and knowledge are creatad infinite
chain of relations between signifiers. That is vaaycation has to
be thought of in terms of its relation to other exdp of society.
Teachers and students have the right to be awate girocess of
meaning selection and beliefs and values, sincanthelp them
not to impose their values on others, and undedstaat reality is
not given or fixed.(Jordao, 1999). In the same yvairy attempts to
resolve agenda conflict between learner and teaaherin line
with the critical pedagogy. To be successful, satiempts are
after breakthroughs as critical pedagogy is. Irs me Giroux
believes that
“in order to promote change, critical

educators will have to get rid of the traditional

parameters of educational theory and practice

[so that] we can see schooling as inextricably

linked to a wider web of political and

socioeconomic arrangements. And when we

analyze the nature of the relationship between

schools and the dominant society in political

and normative terms, we can oppose the
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hidden agendalefined through the ideology
of social processes. (1997:74).

The aims of critical pedagogy is to teach studeatshink
critically through “conscietization” (Freire, 197 Hall)
relations education maintains with the “outside” ridp the
selection of certain types of knowledge to be prged , the
establishment and maintenance of specific classmatations, and
the structuring of schools (Giroux, 1997). Ratibpnasuccessful
critical pedagogy rests upon a comprehensive conuation
between teacher and learner.

As for ELT, teachers are supposed to bear a regpliysto
use a critical lens for English education, whicluldoempower
their students through reflective dialogue and aicuium that
mirrors the students’ goals and interests (Fredrigk07). It means
that teachers should leave aside their own subgatituition and
try to understand their students’ agenda, offermthehoices,
involve them in decision-makings, avoiding pure Wiexige
transmission, and offer them “lesson ownershipidibBy lesson
ownership, Fredricks means participation of leanén all
decisions concerning planning of methodology, $ylf&a materials
selection and development and content. Decisionimgakhould
be an on-going process of exploration and reviegptiated by all
participants within the lesson which ideally leads‘exploratory
practice” of other’s interpretative frames (Ha®ar).

2.3 Conceptualization of CLT

Studies on the differences between teachers’ atients to
communicative language instruction indicate thachers hold a
variety of beliefs and understandings of this teremging from
survival language to grammar, strategy use, sogjalstic and
discourse competence (Frohlich et al, 1985). Mahgulet al
(1998) put “teacher had understanding and belietaiaCLT that
differed from those of CLT researchers and theariBlifferent
perspectives to CLT can be studied from teachené&asides, too.
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3. EFL Educational Setting

Any educational context/setting, and more spedlficghat of
Iranian, usually resembles a continuum on which ¢aaventional
extremes of educational management approaches sargnad:
authoritarian and democratic (i.e., openness). Qirse, some
moderate versions here called semi-democratic Hiebetween
somewhere on the continuum.

3.1 Authoritarian context (fitting the military settings),
theoretically and operationally, means strict rul@sd harsh
punishment (Brown, 1999), where the teacher triess aisually

forced to " establish himself or herself as theollie authority in

the class....... ends to unjustly reward learners titahé mould

..... " (Harmer, 1983, pp.209-210). It is then ch&azed by

teacher-centeredness, less flexibility and relatimen-humanistic
in psychological term.

3.2 Semi-democratic characterizes the situation in which the
relationship is reciprocal, non-repressive, norefilsinatory, and
there are accountability, humanity, consistencwyityl, respect,
and reasonable firmness.

3.3 Democratic setting in Iran characterises the situation of ever-
growing non-profit higher education institutes undehich (1)
freedom is devoid of accountability, (2) formalgtiare denigrated
by both the institutes themselves and then byehenkrs, and (3)
there are extreme flexibilities in the exerciserefuirements and
policies.

4. The study

Given the discussion and review of the relateddttge, this study
is an attempt to fill the gap in the literature. this end, teacher-
learner maxims of language teaching-learning suggpha® be

roughly opposing in many cases will be empiricaflyestigated.

