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Directeur de thése : Richard DUDA
Discipline : Anglais
Titre de la these Les Représentations des Apprenants et des Enseigitsd’Anglais

Ce mémoire est une étude exploratoire des repaiser® d'un groupe d'étudiants
universitaires, relatives a l'apprentissage daylkas Dans cette étude, les apprenants sont des
étudiants de DUT donc la vocation est de devenhrtigiens en Réseaux et Télécoms. L'étude
s'est déroulée a I'lUT de Mont de Marsan qui faittip de I'université de Pau et des Pays de
I'Adour. Dans ce travail, nous nous sommes égaleateachés a étudier les représentations des
enseignants dans le but de détecter des inadéagsi&tidre les représentations des apprenants et
celles des enseignants. Dans le but d'explorehdagmeéne des représentations de différentes
perspectives, nous avons utilisé diverses appraniédisodologiques et théoriques. Nous avons
utilisés des questionnaires (pour les étudiantpaetr les enseignants), et des entretiens
individuels (d'étudiants et d'enseignants). Nousa ainsi pu rassembler des données a la fois
gquantitatives (issues des questionnaires) et qtigfs (issues des entretiens) que nous avons
alors triangulées afin de pouvoir expliquer lesrdims obtenues. Un des principaux résultats de
cette étude fit de mettre en lumiére que les reptéBons fondamentales des apprenants
énoncaient que l'apprentissage d'une langue deeitoncentrer sur la communication
(compréhension et expression). Cette étude a aussiré qu'il existait des liens entre les
représentations des apprenants, leurs attentes ®pé de leur motivation (intrinseque ou
extrinseque). La plupart du temps, cette étudpasamontré beaucoup de différences entre les

représentations et les pratiques des enseignamts gart et les représentations et les attentes

des apprenants d'autre part.



Résumé de These (anglais)

Nom du candidat : Zehra ERGUDENLER GABILLON
Directeur de thése : Richard DUDA
Discipline : Anglais
Titre de la thése(anglais) L2 Learners’ and L2 Teachers’ Stated L2 Bliefs

This study was an exploratory study, which was giesil to explore a group of
university students’ statements of their L2 belidfsthis study the learners were the students
who were studying at a two-year technical univgrgibgram to become technicians. The study
took place at the IUT (Institut Universitaire dechiaologie) de Mont de Marsan (Université de
Pau et des Pays de I'Adour). The researcher sélempted to explore the teachers’ stated L2
beliefs to detect discordances between the tedcmishe learners’ stated L2 beliefs. In order
to be able to investigate the belief phenomenom fdifferent perspectives this research study
used diverse methodological approaches and theofiee researcher used both online
questionnaires (teacher and learner) and individngrviews (teacher and learner) to
triangulate the data obtained. One of the majatiffigs of this research work was the learners’
common belief about the importance of listening apdaking skills and communication based
learning. This study also suggested links betwedwsn learners’ beliefs and their goals,
expectations and types of motivational orientatinginsic vs. extrinsic). Overall, the results
did not indicate significant discrepancies betwées teachers’ and the learners’ stated L2

beliefs.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Beliefs play a critical role in education. It ismamonly argued that the beliefs
that learners develop and hold to be true abourt ta@abilities and skills they possess
have an immediate impact on their learning behav{®ajares 2001; Wenden 1995).
Pajares and Schunk (2002) suggested that resdasaldgocus on students’ beliefs in
order to understand why students choose to doiceatdivities and avoid others, and
why they achieve and why they fail to achieve. #elahd Pajares (2000) asserted that
learners who believe that they do not have theiredskills will not engage in tasks in
which those skills are required and these belibfsutitheir competencies will affect
“the choices they make, the effort they put fottleir inclinations to persist at certain
tasks, and their resiliency in the face of failuf@eldin & Pajares 2000: 215). Learners
who believe that language learning requires a apeadiility, which they lack, would
naturally not be motivated towards learning a fgmeianguage. Second language
learning (SLL) and foreign language learning (FLEgsearch has demonstrated that
learners are motivated to learn what they percasvsignificant for them. Learners from
different social, educational backgrounds and wlifferent expectations, interests, and
goals might possess different beliefs about thepgee of learning a particular
second/foreign language. Thus, subscription toadrthese core-beliefs would directly
influence learners’ expectations from learning atipalar foreign language and the
importance they give to learning different languagéls/components. Thus, learners

will assess the value and significance of the lagguactivities used in their classrooms



as regards the core-beliefs linked to their aimdeafning that particular L'2 Riley
(1997) maintained that although some SLL/ FLL saléstis may consider some of these
beliefs ‘wrong’, they are still meaningful becausey reflect the ‘subjective reality’

from the learners’ point of view (Riley 1997).

However, psychological and neurophysiological reseahas shown that
individuals’ statements of their beliefs are ndtléast not always) the exact reflection
of what they really experience, think or believdh&nouf 2004). According to LeDoux
(2003) ‘who individuals are’ is mostly based on nogi®s learned through personal
experiences including both conscious (or explicittmories and unconscious (or
implicit) memories. LeDoux (2000, 2003) also insisin the influence of emotional
memories on individuals’ descriptions of eventsfttexperiences. This view is also
shared by some psychologists and neurophysiolo@gsts Channouf 2004; Damasio

1995).

Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) emphasized anotheersion of beliefs.
According to cognitive dissonance theory (Festind®57 cited in Festinger &
Carlsmith 1959), there is tendency for individutds seek consistency among their
cognitions (i.e. beliefs, opinions, attitudes). Whiiere is an inconsistency between
beliefs and behavior (when there is a dissonariseord between behavior and belief),
the individual feels that s/he needs to eliminae dissonance (Festinger & Carlsmith
1959). Thus, in case of a discrepancy betweenfbadied behavior it is assumed that
the belief changes to accommodate (to accord \lign)oehavior (or vice versa). This

explains the dynamic aspect of beliefs, and/or tdwesion between beliefs and/or

Lo Foreign or second language (in this study iesents English as a foreign language)



discordancéesbetween beliefs individuals hold, and it also ekms the ever-changing
aspect of beliefs. Most importantly, the theory lekgs individuals’ search for
consonance (concordance) with what they believe whdt they do (Brehm &

Wicklund 1976).

The interest in beliefs about second/foreign laggué&earning began in the
1980s and gained impetus starting from the late049thterest in language learners’
beliefs can be attributed to the research doneoignitve psychology. With the
influence of research in cognitive psychology, St paradigms shifted from ‘the
teacher and teaching’ to ‘the learner and learniitgnce, SLL/FLL researchers and
specialists began to show interest in ‘what's goamgin the L2 learner’s mind’ and
‘how these processes might contribute to the L2nkexds learning’. Primarily, it was

within this cognitive psychological framework th#tte L2 learner's beliefs were

perceived to be significant and worthy of invediiigg (see Sections 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5).

With the influence of research @ducational psychologyesearch intéeachers’
beliefs and teachers’ pedagogical knowledge has gdfed significance in SLL/FLL
(e.g. see Borg 1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 1999a, 19%989c] 2001, 2003a, 2003b; Brown
1990; Chacon 2005, M. Ellis 2006; Freeman 2002pb&#bn 2000; Kennedy, C. &
Kennedy, J. 1996; Levine 2003; Todd 2006). Thermis substantial evidence to claim
that what teachers believe and do affect what happenghén classroom and
consequently what students learn. Williams and Barl997) asserted that teachers’

beliefs about learning and teaching, whether edplar implicit, would affect

2 Throughout this dissertation the term discordanitibe used to refer to disagreement between teache
and learner perspectives (e.g. stated beliefspeagreement between stated beliefs within teacreds

learners.



everything that they do in their classrooms (seti®@ss 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.11,

2.12).

Milner (2005) stated that teachers’ beliefs are alatays concordant with the
experiences and beliefs of their learners and taigses gaps (discord) between
teachers’ and students’ learning/teaching agenahih inevitably influence student
learning negatively. Empirical studies done in ediomal psychology provide us with
wealth of evidence demonstrating existence of gagsveen teacher and learner
perspectives, and how these gaps impact negatvelgarning/teaching environments
(e.g. Entwistle 1987, 2003; Entwisti¢ al. 2002; Prosser & Trigwell 1999). Similarly,
SLL/FLL literature also provides us with an abunt&amf anecdotal, experiential and
empirical evidence on the existence of differenoesveen learner and teacher beliefs
(e.g. approaches to learning vs. approaches tditegcperceptions of learning vs.
perceptions of teaching; styles of learning vslestyf teaching; and learner vs. teacher
agendas and so forth) (see Sections 2.14, 2.18)rddearch findings on discordances
between learner and teacher perspectives and thativee effects these have on
educational instruction have led educationalistsséarch answers to the problem.
Regarding the issue, educationalists suggest #atboth teachers’ and learners’
opinions should be consulted and their beliefs khba explored; b) both teachers’ and
learners’ beliefs should be considered in educatigfanning; c) both teachers’ and

learners’ dysfunctional beliefs should be medidtedugh training.

The belief construct involves a multitude of complend interacting agents.
Understanding this complexity, regarding learnenst teachers’ beliefs, necessitates
going beyond mainstream L2 teaching/learning tmsoriPedagogical implications

drawn from recent research studies on studentifearesearch done in educational



psychology), SLL/FLL and SLA all indicate invaluabladvantages of consulting
learner/teacher beliefs in order to be able to eobatudent learning (see Sections 2.11,
2.27.2, 2.27.4, 2.29). Recent theories in psycholugve also been supportive of the
significant influence beliefs have on individualsttitudes, motivations and
consequently on their actions (see Sections 2.1, 2.22, 2.23). Many theories of
learning, especially the ones which emerged fronceptual frameworks for the study
of: human cognition(e.g. Flavell's metacognitive theory--see Flavdl§79); social
representationge.g. Moscovici’s social representations theope-$Moscovici 1976,
Moscovici & Duveen 2000)expectancy-value model of attitude and behaviooriee
(e.g. Fishbein and Ajzen’s theory of reasoned aetisee Fishbein and Ajzen 1975; and
Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior --see Ajzen 1)9%ititudes and motivatiofe.g.
Socio-educational model of Gardner & Lambert--seard@er & Lambert 1972);
expectancy-value model aftributional theories(e.g. Weiner’s attributional theory of
achievement motivation--see Weiner 1986); selfreafe beliefs such as self concept,
self perception, and self efficacy (Bandura’'s seamgnitive theory, self-efficacy
theory-see Bandura 1986, 1997, 2006a, 2006b; Pajares &n&ch002) all utilized

beliefs to comprehend human behavior (see Sec?diss 2.19, 2.20, 2.21, 2.22, 2.23).

1.2 Purpose of the study

This study is based on the premise that understgnali learner and teacher
beliefs is crucial to successful planning and impdatation of foreign/second language
instruction (Benson & Lor 1999; Castellotti & Moo@002; Horwitz 1988, 1999;
Richards & Rodgers 2001; Riley 1997; Sakui & Gdi€89; Savignon 2002; Wenden
1999). This study was designed to investigate kyatrand the teachers’ statements of

their beliefs to gain insights about the teacharsl the learners’ interpretations of the



English language instruction at the IUT (Institutitersitaire de Technologie) de Mont
de Marsan (Université de Pau et des Pays de I'Adtuthe light of the data obtained
help enhance learning conditions in this institutidn order to be able to identify
different belief types and understand how differéeliefs function, this research
addressed the following theories of learning: dom@aresentations theory, theory of
planned behavior (TpB), attribution theory, sefiezfcy theory and research done on
SAL (Student Approaches to Learning) (see PariT8g study also focused on how
different L2 belief types influenced learners’ L&titades and motivation. Finally,
various principles and procedures that corresponitheé recent SLA (second language
acquisition) research findings (see Part 4) weresglbed to interpret the learners’ and
the teachers’ stated beliefs as regards their ifumadity in second/foreign language

learning and teaching.

This work is based on the following assumptions:

« stated beliefs are not merely conscious cogniteortsthey bear some subliminal
elements.

e individuals’ stated beliefs are meaningful becatbkey reveal individuals
understandings and interpretations of events figir perspective.

* beliefs have impact on individuals’ attitudes, naations and consequently on
their behavior;

* beliefs are context-dependent and they cannot haketb into without
considering the context in which they are formed aranifested,;

* beliefs should be examined as regards the indiVglysast and present

experiences;



» beliefs are dynamic, developmental and change#his; they can be influenced
and mediated;

* some beliefs can be more resistant than others

» beliefs are both personal (cognitive & emotionalpleoit & implicit) and

social.

Conducting L2 learner belief research proved teepmasme problems as regards
the research methodologies used. Some SLL/FLL achdlave been highly critical of
using questionnaires and quantitative means of aaddysis in this area (e.g. Alanen
2003; Barcelos 2003; Benson & Lor 1999; Dufva 200Bhus, many scholars
recommend the use of various research tools and @oalitative and quantitative
means of data analysis. This study used mixed-rdstifearious types of instruments
and analysis methods) to explore different aspafdisarner and teacher beliefs. That is,
the study employed both questionnaires (student tmagher questionnaires) and
interviews (student and teacher interviews). Theeaecher complemented the
quantitative (questionnaire) data with qualitativeerview data to triangulate and

explain the results.

The study attempted to answer the following redegrestions:

1. What types of L2 beliefs do the learners’ statemegmiint to (e.g. self-
referent beliefs, control-beliefs etc.)?

2. Are there differences between the learners’ stéieltefs regarding their
prior and present L2 experiences?

3. What relations are there between the learnersédtheliefs and their L2
attitudes, motivations, attributions?

4. Are the learners’ stated beliefs functional?



5. What types of beliefs do the teachers’ statemenit# po?

6. Are there discordances between the teachers’ anlgdlnners’ stated beliefs?

The study employed five objectives from differehedretical and methodological

perspectives:

1. Exploratory to explore what the learners claim to have as tl#beliefs.

2. Comprehensiveao understand and define the learners’ stated L2.

3. Developmentalto explore if the learners’ stated L2 beliefsiaade any
change concerning their present and past learxipgrences.

4. Normative To evaluate if the learners’ stated beliefs camfdo recent
SLL/FLL research (whether these stated beliefs &wactional or
dysfunctional).

5. Comparative to see if the learners’ and the teachers’ sthtdokfs are in

concordance with each other.

1.3 Research context

The IUT campus is located in Mont de Marsan, a bfaanch town in the
south-west of France. The IUT consists of threeadepents: a) diplomé universitaire
de technologie (DU réseaux et télécommunications (R&T); DUT génieldgique
(GB); and c) DUT sciences et génie des matériaientation bois (SGM). Like in all
the other public French universities, at the IUT Ment de Marsan English is a

compulsory part of the curriculum.

3pur (Dipldme Universitaire de Technologie): The DlisTa two-year higher diploma course in

technology at an IUT (Institut Universitaire de Tiaologie).



Two hundred and eight students (i.e. preliminasgagch n=62+n= 8; and main
research n=119 + n=19) and four teachers partmipat the study. The participant
learners in the study, except for two students,ewadt French studying to become
technicians. The participant learners’ averagevege 21 and they had an average of 9
years of English language learning experience. padicipant teachers were four
female vacataired who had main employments at French secondary/sigiools (3
teachers) and at a French primary school (1 tepchére teachers had language
teaching experience ranging from 9 to 17 yearsohAthese four teachers responded to

the teacher questionnaire and participated inrttegviews.

1.4 Significance of the study

Prior to the main study, the researcher employexdreliminary studies: a) an
exploratory learner belief study; and b) a belitidg based on eight students’
attributions about L2 learning. These two studiesvigled the researcher with some
preliminary data on the learners’ salient belidise researcher considered the findings

obtained in these two preliminary research studiesn designing the main study.

The results of these two studies suggested thake thearners’ attitudes and
orientations of motivation were directly linked tvitheir beliefs (beliefs about goals,
expectations etc.). The data obtained via thesdiestundicated that the majority of
these learners had lower motivations and mainlyiresit motivational orientations
towards learning English. The findings illustratiétht these learners expected to see

language tasks directly linked to their goals (&eghnical learning materials) and only

# In French educational system the term vacatainsésl to describe a temporary employee-- equivalent

of either a supply (Br) or substitute teacher (US#)a part-time lecturer (at the university).



few were interested in learning English for intrmgurposes. Another significant
outcome of these studies was the participants’ tmieef about the importance of
listening and speaking skills, which they also pered as difficult skills to acquire. In
addition to the above findings, the attributionaliéf study, which was based on eight
learners’ interviews, discovered four major atttibns that had influence on these eight
learners’ beliefs about learning English. The leasrwho expressed dislike towards L2
learning attributed their dislike to lack of L2 btyi and dislike for the L2. The learners
who expressed like for L2 learning, on the othendhaattributed their liking to the

relevance of L2 learning practices and intrinstetiast in the L2.

These findings inspired the researcher to inveiteese learners’ self-reported
beliefs further to explore the areas these twoarebestudies did not cover and to obtain
additional and more in-depth information. Thus, tegearch instruments used in these
preliminary studies were revised and the improvesions were used to obtain detailed

information about these learners’ stated beliefs.

In this research study learner beliefs constittiedprimary focus of attention.
However, teachers’ self-reported beliefs were als@stigated to detect discordances
between the learners and the teachers’ statedfdelig other words, the teachers’
stated beliefs were looked into from ‘the learrent ‘learning’ perspective rather than
from ‘the teacher and ‘teaching’ perspective. iststudy the teachers’ stated beliefs
were investigated : a) to obtain the teachers’ iops about their L2 practices ; b) to
compare the teacher’s self-reported beliefs with ldarners’ self-reported beliefs to
detect discordances (if any) ; and finally ; c) dee if the teachers’ stated beliefs

corresponded to the L2 practices suggested by ré@emesearch.

10



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Part 1: L2 Learner and Teacher Beliefs

2.1 Introduction

Teaching and learning are assumed complex intagaystems, which are
shaped by the interplay between teacher and led@esfs and their corresponding
classroom actions. Duda described this complex esysias *“...any language
learning/teaching system is based explicitly or mot a set of assumptions or
preconceptions about language and communicati@thieg, learning, learners and

possibly culture and society at large.” (Duda 1983

It is commonly acknowledged that the language tedshob does not only
involve possessing the necessary competence atlt#onecessary teaching skills,
and/or having the necessary experience, but it asolves understanding non-
linguistic aspects of teaching and learning suchuaslerstanding the learners, their
psychological needs, and their beliefs. Today le@'rare no longer viewed as ‘empty
vessels’ to be filled with information (as in somethods/approaches which have
considered learning as a one-way information temsbut as individuals who have
their own personal understandings of the world adothem. In language classrooms
humanistic approaches contributed to a shift towhedlearner and his/her needs as a
learner [see Section 2.27.2 for more informationudhumanistic approaches]. This
new approach, therefore, put the learner and higikeds in the forefront. In Carl
Rogers’ humanistic movement, the self is considénedcentral aspect of personality
(Rogers 1979). From this perspective, understantiedearner necessitates, above all,
considering the learnerwhole personand recognizing the individual learner’s search

11



for personal meaning (Williams and Burden 1997).short, understanding learners
necessitates accepting the fact that learnersiffeeetit, and perceive and conceptualize
learning/teaching differently. This humanistic ppastive in language learning led L2
specialists and teachers to search for classromhks tand activities that appeal to

learners’ needs, expectations and interests.

Williams and Burden (1997) enunciated that the umfice of humanistic
movements does not subsume only the L2 learner &b the learning
materials/methods and teaching/learning approaalmsd. Moreover, humanistic
approaches addressed not only learners and thedsnieut also teachers’ and their
needs as professionals. This new perspective tewtrd learner and the teacher
brought different aspects ofpérsonal-meaning construct under inquiry and

examination.

However, real interest in research into beliefsti{bimto learner and teacher
beliefs) gained ground with the development of dingm approaches (see Section
2.27.4 for cognitive perspective]. Beliefs from odiye viewpoint emphasize internal
processes involved in the individual’s belief constion. That is, cognitive approaches
view beliefs mainly as products and properties rafividual minds. However, this
cognitive perspective does not deny the influencenvironment on peoples’ beliefs.
Second language learning (SLL) and foreign languiegening (FLL) research has
shown that different learners may perceive the ssetiéng in a variety of ways, and
may prefer teaching/learning of different kinds dbnson 1990; Duda 1995, 2001;
Narcy 1991). That is learners from different sdcidtural settings (milieu) (Gardner
2001a) with different conceptions of learning anffedent preferred approaches to

learning (Benson & Lor 1999); with different leved§ background learning (Prosser &
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Trigwell 1999) may perceive the same context ifedént ways. In the same vein,
teachers, as well as their learners, may concepéutdaching and learning differently
from each other and have their preferred approatthésaching. Briefly stated, both
teachers’ and learners’ beliefs are assumed tohhpesl by their perceptions of and
exchanges with the world around them. Thus, nois tommonly believed that like
learners, teachers have their own beliefs abomileg and teaching which guide them
in their actions and expectations (Borg 1999c; ksttev2003; Freeman 2002; Williams
& Burden 1997). Williams and Burden (1997) callgtkation to the fact that what
teachers believe does not comprise ready-made fattinvolves understanding and
constructing personal meaning. Pajares (1992) (aastuthat teacher beliefs have far
more greater influence on the way teachers pradhiee teaching than the formal
knowledge they have about teaching. Many otherlachde.g. Borg 2003a; Hall 2005;
Peacock 2001a) support this view. Borg (2003a)reexb¢hat teacher cognition (stores
of beliefs, assumptions, and perceptions) playuaial role in teachers’ lives. He noted
that teachers have beliefs about all aspects af therk, such as beliefs about
themselves as teachers, about their students and lelarning. Thus, both teachers’ and
learners’ personal experiences--which are formed assult of the interplay between
their past/present experiences and social and xtoiadefactors--are viewed to be central
in informing their beliefs and, therefore, theirnceptualization of learning and
teaching. Teacher and learner beliefs, in retura,p@stulated to impact on teaching-
learning environments and learning outcomes. Kd@j8a2a), Hall (2005), and Peacock
(2001a) emphasized the importance of teacherst pebefs. They claimed that beliefs
that are acquired earlier in life tend to be faishable and resistant to change and.

formal teacher education programs might fail tdnege such beliefs successfully. In the
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same vein, Borg (2003a) claimed that unless teamthecation programs consider these

prior beliefs they will be less effective in shapiteachers’ classroom practices.