However, role of language education context is iclamed as a
determining variable in shaping the subjects gdnetarpretative

frames and the maxims. Therefore, this study isenspecifically

tires to explore the assumed mismatch of the maxintsrole of
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educational setting type in shaping them. To ddwo,hypotheses
stemming from their respective questions are ttebtd.

4.1 Hypotheses of the study

Ho A: Learners' agenda of learning and teachers’tintion of it
match greatly in relation to ELT educational settytype.

Ho B: Learners’ conceptions of language learning emot the
functions of ELT educational setting types.

5. Method

5.1 Participants

Two groups of participants including 150 IranianLHEarners and
45 professional EFL teachers representing the tlakeeady
identified educational settings participated in stedy. The 1999
version of TOEFL was first administered to aboud Marners (70
from each setting) so as to homogenize them in geoh
proficiency level. They were divided into three tofist groups
given their standing position on the normal probghdistribution
curve and the respective standard deviation estimat

5.2 Instrumentation

Two different types of instruments were used irs thtiudy. First,
Brindly's (1984) ‘Learner-teacher 13-head Item Yas/
Questionnaire’ designed to probe separately thiefeadf learners
and teachers and composed of 48 sub-items as dolediners’
beliefs but 45 sub-items as for those of the teacivas employed.
Both versions have originally developed with the aif measuring
same trait/s. Each item along with its relevant-geims explores a
particular L2 topic and they can be categorized ihiree major
classes including: Learning, Error correction, akgbessment or
Evaluation. Second, Horwitz's (1987a, 1988) 35-itkve scale
inventory entitled ‘Beliefs about Language Learnimyentory

(BALLI)’, which assesses learners’ beliefs abouiglaage learning
in five major areas of: FL aptitude, FLL difficultghe nature of
FLL, learning and commitment strategies, and exigxts was
employed. The BALLI is reported to have contentidigf
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correlated with the Marlowe-Crowne Desirability lkecaand
Cronbach alpha of 0.94 for internal-consistenciabgity (Yang,
1992).

6. Data Analysis

Given the fact that neither instruments yields regle composite
score (Diab, 2006, p.84); responses to the indalidiems were
considered separately. Therefore, data were trlategl through
conducting triple statistical measures including@¥A, Post-hoc
comparison, Chi-square and Principle ComponentyaisalAs to
Brindly’'s Questionnaire, two types of statisticasults were
obtained.

7. Resultsand Discussion

7.1 HypothesisA

7.1.1 Whole Group Comparison (Teachers-Learners and Learners-
Learners)

The ANOVA on whole group comparison in which teashe
learners and learners-learners in all of the triptdtings are
compared in terms of their intuition and hiddenratgeof language
learning, respectively. Obviously, in 33 cases @u#t5 ones the
differences are statistically meaningful. 33 distive areas are
presented in phrasal wordings and identified thho@d$ item
numbers (see table 1). The most distinct areasshatich revolve
around learning process, attitude, leaning styles, learning
strategies, error correction, etc. Such differences are taken as
obvious indications sustaining mismatch not onlyween the
teachers and learners but also inter-learners freanious
educational settings. Then, it is conceivable tmctethe null
hypothesis A, since in many cases the participaagg€nda and
intuition vary.
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Table 1: ANOVA-Whole Group Comparison

(Teachers-Learners, Learners- Between & F Significance
Learners)I TEM Within Value
Settings

(Questionnaire
items)

Achievement

satisfaction

2 Individual learning 4.80 .047

7 Time spent: 4.400 .001
preparation for next
class

9 Time spent: all in 4.38 .000
class

11 Learning by 4.13 .001
listening

12 Learning by 5.15 .000
reading

14 Listening & note 3..33 .007
taking

15 Reading & note 3.07 .001
taking

16 Repetition 3.51 .005

17 Making summaries 4.41 .001

18 Contextualized 7.25 .001
vocabulary learning

19 Old-new 6.56 .000
vocabulary
connection in
learning

20 Vocabulary 5.27 .000

learning by writing
over several times

21 Avoiding verbatim 3.57 .004
translation

22 Guessing meaning 2.40 ..039

24 Welcome 5.61 .000
immediate
correction in public

25 Welcome later 3.27 .007
correction in public

26 Welcome later 2.64 .026
correction in
private

27 Welcome peer 4.79 .000
correction

29 Learning from 7.10 .000
visual aids

30 Learning from tape 3.36 .006

31 Learning from 7.69 .000

written materials
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32 Learning from 6.76 .000
board

33 Learning from 4.30 .001
pictorials

34 Role play 5.19 .000

35 Conversing with 11.43 .000
classmates

38 Memorizing 3.87 .002
dialogues

39 Using guest 3.85 .002
speakers

40 Planned visits 19.31 .000

41 Diary writing 3.10 .010

42 Learning about 21.45 .000
culture

43 Finding out 3.79 .003
improvement

44 The way one gets 10.08 .000
sense of

satisfaction

7.1.2 Teachers-L earners Multiple Comparison

The Post-hoc Test analysis of Teachers-Learnerstipheu
comparisons of setting-oriented belief system amesgnted in
table 2. Similarly, in 28 cases out of 45 the ddfeces are
statistically significant when teachers were coragawith their

respective learners in the same setting. In 13sdase, items: 1, 2,
3, 6, 16, 17, 21, 22, 28, 31, 34, 35, and 39) tifferdnce is of
intra-setting in nature. However, in 10 cases,(items: 12, 18, 19,
20, 24, 25, 29, 32, 38, and 41) they are interrgetEurthermore,
5 cases (i.e., items: 9, 27, 33, 40, and 43) sigdifferences
shared by all three settings. Phrasal referencea8 differentiating

items are cited in front of each item for easy asce.g., item 1
refers to “Achievement satisfaction” and item 33fers to

“Learning from pictorials”. Both findings revealetirough the
ANOVA and the Post hoc Test thus match in many <aswl,

then, collaboratively sustain the claim that ndidearner-teacher
beliefs on the concept of language learning as agelbn CLT, but
also those of the learner-learner are the functmineducational
setting types.
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Table 2: Post hoc Test: Teachers-Learners Multiple Compariso

Item Item stem Between Mean Significance
settings Difference
1 Achievement Lear- .66275 .000
satisfaction Teach-
Autho
2 Individual Lear- .26392 .004
learning Teach-
Autho
3 In pair learning Lear- .36078 .014
Teach-
Autho
6 Attitude Lear- .30884 .030
toward Teach-
homework Demo
9 Time spent : Lear- .38431 .006
all in class Teach- 31973 .021
Autho .37333 .007
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
12 Learning by Lear- .29412 .033
reading Teach- .32925 .018
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
16 Repetition Lear- A2177 .046
Teach-
Demo
17 Making Lear- .37143 .000
summaries Teach-
Demo
18 Contextualised Lear- .30884 .020
vocabulary Teach- .57333 .000
learning Semi
Lear-
Teach-

Demo




19

20

21

22

24

25

27

28

29

Old-new
vocabulary
connection

Vocabulary
learning by
writing

several times

Avoiding
verbatim
translation
Guessing
meaning

Immediate
error
correction in
public

Later error
correction in
public

Peer error
correction

Error
correction by
teacher

Learning from
visual aids

Abbasian

Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Autho

Lear-
Teach-

.62721
.38000

.45306

47333

.36863

41224

.34902

.36190

.36078
14275

.30588
.33469
46000

33725

.40000
.23333
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.000
.006

.001

.001

.005

.005

.009

.007

.012
.025

.026
.016
.001

.014

.000
.033

77
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31

32

33

34

35

38

39

40
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Learning from
written
materials
Learning from
board