Influenced by social psychological and sociocultaggproaches the individual's
beliefs have been considered to be carrying soalékal benchmarks of the society
the individual belongs. It is presumed that beliefhich are sometimes referred to
stereotypes, cultural beliefs, representationsgesaattitudes, and prejudices, are partly
shaped by media, literature, and various kinds wobliply available sources of
information (Beacco 2001; Castellotti 2001; Castéll& Moore 2002; Moscovici &
Duveen 2000; Zarate 1993). According to Duveen Q2@0ese beliefs (representations)
take shape in our everyday discussions with o@néts, families, colleagues and so
forth. There is a growing body of research evidemudicating that teachers’ and
learners’ beliefs are closely linked to their crdileducational backgrounds and
teaching/learning contexts (for cultural issues Bgeam 1997, 1998; Byram & Planet
2000). These beliefs (representations), which aaeé f individuals’ lives and
conversations, therefore, may end up in languagsssboms as part of learners’ L2
belief repertoires (see Gabillon 2005; Williams &rBen 1997). Horwitz (1988) stated
that many of these common (cultural) and sometimm@stradictory notions about
language learning may have strong influence omézar attitudes and conceptions of

language learning.

It is also postulated that teacher and learneefselire mutually informing and
encompassing many perspectives and aspects ofirtgaend learning. However,
despite this flow of mutual exchange, the releVi@tature suggests that in some cases,
serious discordances may appear between the wagkets and learners think about

teaching and learning (Entwistle 2003). Richardd backhart (1996) maintained that
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although the aim of teaching is ‘learning’ it isvee the ‘mirror image’ of teaching.
They claimed that learners’ beliefs --attitudesalgp expectations, decisions etc—,
which they bring to their learning situations, ughce how they approach their learning
and therefore, what they learn. In some casesheéesicapproaches to teaching and their
expectations from their learners may be signifigadifferent from their students’ L2
expectations and ways of learning. As a resultijossr discordances may appear
between what the teacher expects from his/her staidend what learners actually do.
Hence, understanding teacher and learner belieds cansidered crucial to the
understanding of teaching and learning acts, andisaeguently enhancing
learning/teaching situations (Entwistle 2003). Bilj which are non-linguistic
outcomes of L2 learning, therefore, are consida®drucial as linguistic outcomes to

the understanding of L2 learning (Gardner, Mackt® Lysynchuk 1990).

2.2 Why are L2 learners’ beliefs important?

It is commonly argued that understanding languagenkers’ beliefs is vital in
order to be able to adopt appropriate language atiduc policies and plan and
implement consistent language instruction (Bensoho& 1999; Castellotti & Moore
2002; Horwitz 1988, 1999; Richards & Rodgers 2Miley 1997; Sakui & Gaies 1999;
Savignon 2002; Wenden 1999). Horwitz (1988, 199%intained that classroom
realities that contradict learners’ expectationsoutb learning may lead to
disappointment and ultimately interfere with leami She suggested that teachers draw
on research findings to enhance current instruatiplanning and implementation. She
also added that classroom practices that constdenérs’ beliefs have the potential to

change learners’ (dysfunctional/incorrect) beliefs.
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The interest in beliefs about second/foreign lagguéearning began in the
1980s and gained impetus starting from the late049thterest in language learners’
beliefs can be attributed to the research doneoignitve psychology. With the
influence of research in cognitive psychology, secdanguage learning (SLL) and
foreign language learning (FLL) paradigms shifteahf ‘the teacher and teaching’ to
‘the learner and learning’. Hence, SLL/FLL researshand specialists began to show
interest in ‘what’s going on in the L2 learner'snai and ‘how these processes might
contribute to the L2 learner's learning’. Primayilit was within this cognitive
psychological framework that the L2 learner’s Wislizrere perceived to be significant
and worthy of investigating. Nevertheless, recémdies have also shown interest in the
cultural/social aspect of L2 learner beliefs. Beliesearch, from this perspective
adopted sociocultural and/or sociocognitive appneacand viewed beliefs as both
social and cognitive (personal) phenomenon (e.g.kKsaja & Barcelos 2003). This
viewpoint, therefore, added (the missing) socigleas and complemented cognitive

approaches.

2.2.1 Influence of self-beliefs on L2 behaviors

It is commonly argued that the self-beliefs tharhers develop and hold to be
true about their capabilities and skills they pssskeave an immediate impact on their
learning behaviors (Pajares 2001; Wenden 1995ar&apnd Schunk (2002) suggested
that research should focus on student beliefsderaio understand why students choose
to do certain activities and avoid others, why thekieve and why they fail to achieve.
Zeldin and Pajares (2000) asserted that learnecsbgheve that they do not have the
required skills will not engage in tasks in whidiose skills are required and these

beliefs about their competencies will affect “tHeres they make, the effort they put
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forth, their inclinations to persist at certainkgsand their resiliency in the face of
failure.” (Zeldin & Pajares 2000: 215). Similarlyenden (1995) maintained that
learners refer to their self-concept beliefs aneirtiperception of the task demands
before engaging in a learning activity. She sustithat learners choose to engage in
activities when they perceive that they have sigfit competence to fulfill the task
requirements. Learners who believe that languagmileg requires a special ability
which they lack, for example: “Some people haveoadgear for languages, they just
pick them up, but I'm not one of them” (Riley 199¥34); or “I'm not gifted for
languages” (Riley 1989: 70), would naturally not betivated towards learning a
foreign language. Riley (1997) stated that adoptibany of these beliefs will have a
direct consequence on the way learners learn. Hetanezed that although some
SLL/FLL specialists may consider some of these efeli‘wrong’, they are still
meaningful because they reflect the ‘subjectivditsgéathe ‘truth’ from the learners’

point of view (Riley 1997).

2.2.2 Influence of beliefs on L2 expectations, coggtualization of learning, and

learner strategies

White (1999) asserted that language learners’ eéapens, which are developed
prior to their experiences, are also influenced stmabed by their beliefs. According to
White, these expectations influence how individuaksct to, respond to and experience
a new environment. SLL/FLL research has demonslriiat learners are motivated to
learn what they perceive as significant for theneardners from different social,
educational backgrounds and with different expemat interests, and goals might
perceive language learning for different purpodasother words, learners’ beliefs,

which are formed through their experiences (prootheir L2 learning), guide them in
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their conceptualizations of language learning (Grem1993a) and influence the
approaches they adopt to L2 learning (see Bens@or&l999) [see Section 2.23 for
learner approaches to learning]. For instance, dearaeers may believe that the major
aim of language learning is to produce languageéra who could read and write well
in an L2 (with perfect grammatical competence). 8anay believe that the general aim
of language learning is to be able to communicatene may perceive L2 learning as
just another school subject to learn. Some mayeseaing a particular L2 instrumental
in getting a job. Alternatively, some may simplypext to be able to understand the L2
well. Thus, subscription to any of these core-ligligould directly influence learners’
expectations from learning a particular foreigngiamge and the importance they give to
learning different language skills/components. THearners will assess the value and
significance of the language activities used inrtbkassrooms as regards the core-belief
(representations) linked to their aim of learningparticular L2. Consequently,
depending on their expectations and conceptuadizadf L2 learning, learners will
adopt strategies that they think would best sehamt as tools to fulfill language-
learning requirements and, therefore, will rejetrategies that do not correspond to
their beliefs. For instance, if they believe thamduages can only be learned through
translation and explanation, they will expect thaguage instruction to be based on
translation and explanation and will reject any rapph adopted by the teacher that
does not correspond to this expectation. If theljebe that languages are learned by
memorizing and reproducing, they will adopt stregego memorize vocabulary items
and grammar rules to reproduce these wheneverregfj(quantitative/surface approach
to learning) [see Section 2.23 for quantitativeisce vs. qualitative/deep approaches to

learning]. If they believe that understanding theamng and the communication is
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important, they will adopt strategies to absorb theguage in its natural context

(qualitative/deep approach) (Benson & Lor 1999).

In L2 literature L2 learners’ approaches to leagnirave been mainly viewed
under the rubrics of learner styles, cognitive edy{see Duda 1995, 2001; Duda and
Riley 1990; Narcy 1991; Oxford 1994) and learneatsgies and beliefs (see Cotterall
1999; Horwitz 1988, 1999; Sakui and Gaies 1999; tléan1986a, 1986b, 1987, 1995,
1998, 1999 and many more). The relevant SLA (sed¢amgluage acquisition) research
has demonstrated that learners' beliefs about ‘hest to learn a language’ provide
learners with the basis on which strategies to lise.commonly believed that learner
beliefs and the approaches they adopt affect lesirmboices of language learning
strategy use (Wendenl1998). Similarly, different Bill research studies also
demonstrated that there are consistent relatioagbgbween learners’ beliefs and the
strategies they adopt to learning (Horwitz 1999%usa& Gaies 1999; Wendenl1995,
1998, 1999; White 1995; Yang 1999). Horwitz (198B)med that some preconceived
beliefs limit the range and quality of learner wgges. Significant links between
strategy use and L2 achievement were also obsearvedany SLL/FLL contexts
(Peacock 1998). Edge (1993) argued that belieftetr@er holds about L2, L2 learning
and about himself/herself as a learner can teli e learner is a successful one. Edge
(1993) claimed that good learners, who have pasgpif-beliefs; positive attitudes and
strong motivations about learning, use various immd well-constructed language
learning strategies. Thus learners’ positive sefiénent beliefs are also postulated to be
influencing learners’ use of effective languagetsigies. Yang (1999) investigated the
relationship between college EFL (English as aifprdanguage) students’ beliefs

about language learning and their use of learningtegies. This study found that
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language learners' self-efficacy beliefs aboutiiggy English were directly linked to the

types of learning strategies they used.

Benson and Lor (1999) maintained that languagehtgacneed not only know
what beliefs learners hold about learning but thésp need to know whether these
beliefs are ‘functional’ or ‘dysfunctional’ in orddo be able to influence learners’
attitudes and behaviors. In the same vein, R. BR¥1) maintained that it is important
to identify learners’ beliefs that relate to susfaklearning and beliefs that have a
negative impact on language learning. He suggbkatghese beliefs be used to develop
self-awareness in learners. Holec (1999) suggékttdearners’ beliefs should be taken
into account when introducing innovation into taagfiearning systems. He claimed
that, when new language learning resources aredinted, learner training (and teacher
training) needs to be integrated within the projethus, understanding language
learners’ beliefs is claimed to be vital to undansting learners and their approaches to
language learning in order to be able to adopt@pyate language education policies
and plan and implement consistent language insbruc(Benson & Lor 1999;
Castellotti & Moore 2002; Horwitz 1999; Riley 1999akui & Gaies 1999; Yang 1999;

Wenden 1999; Zaratt al. 2004).

2.2.3 Influence of beliefs on L2 attitudes, and motation

Beliefs and attitudes are two interwoven construdise literature provides
many examples of cases in which they are usecchegeably and/or confounded with
one another (see Castellotti & Moore 2002). Att#sicare considered to be closely
linked to individuals’ beliefs and to be based uplogir experiences. Attitude is usually
regarded as a positive or negative disposition tdvea object, situation, or behavior.

According to Ajzen, attitude refers to the degrdetle individual’'s favorable or
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unfavorable evaluation of the behavior in quest{gjzen, 2001, 2002). Thus, it is
assumed that aggregates of negative beliefs, atealead to negative attitudes and
aggregates of positive beliefs lead to positiviuates towards the behavior or object in
question. According to the expectancy value modaitude towards a behavior is
determined by the accessible behavioral beliefds lassumed that the individual's
accessible beliefs--together with the subjectivéuesm attached to these beliefs--
determine the individual’s general attitude towargiven behavior (see Ajzen 2001).
Simply put, attitude concerns individuals’ evaloatiof their experience or the learning
situation/outcome before they actually engage & ldarning experience. Briefly, the
relationship between beliefs and attitudes is datisat is, negative beliefs, as a rule,
lead to negative attitudes and positive beliefs lea positive attitudes towards the
behavior or object in question (however, it sholld noted that attitude is not
observable. Observable manifestation of attituddabavior. See Section 2.20 for

further information).

Research findings have demonstrated that beliefs [imguage learners hold
about a target foreign language and its culturecaftheir attitudes towards that
language and together with other variables plagiain their L2 motivations (Csizér &
Dornyei 2005; Gardner 2001a, 2001b; Gardeeral., 2004; Masgoret & Gardner,
2003). In the same vein, Castellotti and Moore @06laimed that social groups’
shared images (representations) about other laeguatl learning these languages can
influence learners’ attitudes towards other langsagnd finally their interest in
learning these languages. According to Anderseats/imation model social distance
between the L2 learner and the L2 community isciatral predictor of the degree of

success of L2 learning.
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L2 learners’ attitudes toward the L2 speakers/comitylhave been one of the
central constituents in Gardner's motivation thed@ardner 2001b). His research
studies, especially his early works, included d fmmexamine the learners’ beliefs about
and attitudes toward members of the L2 community the L2 itself. Gardner’s socio-
educational model of motivational research studi@ge examined L2 learner beliefs
and their consequent attitudes under the followingyics: a)integrativenessand b)
attitude towards the learning situation) attitudes towards L2 speakers/commufsie
Gardner, 2001a, 2001b; Gardredral, 2004; Masgoret & Gardner, 2003). The model
deals with the impact of societal forces like crdtibeliefs, group attitudes, and familial
influence on the language learning process (Mamnt®004). Gardner’'s and his
associates’ studies provided evidence that atttaohel their underlying beliefs are key
constituents of the L2 motivation construct. In @ar's motivational research the
integrativenesgonstruct reflects the L2 learner’s positive dsli@nd outlook on the L2
and its culture (Csizér &drnyei 2005). The ternmtegrative motivatiorassumes that
the learner's past experiences, family and cultin@tkground have impact on the
learner’s beliefs and; therefore, on their L2 |&agnand L2 outcomes. It is postulated
that in some extreme cases the individual may evemt to integrate himself/herself
into the L2 culture and become similar to the L2aqers (see Csizér Roérnyei 2005).
Many other empirical investigations have also fostatistically significant connections
between positive beliefs towards the L2 culture aadous aspects of L2 learning
motivation (Csizér &drnyei 2005). Gardner and Maclintyre’s (1991) emaplrstudies
illustrated that both integrative and instrumentaitivations influence the rate of L2
learning. Csizér 8Do6rnyei (2005) asserted that learners’ expectatifras L2, in most
cases, are directly linked to practical benefitshsas better job prospects. Dérnyei &

Kormos (2000) claimed that incentives such as tmage making foreign friends,
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understanding songs, and so forth, which go beywadgmatic goals of getting a job or
accessing university education, were not coverethisytraditionalinstrumentallabel.
They, therefore, proposed the lakiecentive valueto refer to this motivational
dimension. Dornyei and Csizér (2005) used an exgénversion of the instrumentality
label to apply to pragmatic incentives such as gieed importance and status of a

particular L2.

Gardner’'s model is grounded social milieu (Gardner 2001a). He defined
social milieu as the cultural background of theividial and his/her family, and the
social dynamics of the learner's immediate socralimnment. Similarly, Csizér &
Doérnyei (2005) defined milieu as the social influes stemming from the immediate
environment; such as perceived influence from tbgificant others, such as parents,
family and friends. Csizér &drnyei (2005) also noted that the common concaptio
milieu encompasses only the civil sphere, and amggdake in educational influences
such as the role and influence of the teachersdri@ansee 2001a) described this social
aspect of motivation within theocial milieucomponent and used the tegultural
beliefsto summarize the beliefs that are circulated wittie milieu the individual is
part of. He claimed that these cultural beliefshsas “...learning languages is very
difficult, or one must have an aptitude for langemgo be able to learn a second
language, or that learning the language leadsltssaof identity...” (Gardner 2001a:
77) are reflected in the L2 learner and have digit influence on his/her L2
motivation and consequently L2 learning. He exmdirthat when these background
beliefs are “...conducivéo learning, then learning will be facilitated. Whéhey are
detrimental, learning will be hampered.” (Gardn@02a: 75). He asserted that if the
learner’s culture and/or family view language léagnas useful and indispensable

and/or if everyone within this milieu is expectedearn more than one language or/and
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if most members of the family can speak a foreagrglage then it will be likely for the

individual to engage in successful language legrnin

Csizér &Ddornyei (2005) used the teraultural interestto refer to appreciation
of cultural products associated with the particllarand its community. They stated
that cultural interest reflects the appreciatiorcaitural products, such as films, music,
video, TV, magazines, books and so forth, assatiatgh the particular L2 and
conveyed by the media. They explained that, inagert.2 learning environments,
although direct contact with L2 speakers is mininh&l learners may still know the L2
community through indirect contact with the cultuifeat is, through their exposure to a

range of L2 cultural products and artifacts (filreengs, the Internet etc).

Another important concept, which concerns learndrsliefs, attitudes and
motivation, is Vitality of L2 Community This concept concerns the perceived
importance, status, prestige and wealth of the @@ raunity in question (Csizér &
Dornyei 2005). This notion has been traditionakgd in motivational studies that took
place in multicultural L2 contexts. Recently, espltg through the L2 research studies
conducted by Dornyei and his associates, the ndizenbeen added to the L2 literature
to incorporate unicultural contexts, as well (sesz€& & Dornyei 2005; Dornyeil994;
Macintyre, Clément, Dornyei, & Noels 1998). It ssamed that if the learner perceives
the status of the L2 and the L2 community importamd prestigious, he will be more
motivated to learn. If s/he perceives the statuhi@fL2 inferior to his/her L] s/he will

be less motivated to learn it.

® L1: Mother tongue (in this study L1 representsrfeh)
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Orientation of motivation, which gives rise to p&gp actions, is considered
inextricably linked with individuals’ beliefs, aftides, and goals (Oxford & Shearin
1994; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons 1993)arR§ Deci (2000) noted that
beliefs, attitudes, and goals play an importané rmh the type of motivations people
have. They stated that people have different ansoamd different types of motivation.
To define motivation, Deci & Ryan'’s self-determiioat theory (1985) offers two broad
types of motivation: intrinsic and extrinsic (anchativation). Both of these broad
motivation types are determined by their underlyajjefs, attitudes, and goals. These
two types of motivations are viewed on a continuam self-determined intrinsic
motivation, which refers to “... something which isherently interesting and
enjoyable.”(Ryan & Deci 2000: 55), and controlledrimsic motivation, which refers to
doing something for its instrumental value suchoaget good grades, a rise in a salary,
a job and so forth. Educators have often viewednsit motivation as an important
phenomenon that acts as a catalyst resulting if-dpgplity learning. Extrinsic
motivation, on the other hand, has been viewe@ss éfficient. Ryan and Deci (2000)
noted that today certain forms of extrinsic motlimatare considered dynamic and
effective. Autonomous learning (learner-centerednés also associated with intrinsic
motivation (Noelset al. 2001). Noels et al. claimed that learners' peroaptof their
autonomy support feelings of intrinsic motivatiomhich in return sustains learners’
effort at the learning task. Ryan and Deci (200(p)l@&ned that there are different types
of extrinsic motivations and some do represent weaks of motivation. They asserted
that when learners’ accept the value and usefuloéss task they could perform
extrinsically motivated actions with an attitude willingness. Deci and Ryan’s
conceptualization of intrinsic and extrinsic motiea bears similarities with Gardner’s

integrativeness and instrumentality concepts.rsici and extrinsic constructs have also
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been used in various second/foreign language r@seantexts (e.g. Noels, Clément, &
Pelletier 2001). According to Noekt al (2001) many researchers (e.g. Jakobovitz
1970; Kelly 1969; Dickinson 1995 cited in Noeisal. 2001), have viewed intrinsic and
extrinsic orientations parallel to integrative dandtrumental orientations. Noeds al’s
study (2001) found strong connections between ratege and intrinsic orientation.
They also discovered significant links between eeed autonomy and competence,

and intrinsic/integrative orientations to languéegrning.

2.2.4 Influence of beliefs on self-regulation andt@ibutions

Learners’ control-beliefs together with self-effogabeliefs have also proved to
play an important role in self-regulation during learning process. Ddérnyei and Otto
(1998) in their process model of L2 motivation emgied the importance of the belief
dimension of the L2 learner motivation. They assrthat, especially during the
intention formation stage (the stage in which lesnevaluate task demands before
engaging in a task) learners are highly influenlbgdheir belief systems (see Doérnyei
& Otto 1998). Dornyei and Otto (1998) explainedtttaring this intention formation
stage the learner weighs the feasibility of his/petential actions. During this stage
learners assess their prior task outcomes by tlseexpectancy of succegsee Section
2.20 and Section 2.21 for expectancy modstg)e based on number of factors; such as
self-efficacy beliefs, perceived goal difficulty,eqgeived anxiety, perceived L2
competence, and causal attributions about pastriexges (failure and success).
Dornyei and Otto (1998) noted that, before therleadecides to act, s/he also judges
the amount of control he could exert to performtdek. They asserted that the learner
needs to believe that s/he has sufficient contokxert the necessary effort before

setting on an action (see also Ajzen 2001; 200®)il&ly, Ajzen (2001) explained that
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according to the theory of planned behavior (TpBjljviduals act in accordance with
their intentions and perceptions of control ovee thehavior (see Ajzen’s TpB in
Section 2.20). Thus, the learner chooses to aobbto act based on his/her outcome

expectation (see also Section 2.22 and Banduraa2 @0®6b; Pajares & Schunk 2002).