Pictorial
learning

Role play
learning

Conversing
with
classmates
Dialogue
memorization

Using gust
speakers

Planned visits

Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-

.30196

62721

.35333

.31765
.51973
44667

.38824

42353

.28299

.68000

.29020

.60392
.63673
.63333

.029

.000

.010

.021
.000
.001

.004

.001

.027

.000

.026

.000
.000
.000
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Demo
41 Diary writing Lear- 40392 .002
Teach- .28884 .028
Autho
Lear-
Teach-
Demo
42 Learning about Lear- .88235 .000
culture Teach- .45850 .000
Autho .60000 .000
Lear-
Teach-
Semi
Lear-
Teach-
Demo

7.1.3 Intra-setting Comparison

The bulk of difference lies in inter the Authorier-Semi-
democratic and Authoritarian-Democratic settings 15 cases
compared with those inter the Democratic-Semi-deatac
settings being varied just in two cases, i.e., g&mmber 1 and 16.
Meanwhile, in 7 cases (i.e., items 7, 9, 12, 15,187 and 21) both
the Authoritarian-Semi-democratic and Authoritari@emocratic
share difference in beliefs about language learning

7.1.4 Factor Analysison YES/NO Questionnaire

Table 3 presents the results of the principle faetoalysis on
YES-No Questionnaire. To this end, four factor sohs was
identified as an optimal criterion. Relying on Sdeg’ (1986)
argumentation, items with factor ladings around abdve 0.30
were considered since they shares at least 15% wdiiiance.
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Not only does the type of the items under eaclofdmit also
their distribution and rate of loadings differ giganter-setting.
The underlying traits explored and attributed te sarners under
the Authoritarian setting and under the factor ffediin terms of
title, case, nature of each case, quantity andtygudedm those of
the two other settings as far as the same factaorxerned.
Obviously, the traits under e.g., factor 1 in thethoritarian
setting load more on certain factors less commomage in the
remaining two other settings and vice versa. Timeestxend holds
true with regard to the other factors. The resdltthe factor
analysis to a large extent corresponds with thésaeo ANOVA
and the Post-hoc Test.

Table 3: Factor Analysis on YES/NO
Questionnaire

Fac Authoritarian Semi- Democratic
Loadings Democratic Loadings
Loadings
Time spent: next class prep  Individual learning = Welcome correction
%67 %64 later in private %
All time spent in class Attitudes towards 70
%50 homework %40 Planned visits
.Making summaries .Leaning by %66
%30 listening Using guest
.Error correction later in public %30 speakers
%67 .Learning by reading %42
.Learning from visual aids %37 .Learning about
%42 .Peer correction culture %63
.Learning from pictorials %50 Languagegames
%61 .Learning from %63
.Learning about culture written materials Old-new
%32 %48 vocabulary
Ways of getting satisfaction .Songs connection % 56
%51 %61 Smgs
.Planned visits %50
%50 .Peer cooperation
Ways of getting %47
satisfaction %31 .Teacher correction
%50

Conversing with
classmates %40
Diary writing
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Learning by reading
%58

Repetition

%36

Vocabulary learning by writing

over several times %50
Avoid verbatim translation
%31

Guessing meanings

%60

Peer cooperation

%32

Learning from written
materials

%52

Diary writing

%30

Finding out improvement
%33

Small group learning

%65

Attitude towards homework
%50

Learning by listening

%30

Copying from the board
%40

Vocabulary in context

%50

Large group
learning

%35

Time spent: work
review %41
.Making summaries
%34

.Avoid verbatim
translation %33
Guessing meanings
%66

Reading without

dictionary %54
Learning from
visual aids %3¢

Learning from radio
%31

Learning from tapes
%31

.Learning from

pictorials %54
Using guest
speakers

%36

Small group
learning

%58

Time spent: next
class prep. %32
Listening & note
taking %31

Reading & note
taking %58
Vocabulary learning
by writing over
several times

%36

Memorizing
dialogue

%35

Diary writing

81

%36

Small group
learning

%31

.Sense of
satisfaction

%78

Realistic use as
progress check %70
Making summaries
%52

Guessing meaning
%51

Error correction
later in public %49
Learning from radio
%49

Learning from tapes
%48

Attitude towards
homework %47
Learning from
pictorials

%37

.Time spent: prep
for next class%30
Learning from board
%33

.Attitudes towards
homework % 33
Vocabulary
learning by writing
over several times
%61

Learning by
listening

%60

Finding out
improvement
%60

Repetition

%59

Learning from
board %58
Reading & note
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%39 making %47
Confidence in Sense of
previously satisfaction
threatening %46
situations Small group
%38 learning
%33
Learning by reading
%37
Being informed of
progress %36
Teacher correction Small group Songs
%47 learning % %49
Learning from radio 67 Attitudes towards

%93

Time spent: prep for

homework %45

Role play next class% 47 Finding out

%31 Listening & note improvement
Language games taking % 35 « %33

%44 Reading & note Time spent: all in
Find out improvement making %33 | class %60
%30 .Vocabulary Satisfied from

learning by writing

achievement

over several times = %50

%39 Using guest
Memorizing speakers
dialogues %47

%30 Learning by reading
Diary writing %45

%36 .Time spent: all in
Confidence in class %44
previously Being informed of
threatening progress %41
situations

%60

7.2Hypothesis B

7.21BALLI Whole Group Comparison (Learners-L earners)

Similar procedure as that of the hypothesis A wawed with
regard to the data collected through the BALLI.tAkle 4 shows,
in 14 cases out of 35 the differences are staistieneaningful
justified. Again, phrasal references of all diffietiating items are
included in the table in front of each item for yeagcess. Such
statistical differences are identified as evidefmethe fact that



TELL, Vol. 3, No. 9, 2009
Abbasian 83
educational context type plays a crucial role iraphg and

reshaping learners’ conceptualisation of the phemam of
teaching and learning language as well as the CLT.

Table 4: ANOVA BALLI Whole Group Comparison (Learners-
Learners)

ltem Stem: F Significance
Between & Value
Within
Settings

9 Believe in successful 4.607 .011
FLL

10 Iraniansaregood at ~ 4.772 .003
FLL

13 Accuracy aspre- 21.039 .000
requisitefor use

16 Significance of 6.629 .002
native context

17 Enjoy talking with 5.204 .007
native speaker

28 Significance of 5.505 .005
speaking FL well for
Iranians

29 Error avoidance 14.128 .000
from the start

31 Grammar asakey 4.104 .018
for FLL

33 Speaking is easier 11.649 .000

than comprehension

35 FLL isdifferent 4.650 .011
from other subjects

36 TrandationfromTL  25.670 .000
to SL
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37 TrandationfromSL  16.143 .000
toTL

39 Desiretolearn FL 10.070 .000
well

42 Written skillsare 4.756 .010
eader than oral
skills

7.22 Post hoc test: BALLI Multiple Comparison (Learners

Learners)

In the same vein, the Post-hoc test of the learnmrdtiple

comparisons of the setting-based beliefs (tablesHg)ws in 21
cases out of 35 the learners under different sgpttidiffer

significantly in terms of their CLT/ELT belief sysnh with their
counterparts representing the other settings. Theinhs then
prove that EFL educational setting type affectshiteachers and
learners’ cognitive make-up when compared withrtbeunterpart
teachers or learners representing the other ERinget

Between-Within Mean Significance
Settings Difference
2 Special in-borne FLL ~ Autho-Semi .51765 .027
ability
3 Some languages easie Autho-Semi 45804 .015
to learn
9 Believe in successful  Autho-Semi .40980 .005
learming Autho-Demo 150980 023
10 Iranians are good at  Autho-Semi .60784 .001
leaming FLs Demo-Semi 38776 031
11 Excellency of Autho-Demo .35574 .033

pronunciation

13 Accuracy as a pre- Autho-Demo 1.14006 .000




14

16

17

22

25

28

30

31
33

35

36

37

39

41

42

Abbasian

requisite of use Autho-Semi
Role of LL experience Autho-Demo
Autho-Semi

Importance of native  Autho-Semi
context

Enjoy talking with Autho-Semi
native speaker Autho-Demo
Fluency possible in 5- Demo-Semi
10 years