Doérnyei and Otto (1998) asserted that appraisabred aspect of classroom
learning can also be easily transferred to othee@s of classroom learning. They
claimed that learners might generalize a failureome classroom task to the whole
language learning. It is assumed that learnersétsehbout their competencies affect
the type of attributions they make; and the typatbfiibutions they make affect their
future outcome expectations (Ajzen 2002; Bandur@6a0 2006b; Doérnyei & Otto
1998; Graham 2003). Dérnyei (2006) asserted thegareh has confirmed that failure
that is ascribed to stable uncontrollable factaushsas low ability hinders future
achievement behavior whereas failure that is afteith to unstable and controllable
factors such as effort is less damaging in thatait be regulated. Dornyei (2006)
suggested that teaching/learning environments dhawolrk towards promoting effort
attributions and prevent ability attributions asamas possible. Therefore, he suggested
that in spite of hard work, if failure occurs ingdate strategy use should be
emphasized. Dornyei and Otto (1998) stated thatepexd causal attributions of past
successes and failures have powerful influenceghenlearner’s future actions and
expectations (see Weiner 1989 & 2000). They expthithat after completion of
classroom tasks learners’ compare their initialeexgtions and the outcomes they have
obtained. They explained that the learner’s ciitreérospections contribute to his/her
internal repertoire as accumulated experienceshdana2003) studied an L2 learner’s
attitude towards learning French. The data sheirdmlasuggested that this learner's

negative attitude towards French stemmed from leliredficacy and a maladaptive
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attributional style. Graham emphasized the impontate self-efficacy beliefs play on
learning. She suggested that L2 learning/teachingireaaments should aim at
constructing positive self-efficacy in languagerteas. William and Burden (1999)
conducted a small-scale study about L2 learnetsbations of success and failure. In
their study they aimed to investigate how the leesrtonceptualized ‘doing well’ when
learning a foreign language and what they perceasdeasons for their successes and
failures. Their research findings illustrated thratny of these learners perceived
external factors such as teacher approval and ntaks the major contributing factors

to their successes.

2.2.5 Influence of beliefs on willingness to commicate

As an extension of motivational research, recesbrdtical and research studies
have included the study of the L2 learners’ wilhiegs to engage in L2 communication
(Dornyei 2001). This concept, like many other cqutsein motivational studies,
emphasizes the significant role beliefs (especiasif-efficacy beliefs) play in
individuals’ actions. Maclintyre, Clément, Dérnyand Noels (1998) have attempted to
conceptualize willingness to communicate (WTC) he L2. The L2 WTC construct
they conceptualized is consisted of several layerth various linguistic and
psychological variables such as perceived L2 coemoet, integrativeness, intergroup
attitudes, social situation, and experience. Mactet al (1998) argued that the
ultimate goal of any L2 learning situation shoukel tb produce learners who seek out
communication opportunities and who are willingdommunicate in L2. Clément,

Baker, and Macintyre (2003) claimed that highercpeted confidence (one’s self-
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efficacy belief that s’lhe can communicate approgiyan a given situation) and lower

perceived anxiefpromote willingness to communicate.

2.3 How are L2 learners’ beliefs formed?

Various scholars, from different theoretical stamdfps, have viewed ‘how
beliefs come into being’ differently. To what extdreliefs are social and cultural but
also mental and individual have been the majorcomf debate in the social and
cognitive psychological literature. The scholarking social psychological and
sociocultural standpoints claim that beliefs arastucted in a social context. They,
therefore, consider it inconsistent (inexact) & &bout beliefs without referring to the
context in which they are shaped. The scholars ndéfg mainstream cognitivist
viewpoints, on the other hand, have paid littlenor attention to the context where
beliefs are constructed. These scholars have ceesidbeliefs to bevell-organized
schemanetworks of connected ideas) and claimed thagtbkirmation is an individual
autonomous act and each belief bears the mark efinttividual. Sociocognitive
approaches viewed beliefs as being both persoralsanial. Their main emphasis,
however, has been not on the knowledgat is acquired from the environment, but
rather on learners’ acquired knowledge that is nrezed and stored as the learners’

knowledge reservair

Castellotti and Moore (2002) stressed the socitdireaof language learners’
representations and claimed that these represamga@re constructed and shaped
through interactions between groups in a socieiyil&ly, Gremmo (1993a) argued

that the society’s general vision about languagenieg, and the learner’s educational

W) anxiety: the term refers to fear associate@toriers’ actual or anticipated L2 communication.
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past, and personal experiences influence the fovmaf learners’ representations and

language learning culture.

However, today, a cognitive perspective on theviddiality of beliefs and
sociocultural and social psychological perspectives on the boaiture of beliefs
are considered justifiable and complementary (Jeert#er & Hirschfeld, 1999 for
comparisons between cognitive and social approachiéss dual nature of beliefs
(being both social and individual) is supportedrgst L2 researchers who based
their research on sociocognitive or/and sociocaltapproaches (see Alanen 2003;

Dufva 2003).

2.4 Different approaches and methodologies used 2 belief research

Substantial amount of research regarding languegymérs’ beliefs (directly or
implicitly) has been conducted in diverse SLL/FLbntexts (e.g. Alanen 2003;
Barcelos 2003; Benson & Lor 1999; Castellotti 20@astellotti & Moore 2002;
Cotteral 1995; Dufva 2003; Gardnet al. 2004; Horwitz 1987, 1999; Kalaja 2003;
Levine 2003; Masgoret & Gardner 2003; Y. Mori 19%8jey1989, 1997; Sakui &
Gaies 1999; Wenden 1986a, 1986b, 1995 1999; WHARSE;1Williams 2002; Williams,
Burden, Pulet, & Maur2004; Yang 1999, and more). Some of these studaset for
possible relationships between beliefs and L2 afna) expectations; b) motivational
paradigms; c) readiness for autonomy; d) approathéanguage learning; e) use of

learning strategies (i.e. metacognitive strategi@gttitudes towards language learning,

" Sociocultural approaches, especially the ones whitiploy Vygotskian perspective, view beliefs as

both individual and social (See Alanen, 2003; SpethHirschfeld, 1999).
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learning materials, learning tasks, teachers, laggueaching, L2 and L2 culture, and

use of L1; g) attributions; h) willingness to commizate and so forth.

Early research into language learners’ beliefsattitlides, can be traced back to
the early 1970s within the motivational researaidigs of Gardner and his associates
(for an overviewsee Gardner, 1979, 2001a, 2001b; Gardner, Masgbeehant, &
Mihic 2004; Masgoret & Gardner 2003). Gardner'seesh studies have looked into
learner beliefs indirectly (always in associatiofthwlearner attitudes) within the

framework of L2 learner motivation.

Beliefs are very often associated wstlf Interest in L2 learner, as a self, gained
importance with the influence of Carl Rogers’ huistia approach [see Section 2.27.2
for humanistic approaches]. In Rogers’ humanistovement, the self is considered the
central aspect of personality. He claimed thatratividual needs positive regard both
from the self (positive self-concept, self-wortlke.gand from others in order for growth
to take place (see Rogers 1979). In language olass humanistic approaches

contributed to a shift toward the learner and leisfieeds as a learner.

However, interest in learner thinking and learnelidfs has gained ground with
the developments of cognitive psychology. As a ltestithe influence of cognitive
psychology, language learners are today seen &g actd responsible participants who
learn from their own experiences, make their owniads and respond to events as they
perceive them (Meskill & Rangelova 2000; Williams Burden 1997). Gremmo and
Riley (1995) claimed that both humanistic and ctigai psychology “...emphasize
learning as a process resulting in extension ofrédmge of meanings of which the
individual is capable, as something learners dtherathan being done to them.”

(p.153). They also claimed that these two appraadiimanistic and cognitive
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psychology) form the methodological basis for themmunicative approach to
language teaching (CLT) (the approach which is lyidedvocated by SLL/FLL

specialists) [see Section 2.29.1 for CLT]. Frons therspective, which still dominates
SLL/FLL today, efficient learning could not be aogolished without understanding
learners and their interpretations of their persdearning experiences (Meskill &

Rangelova 2000).

Since the 1980s, with the influence of researchcagnitive psychology,
language learners’ beliefs have received remarkaltiention. These early studies
mainly employed mainstream cognitive approacheeessarch orientations. Research
studies using cognitive orientations consideredegehn internal autonomous property
of the mind, and investigated language learnkigher order representationdeliefs
that the individual is aware of, conscious aboatkestablish links between learners’

beliefs and L2 attainments.

L2 learners’ beliefs have also been examined fronias psychological, socio-
cognitive and sociocultural perspectives. Reseamsto learner beliefs from
sociocultural and social psychological perspectioedked into learners’ beliefs under
the rubrics of representations (see Castellotti &ok& 2002; Zarate, Gohard-
Radenkovic, Lussier & Pens 2004) and cultural fekad attitudes (see Gardner 1972,
1979, 2001a, 2001b; Gardnet al. 2004; Masgoret & Gardner 2003). Both social
psychological and sociocultural theories have stédhe influence of external factors
and beliefs that are acquired from the environm&daciocultural approaches have
tended to focus on how beliefs are (co)construadegropriated and mediated through
social transactions. Sociocultural approaches,aspethe ones mainly influenced by

Vygotsky’s constructivist model, have also stregbedpart played by significant others
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and artifacts (social tools) in belief-formation,ithv a special emphasis on the

importance of ‘speechin dialogic exchange (see Alanen 2003; Dufva 2003)

The SLL/FLL research provides us with a rich boflyheoretical and empirical
studies on learner beliefs. The SLL/FLL belief @msh has employed different
theoretical viewpoints depending on the aspeciktinbestigated. Research into beliefs
in SLL/FLL can broadly be divided into two principgroups as regards the approaches
they employ: a) approaches based on mainstream cognitive tatiens; and b)

approaches based on sociocultural orientationsvd2003).

However, these two groupings should be viewed wailtion since there is not a
clear-cut distinction between cognitive and socitaecal approaches and there is neither
a single cognitive nor a single sociocultural apgto (Alanen 2003). Thus, these two
approaches should not be considered mutually exelubut rather points on a
continuum where classical cognitive orientations ataced at one end and socio-
cultural orientations at the other. However, hdog, the sake of clarity, only the
characteristics of these two orientations, whiclpresent two opposite-ends, are
illustrated on the continuum (see Table 2.1). Tharacteristics of sociocognitive and
social psychological approaches, which are alsonaed to represent points on the

continuum, are not illustrated.

®n Vygotskian thinking speech is an important elatria knowledge construction. According to this

view language users shape their ideas and cong&tnoetledge while speaking (Alanen, 2003).

° Some studies have used eclectic approaches whinhined different research orientations.

33



Table 2.1Approaches employed in SLL/FLL learner belief resba

Classical Cognitive Orientations Sociocultural Orientations
Learners beliefs are viewed as: Learners beliefs are viewed as:
Autonomous, personal - Both personal & social
Occur in the mind - Occur on mental & social planes**

Representations or schemata stored in the mind  Negotiated and expressed in communication with

others (through scaffolding)

Stable - Stable & changeable
Context-free - Context-dependent
Research tools/methods (quantitative) Research tools/methods (qualitative)
Surveys, questionnaires, interviews (e.g. - Ethnography, activity theory, social interaction,

descriptive statistics, statistics programs, factor classroom interaction, interviews (e.g.
analysis, correlations etc.) discourse/conversation analysis, verbal protocols
etc.)**

Mix methods (qualitative & quantitative)

Research Data: Research Data:

generalization/explanation - non-generalizable, phenomenological
Important questions: Important questions:

What beliefs do learners’ possess? - What is the nature of beliefs? **

How do beliefs influence learning? - How are beliefs (co)constructed?

How do beliefs regulate learning? - How do beliefs influence learners’ behaviors?

How do beliefs regulate learning?

How can beliefs be mediated and appropriated?

Note (Items bearing the mark are taken from Alanen, 2003, pp. 67-68)

The social psychological and sociocultural appreacseem to have many
similarities and their characteristics may overlap some points. Hence, social
psychological orientations are considered compraken within sociocultural
approaches. Sociocognitive approaches on the btrat can be placed somewhere in
the middle as they share some common aspects withdognitive and sociocultural

approaches.
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2.4.1 L2 learner belief research based on cognitiapproaches

As previously stated, the real interest in beliafSLL/FLL arose with research
in cognitive psychology. From this cognitive persipee, the language learner was
viewed as an active participant in the learningcpss, using various mental strategies
in order to sort out the system of the languageetéearned (Williams & Burden 1997)
[see also Section 2.27.4 for cognitive perspectimeSLA]. This new conception of
learning brought changes both into the languagesai@ms and the research done on
language learning. Following cognitive assumptidid,/FLL researchers felt the need
to access language learners’ beliefs in order tberstand how learners make use of

their cognition to guide their cognitive activitisslanguage learning.

According to the mainstream cognitivist viewpoira] information-bearing
structures (representations) are stored in the niihdse representations, or information
units, are connected to one another to form a &fnektwork and can be accessed when
required. From this standpoint, beliefs are consedémore or less) static, statable and
individual. In this cognitive tradition, the roles of the extar factors and the context
within which the beliefs come into being have alimosever been referred to (their
major research scope has been to investigate ttessible beliefs which are stored in
individual minds rather than how they are formedhow they are connected to one

another)

Early references to learner beliefs focused on dbwtent of learner beliefs
(Riley 1989; Horwitz 1987, 1988; Wenden 1986a, 198MRiley (1989) referred to

learner beliefs as representations and used Kreiti@ Kreitler's ‘cognitive orientation
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model® to categorize them under different headings saslgeneral beliefs, beliefs
about self, beliefs about norms and rules, andelfelabout goalsThese early works
contributed to the rise of interestlgarners’ thinking--a shift towards the learner and
learning rather than the teacher and teaching.rlsttelies took this idea a step further
and tried to find a correlation between languaganers’ beliefs and the possible

influence these might have on their L2 attainméatg. Wenden 1995, 1998, 1999).

However, researching beliefs from a cognitivist gpective is regarded with
criticism by some SLL/FLL researchers (Dufva 2083rcelos 2003; Benson & Lor
1999). Dufva (2003) sustained that mainstream ¢mgti views emphasize the
individuality of mental knowledge and see contektidluences as secondary. She
added that research into beliefs from this perspeetssumes that “...properties of the
mind are not crucially dependent on the outsideu@nfces and forces once they have
been acquired and established.” (Dufva 2003:138g &so referred to the research
methodologies used in these works with criticisrhe 8ommented that these studies
employed surveys, questionnaires and quantitatieans of data analysis and they
aimed at explanation and generalization disreggrdinat each belief represents to each
individual. In the same vein, Benson and Lor (1998}ed that questionnaire data give
only a ‘snapshot’ of learner beliefs and this wontat be sufficient to understand the
complexity of learners’ beliefs. Alanen (2003) dre tother hand, sustained that early
cognitive approaches have contributed to the fotioils of the methodological and
theoretical framework of the study of metacognitkrewledge. She also asserted that

cognitive and sociocultural approaches are nobfimgatible’ with one another and that

10 According to this model human behaviour is guidgdobe’s cognitive orientation and ‘beliefs are

cognitive units of meaning embedded in networkisadief.” (Kreitler & Kreitler cited in Riley 198968).
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social aspects are being increasingly incorporabed contemporary cognitive

psychology.

2.4.2 L2 learner belief research based on social yzhological, sociocognitive and

sociocultural approaches

Gardner and his associates’ motivational studieseth on Gardner's socio-
educational model, can be considered the earliestarch activities that viewed
language learners’ beliefs as a social psycholbglcanomenon (For an overview see
Gardner, 1979, 2001a, 2001b; Gardnet,al., 2004; Masgoret &Gardner, 2003).
However, these empirical studies have examinedukagg learners’ beliefs implicitly
within comprehensive motivational research studies have not offered a paradigm or

approach on how to deal with these beliefs (atig)do the advantage of the learner.

Beliefs as a social and cultural phenomenon, haen ibhe foremost standpoint
for some European and especially for some Frenclsdiilars (e.g. Beacco 2001,
Castellotti 2001; Castellotti & Moore 2002; Zardt893, Zarateet al. 2004). These
scholars have emphasized the important influenqgeesentations (social/cultural
beliefs) have on language learners’ attitudes (ewards the target language and its
culture) and their interest in learning foreign daages. This social psychological
viewpoint claims that these representations aremgead through transactions between
individuals and between groups in a society. Zagai@. explained that “...Our vision
of the world and our ways of thinking develop fraur contact with others and shape
our cultural representations.” (Zaragt al 2004: 29). It is presumed that these
representations, which are sometimes referred tostaseotypes, attitudes, and
prejudices, are partly shaped by media, literataegd various kinds of publicly

available sources of information (Beacco 2001; €lkxdti 2001; Castellotti & Moore
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2002; Duveen 2000; Moscovici 1984, 1998; Zarate3)9f the latest version of his
socio-educational model of second-language acensitresearch study Gardner
(2001b) also referred to the influence of similart ©f social/cultural beliefs. Gardner
claimed that the personal family background and gbeiocultural milieu and “...a
complex of social and personal variables that tigvidual brings with him or her...”

can influence second language acquisition (Gargaetb: 4).

The SLL/FLL researchers who have adopted a sodizallperspective for the
study of beliefs about language learning have mastiployed socio-constructivist, and
dialogical, discursive approaches (see Alanen 2B@8;elos 2003; Dufva 2003). Dufva
(2003), who approached language learners’ belefa situated phenomenon, claimed
that analyzing beliefs without considering the aticultural context they occur in
would be a mistake. In her research, she was ey Vygotsky and Bakhtin’s
dialogical philosophy of language, and analyzedjleage learners’ beliefs as subjective
experiences Dufva (2003) considered the ‘voice’ important anded it as a
methodological tool to analyze ‘what subjects sag how they say it'. She criticized
mainstream cognitivist research orientations (gtetite means of analysis and
positivist philosophy) and, therefore, used intews, group discussions and written
narratives to collect data. During the interviewg sised a negotiative technique where
the interviewer was not an outsider but a partnieo &lso expressed his/her personal

opinion (objectivity was not her goal).

Alanen (2003) investigated a group of young languegrners’ beliefs from a
sociocultural perspective. Her aim was to devisieearetical and analytical framework
appropriate for the study of ‘how L2 learners’ b&di come about’. In her small-scale

empirical study, she used longitudinal interviewsgain insight into the process of
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belief formation. Through these longitudinal diatad exchanges she observed how a

group of young learners’ beliefs were mediatedublotransactions with others.

Some sociocultural, social psychological and sagodive standpoints,

although they have slightly different perspectivasare some major claims that:

a) beliefs are context-dependent and that they cabeofooked into without
considering the context in which they are formed;

b) beliefs should be examined as regards the indiVgluasast and present
experiences;

c) beliefs are formed through transactions with others

d) beliefs can be both static and dynamic;

e) beliefs are flexible and changeable; thus, theylmimfluenced and mediated,;

f) beliefs are both personal and social

2.4.3 Research methodologies used in belief resdarc

Conducting L2 learner belief research proved teepamme problems as regards
the research methodologies us8dme SLL/FLL scholars have been highly critical of
using questionnaires and quantitative means of aaddysis in this area (e.g. Alanen
2003; Benson & Lor 1999; Dufva 2003). These sclsomaaintained that questionnaires
ask participants to choose from ideas that arethmats. According to these scholars,
research that is based on questionnaires and suregym at explanation and
generalization. Therefore, it would not be suffitiéo understand the complexity of

learners’ beliefs and what each belief means tb eatividual.

Thus, many scholars recommend use of various m@setmols and both

qualitative and quantitative means of data analya&ui and Gaies (1999) claimed that
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the questionnaire data provides limited informatonearners’ beliefs. They, therefore,
suggested that belief research studies be compteth&rith qualitative research tools.
Thus, Sakui and Gaies investigated the value efvigws to complement and explain
the questionnaire data. They discovered that theniiews allowed the learners to
reveal the reasons behind their beliefs that werteaddressed in the questionnaire.
They also asserted that the interview data compiéedethe questionnaire data and

provided them with the necessary data triangulation

2.5 L2 learner belief terminology

In the SLL/FLL Iliterature, influenced by differenttheories and
conceptualizations, language learners’ beliefs legppeeared under different rubrics and
categories. Barcelos (2003) summarized L2 beliehiteology that appeared between

the mid 1980s to the late 1990s (see Table 2.2).

However, a broader review of literature provideswith further L2 belief
terminology that has been commonly used in many/BILL studies. Some of the terms
are: a) beliefs; b) metacognitive knowledge; c)f-seferent beliefs such as self-
perception, self-concept beliefs, and self effichgfiefs; d) control-beliefs, such as
self-regulatory beliefs, locus of control beliefs) attributions; f) cognitions; Q)

strategies; h) conceptions and; i) representations.

These terms originate from different theories amaceptualizations. Thus, some
definitions seem to overlap and some terms (althalgfined differently) appear to be
used interchangeably. At this point, it may be ukgf refer to the SLL/FLLL literature
to sketch some different conceptualizations of eldls, which have been of interest to

many SLL/ FLL researchers.
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Table 2.2Some terms and definitions used in L2 learneebedisearch (source:

Barcelos 2003: 10)

Terms

Definitions

Folklinguistic theories of
learning (Miller &
Ginsberg, 1995)

Learner representations
(Holec, 1987)

Representations (Riley, 1989,
1994)

Learners’ philosophy of
language learning (Abraham &
Vann, 1987)

Metacognitive knowledge
(Wenden, 1986a)

Beliefs (Wenden, 1986)

“Ideas that students have about language and lgedaarning.”(p.
294)

“Learners’ entering assumptions about their roles fanctions of
teachers and teaching materials.” (p. 152)

“Popular ideas about the nature of language arglkages, language
structure and language use, the relationship betitveght and
language , identity and language, language antligeece, language
and learning, and so on.” (1994, p.8)

“Beliefs about how language operates, and, consglyuéow it is
learned.” (p. 95)

“The stable, statable although sometimes incokectvledge that
learners have acquired about language, learningrenidnguage
learning process; also referred to as knowledgmncepts about
language learning or beliefs; there are three kipdsson, task and
strategic knowledge.” (p. 163)

“Opinions which are based on experience and opinaimespected
others, which influence the way they [students]’dpt 5)

Cultural beliefs (Gardner, 1988)“Expectations in the minds of teachers, parentssandents

Learning culture (Riley, 1997)

Culture of learning languages
(Barcelos, 1995)

Culture of learning (Cortazzi &
Jinn, 1996)

Conceptions of learning and
beliefs (Benson & Lor, 1999)

concerning the entire second language acquisitisk't (p. 110)

“A set of representations, beliefs and values eelad learning that
directly influence [students’] learning behaviofg. 122)

“Learners’ initiative implicit (or explicit) knowlége made of beliefs,
myths, cultural assumptions and ideals about holean languages.
This knowledge, according to learners’ age andad@tonomic
level, is based upon their previous educationaéggpce, previous
(and present) readings about language learning@amict with other
people like family, friends, relatives, teacherd an forth.” (p.40)

“The culture aspect of teaching and learning; wieaiple believe
about ‘normal’ and ‘good’ learning activities anpesses, where
such beliefs have a cultural origin.” (p. 230)

“Conceptions of learning are concerned with whatl&arner thinks
the objects and processes of learning are”; bdliefsare concerned
with what the learner holds to be true about tldgects and
processes given in a certain conception of what &ne”.
“...conceptions of learning characterize learnersikimg at a higher
level of abstraction than beliefs.” (p. 464)
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2.5.1 Some commonly used terms and their origins

2.5.1.1 L2 learner beliefs

In mainstream L2 learner belief research the teBrlearner beliefhave been
used as a generic terminology to encompass andiriakarious definitions and labels
which originate from diverse disciplines. Some atls terms which are dealt with
under the rubric ofL.2 learner beliefsare: L2 learners’ perceptions; expectations (e.qg.
White 1999); attitudes (e.g. Sakui & Gaies 1999nya& Lau 2003); language
strategies (e.g. Sakui & Gaies 1999; Yang 1999)ceptions of language and language

learning (e.g. Benson & Lor 1999); and so forth.

However, in spite of conceptual differences andibical perspectives most
researchers have described beliefs as ‘psycholbgitald views about the world that
individuals feel to be true’ (e.g. Benson and L9899; Pajares and Schunk, 2002;
Williams and Burden, 1997; Zeldin and Pajares, 2080review of the learner belief
literature indicates that learner beliefs are ‘eatbased’; therefore, they should not be
viewed independently of context (see e.g. Alan@932 Benson and Lor, 1999; Dufva,
2003; Wenden, 1999; White, 1999). It is also manetd that learners’ beliefs are
shaped by their ‘prior experiences’ (Benson and, lk&99; White, 1999). Learner
beliefs are identified to be either ‘functional’ wysfunctional’ (see Benson and Lor,
1999), or either ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’ (see Hatzy 1988; Riley, 1997). According to
Wenden (1999) beliefs are ‘value-related’ and aedd tenaciously’ (Wenden, 1999, p.
436). However, recent L2 belief research studieBidlw have examined L2 learner
beliefs mostly from sociocultural perspectives) énahown that learner beliefs can also

be ‘flexible; therefore, they can be mediated’ (Azanen, 2003; Dufva, 2003).
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Horwitz’s Beliefs about Language Learning InventdBALLI) studies (see
Horwitz 1987, 1988, 1999), which marked the begigref systematic L2 learner belief
research, used the term L2 learner beliefs (langleayning beliefs) as a general term
(see Kuntz 1996 for Horwitz model). Hence, many SlLL belief research studies that
used Horwitz’'s BALLI followed the same tradition carused the term ‘L2 learner
beliefs’ as a general term. Horwitz’'s BALLI contaithirty-four items on a Likert type
scalé’, and evaluates learner beliefs in five major aréa} difficulty of language
learning; (2) foreign language aptitude; (3) theure of language learning; (4) learning
and communication strategies; and, (5) motivatams expectations (see Horwitz 1988,
1999; Kuntz 1996). The studies that used HorwitBALLI model more often
organized their data by using factor analysis. Tteepending on the nature of the
belief categories emerged, each belief group wesgdreted by using corresponding

theoretical perspectives and terminology.

2.5.1.2 Metacognitive knowledge

The term metacognitive knowledge (see Section thi8netacognitive theory)
has been one of the most commonly used terms ifFRILL Metacognitive knowledge
has been in the literature since the 1980s (seed#&eth986a, 1986b). Since then the
term has been widely referred to in various bedteflies in the SLL/FLL literature (e.qg.
Alanen 2003; Dufva 2003; Graham 2003; Sakui & G4ai@39; Yang, 1999; Victori &

Lockhart 1995; Wenden 1995, 1998, 1999; 2002 andymathers). Victori and

M Likert scale questionnaires use unidimensionalsgahethods. They are commonly used in belief and
attitude research. Likert scales use a varietgsgponse scales: a) odd scales (e.g. 1-to-7, 1@deB4

etc) which have a middle value; or even numberescg@.g. 1-to-4, 1-to-6 etc) which use forced-ohoic
response scales to see whether the respondennta@rtowards the ‘agree’ or ‘disagree’ end of the

scale.
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Lockhart in their commonly cited paper (1995) vieMmmetacognitive knowledge as a
broad term. Thus, in their definition they descdlmetacognitive knowledge as a kind
of belief store that embraces all aspects of L2nieg/teaching such as the learners’
beliefs about themselves, others (teachers and letlwners etc.), the language they are
learning; their assumptions, and attributions aadasth. In their paper Victori and

Lockhart defined metacognitive knowledge as:

“What a person believes about his or her cognifivecesses has been referred to as
metacognitive knowledge. Applied to second langudgarning, metacognitive

knowledge refers to the general assumptions thatests hold about themselves as
learners, about factors influencing language legyrdnd about the nature of language

learning and teaching.” (Victori & Lockhart 199324).

Wenden (1999) referred to beliefs as a subset dhceognitive knowledge.
Although she acknowledged that the terms metadegnknowledge and beliefs are
used interchangeably, she claimed “...beliefs aretindis from metacognitive
knowledge in that they are value-related and temdbé held more tenaciously.”
(Wenden 1999: 436). However, many scholars noweatirat the importance does not
lie in the fact that knowledge differs from beliefit that beliefs themselves constitute
a form of knowledge. The term metacognitive knowkedhas also been used
interchangeably with learner cognitions, learneceptions, and learner representations
and some of these terms have also been used iabtgeably with L2 beliefs in various
research contexts by some SLL/FLL scholars (e.glaB&a Okan 2000; Ddrnyei 2003;
Wenden 1998). Rivers (2001) explained that the $ecmgnition and metacognitive
knowledge should not be mixed up with each other.ckhimed that metacognition is
separate from cognition. He explained that metaitiogn consists of bothself-

assessmentnd self-managementWenden’'s L2 learner strategy research (2001)
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revealed strong links between the learners’ metaitog knowledge and self-
regulation of learning. She asserted that metatwgnknowledge is a prerequisite to
the use of self-regulatory processes leading toraumy. However, Wenden (1998)
reviewed selected theoreticahd research literature on metacognition, and &kteds
that the literature on metacognitive knowledhgs not been explicit about the function

of this knowledge itanguage learning.

2.5.1.3 Self-beliefs

Bandura’'s self-efficacy theory (see Section 2.280 &is self-referent belief
terminology such as self-perception, self-conceptiand self-efficacy beliefs, have
been widely referred to by many SLL/FLL scholardeds and concepts used in
Bandura’s self-efficacy theory have also compleméntarious research studies (e.g.
Chacén 2005; Doérnyei 1994; Dérnyei & Otto 1998; iaan 1996; Ehrman, Leaver &
Oxford 2003; Ehrman & Oxford 1995; Gabillon 2005ailopoulou-Sergi 2004; Y.
Mori 1999; Noels, Pelletier, Clément & Vallerand®; Oxford & Shearin 1994; Sakui
& Gaies 1999; Tremblay & Gardner 1995; Wenden 199808; White 1995; Yang

1999 and many more).

In SLL/FLL self-beliefs such as self-perception,|f-eenception and self-
efficacy beliefs have been used to refer to le&nadgments about their L2 abilities.
However, slightly differently from self-percepticand self-conception, self-efficacy
beliefs are often viewed as an integral part ofrlees’ self-regulatory systems, which
also covers self assessment and self managemest.dffthe time, self-efficacy beliefs
are investigated in relation to the learners’ udelearning strategies and their
attributional styles. In some cases, the termsgneed control (see below and Section

2.20 for details about ‘control beliefs’) and sefficacy belief are both used to refer to
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perceived ease or difficulty in performing a langeactivity. In some other cases self-

efficacy beliefs are used to refer to the learnpesceived L2 competence.

2.5.1.4 Representations

The term representations, which originates from d&degi’'s social
representations theory (see Section 2.19), haswiglety referred to (mainly by French
scholars) in many epistemological and empirical kgowhich looked into language
learners’ beliefs (e.g. Castellotti & Moore 200rdte 1993; Zaratet al. 2004). More
often the term representations has been useddoteetommon knowledge or cultural
beliefs such as stereotypes, attitudes, prejudicesges and so forth (Beacco, 2001;

Castellotti, 2001; Castellotti & Moore, 2002; Zaaa1993).

Narcy-Combes (2005) emphasized both individualityd acollectivity of
representations. He argued that, although primathg inner organization of
representations is individual, representations lwvevasharing and transmission. He
added that collective preservation of represematics sustained in the form of
knowledge, or tradition, or in the form of colleati representations. Gremmo also
emphasized the role played by culture and society daimed that the aggregate of
representations that learners hold about languages learning (e.g. the idea that
languages are learned through imitation, memoadnaéind so forth ) constitute their
‘language learning culture’, which, in return, gesd learners’ language learning

behaviors (see Gremmo 1993a).

Zarate et al. (2004) stressed the influence of positive and tega
representations on learners’ behaviors. They exgththat “...positive representations

lead to xenophile attitudes which are generallyresped by a behavior and practice of
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openness to the ‘Other’, while negative represemtatlead to behavior that is
displayed through xenophobic rejection and refusgathe Other.” (p. 27). Castellotti
and Moore (2002) asserted that representationsetker ‘wrong’ nor ‘correct’ nor
‘permanent’. They sustained that representatiomg gapending on the macro-context
(curricular options, teaching orientations andtrefeships between languages in society
as a whole and in the classroom), and micro-confeéxectly related to classroom

activities, and the attitudinal and classroom dyiecajn

2.5.1.5 Learner conceptions and student approathé=arning

Oxford (2003) stated that learners’ global stylds l@arning and learner
strategies can be defined as their approachesataimg (see Section 2.23 for more
information about learner approaches). In the SLL/Kerature learner conceptions of
learning and learner approaches to learning haveallysbeen referred to under the
following labels: learning styles, cognitive stylesd learning strategies (s€ardenas
Claros 2006; Duda 1995, 2001; Duda & Riley 198Brman, Leaver, & Oxford, 2003;
Ehrman& Leaver 2003; R Ellis 198@xford 2003 and many moreJhese concepts,
although they are different, are also used intarghably in the SLL/FLL literature (see

Cardenas Claros 2006 for different definitionsezrhing styles and cognitive styles)

2.5.2 Terms borrowed from expectancy-value models

Motivational studies into L2 and L2 attitude res#astudies have borrowed a
great deal from expectancy-value models. The tassesl in these expectancy-value
models have become part of the L2 literature. Sofrtae most commonly used terms
are control belief, perceived behavioral contrarmative beliefs, intention formation

[see Section 2.20 for definitions and explanatiabsut Ajzen’s & Fishbein’s theory of
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reasoned action (TRA); Ajzen’s Ajzen’s theory ofumhed behavior (TpB)]; locus,
control, attributions; and locus of control [seectBm 2.21 for Weiner’s attribution
theory]. In belief and motivational research stgdaove mentioned terms have been
commonly used by SLL/FLL scholars (see Ddrnyei, R0D6rnyei & Otto1998;
Clément, Baker & Macintyre 2003; Kennedy & Kennetl§96; Macintyre, Baker,
Clément, & Conrod 2001; Maclintyre, Cléement, Dérn§eNoels 1998; Manolopoulou-

Sergi 2004; White 1999).

2.5.2.1 Attributions

In the SLL/FLL literature the term ‘attributionss iused to refer to learners’
interpretations of the causes of events that happe¢hemselves (and others) (Weiner
1986). Weiner’s attribution theory (see Sectionl® .@ffers a pertinent framework for
investigating learners’ beliefs about their achrmeeat or lack of achievement in
language learning. L2 teachers’ belief and attituelearch from this perspective has
also offered useful insights into classroom pradtic Attributional theory of
achievement motivation has been one of the mostregf theories in L2 learner/teacher
motivation, belief and attitude studies. The tegeserated within this framework are
now well established and are widely used key cotscap the SLL/FLL literature
(Dornyei 1994, 1997, 2003, 2006; Ddornyei & Otto 89%ardner & Tremblay 1994;
Masgoret & Gardner 2003; Oxford & Shearin 1994; [\hhs & Burden 1999; White
1999; Williams, Burden & Lanvers 2002)2 research findings have demonstrated that
students who attribute success to effort, highitghbidnd effective learning strategies
have higher levels of achievement (Dornyei 2006 @lso ‘locus of control’ in Section

2.5.2.2 below).
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2.5.2.2 Self-regulation and control beliefs

In SLL/FLL the term self-regulatory beliefs (or fetgulation) has been used to
describe the types of control mechanisms (or cateanis) that learners believe to be
effective in regulating their L2 activities. Wend@&001) viewed self-regulatory beliefs

(and self- regulation) as an integral part of meggitive knowledge.

Control-beliefs, with all their varied forms, hawecreasingly been gaining
ground in the SLL/FLL field (e.g. Dickinson 1995pihyei & Otto 1998; White 1999).
The term control belief is an important componemtAjzen’s theory of planned
behavior (TpB--see Section 2.20) but different \@rs of the same concept also appear
in Weiner’s attribution theory as locus and contaotid in Bandura’s social cognitive
theory as a self-regulatory belief, and self efficabelief (see Section 2.22 for
Bandura’'s social cognitive theory). Dornyei and dO{L998) referred to the term
‘control beliefs’ as “perceived ease or difficulty performing the behavior” (Doérnyei
& Otto 1998: 56). In the SLL/FLL field the term dool beliefs is, in general, used to
refer to the L2 learner's perceived control over &etivities. Control-beliefs are
considered to play a role in self-regulation anthdoe an important impact on learning
outcomes (see DoOrnyei & Otto 1998; White 1999)isltassumed that learners who
believe that they have sufficient control over thitcome exert effort towards achieving
a behavior. Dornyei and Otto stated that thereigsifscant evidence to show that
“failure that is ascribed to stable and uncontkd#afactors such as low ability hinders

future achievement.” (DOrnyei & Otto 1998: 61).

In the SLL/FLL literature the other most commongfarred control belief is
locus of control beliefThe conceptocus of controlwas first introduced by Rotter in

1960s. Locus of control-beliefs are individual'diets about whether outcomes of an
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action are within their personal contrehtérnal locus of contrgl or whether these
events happen because of some external causedeotlisir personal controéXternal
locus of contrgl. These beliefs, in turn, guide what kinds oftattes and behaviors
people adopt in their future actions. In variouseach contexts different variations of
control beliefs have been used to explain differemtrol aspects regarding the L2
learner’s L2 practices. Weiner’s attributional theof achievement motivation defined
and explained locus and control as separate itmms Section 2.21 for Weiner’'s

attributional theory).

White (1999) referred to locus of control constriecexplain the type of control

orientations L2 learners use to regulate their ¢tvdies. She defined the term as:

“Locus of control is the orientation of an indivalutowards what determines their
success or failure: a belief in one's ability tamh events is referred to as internal locus
of control, while a belief that outside forces gohperformance is referred to as external

locus of control.” (White 1999: 452).

2.6 Why are teacher beliefs important?

Teaching is viewed as a dynamic, multifaceted andmaplex phenomenon that
requires teachers to draw on knowledge and skillsmaking on-line decisions. This
dynamic process requires on-the-spot decision ngada acting according to the needs
of the learners and other teaching/learning relateguirements. However, these
decisions are often viewed as reflections of teaHmeliefs, and not necessarily the
mirror reflection of their pedagogical theories amdhe official theory adopted by their
institutions. Williams and Burden (1997) asserteat twhat individuals understand and
know, differ from individual to individual. Borg @99c) affirmed that teachers’ tend to

use their personal theories to guide them in ttesiching practices when instructional
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contexts are not well defined. Relevant literaturehis domain (especially research
done in educational psychology) clearly demondtrateat teachers’ beliefs about
learning/teaching often lead them to modify thditidl theory’ and adopt approaches

that are compatible with their beliefs.

Williams and Burden (1997) asserted that teachmelefs about learning and
teaching, whether explicit or implicit, would affeeverything that they do in their
classrooms. Miller (2005) argued that teachersiebeland practices were linked
explicitly to their interactions and experienceshamiiverse individuals and contexts.
There is now substantial evidence to claim thdiat teachers know and believe--
instructional decisions teachers’ make, the way #ssess student learning etc-- impact

what happens in the classroom and consequently stindénts learn.

2.7 How do teacher beliefs come into being?

Teachers’ beliefs and their teaching practicesaaseimed to be interacting and
informing one another (see Borg 2003a, 2003b; Estkev2003; Entwistle, McCune, &
Hounsel 2002; Flores & Day 2006; Freeeman 2002h@uwbn 2000; Hall 2005; Milner
2005; Prosser & Trigwell 1999; Warfield, Wood & Lehan 2005; Williams & Burden
1997). Borg (1999a) asserted that traits such ase sbf beliefs, knowledge,
assumptions, theories and attitudes teachers hmdtahemselves and their teaching
practices inform teachers’ teachings; thereforesehtraits have significant impact on

teachers’ teaching.

There is now a consensus that teachers acquire ¢kperiential knowledge
through their classroom practices, past learnird) lda experiences. This experiential

knowledge, therefore, can be viewed as accumulstie@s of beliefs--in the form of
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perceptions, assumptions and so on-- which teaclseras references when practicing
their work. Similarly, Williams and Burden (1997)lagned that individual's
construction of his/her world is mainly the resoilthis/her previous experiences. They
claimed that these previous experiences influeheeindividual's future goals and
expectations. Teacher’'s beliefs have also beenridedcthrough ‘psychoanalytic’
explanations (see Ainscough 1997). Wright and T{4k&7 cited in Ainscough 1997)
asserted that “early relationships with significatiters are the prototypes of subsequent
relationships throughout life and the kinds of tesxs that education students become.”
(Ainscough 1997: 573). In the same vein, Borg (Z)G&serted that research in teacher
beliefs (cognitions) provided evidence that teagshpersonal experiences as learners
inform their beliefs and influence their teachingperience throughout their careers.
Hall (2005) argued that teachers’ pedagogical ambijest matter knowledge have
impact on shaping their beliefs. She claimed thatknowledge that teachers have on
the subject matter, teaching methods, studentilgamguide them to determine which
approaches to teaching/learning to be employedtlaefore, how and what students
should learn. To sum up, Borg (2003a) consideredftiiowing three main factors
impact on teachers’ belief formation: 1) prior laage learning experience; 2) teacher
education; 3) classroom practice. Thus, Borg (2DCGfter having a thorough review of
both educational and the SLL/FLL literature, sugegdhat teachers’ own educational
backgrounds (including schooling and professiorthlcation), teaching practice and
their teaching/learning contexts are interactingl anfluencing factors in shaping

teachers’ beliefs about teaching (see Figure 2. 1).
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Extensive experience of May affect existing conditions

classrooms which defines early although especially when
conditions and shapes teachers’ unacknowledged, these may limit
perceptions of initial training . Its Impact.

t t

| Schooling |, [Professional CourseworK

\ ‘/A'bout teaching,

Beliefs, knowledge, teachers, learning,
theories, attitudes, TEACHER students, subject
COGNITION

images, assumptions, matter, curricula,
perspectives. /' ‘\fetivities, self.

metaphors, materials, instructional
| Contextual Factors |—— Classsroom Practice

fl Including practice teaching
Influence practice either by Defined by the interaction of
modifying cognitions or else cognitions and contextual factors. In
directly, in which case turn, classroom experience influences
incongruence between cognition cognitions unconsciously and/or
and practice may result through conscious reflection.

Figure 2.1 Teacher cognition, schooling, professional educagmd classroom practice

(Source: Borg 2003a: 82).

Borg (2003a) further claimed that teacher educapoograms that do not
consider teachers’ prior beliefs would be lessatiffe in shaping teachers’ classroom
practices/behaviors. In the same vein, Williams @&utden (1997) asserted that
teachers’ deep-rooted beliefs about language leguwill infuse into their classroom
performances more than a particular methodology btave learnt during their teacher
education programs. Relevant educational and the/FRL literature on this topic
provides us with evidence that the teaching/legrgontext plays a central role in
shaping teachers’ beliefs and therefore their ohass implementations. Borg (2003a)
asserted that the context determines the extemhicch teachers’ are able to implement

their teaching compatible with their beliefs. Ireteame vein, Flores and Day (2006)

53



highlighted the strong influence of personal hig®rand the contextual factors of the

workplace.