Vocabulary learning Demo-Semi
as a key to FLL

Significance of Autho-Semi
speaking well in FL .
for Iranians Demo-Semi

Error avoidance from Autho-Semi
the start Demo-Semi
Grammar key for FLL Demo-Semi
Speaking is feasier tha Auth-Semi

comprehension Autho-Demo

FLL is different from  Autho-Semi
other subjects

Translation from TL to Autho-Demo
St Autho-Semi
Demo-Semi
Translation from SL to Autho-Demo
St Autho-Semi
Demo-Semi
Desire to learn FL well Autho-Semi
Autho-Demo

Fluency is possible for Autho-Semi
everyone

Written skill is easier  Autho-Semi
than other skills
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1.48803
44138
45510
.77490

41765
.52581
.50694

40000

.40588
.50796

1.18627
.92857
.62980
.21300
.76627
.62431

.88796
1.26510
37714
.71829
1.20196
48367
.67587
48118
.50980

.62314

85

.000
.045
.039
.000

.016
.003
.050

.047

.028
.001

.000
.000
.005
.000
.000
.003

.000
.000
.041
.001
.000
.026
.000
.002
.030

.003
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Table5: Post hoc test: BALLI Multiple Comparison (Learners-
Learners)

7.2.3 Chi-sguar e Frequency Analysis

A chi-square frequency analysis of within-settingRx 05) was
also carried out to define significance of dispans(table 6).
Numerical values and percentages of each optiomsv sh
significant dispersion of choices among the leanaith
respect to the choices selected from the BALLI gerfihe
estimated chi-square of 53.47 at 8 degree of freetieing
much greater than the critical chi-square of 15dbngly
rejects the respective hypothesis.

Table6: BALLI-Total Learners at different settings

CHOICESCROSSTABULATION

CHOICES TOT
A
100 | 200 3.00 4.00 5.00

AUTHO = COUNT 257 438 481 483 420 2349

% Within Setting L%Q ]‘%6 1(%2 39.03 1(%.9 100.0%

Setting DEMOCR ' Count 356 402 400 751 441 2350
% Within Setting Zln%l Zl%l 3%0 3\%0 1%8 100.0%

sEmi-bEMo - Count 373 490 404 699 384 2350

% Within Setting ]‘%9 2‘969 1(%.2 2%7 11%3 100.0%

Count 986 | 1330 1185 = 2303 1254 7049

% Within Setting ]0%0 ]‘%9 1(%8 3;.07 1‘%7 100.0%

*The chi-squareis 53.47 at 8 degree of freedom is greater than thecritical chi-
square, i.e. 15.51

Inter-settings study of the dispersion of the BALthoices
shows the pictures of the chi-square and critiefles:
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Authoritarian:
433.16 & 9.49

Democratic:
217.70 & 9.49

Semi-democratic:
157.45 & 9.49

Clearly in all three settings, the respective duase value at
four degree of freedom is greater than the resgectitical value,
evidence of rejecting the respective hypothesis.

7.2.4 Factor Analysison the BALLI

Table 7 shows the results of the principle factoalgsis on the
BALLI. To this end, four factor solutions was idéied as an
optimal criterion. Similarly Stevens’ (1986) argumetion is used
as a criterion measure.