It is also assumed that teachers’ beliefs, likeottler beliefs in general, also
have a cultural aspect (see Williams & Burden 199Wus beliefs are considered to be
formed early in life, to be culturally bound andie resistant to change. In other words,
these collectively created beliefs that reflectmgeof the society the individual has been
brought up in, form a kind of base on which s/hethfer constructs other beliefs.
Williams & Burden 1997 stated that teachers’ bsli@bout any issue are related to one
another and are linked to other more central aspefctheir personal belief systems

(e.g. their attitudes, and values about the wanlditheir place within it)

2.8 The nature of teacher beliefs

Teacher beliefs are considerpérsonal and social/cultural; context driven;
implicit; theoretical and practical; and resistant and dynamic; systemaiit;short,

complexentities involving many facets

2.8.1 Teachers’ beliefs are both personal and sotia

Teacher beliefs are mainly viewed as personaliesitiBorg (1999a) defined
teacher cognition (beliefs) as a set of persorddiyned understandings of teaching and
learning. In the same vein, a significant body e$earch has also emphasized the
personal aspect of teacher beliefs (e.g. Caba&dhoberts 2000; Flores & Day 2006;
Pajares 1992). It is commonly stated that teachHseBefs are personal because each
teacher’s understanding of his/her situation isquei emerging from influences of

his/her past experiences as learners and as teachieee and also from their
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past/present classroom practices (Borg 2003a; @h2@05; Kagan 1992a, 1992b; Mok

1994; Prosser & Trigwell 1999; Williams & Burden9®and many more).

Although these unique experiences are viewed aopal, it is also commonly
accepted that these experiences bear highly thehbearks of the teacher’s cultural,
social and contextual environments: thus makimggitimate to consider teacher beliefs
both personal and social artifacts. In general, faot that teachers’ beliefs are both
personal and social is commonly accepted; howes#ferent scholars have put
different degrees of emphasis on personal, coraéxnd social aspects of teacher
beliefs. Chacdén (2005) viewed teaching context faprionary importance and stated
that within the complex process of teaching teaghaations are mainly the function of
the interplay between their beliefs—perspectivesceptions, and assumptions—and

their contexts of teaching

2.8.2 Teachers’ beliefs are context driven

Role of contextual factors (teaching context ankucal/social environment) on
teacher belief construction has also been repegatetitrred to as factors influencing
teacher beliefs and their conceptualization of ear and learning. Flores and Day’s
longitudinal research (2006) revealed how the pigsr between contextual and cultural
factors influenced the teachers’ thinking. SimyarCabaroglu and Roberts (2000)
emphasized both personal and social aspect of éediliefs by stating that teacher
beliefs are developed through non-stop interachietweenpersonal meaning-making
andsocial validationandinvalidationof these meanings. Ainscough (1997) emphasized
the role of ‘apprenticeship observation’. She cknfuture teachers internalize the
teaching models they have been observing as learnmethe same vein, Lortie (cited in

Aiscough 1997) highlighted the importance of prabyservations as social learning
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artifacts: “...the activation of this latent cultudering formal training and later school
experience is a major influence on shaping teatloersceptions of the teaching role

and performance.” (Ainscough 1997: 573).

It has been widely stated that teachers’ pedagbgmawledge’ (ensemble of
theoretical and practical beliefs) is the resulttloé interaction between the teachers’
past and present experiences within the sociali@lltenvironments they belong to.
That is, teachers past schooling experiences; firesent teaching contexts, and the
theoretical professional education they have reckdirectly influence their approaches

to teaching (Borg 2003a; Freeman 2002; Hall 2008k #994).

2.8.3 Teacher beliefs are implicit

The literature on teacher beliefs provides us wathundance of evidence
indicating that teachers’ belief systems are inifpp{&ubconscious, difficult to articulate)
(see. Ainscough 1997; Borg 2003a; Breen 1991; BigrgeEtherington 2002; Freeman
1993). Ainscough (1997) argued that teachers’ fsli®rm their ‘subconscious
schema’. Kagan (1992b) defined teacher beliefs eimgbmostly tacit and often
unconsciously held assumptions about teaching.estadlearning, learning materials
and so forth. In the same vein, Clandinin’s stud®8Q) indicated that teachers’
personal practical knowledge is partly in the foofnnon-propositional images that
cannot be expressed explicitly by relating theneatly to rules or principles, and that

they have experiential origins and moral and enmatiolimensions.

2.8.4 Teacher beliefs are the blend of both practt & theoretical knowledge

Teachers’ beliefs are also considered practicatientather then being purely

theoretical reflections of their professional ediara Clandinin (1985) claimed that
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teachers develop and wuse a special kind of knowled@ kind of

belief/image/knowledge repertoire). He referred ttos special kind of teacher
knowledge as ‘personal practical knowledge’. Heedssl that this knowledge is neither
merely theoretical, as regards theories of leatri@aching, and curriculum, nor can it
be merely practical but composed of both kindsraddedge, blended by the personal
background and characteristics of the teacher dsee Clandinin 1989; Connelly &

Clandinin 1996). Milner (2005) on the other hanthted that teacher beliefs are

practical. He explained his view as follows:

“What teachers know and believe impact what stuglaave the opportunity to learn in
school. In a sens&nowledge is practicén that what teachers know or come to know
influences what happens in the classroom—the adwic and instructional decisions
they make, how they interact with students, howy theanage the classroom, and how

they assess their own and their students’ learaintgprogress.” (Milner 2005: 769)

2.8.6 Teacher beliefs can be both dynamic & resista

The issue ‘whether teacher beliefs are stable pamiyc’ has long been a topic
in teacher belief studies. However, results obthinve different research studies
presented different and often contradictory findilmgncerning teacher belief change. It
is commonly stated that teachers’ thinking is iefluaed by experience and is ever
changing. Ainscough (1997) claimed that teacheiefse(teachers’ personal theories)
“...are subject to an ongoing reappraisal of thecheng context in which they are
engaged...teachers vary in the degree to which thépspect on experience, a
reflective teacher monitors his or her own and thbehavior.” (Ainscough 1997:
574). This on-going professional experience througbraction with the immediate
learning, teaching context (learners, teaching riads$e teaching, school traditions and

S0 on) leads teachers to assess and fine-tuneltbkfs and their personal theories
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about teaching. Some research studies, done ohereéeliefs and thinking, have

illustrated this dynamic nature of teacher beliefs.

The studies done by Clandinin (1989), and Cabara@yld Roberts (2000)
indicated that pre-service teachers’ beliefs aneldpmental, dynamic and not stable.
Similarly, Flores and Day’s longitudinal study (&)Gllustrated an example of how
new teachers’ beliefs were shaped and reshaped tower Flores & Day (2006)
discovered that teachers’ personal and professioistbries, pre-service training and
school culture were mediating influences deterngratability or dynamism in teachers’
pedagogical beliefs. They noted that stability @ydamism of beliefs are determined
by the degree of impact individuals’ personal eigrages have on them. Kagan'’s study,
which was based on a historical record of one t&gtbeliefs (1992b), illustrated an
example of a change process. His study showed hisweacher’s beliefs evolved over
a year time. Milner's research results (2005) sstggke that teachers’ beliefs and
practices develop and change through their interastand experiences with different
individuals. Freeman’s study (1993) also providesns evidence on the dynamic
aspect of teacher beliefs. His study demonstratad & group of foreign language
teachers incorporated new ideas in their thinkifige analysis of his research data
looked into the ways the teachers reconstructed ttlassroom practice through
assigning new/different meanings to their actioHs. noted that during the belief
change process teachers use specific mechanisgmsruct new understandings of

their teachings.

However, we also know that some teacher beliefse@ally key beliefs or core
beliefs) can also be resistant to change. Peactmkgstudinal study which investigated

a group of trainee ESL teachers’ beliefs (2001a)yided evidence of stability in some
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key beliefs about language learning (such as lseéibbut the importance of learning a
lot of vocabulary and grammar rules; and the behet people who speak more than
one language are very intelligent and so on). K4d8082b) stated that there is lack of
substantial direct evidence regarding the procefisasinfluence change in teacher
beliefs concerning the effects of teacher educabiorteacher beliefs. Kagan (1992a)
stated that teachers use the theoretical informafieen in teacher education programs

to confirm their pre-existing beliefs. She expreksker views as follows:

“...personal beliefs and images that preservice datds bring to programs of teacher
education usually remain inflexible. Candidatesdtém use the information provided in
coursework to confirm rather than to confront andect their pre-existing beliefs. Thus,
a candidate's personal beliefs and images detemowemuch knowledge the candidate

acquires from a preservice program and how itterpreted.” (Kagan 1992:; 154).

Hall (2005)claimed that it is more difficult to change beli¢fisit have been held
for a long time (see also Macaro 2001). Hall exjy#di that teacher beliefs which were
formed by the influence of their previous expergscas former learners are
comparatively more difficult to change than newdyred ones that are still developing
(See also Section 2.19 for Moscovici’'s represeomsti theory). However, she
acknowledged that it is never impossible to chategehers’ knowledge and belief
systems if these are approached to with productrags that challenge them (see

Ajzen’s TpB in Section 2.20).

2.8.7 Teacher beliefs are systematic

Research on teachers’ beliefs has primarily focusedrelationships among
teachers’ beliefs and their practice. The resultiiaed, in general, have revealed a

strong relationship between teachers’ beliefs duait fpractices asserting the idea that
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teachers’ beliefs are systematic and are organizesbme way. O’Loughlin (1989)
stated that teachers' cognitive structures arenargd in some form of system, network,
or patterns that teachers use to guide their actide asserted that teachers’ actions are
directly linked to their belief system. He explairat teachers who believe teaching to
be a didactic and authoritarian activity appeatetach in a way quite consistent with
this belief system. Some research studies alsdestysbssible correlations between
different belief factors. Many of these studiesustrated that teachers’ beliefs are
mainly clustered around themes and that therec@r@lation between these themes and
teachers’ beliefs and therefore the way they tgach. Tercanlioglu 2005; Peacock

2001a).

2.8.8 Teacher beliefs are complex systems

Borg (2003b) defined teacher beliefs as complexspualized pedagogical
systems. Similarly, Flores and Day (2006) stated ttn become an effective teacher is a
long and complex process and emphasized the moigssional, idiosyncratic and
context-specific nature of teaching and the compieterplay between different
(sometimes) conflicting teacher perceptions, belefd practices. Similarly, Freeman
(1993) stated that teachers use specific mechanigsne®nstruct new meanings and
asserted that this complex mechanism has not yet beell understood. Freeman’s
longitudinal study (1991) examined teacher thinkamgl perceptions focusing on how
teachers modified and improved what they did thhofoymal education. He stated that
the use of shared professional discourse in tmmdbeducation program contributed to
the increase of the complexity of the teachersnkimg about their teaching.
Basturkmen, Loewen, & R. Ellis’s stuq2004) indicated a weak relationship between

the teachers' practicaad stated beliefs regarding focus-on-form (thedrteefocus on

60



form arises out of meaning-centered activity duritige performance of a
communicative task) [see Section 2.29 for morerimgtion about ‘focus-on-form’ vs.
‘focus-on-forms’]. In the same vein, Breen, Hirdjltgn, Oliver, & Thwaite’s study

(2001) discovered a very complex relationship betwé¢eachers’ beliefs and their

classroom practices.

2.9 L2 teacher belief research terminology

Philip Jackson ("Life in classrooms" 1968) was tingt to introduce the notion
that teaching is not simply the transmission of Wiealge but is also a socialization
process, which involves norms, beliefs, and sociafiproved knowledge. To explain
this phenomenon he coined the term ‘hidden cumwioul(Jackson cited in Morine-
Dershimer 2006; Freeman 2002). Educational liteespuovides us with different terms
and explanations of the same phenomenon. Freent?2)(2eferred to this issue as
‘teachers’ mental lives’ and ‘hidden agendas’. Rrae stated thdeachers' mental lives
(teacher’s beliefs, attitudes, and their intergretaof official theory) represent the
hidden side of teaching. Biggs (1994) explaineds thotion by using the terms
‘espoused theorlf [teachers’ formal (theoretical) knowledge aboutattand ‘how’ to
teach] and theheory-in-usefwhat teachers actually do] (see also Williams &rdien
1997) Biggs claimed that teachers, influenced by thelies, interpret and modify the

official theory (official curriculum, theories oéaching/ learning etc) to adjust it to their

12 According to Argyris and Schdn’sheory of action (cited in Smith 1974) espouseditireis what
individuals explicitly say what they do (what thiénink they should do). Theory in-use on the othemch
is in the form of implicit knowledge and it refarsindividuals’ actual behaviors. According to theory
of action individuals have mental maps that guident in their actions. It is assumed that it is ¢hes

mental maps that guide people’s actions rather thartheories they explicitly hold (espoused thgory

(Smith 2001).
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beliefs. That is, with the influence of teachersliéfs, their espoused theory becomes
the theory-in-usandit guides both the teacher and the learners inethehing/learning
process (Biggs 1994). According to Argyris and Schdheory of action (cited in
Smith 2001) outcomes of people’s actions becomeeneffective when there’s
congruence between the espoused theory (innen@selexplicit beliefs) and the theory
in-use (the individual's actual actions). Smith @2) noted that theory in-use draws
mainly on implicit knowledge and many people aréneally aware of the gap between
these two theories. Thus Williams and Burden (19833erted that the degree of
concordance and discordance between the espousedeth and the theories in-use
necessitates teacher awareness to enable themderstand how their classroom

actions influence their students’ learning.

Eraud (Eraud 1994 cited in Ainscough 1997) refershe same notions as
‘public theory’ and ‘private theory’. Ainscough damed that teacher education
programs aim to build in ‘public theory’, “...systeno$ ideas published in books,
discussed in classes and accompanied by critieabture ...” (Ainscough 1997: 573).
Ainscough referred to the private theories as “.aglén people’s (teachers’) minds
which they use to interpret or explain experien¢p.573). She claimed that public and
private theories interact with each other and shout be considered as separate

entities. She, therefore, suggested that thesetiwories should be regarded as a

complex accumulation of personal theories.

Borg (1999a) used the term ‘teacher cognition’ éfer to stores of beliefs,
knowledge, assumptions, theories and attitudefi¢ézadiold about themselves and their
teaching practices. He explained that “...teacherntimgps consist of a set of

personally-defined practically-oriented understagdi of teaching and learning which

62



exert a significant influence on instructional déans.” (Borg 1999a: 22). Borg (2003a)
further described ‘teacher cognition’ as an unolmde cognition dimension of
teaching. According to him, this unobservable disiem involves; what teachers think,
know, and believe, and the relationships of thesatai constructs to what teachers do
in their language classrooms. He stated that teaobgnition is a multidimensional
concept. He, therefore, noted that using notiorth sas ‘knowledge’ and ‘beliefs’ to

explain this complexity of teachers’ mental livesuld not be fitting.

Borg (2003a) reviewed 64 L2 teacher belief stuffies the1970s until the year
2002 and documented seventeen different key teablkéef terminologies that
appeared in these studies (see Table 2.3). Borg3&)0Ostated that many of these
concepts were first introduced and employed in ste@am educational psychology. He
explained that L2 teacher cognition research ha teghly influenced by research
done in mainstream educational psychology and baswed most of the key concepts
and terminologies from this field. Because of thiserse terminologies and concepts
have been used to refer to teacher beliefs (cagsitiassumptions, perceptions and so
forth). This diverse use of definitions and coneepas also created ambiguity and
conceptual confusion. Borg (2003a) explained thatsame cases, similar terms have
been defined differently and different labels haeen used to explain similar concepts

(see Table 2.3).
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Table 2.3Terms in teacher cognition research (source Bo632087).

Source

Term

Description

Borg (1998c)

Breenet al(2001)

Burns (1999)

Crookes & Arakaki
(1999)

Freeman (1993)

Gatbonton (1999)

Golombek (1998)

Johnson (1992b)

Johnson (1994)

Meijer et al (1999)

Richards (1996)

Richardset al(1992)

Richardset al. (1998)

Personal pedagogical systems

Pedagogical principles

Theories for practice

Routines

Conceptions of practice

Pedagogical knowledge

Personal practical knowledge

Image

Theoretical beliefs

Images

Practical knowledge

Maxims

Culture of teaching

Pedagogical reasoning

Sendan & Roberts (1998) Personal theories

Spada (1992)

Woods (1996)

Stores of beliefs, knowledge, theories, assumptions
and attitudes which play a significant role in
shaping teachers’ instructional decisions

Shaped and generated by underlying and more
abstract beliefs, these service to mediate
between belief and on-going decision-making
in particular instructional contexts

The thinking and beliefs which are brought to bear
on classroom processes

Habitualized patterns of thought and action which
remove doubts about what to do next, reduce
complexity, and increase predictability

A set of ideas and actions teachers use to organize
what they know and to map out what is
possible; they guide individual action but are
also affected by new situations

The teacher’s accumulated knowledge about the
teaching act (e.g. its goals, procedures,
strategies) that serve as the basis for his/her
classroom behavior and activities

A moral, affective, and aesthetic way of knowing
life’'s educational situation

A personal meta-level, organizing concept in
personal practical knowledge in that it
embodies a person’s experience; finds
expression in practice; and is the perspective
from which new experience is taken

The philosophical principles, or belief systemstth
guide teachers’ expectations about student
behavior and the decision they make

General metaphors for thinking about teaching that
not only represent beliefs about teaching but
also act as models of action

The knowledge teachers themselves generate as a
result of their experiences as teachers and
their reflections on these experiences

Personal working principles which reflect teachers’
individual philosophies of teaching

The nature of teachers’ knowledge and belief
systems, their views of good teaching, and
their views of the systems in which they work
and their role within them

The process of transforming the subject matter into
learnable material

An underlying systems of constructs that student
teachers draw upon in thinking about,
evaluating, classifying, and guiding
pedagogic practice

Specific pedagogical knowledgeKnowledge related specifically to the teaching of a

BAK

particular subject

A construct analogous to the notion of schema, but
emphasizing the notion of beliefs,
assumptions, and knowledge are included
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2.10 Research on L2 teacher beliefs

Teacher belief research is proved to be crucialomprehending the schemes
teachers’ use to understand, organize and implethent teaching. Teachers’ beliefs
and their impact on teaching and learning have laesignificant issue for educational
inquiry for more than a quarter of a century. Redean this area has focused on: a)
teachers’ stated beliefs and their practices; bghers’ philosophies and theories of
teaching (approaches to teaching); b) teacherstnstahding of teaching and learning
processes; c) teachers’ beliefs about their stsgdehteachers’ perceptions of their self-
efficacies in their teaching practices; d) teach@rstructional decisions; e) teachers’

belief change and professional growth and so forth.

With the influence of research @ducational psychologyesearch intéeachers’
beliefs and teachers’ pedagogical knowledge has gdfsed significance in SLL/FLL
(e.g. see Borg 1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 1999a, 19%989c] 2001, 2003a, 2003b; Brown
1990; Chacon 2005, M. Ellis 2006; Freeman 2002pb&#bn 2000; Kennedy, C. &

Kennedy, J. 1996; Levine 2003; Todd 2006).

In language teacher education and SLL/FLL, teadtedief research (beliefs,
teacher thinking, assumptions, perceptions etdrjegaground starting from the early
1990s and it has gained impetus in the late 1996e Borg 2003a; M. Ellis 2006;
Freeman 2002). Freeman (2002) explained that dméil mid 1970s teachers were
generally not considered having ‘mental lives'. ld&ated that before the 1970s,

SLL/FLL teacher research was based on process-proparadigm’®. From this

3 The process-product paradigm, assumes that tepcha linear activity. This paradigm views teache

behavior as the cause and student learning as ftbet.elt under estimates the role of individual
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perspective SLL/FLL teaching was viewed as merebstering the content on the
linguistic and meta-linguistic levels, practicinglagsroom methodologies and
techniques, and learning theoretical principleeeRran (2002) divided research on
teacher thinking into three progressive periodsvidered 1970s to 1980s as the decade
of change. He claimed that this decade markedraniipoint in how research viewed
teachers’ mental lives. That is, the SLL/FLL resbkauntil up to the mid 1970s regarded
the teacher as a performer and skill learner, some&do was reciting other people’s
ideas. Freeman (2002) considered the years froml88®s to 1990s a decade of
change. He added that this period was marked mno&ptualization of teachers’ work
and their mental lives. Freeman (2002) explained ithwas during this period that the
idea that teachers’ have complex mental lives wadly faccepted and the central
attributes were studied under different names sascleacher ‘assumptions’, ‘beliefs’
‘conceptions’ ‘principles’ and so forth. Differegtlfrom Freeman, Borg viewed the
period from 1990 to 2000 as the decade of chargyeegards research into L2 teacher
cognition — Borg (2003a) revisited the researchedom language teacher cognition and
listed sixty-four research studies from the 197®<®02, forty-seven of which were
done after 1995. Freeman, acknowledged the 1990% w@000s as the period of
consolidation as regards the changing views ofherateaching and thinking processes.

Freeman (2002) noted that, during this period afsotidation, research paradigms

differences and personal judgments of teachersveves teaching as sets of isolated teacher belsavior

This view assumes the role of a teacher as orecbhtcian (Showler 2000).
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shifted to the postmodefhperspective. He explained that postmodern viewishtthat
knowledge and thinking are relative to the persoa different individuals understand
and think the same things differently (Freeman 2062om this perspective, it is
assumed that teachers will understand and pertedeclassrooms realities differently
from others. Thus, teachers’ thought processesbafidfs from this perspective are
assumed to be shaped by their personal point aofisviand positions they take.
Postmodern perspective holds that teachers’ thopghtesses are dependent on the
context they live in and the experiences they gough. In other words, teachers’ way
of thinking is considered to be the function ofitheckgrounds, experiences and their
social contexts (Freeman 2002; Hall 2005, FloreBdy 2006). Freeman pointed out
that “...knowledge in the classroom is widely netwaxtkand; it brings together past
experiences and future goals within the contextre$ent activity and interaction...This
blending past present raises the issue of how pamwledge fits into this new

landscape.” (Freeman 2002: 9).

Borg (1999a) stated that instructional practiceusthmot be merely perceived as
simple cause and effect relationship resulting ftmehavioral products of teaching. He
argued that understanding teachers’ psychologttrdates-- which are implicit in their
teaching practice—and the role these attributeg ipléeachers’ classroom practices are
crucial in understanding teachers’ teaching. Boogtglated that research on teacher

cognition provides useful insight into teachingrdimgh reviewing relevant literature on

“in postmodernism knowledge is considered to betfonal (knowledge is acquired to use). It is also
acknowledged that knowledge is not only charaateriay its utility but that it is also distributestpred,

and arranged differently in postmodern societiearf 1993). From postmodern perspective “...any
knowledge depends on plurality of views and reflextrelativity of position in establishing thosews,

and can be promoted or ‘silenced’ depending on power is used.” (Freeman 2002: 8).
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the topic, he proposed various research applicatiddrieacher cognitions; for teachers,

teacher educators, and policy makers (see Tab)e 2.4

Table 2.4Application of research on teacher cognition (Bb®§9a: 23).

Insight to teacher cognition allows us:

to understand discrepancies between theoreticanmerendations based on research and
classroom research and classroom practice and herattempt to explain the lack of influence
on practice of educational innovation (Clark antePson, 1986),

to provide quality portraiture of teaching in @l complexity (Clark and Lampert, 1986),

to provide policy makers in education and teacltkrcation with the basis for understanding
how best to implement educational innovation arahpte teacher change (Bettal, 1992),

to engage teachers in a form of reflective learnimgmaking them aware of the psychological
bases of their classroom practice; to help teachederstand their mental lives, not to dictate
practice to them (Clark and Lampert, 1986),

to understand how teachers develop (Tobin and L&vas995),

to develop a new conceptualisation of teaching Wwhéapports and improves the quality of
teachers’ professional practice (Calderhead, 1987),

to provide the basis of effective pre- and insexvieacher education and professional

development (Goodman, 1988).

Many research scholars have expressed that tehehefs provide significant
sources of information to understand complex isst@xerning classroom realities.
Research done in various L2 contexts, therefors, ditempted to understand what
beliefs guide L2 teachers’ classroom practices. @ggnson 1994; Tercanlioglu 2005).
Most scholars have also viewed teacher beliefessurces for self-reflection and self-
development (see Borg1998b; Farrell 1999). In #maesvein, Day (2006) claimed that
coping with the demands of teaching is a contimratcess of analysis of one’s own

beliefs and practices and this reflective proceads to self-development.
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Recent L2 research studies have used teacher hétieftesting educational
innovation and planning language instruction. Imeacontexts L2 teacher beliefs and
teachers’ understanding of innovation have beeastigated indirectly under the topic
of ‘testing an innovation’. In such research stadieacher beliefs have constituted
subsequent research outcomes (see Carless 20@1igG1996). Some others, on the
other hand, based their assumptions on the significole teacher beliefs and
understandings played in such innovations and imeftded innovation through
consultation of teacher beliefs (see Todd 2006)leSa (2003) stated that most of the
time teachers are asked to implement educatiomalvations developed by external
agents who are not always familiar with local tesash viewpoints and/or with their
teaching contexts in which innovation is to be iempénted. He noted that
implementing an innovation is a demanding mattet tequires change and adaptation.
Thus, he argued that unless teachers’ perspedreetaken into account, implementing
something new may be quite distressing (Carles8;2D08dd 2006). It is widely argued
that consulting teachers’ beliefs when testing orplementing an educational
innovation increases the sense of teacher ownesstugpromotes professional growth
(Carless 2003; G. Ellis 1996; Todd 2006). Toddaustd that obtaining information on
teachers’ beliefs when implementing an innovatiaailitates management of change

and promotes an ongoing teacher development.

Teacher belief studies have also sought to undetstiiscrepancies between
theoretical recommendations based on research Esdr@om practices (see Borg
1999c). According to Borg such research studies maagnly concerned with how
theoretical recommendations are interpreted antectefl in teachers’ classroom
practices. L2 Teacher belief studies have also siiyated relationships between

teachers’ stated beliefs and their actual classnoattices. These studies have aimed at
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discovering possible discordances and/or concoefametween the teachers’ stated
beliefs and their classroom practices (see Bastanlehal 2004; Chacon 2005). In the
same vein, some other studies have tried to eskaldfiks between teachers’ classroom
performances and their explanations of rationalkiruk these practices (see Borg
1998a; 1998c; Breen, Hird, Milton, Oliver, & Thwai2001). Some longitudinal beliefs
studies have also sought to understand whethes possible to change teachers’

preconceived beliefs (see Peacock 2001a).

2.10.1 L2 teacher belief studies which investigatethe relationships between

teachers’ beliefs and their classroom practices

Basturkmen, Loewen, & R. Elli2004) investigated the relationstbptween
three teachers' stated beliefs about and practafedocus-on-formt® in ESL
communicative lessons (see also Section 2.29 fae mdormation about ‘focus-on-
form’ vs. ‘focus-on-forms’). The study tried to dgpe the consistency between the
teachers’ personal statements of belief about foocuorm and their actual
implementation and management of focus-on-form nduritheir communicative
teaching lessons. The results illustrated samgensistencies in the teachers' stated
beliefs in two areas: 1) their stated beliefs arefgyred error correction techniques, and
2) their stated beliefs on when it is best to takee-out from aommunicative activity
to focus on issues of form and their actual prastidhe research findings obtained by
Basturkmenet al indicated a weak relationship between the teathmacticesand

stated beliefs regarding focus-on-form.

5 Basturkmen, Shawn & R. Elli§2004) defined ‘focus-on-form’ as incidental timet®uaken by
students or/and teachers to deal with linguistionf® during communicative lessorillis R. (2003)
defined ‘focus-on-form’ temporarily switching thétention from meaning to a linguistic form during a

communicative activity.
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Breen et al (200) looked into 18 ESL teachers’ beliefs as regardsrth
classroom practices and the underlying principlesctng these classroom practices.
The main objective of the study was to discovertvidirad of relationship the teachers
identified between their teaching principles araksstoom practices. To obtain the data
the researchers used qualitative/interpretativearetr methodologies such as classroom
observations following teacher interviews and &itoon techniques. The objective of
using these research tools were to help teachergilde their classroom practices and
help them explain the rationale and the pedagodietiefs guiding their classroom
practices. The results they obtained illustratededity both in the principles the
teachers adopted and in their classroom practidesr research findings also showed
that besides the existence of diverse teachingipies and their consequent practices,
some commonly shared principles were also assdcveté different types of practices.
Moreover, the results illustrated that a teachiragfice, which was commonly used by
the majority of the group members, was based upgarsk principles. However, Breen
et al. stated that a closer examination of the whole grdata revealed some regular

patterns in the links teachers made between thaatipes and their underlying patters.

Kennedy and Kennedy (1996) compared a teacheriedstattitudes with her
observed attitudes towards error correction. Tobservation illustrated that there was
a discordance between the teacher’s expressaadattivwards error correction and her
actual behavior in classroom. The authors conclutett the attitude behavior
relationship is more complicated than what peoplgally think of. Inspired by Ajzen’s
Theory of Planned Behavior (TpB) they explainedt thi@itude is not the immediate
antecedent of a person’s behavior (see Section 212@\jzen’s TpB model). Using
Ajzen’s model they explained that the individuabshavior is determined by his/her

intention and that the intention formation is thetacmme of the interplay between,
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attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behaligontrol. Furthermore, they
maintained that each of these three elementsj@dgst subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control are influenced by beliefs (ségufe 2.2) See the diagram below

(Kenedy & Kennedy 1996: 354)

Beliefs attitudes
Beliefs subjective norms intens action
Beliefs perceived behavioral control

Figure 2.2 Attitude, intention, and behavior (source Kenedi&nedy 1996: 354)

Johnson (1994) used pre-service teachers’ stalexfsbsguch as their intentions
to teach in a particular way; and their perceptiohtheir own classroom practices. The
findings indicated that the teachers had conflgcteliefs about teaching. The author
suggested that, in order for effective second laggulearning to take place, these
beliefs should be accessed and appropriated. Henreended that teacher education
programs provide teachers with alternative beligfsch could be more suitable for

effective second language instruction.

Borg (1998a) in his descriptive study investigatew teachers’ beliefs about
their use of meta talk (explicit talk about gramjmartheir English language teaching
classes. He used classroom observations and sertiused interviews to gain insights
about the initiation, development, and outcomesefa talk in these two EFL teachers’
work and the rationale behind meta talk they adhpkte identified various kinds of
complex and interacting psychological, methodolaljicand experiential factors

influencing these teachers’ approaches to the Useta talk.

Borg (1998c) following the assertion that teachessissroom practices are

determined by their personal pedagogical belietesys, analyzed the teaching of L2
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grammar by looking into an experienced teacherisg®l pedagogical systems. He
defined the term ‘personal pedagogical systems’temchers’ stores of beliefs,

assumptions , knowledge, theories and attitudesimwvestigated the role these core
attributes played in shaping the teachers’ classrguactices and decisions. As a
research methodology, he used a naturalistic exi@or interpretive paradigm [“...a

task of interpreting human action by understanauhg people behave in the way they
do.” (Borg 1998c)], and employed both observatiand teacher interviews as research
tools. In his study, he used this naturalistic apph to explore how this teacher viewed
and practiced grammar teaching. Thus, he focuseti@teacher’s explanations of his
inner perspectives and his understandings of Hisrecrather than searching objective

reality.

Chacon, (200pinvestigated 100 teachers’ self-efficacy beliefshim an EFL
(English as a Foreign Language) context. She chhirtteat teachers’ perceived
capabilities to teach have a direct impact on tteziching practices. Hence, she asserted
that teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs influence tears’ actions and learning outcomes. In
her study, she employed both descriptive and airoglal analysis procedures. She
used teacher interviews and a self-efficacy saalmeasure the teachers’ management,
engagement and instructional strategies as reseastfuments. The results of this
study suggested a strong correlation between thehées’ self reported English
proficiency and perceived self-efficacy. The fingsnalso indicated that the teachers’
efficacy for instructional strategies was highedairtitheir efficacy for management and
engagement. Chacoén, (2005) noted that the connectietween the teachers’ self-
efficacy and their perceived English language preficy highlighted the perceived

importance of content knowledge. Thus, she condutiat EFL teachers’ perceived
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competence in their speaking, listening, reading] ariting leads them to build a

strong sense of self- efficacy about their teaching

2.10.2 L2 teacher belief studies which viewed teaghbeliefs as a source for teacher

awareness and professional growth.

Borg’s study (1998b)--data based teacher developraéferently from other
teacher cognition studies did not approach teacbgnition from ‘the researcher as an
outsider’ perspective. He perceived teacher refiacs a major source for professional
growth and based his methodological assumptionthigrprinciple (see also Williams
& Burden 1997). In this particular research studyds aim was to help the teachers
uncover their own beliefs through the use of regdeactivities (see Borg 1998b). Thus,
he used authentic teaching data as part of a teadwelopment course to sensitize
teachers to the role their beliefs played in tiwesching and to help them discover how
their own practices were shaped by their beliefs.ddlled this teacher development
activity ‘data-based teacher development’. He dinthat using authentic teaching
data provided teachers with mirror image of theaching and provided ideal platform

for self-reflection and professional growth.

M. Ellis (2006) claimed that teachers’ previougitéag experiences as language
learners, contribute to their language teachingtipel/. She claimed that teachers who
themselves have already experienced learning anlatiguage possess more functional
beliefs about language learning than monolinguakohe, therefore, aimed to explore
the links between teachers' language learning waukg and their pedagogical beliefs.
The participants for the study were selected frbmed main groups: native English
speakers with a second language; native Englishkgpenonolinguals; and non-native

speakers. M. Ellis based her research principlab@idea thatteachers’ prior personal
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experiences as L2 learners strengthen their ursthelisty of second language
development’. She claimed that teachers who haeady experienced L2 learning will
certainly have different beliefs about L2 learnihgn a native speaker who has never
had such an experience. Her research findings tedsdhat language learning
experience builds in powerful insights which intdrawith formal professional
knowledge and beliefs gained through informal sesirand life experiences. She
argued that late bilingualism through formal lamggidearning gave teachers direct

experience of learning and communication strateigi¢2.

Farrell (1999) investigated three experienced ERachers’ reflections
regarding their classroom practices. Farrell viewedcher reflection as ‘teachers’
learning through a critical analysis of their owalibfs about teaching and learning’. He
argued that reflective teachers take more respitihsifor their actions. Farrell used
various kinds of research tools such as: field sioteritten logs, group meetings,
individual meetings/observations, participants'tien reaction-journals, and written
artifacts. His data analysis showed that the teatliscussions centered mainly on
their personal theories and their problems rel&ettheir teaching. He also discovered
that these three teachers used group meetingsificakreflection. Farrell categorized
the topics that these three teachers were critiicalt as follows: theories of teaching,
approaches and methods, evaluating teaching, wellemess and questions about

teaching.

2.10.3 L2 teacher belief studies which based theassumptions on how best to

implement educational innovation and promote teachrechange.

Todd’s paper ‘continuing change after the innovati@ported on a group of

teachers’ beliefs about a task-based curriculurovation (see Todd 2006). He claimed
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that teachers’ beliefs are the most influentiatlétisions regarding curriculum change
and innovation. He asserted that in traditionalrapghes innovation was brought in
through top-down impositions without consideringligfe of the teachers who
implemented these innovations. Todd noted thatraontto top-down approaches
bottom-up innovation requires involvement of thacteers. The primary concerns of
Todd’s research were to find out ‘how’ and ‘whyetkask-based curriculum continued
to change after its initial implementation. Forsthiesearch project the data was
collected through sets of informal semi-structuretérviews. The aim was to help
teachers reveal their beliefs about the innovatibay were implementing. The
interview transcriptions were used as the majorcmof data. The findings illustrated
that the originally planned ‘strong’ version of thask-based learning model was
modified and ‘weakened’ because the teachers leglien the effectiveness of the

explicit teaching of linguistic forms and assesshtbrough formal exams.

2.10.4 L2 teacher belief studies which investigatdtie nature of teacher beliefs

Tercanlioglu (2005) looked into a group 118 EFL-pesvice teachers’ beliefs

about language learning. Her research searcheceanifov the following questions:

1) What beliefs do pre-service teachers have aboeigiodanguage learning?
2) Are belief factors related to each other?

3) Are beliefs moderated by the gender of the le&ner

She used Horwitz's Beliefs about Language Learrimgentory (BALLI) to
collect data. She analyzed the data obtained mgugiiantitative analysis procedures:
descriptive statistics such as frequencies, meand, standard deviations; Pearson

correlations analysis; and ANOVA. The factor analyustrated that these pre-service
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teachers’ beliefs were mainly clustered around fevetors in the following order of

significance: importance of learner motivation axgectations; the nature of language
learning; learning and communication strategieseigm language aptitude; and
difficulty of language learning. The results obtinvia Pearson product-moment

correlations showed strong relationship betweesélige beliefs factors.

2.10.5 L2 teacher belief studies which aimed to pvade the basis for effective pre-

service teacher education.

Peacock’s (2001a) longitudinal study investigatBdnges in the beliefs about
second language learning of 146 trainee ESL teacbeer their 3-year teacher
education program. The study based its assumptiothe idea that teachers’ initial
‘mistaken idedscould change through the course of their teaelteication program as
they studied TESL methodology. Peacock (2001a)gseg that it is important to work
on mistaken trainee beliefs from the very beginnberause they could influence
teachers’ teaching and their future students' lagguearning irrevocably. He collected
first-year trainee beliefs about language learnygusing Horwitz's Beliefs About
Language Learning Inventory (BALLI). This longitumdil study provided some
evidence of stability of beliefs. In this study Peek (2001a) discovered that the
trainees had three key beliefs about language iteaithat differed from experienced
ESL teachers' beliefs and these beliefs changsdiittte over their three years of study
of TESL methodology. He observed that, during thbird year there were still too
many trainees that still believed that learningg@osd language means learning a lot of
vocabulary and grammar rules, and that people \weaksmore than one language well

are very intelligent. Peacock (2001a) noted thas¢htwo key beliefs about ‘learning a
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lot of vocabulary’ and ‘learning grammar rules’ gaticularly important because they

are mostly associated with lower levels of L2 prigdncy.

2.10.5 L2 teacher belief studies which aimed to elque discrepancies between

teachers’ and learners’ beliefs

Studies which have searched discrepancies betweehdr and learner beliefs
took place in various teaching contexts and focuseddifferent teaching/learning
themes (see Discordances in Part 2 for more infooma Many studies investigated
the difference between learner and teacher beliefsegards classroom practices and
teacher learner approaches to learning and teadeugg Bloom 2007; Canagarajah
1993; Hawkey 2006; Horwitz's 1988; Kumaravadivei91; McCagar’'s 1993; Mantle-
Bromley 1995; Peacock 1998, 2001b). Some other rgapistudies investigated
discordances between L2 learner and L2 teachezfbdly focusing on some common
L2 issues such as: error correction; grammar tegcfe.g. Schulz 2001); teacher and
student role expectations (e.g. McCargar 1993); afsél in L2 classrooms (e.g.
Levine 2003); learner and teacher perceptions nfuage activities (e.g. Hawkey
2006); teacher and learner beliefs about oral laggunstruction (e.g. Cohen & Fass
2001), and so forth. These studies have used varesearch methodologies such as;

guestionnaires, interviews, observations and b&dndrious research instruments.

2.11 Influence of teacher beliefs on teachers’ appaches and styles of

teaching

Different teachers’, like learners, have differ&gaching styles and approaches
to teaching which influence their decisions on ‘htavteach’ and ‘which learning

materials to select’, and ‘how to assess theiresttgl work’. Entwistle (2003) asserted
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that to describe these different and sometimesrasiiig conceptions of teaching
several categories have been used. He statechdsa tategories can be summarized in
terms of three most frequently identified teachstgles: transmitting information,
encouraging student activity, and facilitating cepttial change. Entwistle (2003)
explained that teachers who see teaching maintgrims of transmitting information
tend to think about it mainly in their own termse ldsserted that such teachers select
precisely the content to be covered and organiZze ianageable chunks (a list of
specific teaching items), and transmit it to thedsnts. Thus, they mainly focus on the
content to be covered. Williams & Burden (1997 esfaeducation is usually regarded
as carried out by one person, a teacher, standirfgpint of a class and transmitting
information to the learners. They claimed that thesv simplifies the complex process
involving interplay between the learning procehs, teacher’s intentions, the individual
personalities of the learners, their culture andkgeound, and many other variables.
According to Entwistle (2003), teachers who belémghe second category encourage
student activity (student-directed activity). Thewmachers organize their teaching
around appropriate learning activities and encaarsigident participation. Teachers,
who belong to the third category aim at conceptiange. Such teachers, in order to
facilitate student learning (in this case concelpthange), put more emphasis on what
students already know and encourage students tmeng ideas, so as to improve their
understanding (thus selection of materials relet@tarners’ interests and experiences

is of primary focus).

Samuelowicz and Bain’'s (2001) research work, whieported on several
studies done from1992 to 2001 on teacher beliefsutalteaching and learning,

discovered two main categories of teacher oriemtatto teaching:
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1. Teaching-centered orientationsimparting information and transmitting

knowledge, facilitating understanding [Samuelowi@nd Bain (2001)
considered ‘facilitating understanding orientati@am ‘intermediate’ orientation
on the teaching and learning-centered orientatarticuum. Yet they preferred

to include this orientation within teaching-centererientations because they

considered

the characteristics of this orientaticloser to teaching-

centeredness].

2. Learning-centered Changing students’ conceptions, helping studeietgelop

skills, preventing misunderstandings, negotiatingeaning, encouraging

knowledge creation, supporting student learning

Although Samuelowicz and Bain’s (2001) researchdisti did not aim at

language teaching, their categories are usefulsigalize the differences between two

distinct conceptualizations of teaching/learninge(3able 2.5 & Table 2.6).

Table 2.5Teaching-centered orientations (source SamuelofiBain 2001)

Dimensions Teaching-centered orientations

Imparting information Transmitting structured Providing a facilitating

knowledge understanding

Desired learning Recall of atomized Reproductive Reproductive
outcomes information understanding understanding
Expected use of Within subject Within subject Within subject
knowledge For future use For future use
Responsibility for Teacher Teacher Teacher shows how

organising or
transforming
knowledge

knowledge can be used

Nature of knowledge

Externally constructed Exadlynconstructed Externally constructed

Students’ existing

Not taken into account Not taken into account N&eh into account

conceptions

Teacher-student One-way Two-way to maintain ~ Two-way to

interaction Teacher students student attention ensure/clarify
understanding

Control of content Teacher Teacher Teacher

Professional Not stressed Not stressed Not stressed

development

Interest/motivation Teachers’ Teachers’ Teachers’
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Table 2.6Learning-centered orientations (source Samuelo&iBain 2001)

Dimensions

Learning-centered orientations

Helping students  Preventing Negotiating

Encouraging

develop expertise misunderstanding understanding knowledge
creation
Desired learning Change in ways of Change in ways Change in ways Change in ways
outcomes thinking of thinking of thinking of thinking
Expected use of Interpretation of  Interpretation of Interpretation of Interpretation of
knowledge reality reality reality reality
Responsibility for ~ Students & teacher  Students Students Students
organizing or
transforming
knowledge
Nature of Personalized Personalized Personalized Persodialize
knowledge
Students’ existing  Not taken into Used to prevent Used as basis for Used as basis for
conceptions account common conceptual conceptual
mistakes change change
Teacher-student Two-way to Two-way to Two-way to Two-way to
interaction negotiate meaning negotiate negotiate negotiate
meaning meaning meaning

Control of content Teacher Teacher Teacher Stedent
Professional Stressed Stressed Stressed Stressed
development
Interest/motivation  Students’ Students’ Students’ tudsénts’

2.12 Teacher beliefs and some controversial issues

2.12.1 Beliefs about using L1 in L2 classrooms

The issue of L1 use in L2 language classrooms &g been a controversial

topic in the L2 literature. The major themes conoey this issue have usually been

discussed under the topic ‘teachers’ use of Lleroed/foreign language classrooms.