Analogous to the factor loadings and distributionanifested part
6.1.4 (i.e., table 3), not only does the type & iiems under each factor
but also their distribution and rate of loadingBeadigreatly inter-settings.
For example, the underlying traits explored andhatted to the learners
under the Authoritarian setting and under the fattdliffer significantly
from those of the two other settings as far asstime factor is concerned.
The same trend holds true with regard to the ofthetors. The result of
the factor analysis to a large extent corresporitistivese of the ANOVA
and the Post-hoc Test.
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Table 7: BALLI-Cross comparison Factor Analysis

Factor Authoritarian Sem-Democratic Loadings
Loadings

D
e
m
0
c
r
a
t

[
©

nKQe s a9 o

1 Fluency time in 5-10 years Importance of well-speaking in Learning
%55 FL for Iranian English
Can not learn in 1 hour/day %50 very
%30 FLL for understanding native difficult
Women are better than men in FLIike people %62
%51 %45 Learning
Feeling shy when speaking Practice with cassette/ video English
%46 %68 difficult
Grammar key for FLL LE better for job opportunities %56
%49 %60 Learning
Translation from TL to SL Desire to FLL well English
%46 %73 with
Translation from SL to TL Every one can learn English well medium
%49 %75 difficulty
Learning English very easy Special in-borne FLL ability %59
%33 %50 Excellenc
Correction as precondition for useLearning English with medium y of
%36 difficulty pronunciat
Good at other subjects no %50 ion

correlate- Belief in successful learning %50
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with being good at English %58 Positive
%67 Excellency of pronunciation role of LL
Enjoy talking with native speakers%36 experience
%61 Interaction with native speaker a key %49
%60 Guessing
Enjoy talking with native speakers ' word
%56 meaning
Fluency time in less than a year %55
%46 Repetition
& practice
key in
FLL
%39
Importance
of well-
speaking in
FL for
Iranian
%43
Grammar
key for FLL
%63
LE better
for job
opportunitie
S %37
Desire to
FLL well
%48
FLL
possible for
everyone
%33
2 FLL easier for children than adults Some langs are easier to learn thaiSpecial
%48 Others language
Special in-borne FLL ability %42 learning a
%39 Excellency of pronunciation FLL
Learning English very easy %41 possible
%57 Good at other subjects no correlate for
Guessing word manning with being good at English everyone
%45 %39 %33
Fluency time in 5-10 years Vocab a key in FLL Practice
%41 %70 with
Importance of well-speaking in FL Repetition & practice key in FLL ~ cassette/
for Iranian %35 video
%35 Feeling shy when speaking %32
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FLL for understanding native like
people %46

Practice with cassette/ video
%63

LE better for job opportunities
%40

Every one can learn English well
%48

FLL possible for everyone

%33

Learning English is easy
Iranians are good at FLL

FLL involves more

memorization %58

%55

Grammar key for FLL

%63

Production easier than
Comprehension

%34

Practice with cassette/ video
%32

FLL different from learning other
Subjects

%39

Translation from TL to SL

%57

Translation from SL to TL

%56

FLL involves more memoisation
%41

Interaction with native speaker
a key

%33

%59
Guessing word meaning
%62
Fluency time less than 3-5 years
%47
Fluency time in 5-10 years
%47
Can not learn in 1 hour/day
%35
FLL for understanding native like
people %33

FLL for
understan
ding
native
like
people
% 45
Belief in
successful
learning
%71

%46 Some Ings are easier to learn than' Some Ings
%60 others %43
Can not learn in 1 hour/day %30 Positive role of cultural knowledge

are easier
to learn
than
others
%33
Special
language
learning
Vocab a
key in
FLL

%70
Repetition
& practice
key in
FLL

%46
Error
avoidance
from start
%55
Enjoy
talking
with
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native
Speakers
%41

4 Enjoy talking with native speakers Learning English easy Guessing
%39 %54 word
Positive role of LL experience Learning English very easy meaning
%30 %56 %32
Feeling shy when speaking Correction as precondition for use = FLL
%37 %34 easier for
Grammar key for FLL FLL possible for everyone Gramme children
%40 key for FLL than
Production easier than %30 adults
comprehension FLL possible for everyone %31
%40 %61 LE better
Every one can learn English well for job
%44 opportunit
FLL possible for everyone ies
%33 %46