These discussions have sought out answers to ltbeifog questions:

1. Should L1 be used in L2 classrooms (including bdetdcthers and learners)? If yes,

why, wherandhow much_1 should be used?

However, although the topic has been one of thet ™dssussed issues, the

SLL/FLL literature provides us with a few empiricatudies which directly asked
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teachers’ opinions/reasons ‘why (or why not) theg Ul in their language classes (e.g.
Levine 2003; Macaro 2001). In general, the SLL/Fekearch regarding the issue of L2
versus L1 use focused mainly on how much L2/L1seduin L2 classrooms and very
little theoretical and/or empirical research hasrbeone as regards ‘why and when’
teachers and students feel the need to alternateede L2 and L1. Eldridge (1996),
Levine (2003), Turnbull and Arnett (2002) and Macé2001) all pointed out that there
is, in fact, relatively little theoretical and empal evidence to support pedagogical
decisions concerning when and how much L1 shouldseé in L2 classrooms. Teacher
and learner perspectives (their beliefs, reasaastipes have been investigated by only
a few empirical studies. Levine (2003) noted tleicépt for a few empirical works) the
debate is largely based on intuitions about beattjwes, anecdotal evidence and
personal classroom experience. Levine (2003) statedalmost all L2 teachers appear
to have their personal approach towards L1 and 4 in their language classrooms.
Levine (2003) postulated that teachers’ persongiragches may be influenced by
“...pedagogical training, knowledge of the secondgleage acquisition (SLA)
literature, official policy, and classroom expeen Yet often it appears to be based
primarily on classroom experience and intuitionswtlwhat feels right” (p. 343). In the
same vein Duff and Polio (1990) postulated thatitutsonal policy on L2 use, lesson
content and objectives, pedagogical materials, tandhers’ educational backgrounds
may be some of the influencing factors on teachansbunt of L2 (L1) use in their

language classrooms.

Various empirical studies based their researctherassumptions offered by the

natural-approach which advocates L2 instructiorhaetit recourse-to-Lf (see Krashen

% The expression ‘without recourse-to-L1’originatesni Krashen and Terrell's (1983) natural approach

which advocates exclusive L2 use during languagguation.
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1981a, 1981b; Krashen & Terrell 1983: 9). Thus, ynainthe empirical studies took the
‘without recourse-to-L1’ position, and they eitladyserved, recorded or asked about the
amount of teacher use of L2 (and/or L1) in langualgssrooms (e.g. Duff & Polio

1990; Guthrie 1984 cited in Levine 2003; Polio &fD1094).

Many scholars, although most of them agree on ¢géimacy of L1 in L2
classrooms, claim that successful language learmetgiires extensive L2 input.
(Chaudron 1988; R. Ellis 1989, 2005a; Turnbull 20@. Ellis (2005a) explained that
language learning is a slow and difficult procestl in naturalistic and instructed
learning contexts) and unless learners receiveXppsire, they cannot acquire it. He
added that “In general, the more exposure theyvecthe more and the faster they will
learn.” (R. Ellis 2005a par 26). Quality and quigntif L2 contact are also considered to
be positive factors influencing L2 willingness tonemunicate (WTC) (Clemerdt al.
2003; Macintyreet al 1998; Macintyreet al2003). Thus, many specialists have
emphasized inevitable disadvantages of extensiverdlfance in L2 classrooms
(Chaudron 1988; R. Ellis 1989, 2000, 2005a, 20@3)5c; Turnbull 2001). These
specialists’ argued that, especially in cases wherearners have little or no L2 contact
outside the classroom environment, foreign languagehers should aim to maximize
L2 use in their classes. These claims are suppdryesbme empirical studies which
found direct correlation between extensive L2 use karner achievement. (Burstall
1968, 1970; Burstall, Jamieson, Cohen & Hargreal@s4; Carroll 1975; Carroll,
Clark, Edwards & Handrick 1967; Wolf 1977: all ctén Turnbull & Arnett 2002).
Other arguments such as extensive L2 contact: ajtributes to learner motivation’

(e.g. Macaro 1997; Gardner 2001a; Gardner & Lamb@&r®); and b) ‘increases learner
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willingness to communicate’ (Macintyret al. 1998) are also supported by some
empirical studies. R. Mori’s study (2004) demonsitiahow genuine opportunities
staying-in English rule generated. R. Mori's stulliystrated that the opportunities to
communicate in English created an environment wiierdearners made best use of the

knowledge they possessed instead of going badieiolil.

The most persuasive theoretical rationale for mating the L2 use in L2
classrooms was presented by some empirical stutiegs found direct correlation
between extensive L2 use and learner achievemBntstall 1968, 1970; Burstall,
Jamieson, Cohen & Hargreaves 1974; Carroll 1975roCa Clark, Edwards &
Handrick 1967; Wolf 1977: all cited in Turnbull &rAett 2002). Thus the idea that
‘teachers are the learners’ primary source of lfuintherefore, they should maximize
their L2 use’ was supported by these empirical isgidLater studies, as well as the
importance of L2 exposure, emphasized the qualyeet of L2 use in language
classrooms (e.g. Polio & Duff 1994: Walsh 2002). ISki& research article (2002)
tackled the issue a little differently from the ettscholars who investigated teacher talk
in language classrooms before him. He criticizezl/jmus research for mainly focusing
on the quantity rather than quality in teacher .tdlk his research, Walsh (2002)
recorded eight experienced EFL teachers’ lessoissakHicle provided some extracts
demonstrating good examples of teacher use of Léntmurage learner participation
(none of the teachers used L1). He analyzed the lokatusing conversation analysis

(CA) and tried to find answers to the following gtiens:

1. To what extent do teachers of EFL hinder or faaiditlearner contributions by

their use of language?
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2. How can teachers enhance the quantity and qudiitgaoner output by more
careful language use?
3. In what ways do teachers deny learning opportuibie filling in the gaps' or

'smoothing over' learner contributions?

Walsh’s research (2002) suggested that the teacloboice of language can
construct or obstruct learner participation. WgBb02) argued that the aim of teacher

talk should aim to maximize learner contributiorthe L2.

Turnbull and Arnett (2002) reviewed theoretical amdpirical literature
regarding teachers’ uses of the L1 and L2 in se@mtforeign language classrooms.
Their review looked into teachers’ uses of the Intl 42 in language classrooms as
regards: exposure to L2 input; student motivatithe ways in which the L1 use can
promote L2 learning at cognitive level and codetsiwng; and when the L1 should be
used. They asserted that relevant research stodidgse topic found a direct correlation
between L2 achievement and teacher use of the h&y Tonsidered these results the
most persuasive theoretical rationale for maxingzine teacher’'s use of the L2 in the
classroom. They argued that since teachers ara tfte students’ primary source of
linguistic input maximizing the L2 in the classroama favorable practice. Turnbull
and Arnett's (2002), although some of the examphey provided offered anecdotal
support rather than empirical, acknowledged thateiased use of L2 has positive effect
on student motivation. However, Turnbull and Ariset{2002) also argued that
maximizing L2 should not be interpreted as exchusob the L1 from second/foreign

language classrooms.

However, in some cases ‘maximizing L2’ is interpcets ‘without recourse-to-

L1’. This view, in some cases, is taken as graatedi practiced in language classrooms
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through word-by-word translations of Krashen andrdlés natural approach (see
Krashen & Terrell 1983). However, in some casespiiie the discussions against the
use of L1, L1 has preserved its place in langudgesmoms. It is commonly claimed
that even in extreme cases in which the motherueng completely banned in L2
classrooms it is still unavoidable for learners twtefer to their mother tongue. Thus,
some research studies attempted to understandn®rigfi possible influences and
consequences regarding this phenomenon. Some stasked both the teachers and
learners to explain why they use the L1 in languelgesrooms; or in some cases the
learners were asked whether they were satisfiell thvé amount of the L2 used in their
language classes (see Duff & Polio 1990; Levine320@acaro 1997). Macaro’s case
study (2001) looked into learners’ and teachergleeswitching between the L1 and L2.
His findings illustrated that the quantity of th& land/or L2 used by the teachers had
little effect on the quantity of the L1/L2 used the learners. Some empirical studies
which used Horwitz’'s BALLI (Beliefs about Languagearning Inventory) detected
links between learner use of L2 and anxiety (seemip 1999). Levine (2003), on the
other hand, found that the use of L2 and languageiety did not increase
proportionally. He explained that increased usd.®fdoes not necessarily result in
higher anxiety in learners. Thus, he concluded ldstners who experience extensive
L2 use in their classrooms get used to this praciied extensive L2 use helps them

develop strategies to cope with their languageedpxi

Some sociocultural, sociocognitive, and social psyagical approaches, which
are increasingly establishing new paradigms in §5&cond Language Acquisition)
research, argue for L1 use in L2 classrooms. Thelars who are taking the
sociocultural, sociocognitive or social psychol@jistandpoints claim that learners use

their culture and mother tongue as a point of eafee when learning a foreign language
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(Anton & DiCamilla 1999; Castellotti 2001). Castatl claimed that learners’ mother
tongue is in the core of their representations eowstitutes a point of anchoring;
therefore, people who are concerned with L2 legnoannot disregard this fact
(Castellotti 2001). She collected her data direfttyn the language classrooms and
analyzed when and why the learners and teachemhatled between L1 and L2 (see
Castellotti 2001). Similarly Anton and DiCamilla999) argued for the use of L1 in
language classrooms. They used a Vygotskian irtterast approach in their study.
Like Castollotti, they studied the language leasheise of the L1 while the learners
were engaged in a collaborative activity. They ddteat L1 is an indispensable device
which learners use for scaffoldiig That is, L1 is viewed as a device through which
learners transfer previously acquired knowledgenfitheir first language to their L2
instruction. The idea backing this view is thatusmg the mother tongue, meaning is
established immediately and this guarantees tleak2hlearning takes place by offering
a feeling of security and help for the learnerstoinand DiCamilla (1999) provided
evidence that while performing L2 tasks learness their mother tongue to externalize
their inner speech as a means to regulate theitainactivities. They also noted that L1
use helps learners to establish and maintain intggstivity™® [i.e. L1 is considered to
be a tool which helps learners to construct a shperspective of the task (Anton &

DiCamilla 1999)].

17 Scaffoldingis a term originates from Lev Vygotsky’s sociooudtl theory (see Vygotsky 1978; Daniels
1996). Scaffolding is assumed to facilitate thereds ability to build on prior knowledge (langwads
postulated to be playing an important role) andérimalize new information. In other words, scaffolgli

assists the learner in building his/her understagndf new content and process (Daniels 1996).

'8 Intersubjectivity refers to the task participardsmmon agreement “...on the nature of the activigyt

are engaged by sharing a common motive and goapeftorming the task.” (Ellis R. 2003: 189).
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Duda (2006) approached this issue from cognitivesgextive and argued that

learners’ first language is the best means toeadners to develop their metacognitive

ability. He explained that learners’ mother tonguevides them with the optimal

condition for linguistic introspection during theimetacognitive development.

Therefore, he suggested that learners’ metacognigflections be conducted in their

first language. Regarding cognitive issues relatethe L1 use, Turnbull and Arnett’s

(2002) literature review offered the following exales on ‘how and when teacher use

of L1 can be functional in L2 classrooms’:

1. As a cognitive tool:

3.

a) to help learners scaffold their learning (see @ston & DiCamilla 1999
and Section 2.7)

b) to negotiate meaning (Brooks & Donato 1994 cited imnbull and Arnett
2002)

During collaborative tasks to:

a) to increase efficiency

b) to increase attention

c) to facilitate interpersonal interaction (Swain & pgkin 2000 cited in
Turnbull and Arnett 2002)

As a pedagogical tool:

a) to create authentic learning environments (e.gudigg code-switching) (see
Cook 2001).

b) to check understanding (e.g. to ensure that lesrnémderstand a
grammatical concept or vocabulary item (TurnbulD20 cited in Turnbull

and Arnett 2002)
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Castellotti and Moore (1997) and Eldridge (1998)uad that code-switchihy
can be an effective teaching strategy. Casteboiti Moore (1997) stated that teachers
should decide in advance on ‘how much’ and ‘whenuse the L1 in their classrooms
(see also Castellotti 2001; Castellotti & Moore 2D oste (1997 cited in Turnbull and
Arnett 2002) claimed that code-switching can furtlearner L2 proficiency by using
L1 as a reference of point. Eldridge’s study (198@)strated that majority of code-
switching in the classroom is highly purposefuldarelated to pedagogical goals.
Macaro’s case study (2001) looked into learnerd t@achers’ code-switching between
the L1 and L2. He explained that in their study témechers were exposed to theoretical
positions and empirical studies on the issue dutivay training program. The study
analyzed the quantity of the L1 used and the teatheflections and beliefs on code-
switching. His findings illustrated that the quaytof the L1 and/or L2 used by the
teachers had little effect on the quantity of L1Mi&ed by the learners. The study also
revealed that the teachers referred to the theatdiierature they have read only very

little.

As a result of this increased awareness of thditioie role of L1 in meaning-
based L2 classroom environments some researcheesrbsevaluated the use of L1
within the L2 learning context (Cook, 2001; R. EIR003; Klapper 2003; Turnbull).
Cook (2001), although he expressed positive viewsrfaximizing the L2 in language
classrooms, stated that maximizing L2 use in taestbom should not be interpreted as
abandoning the L1 completely. However, as | memwiibearlier, most of these above-
mentioned studies focused mainly on the amounh@fiL or L1 used in the language

classroom. Only a few exceptions (e.g. Anton & D@l 1999; Castellotti 2001;

19 Alternating rapidly between L1 and L2 in either looa written expression (Coste 1997 cited in
Turnbull & Arnett’'s 2002)
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Castellotti & Moore 1997; Eldridge 1996; Levine 3)Macaro 2001) investigated the
impact of L1 and L2 use on learners and learningredver, only very few of the
empirical studies included teachers’ beliefs alamd reasons for using or not using the

L1 in their classrooms.

2.12.2 Beliefs about L2 grammar teaching

Issues concerning the teaching of grammar have been a major topic of
discussion in second/foreign language pedagogy g(B®99b; Ellis 2003, 2005a,
2005b, 2005c; Elli®t al. 2002; Savignon 2002b). Borg (1999c) assertedalhbugh
research about the role of formal instruction ingtammar teaching has long been the
area of debate, research in this area is still lenebprovide language teachers’ with

clear answers.

Contrary to the earlier (traditional) SLL/FLL metitg) which operated through
linguistic syllabi that are in the form of sequemad# grammatical structures, recent
trends in second/foreign language teaching (seedBez.29) emphasize contextualized
meaningful learning rather than the teaching ofaisal linguistic forms (see R. Ellis
2000, 2003, 2005a, 2005b; Richards & Rodgers 2@ailjgnon 2002b and so forth)
[see also Section 2.27.4 for ‘focus-on-forms’ v$ocus-on-form’ discussions].
Savingnon (2002) maintained that many languagehtzacinterpreted ‘focus on
meaning’ as that grammar is not important, or ttehmunicative approaches aim at
developing learners’ oral skills without directiagy attention to learners’ grammatical
competence. Thus communicative approaches have dréernzed for not having a
clear paradigm regarding this issue. Swan (198%byeml that the communicative
approach has an over-simplified view of languagetieng by only emphasizing the

semantic features in language learning. He claithatl such practices are misleading
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because language teaching should involve integyétirmal syntactic syllabuses. Borg
(1999c) explained that research on this specifiuass full of uncertainties and unable
to provide consistent guidelines for L2 teacheths 2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c) and
Ellis et al. (2002) asserted that a lot of importance is adddb the issue of ‘grammar’.
They, therefore, suggested that a careful congidarahould be given to resolve the
dichotomy regarding this issue. Elés al. (2002) argued that entirely meaning-centered
language instruction cannot be sufficient enouglpriamote high levels of linguistic
competence. Thus, Ellis (2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2086d)Elliset al. (2002) suggested
that, although primary focus should be on meaniagguage instruction should also

ensure focus on form.

Borg (1999b) claimed that regarding grammar teaghnesearch principally
focused on learning outcomes rather than actuab@am processes. He asserted that
fuller understanding of the process of teachingacanly be done through research on
teacher cognition (beliefs, knowledge, theoriesuagptions, and attitudes). Thus, Borg
(1999c¢) suggested that the area of L2 grammar ir@gclvhich provides prolific data to
examine teachers’ theories and the psychologicsddaf grammar teaching, should be
further researched. Borg (1999c) strongly assetted studying teacher cognition
(beliefs) is relevant to the whole field of langeagaching and perpetual research on all
aspects of L2 teachers’ beliefs (theories, cogmitietc) is required to enlighten our
understandings of classroom realities. He clainmed information obtained on teacher
beliefs about the grammar would provide Teacherelmment (TD) practices with
information grounded in the study of actual classngractices. He maintained that this
information flow from classroom to TD practices cabso help teachers find
themselves, their classroom practices and theidsh@e such development programs

and encourage them to reflect on their teachingtioes.
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Part 2: Discordances between Learner/Teacher Beligf

2.13 Introduction

Empirical studies done in educational psychologgvigte us with wealth of
evidence demonstrating existence of discordanceasvelbae teacher and learner
perspectives, and how these discordances impaditinely on learning teaching
environments (e.g. Entwistle 1987, 2003; Entwigtteal. 2002; Prosser & Trigwell
1999). Similarly, SLL/FLL literature also providas with abundance of anecdotal,
experiential and empirical evidence on existencalitierences between learner and
teacher belief§ (e.g. approaches to learning vs. approaches thites perceptions of
learning vs. perceptions of teaching, styles afriea vs. styles of teaching; and learner
vs. teacher agendas and so forth). Entwistle 28&@ds that the literature on student
learning and teachers’ views about teaching/legreuggests marked differences in the
way teachers and learners think about teachingesarding. Milner (2005) stated that,
at times, teachers’ beliefs are not in agreemeasmgardance) with the experiences and
beliefs of their learners and this causes disca@dretween teachers’ and students’

learning/teaching agendas, which inevitably inflecestudents’ learning negatively.

20 Here | use the term ‘beliefs’ as a general terneriloompass various labels such as learner/teacher
intentions, interpretations, perceptions, precotioep, perspectives, preferred approaches, styles,
agendas and so forth that have been referred trigins of ‘mismatches’ in SLL/FLL classrooms.
Although these terms are all separate entities #reypostulated to be belief-related and are guimed

their underlying beliefs.
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2.14 Why is discordance between teaching and leang important ?

Nunan (1986) maintained that several studies achegaand learner perceptions
of the usefulness of certain teaching techniques aativities illustrated existence of
clear differences between teacher and learner @etrgps of language learning and
teaching practices. Nunan (1995) asserted thatdesatend to follow their own agendas
rather than those of their teachers. Kumaravadi(Z391) asserted that recent trends in
language teaching have a significant degree oftfliety (e.g. communicative language
learning, humanistic language teaching, and taskddearning). He explained that
these new trends mainly emphasize communicativgukage learning, and within this
framework, classroom activities are presented witet of general learning objectives
and problem-solving tasks, and not a list of spedifguistic items. In the same vein,
R. Ellis (2003) maintained that, contrary to theliea (traditional) SLL/FLL methods,
which viewed language as a set of linguistic systemd operated through linguistic
syllabi (usually grammatical structures), recemglzage pedagogy does not attempt to
specify “...what the learners will learn, only howethwill learn.” (R. Ellis 2003: 31).
Kumaravadivelu (1991) claimed that this flexibilitp L2 pedagogy then depends
highly on learner and teacher perceptions and pre&ations of classroom aims and
events; therefore, increasing the potential forumikerstanding and miscommunication
in the language classroom. According to Nunan (),98@jor causes for mismatches

(discordances) are the difference between teacttklearner agendas:

“...the principal reason for the mismatch betweerhesas and learners, which gives rise
to a disparity between what is taught and whateared, is that there is mismatch
between the pedagogical agenda of the teachehahaftthe learner. While the teacher
is busily teaching one thing, the learner is vefiero focusing on something else.”

(Nunan 1995: 134-135)
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Kumaravadivelu (1991) stressed the influence obrpteacher and learner

experiences on learner and teacher perceptionsmtargretations:

“...the teacher and the learner, as experienced mendf the classroom community in a
particular society, bring with them their own petiens of what constitutes language
teaching, language learning, and learning outcaane, their prescriptions about what

their classroom roles ought to be.”

Kumaravadivelu (1991) stated that within this newnduage-learning
environment both the teacher and learner go thraliglprocess of restructuring their
role relationship. Therefore, he suggested lookimtg factors contributing to gaps

between teacher intention and learner interpretaifd_2 language tasks.

Like Kumaravadivelu (1991), Nunan (1986) also steelsthe influence of prior
learning experiences and societal factors on lesrr®irrent perceptions of their
language experiences, as regards recent L2 leam@d@gogy. He explained that
teacher and learner differences mainly stem froma tharners’ social/cultural
backgrounds and previous learning experiences wimcsomewhat discordant with
their teachers’ views which are influenced by rédbrories of learning/teaching (e.g.

communicative language learning/teaching).