Desire to
FLL well
%50
Feeling
shy when
speaking
%46
Cultural
knowledg
e

%33
Fluency
time less
than a
year
%40
Fluency
time in 1-
2 years
%53
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8. Conclusion and Implications

8.1 Conclusions

A triple conclusion is drawn from the findings dfig study:
Teachers working under different educational sgttiold different
concepts and views towards teaching and learninguiege and
they define the concept of CLT differently. Such approach,
then, affects objective setting, classroom ac#siti material
preparation, and teaching methods and techniquesedghers.
Teacher's and learner's agenda and intuition ofhieg and
learning language vary in many aspects due to xtrdke
variables. Similarly, learners learning under d#éfg settings hold
relatively different concepts and views from thewunterparts
under other setting. Such a difference in apprdacthe issues
intuitively necessitates corresponding treatmentemf the
respective teachers.

8.1.1 YES/NO Questionnaire data

Totally teacher-learner intuition and agenda andrnler-learner
agenda vary significantly mainly in terms of. ackiment, time
allocation for home work, learning strategies, erworrection and
learning activities. Statistically similar meaninbf picture is
visualized in 23 variables. In terms of learnetisgt comparison,
the major difference is attributed to among the hsaEemi and
Autho-Demo settings rather than to between Demot®em Factor
analyses reveal both varying factor loadings anstridutions
depending on the educational settings. Cross casgoaof all three
statistical analyses (ANOVA, Chi Square, and Facdmalysis)
relatively match.

8.1.2TheBALLI data

Totally, learners depending on the type of educatisetting vary
meaningfully in certain key variables. Differencasong the
learners from the three settings in 14 and 21 bbkasaanalyzed
through ANOVA and the Post hoc Test and correspoceleof
multi-method analyses collectively and cooperagiv@lpport the
crucial role of setting types in shaping one'srptetative frame
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and revealing his hidden agenda on conceptualdimgnsions of
language education in general.

8.2 Implications

Given the findings of the study and conclusion draeducational
implications of the study as to language teachimd) laarning can
be summed up as follows:

1. Teachers are expected to attend to the affective
cognitive components of learner's attitudes as \aslldevelop
defendable pedagogical techniques. The justifioatoo this claim
lies on the ground that successful language educagreatly
depends on the observation f the tenets of thermarnism. Any
mismatch in belief system, interpretative framesamie of
reference, and irrational reliance on one’s inbuitin educational
decision-makings n one hand and overlooking leafreggenda of
language education might create tension in thesasn and
entail conflicting views towards the whole processé the issues
at stake.

2. In line with research findings in cognitive and
metacognitive fields (Abbasian, 2005), the findiragfsthis study
are persuasive enough to inform our teachers onwdhg to
interpret L2 metacognitive strategy use with hunnaformation
processing system, on curriculum development andremo
practically on classroom management processes.

3. Following the tenets of humanist education teexhare
also expected to promote positive beliefs in thessloom and
eliminate the negative ones. In other words, thegdnto try to
tailor their instruction to each belief aspectgath learner.

4. Teaching is no longer transmitter of knowledged a
knowledge is no longer an objective phenomenon.ci@as’
current responsibility is:

 empowerment through reflective dialogue and a
curriculum that mirrors the students’ goals and
interests,

* leaving aside their own subjective intuition,

» trying to understand their students’ agenda,
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» offering them choices,

* involve them in decision-makings,

» offer them lesson ownership,

» participating them in decisions concerning planrohg
methodology, syllabus, materials selection and
development and content, and .

* Moving in the direction of the exploratory practick
other’s interpretative frames. Achievement of dll o
these objectives rests upon first teacher's awsseok
his learners' interpretative frames and hidden @gen
and second identifying one’s own subjective and
intuitive decision- makings and syllabus design
outdated.
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