The empirical studies which investigated differenbetween L2 teachers’ and
L2 learners’ perspectives in teaching and learnisgd mostly Horwitz’s BALLI
(Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory) to défeossible gaps (discordances) in
language classrooms (e.g. Peacock 1998). Sevéel etpirical studies used research

methodologies such as ethnographybservations, interviews, and blend of various

2L Ethnography means learning from people. It iseaearch methodology commonly used by

anthropologists. It is a tool for understanding hoaople see their experiences. It has broad intjgita
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research methodologies to discover and understassilpe differences between

teacher and learner perspectives in language otassr(e.g. Bloom 2007; Canagarajah
1993; Hawkey 2006; Kumaravadivelu 1991; Mantle-Bieyn1995; Peacock 1998,

2001b). Some other empirical studies investigaisdoddance between L2 learner and
L2 teacher beliefs by focusing on some common kRas such as: error correction;
grammar teaching (e.g. Schulz 2001); teacher andest role expectations (e.g.
McCargar 1993); use of L1 in L2 classrooms (e.gvihe 2003); learner and teacher
perceptions of language activities (e.g. Hawkey&0teacher and learner beliefs about

oral language instruction (e.g. Cohen & Fass 20814, so forth.

All of these above mentioned scholars stressedntipertant influence teacher
and learner beliefs have on language learning autso It is commonly believed that
learners’ achievement of success depends largethedegree of agreement between
‘teacher intention’ and ‘learner interpretation’.chalz (2001) asserted that
inconsistencies in student and teacher belief systeould be harmful to learning.
Several empirical SLL/FLL studies provided evidetzesupport this view (e.g. Bloom
2007; Canagarajah 1993; Cohen & Fass 2001; Hawké;2Horwitz 1987, 1988,

1999; Peacock 1998, 2001b and so forth).

Horwitz (1988) argued that learners’ have preconoep of language learning
and these preconceptions might lead learners toe haegative and incorrect
expectations about how foreign languages are ldaiffeese incorrect beliefs may have

other effects. Students may feel frustrated whesy teee that their beliefs and

for many fields, including education. In educatibis mainly used to understand teachers' and ézarn
needs, experiences, viewpoints, and goals. Sudbrniation is considered useful for teachers and

programme designers to improve student learninga(Bpy1979).
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expectations are not concordant with the classnomthods used. In cases when learner
expectations and conceptions of foreign languag@nieg differ from teacher
conceptions and expectations, learning outcomepa@stulated to be further affected.
Horwitz suggested that the gap between teacher leacher beliefs might affect
learners’ confidence in their teachers and theilingness to participate in the L2.
McCargar (1993) claimed that unsatisfied learneightnabandon a class and choose

another one which best meets their perceived ngedss and expectations.

Several empirical studies confirmed Horwitz's (19&%d McCagar’s (1993)
conclusions by demonstrating that gaps betweerhéeaend learner beliefs and their
approaches to learning and teaching may resultearnkr resistanée (learner
reluctance to participate in classroom activitiasyl dissatisfaction (e.g. Bloom 2007,

Canagarajah 1993; Hawkey2006; Mantle-Bromley 1$%&cock 1998, 2001b).

For instance, Peacock’'s (1998, 2001b) studies faimadl the gaps between
teacher and learner beliefs reduced learner canfeleand satisfaction; and caused
learner reluctance to participate in communica#iggvities; and consequently resulted
in negative learning outcomes. Similarly, Canagdraj (1993) research, which
investigated learner resistance, clearly demomsir#tat language learners could be
unsatisfied with the teaching methods used in tla@iguage classroom and might react
to it by showing resistance to participate in theguage activities. Canagarajah (1993)
identified a link between resistance and produstiteoriented learning. He explained
that the participant students in his research agae displeasure and dissatisfaction

with the communicative approach used in their EFasses, and wanted explicit

22 Canagarajah (1993) used the expression ‘ambivatadéent opposition’ to define learner resistance.
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grammatical instruction that they could study aedrh as content. Canagarajah noted
that the students often disregarded learner-cahtanel activity-oriented classes but
attended classes which dealt with the grammar pawnertly. He also explained that the
students were reluctant to participate in the piéer or other interactive activities. He

explained that the learners showed resistance gagemg in learner-centered learning

activities and tried to gear classroom interactoamards a teacher-centered form.

Hawkey (2006) investigated a group of English laaggiteachers’ and learners’
perceptions of communicative language learningfteacin their classes. Although the
data indicated that both the teachers and thedemahad an overall agreement on merits
of communicative teaching and learning, the findin§jthe study suggested remarkable
differences between the perceptions of learmerd teachers on the importance of
grammar and pair work in their classes. Hawkey negrh thesdifferences as potential
problem areas to focus on, and he, therefore, stegehat teachers should be given

support in these areas.

Bloom’s teacher-research project (2007), which Wwased on communicative
language teaching (the course for this project designed by using task and project
based teaching models), investigated thirteen daludfuage learners’ reactions towards
non-traditional language classroom. She collectaeth dvia anecdotal records (to
document these anecdotal records she videotapédcésss); informal interviews, and
informal and formal student feedback. Her reseéradings suggested that the conflict
between teacher and learner expectations creatstns in the classroom. Bloom’s
study revealed that the tensions were mainly relatethe following four themes:
‘Student versus teacher-centered learning’, ‘skbifacy versuslaissez fairework

attitude’, ‘communication versus accuracy’, andogess versus product orientation’.
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She observed that the student had tensions dunidgrs-centered activities. She stated
that these tensions developed because the cousenati meet the learners’
expectations; that is, they preferred a more teachetered approach. During student-
centered activities the students questioned thehé&es role and ‘control’ of the
classroom. She explained that some students apgbé¢arbe confused during self-
directed learning time. Bloom stated that althoagime students took the responsibility
of their own learning, some others had ‘a laiss@zfattitude’. Bloom asserted that the
aim of the course was authentic communication ratt@n working on the ability to
produce perfect language and the assignments arattivities encouraged the learners

to focus on the process rather than the product.

Jing (2006) investigated how and why learner rasis# occurred in a
metacognition-training (MTF) project. The aim of the MT project was to improve

learner reflection and autonomy. His paper addcesse research questions:

1. In what ways were the students resistant to thehts& goals and expectations
in a metacognition-training (MT) project?

2. What were the possible explanations for this rass? (Jing 2006).

His findings indicated existence of learner resiséa because of gaps
(discordance) between the teacher’s goals and &atets and those of the learners.
Jing also discovered that institutional pressuned societal expectations were the

influencing and controlling factors (e.g. examioaticulture valued by the educational

23 Metacognition-training (MT) is “...reflection on le@ing processes and learning to learn (e.g. the
development of capacity for planning, monitoringl @valuating one’s learning)...” (Jing 2006: 96).

Such reflection is postulated to improve self-dil@t and learner autonomy in learning (Jing 2006).
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community). He explained that these institutionald asocietal pressures and
expectations led both the learners and teachesmfmoy product—oriented approaches
in learning/teaching and the learners to learn éoaminations. Jing explained that
because of the product-oriented approach MT prdgtdd to succeed. Jing (2006)

explained this as follows:

“...learner resistance is also a matter of tensiam$ eonflicts in learner and teacher
agendas, and in short-term and long-term prioritietearning. For example, students
might recognize the long-term potential of MT (M=ignitive Training) (which intended
to involve them in more reflective and processmgd learning), but still felt that short-
term priorities (e.g. improving basic language Iskand taking examinations) should
prevail. In an examination-oriented educational tegfy this might constitute a

reasonable and sensible orientation towards legu'nfding 2006: 113).

Cohen and Fass (2001) investigated a group of Eakchers’ and learners’
beliefs concerning oral language tasks. The fimglingdicated that there was
disagreement between student and teacher beliglgdiag the amount of student
teacher talk in the classroom. They also discovénat although the program claimed
to have a communicative approach to teaching theecheys’ actual classroom
implementations did not correspond to this objectiMoreover, the findings also
indicated that the beliefs held by the teachers #red students did not reflect a
communicative approach. They therefore, suggestae tnaining for both the teachers
and the students in order to fulfill the institutéd objectives. Similarly, Mantle-
Bromely (1995) investigated a group of learnerslidi® about foreign language
learning (She used Horwitz’s BALLI) and discoveréthat these learners’ beliefs
differed greatly from commonly held teacher belie&he therefore, stressed that
teachers need to have a clear understanding af shalents’ beliefs and help them

construct realistic and informed beliefs about igme language learning.
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Kumaravadivelu’'s study (1991) identified ten poiaintsources of mismatches
(discordance) between teacher intention and leariméerpretation: cognitive,
communicative, linguistic, pedagogic, strategic,ltwal, evaluative, procedural,

instructional, and attitudinal.

Discordances between teachers’ general teachirigsstwhich are directly
linked to teachers’ beliefs and conceptions ofheay) and learners’ preferred learning
styles have also been proved to be influencingniegr outcomes negatively (see
Peacock 2001b). Peacock noted that a gap (discmefldetween teaching and learning
styles might cause serious learning failure, faigin and demotivation. He suggested
that EFL teachers should teach by using varioustegres in order to accommodate
different learning styles. It is generally arguedthtt there are greater chances of
achieving desired learning outcomes when the gawdsm teacher intention and

learner interpretation is narrower (Kumaravadived91).

Kumaravadivelu (1991) argued thlatowledge of potential sources of gaps
(discordance) between teachand learner beliefs would help teachers: sensitize
themselves to different interpretations/perceptiaislanguage-learning tasksind
facilitate desired learning outcomes in the classroHowever, compared to the
importance given to the topic, the SLL/FLL litersguprovides us with very few
empirical studies that sought to understand why laom mismatches (discordances)
occur, and there is very little empirical work teggest what could be done to overcome

these discordances.
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2.15 Ways of overcoming discordances

The research findings have shown that discordaoe®geen teacher and learner
perspectives have negative effects on educatimsaduiction. These findings have led
educationalists to search answers to the problemgailing the issue, in the whole,
educationalists appear to share the views thdeaapers’ and teachers’ beliefs play a
significant role, therefore, both teachers’ andrees’ opinions should be consulted and
their beliefs should be explored; b) in order todrate learners’ dysfunctional beliefs
learner training should become part of languagérunson; and c) teachers should

receive help on the issue.

In different language learning contexts, the emghais communicative learner-
centered instruction (e.g. meaning/communicaticsetddanguage tasks, autonomy and
the acquisition of metacognitive skills) may resuft learner resistance when
expectations of language learning involve reliaooea) teacher rather than the learner
and self-regulation; b) rote-learning as opposedréative, meaningful, communicative
language use; and accuracy at the expense of fludrius, knowledge of learner
beliefs and its implications for learning and tdaghs considered to be vital in order to
understand the possible origins of discordancewdsst learning and teaching (see
Benson & Lor 1999; Cohen and Fass 2001; Hawkey 200§ 2006; Kumaravadivelu

1991: Schulz 2001).

Nunan 1986 stated that the duty of language teadkemot only to teach the
language but also to train the learners on howettime a good language learner. He
claimed that learners’ need to be convinced abbet merits of communicative
language activities (role-playing, problem-solvietc). He suggested that learners

should be sensitized to the requirements of comaatine language learning through
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explanation, discussion and demonstration. In h&wy in order for curriculum
innovations to be effective, educators (teachewsriaulum designers etc.) should
approach the learners and their perceptions ofldhguage learning process with

sensitivity and should be willing to consult leasideliefs and negotiate.

Richards and Rodgers (2001) noted that teachererimrmunicative classrooms
are required to respond to their students’ needs$ amderstand their students’
perceptions of their learning styles, learning essad learning goals. They suggested
that this may be done informally (one-to-one sessivith students) or through
administering needs assessment instrument. Thgyoped that on the basis of such
needs assessment, teachers should plan their @mgdostruction to respond to the
learners’ needs. In the same vein, Schulz (200g¢pested that it is important that
teachers explore their students' perceptions okegsselated to language learning and
make efforts to deal with potential conflicts betmestudent beliefs and teaching
practices. Similarly, Benson and Lor (1999) propbde take into consideration
learners’ conceptions of, beliefs about, and apgres to language learning. Based on
their research with a group of language learne®@®9g), they found that the learners'
conceptions of language learning were influentiaklhaping the learners’ beliefs, and
subsequently the approaches they adopted to Igaamd the learning strategies they
used. Benson and Lor (1999) suggested that explolarners’ conceptions of
learning* is important because it helps to classify leabriefs. They maintained that
language teachers need not only know what bekaiisiers hold about learning but they

also need to know whether these beliefs are ‘foneli or ‘dysfunctional’ in order to

%4 The notion ‘conceptions of learning’ is referredass ‘beliefs about language learning’ by Horwitzl a
investigated via Horwitz’'s BALLI (Beliefs about Lgnage Learning Inventory) studies (see Horwitz
1987, 1988, 1999).
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be able to influence learners’ attitudes and lagguaarning behaviors. Benson and Lor
suggested that in order to modify language learrbetefs, the learner must also

modify the underlying conceptions on which theskebeare based.

Today in some institutions where foreign languages taught, counselifiy
or/and learner training programs (e.g. metacogmlitigining; language learning strategy
training etc.) are integrated in language learréngicula. Such programs aim to: a)
train learners’ on how to become a good languagené (e.g. self-directed,
autonomous etc); b) negotiate (mediate) learngrsfuthctional beliefs and help them to
appropriate these in a more functional way (e.g.Jeg 2006). The Council of Europe
has published various studies proposing differgapgr@aches for mediating language
learners’ beliefs and helping learners develop tpesiattitudes toward the target
culture(s) and language(s) they are learning (sgar® & Planet, 2000; Fenner, 2001,

Zarateet al.,2004).

2.16 Conclusion

In educational enterprises, the teaching act isidened to be one of the most
important aspects in the success of the outcomas eflucation program. There is now
a common view among SLL/FLL experts that being adgteacher is a complex,
abstract phenomenon and cannot be achieved throagtery of discrete skills that are
transmitted by teacher educators (Borg 2003a; P¥0b; Peacock 2001a). In order for
effective teaching and learning to take place,heeare required to be aware of their

students’ beliefs, interests, needs and expectti@avignon 2002b; Williams &

%5 CRAPEL (Centre de Recherches et D'Applicationsa@édiques En Langues) Université Nancy 2 has
been using counseling services as part of thefrd#ected language learning program (see Gremmo,
1993b; Bailly, 1993).
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Burden 1997). This view emphasizes more active afléeachers, which requires

teachers question their teaching and their stutieaisiing to reduce any gaps between
teacher intention and learner interpretation. Mw has also prompted theorists to
encourage teachers to use formal assessment oktsaneeds (e.g. questionnaires,
interviews etc) to minimize possible discordanceswmeen their teaching styles and
their students’ learning styles. Savignon (2002lggested that in order to facilitate the
chances of achieving desired learning outcomesh&aoought to use instruments to
identify students' needs, classroom activity pexiees, and develop self-awareness in

learners to encourage changes in student behavior.

Part 3: Theoretical Underpinnings

2.17 Introduction

The role and importance of beliefs have been ofreatginterest for many
scholars from diverse disciplines. In disciplindsene human behavior and learning are
of a primary concern (namely, cognitive psychologgticational psychology and social
psychology) beliefs are viewed as an important tansto be investigated in relation
to their subsequent impact on people’s behaviomyMaeories of learning, especially
the ones which emerged from conceptual framewarkshie study ohuman cognition
(e.g. Flavell's metacognitive theory--see Flaval§79); social representationge.g.
Moscovici's social representations theory--see Must 1976, Moscovici & Duveen
2000); expectancy-value model of attitude and behavioories (e.g. Fishbein and
Ajzen’s theory of reasoned action-- see FishbethAren 1975; and Ajzen’s theory of
planned behavior --see Ajzen 199ajtitudes and motivatioife.g. Socio-educational

model of Gardner & Lambert-- see Gardner & Lamié&i2); expectancy-value model
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of attributional theoriege.g. Weiner’s attributional theory of achievememitivation--

see Weiner 1986) self-referent beliefs such as @mitept, self perception, and self
efficacy (Bandura’s socio-cognitive theory, selfiedcy theory-see Bandura 1986,
1997, 2006a, 2006b; Pajares & Schunk 2002), udilizeliefs to comprehend human

behavior.

The belief construct involves multitude of complexrd interacting agents.
Understanding this complexity, regarding teacher laarner beliefs, necessitates going
beyond mainstream L2 teaching/learning theoriescyjN&@ombes (2005) noted that
‘research objects’in pedagogy are in interaction with each otherhimitcomplex
systems, and each of thesssearch objectss a subject of study in one or several
disciplines that research on pedagogy depends upuas, in order to be able to
investigate the belief phenomenon from differentspectives, this dissertation work

referred to different theories.

2.18 Metacognitive theory

Flavell's metacognitive theory (1979), refers tce tindividual's knowledge
about his/her most basic mental states—desires;epons, beliefs, knowledge,
thoughts, intentions, feelings, and so forth (Fla2804). Briefly stated, metacognitive
research deals with cognitive knowledge that irdirgis know about their own thinking
(self-knowledge) and about others. The metacognitesearch has contributed to the
understanding of student learning by providing datdearners' self-knowledge and the
types of self-regulation strategies they use tdrobttheir cognitive activities. This type
of research continues to dominate the field of dogn development research and

shows no sign of diminishing.
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The term metacognitive knowledge which originates from Flavell's
metacognitive theory, refers to the individual'diéfs or knowledge about (his/her or
others’) cognitive processes (Flavell 1979). Pafitrdescribed metacognitive knowledge
as follows “Metacognitive knowledge involves knodde about cognition in general,
as well as awareness of and knowledge about omeiscognition.” (Pintrich 2002:
219). According to Flavell, metacognitive knowledadnich can be botbhonsciousand
automatic(unconscious), is used by the individual to guitsHer cognitive activities
(i.e., to engage in or to abandon a particular tivgnactivity). Flavell proposed three
categories of metacognitive knowledge (see Figur®): 2person variables, task

variables, and strategy variables.

Person Variables
(Beliefs about self and others)

N

Action

Strategy Variable
(Beliefs about required
cognitive processes)

No Action

Task Variables
(Beliefs about the task)

Figure 2.3Schematic representation of the metacognitive kadgs model
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Person variables

Person variables are the individual's beliefs alivotself and other people (e.g. that
s/he can learn better by memorizing vocabulary stear his/her friend can learn

languages better because s/he has a better metagry e

Task variables

These are the individual's beliefs (knowledge) dbaugiven task (e.g.
whether the task is interesting, familiar, and \kketit is within the capabilities of

the individual to accomplish).

Strategy variables

Strategy variables involve the learner’s self ragah of his/her learning;
selection of cognitive processes that the individeglieves to be appropriate to
fulfill a task (e.g. belief that whether the taskquires summarizing, analyzing,
expressing personal opinion etc. or whether thévidal needs to ask for further

clarification etc.).

In order to understand how individuals use theitaoegnitive knowledge, we

need to understand how self-knowledge is acquivithy scholars based their theories

of metacognitive knowledge acquisition on Repres@mal Theory of Mind (RTM) or

Computational Theory of Mind (CTM)-- a computer édsmodel of knowledge

formation [proposed first by Hilary Putnam 1961t€di in Host 2005)] which was

inspired by Chomskian model of knowledge acquisiticAccording to CTM,

information-bearing units are connected to onelaaraio form networks of information

that are stored in the mind (see Section 2.27.4nfore information about CTM).
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Although CTM supports much work in cognitive stgigs in general, it fails to explain
the conscious elements in metacognitive phenomeminely because the processes

involved in CTM are mainly considered automatic aotl-conscious processes.

Thus, some scholars explained self-knowledge aitguis through social
constructivist accounts that self-knowledge is @agpessive construction of meaningful
structures, which are linked to one another byacgss of inclusion of lower and less
powerful meaningful units into higher and more pdwe ones. In this respect,
metacognitive theory bears some theoretical siitidar with Piaget's constructivist
theory® (see Section 2.27.4 for further information ab®isget) and socialcultural
model of Vygotsky (see Section 2.27.7 for furtheformation about sociocultural
approaches). However, metacognitive knowledge fegunore on the acquired self-
knowledge, which belongs to an individual mindheatthan the knowledge acquired
through social interactions with others (pareraspify, friends etc.) or via some other
external sources (e.g. via social artifacts asygosky’s sociocultural model). Pintrich
(2002) maintained that regardless of their thecaétiperspectives--sociocultural
Vygotskian, or cognitive constructivist Piagetianr, information processing models--
researchers now agree that with development leaberome more aware of their own
thinking and cognition in general and this knowledmetacognitive knowledge) guides

them in their learning.

26 Piaget believed that individual minds are const&dobut of social interactions and social meanings
(Huitt & Hummel 2003).
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2.19 Social representations

The concept ofsocial representationsvas first introduced by Durkheim.
Nevertheless, social psychologist Serge Moscovas the first to consider theoncept
aphenomenomand develop it into a theory --the theory wag fintroduced in 1961 and

fully elaborated in 1976-- (Duveen 2000).

Moscovi's theory of social representations is coned with the process through
which knowledge (beliefs, images, ideas etc.) alpced, transformed, and transmitted
into the social world (Duveen 2000). Durkheim (&ea in Riley 1997: 127) defined
representations as “(Representations are) grougsidéhich are widely shared and
socially forceful because they are collectivelyateel through the interaction of many
minds.” According to Moscovici (1984), the fact theepresentations are produced
collaboratively in society’ was a known conceptt structure or inner dynamics of
representations received little attention. Mosciogiaimed that Durkheim, who had a
sociological/anthropological viewpoint, perceiveebresentations as stable forms of
collective understanding. He maintained that Dumkhdad a static conception of
representations. Moscovici claimed that Durkheim'sonceptualization of
representations would not be relevant to modern dymhmic societies which are
subject to change. He exemplified this dynamic matof social representations as

follows:

“I suppose that social representations in movemeorte closely resemble money than
language. Like money, they have an existence tenexthat they are useful, circulate,
take different forms in memory, perception, worksad, and so on, while nevertheless
always being recognized as identical, in the samg thvat 100 francs can be represented
a banknote, a traveller's cheque...And their distigcvalue varies according to relations

of contiguity...” (Moscovici, 1984 p.153)
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Moscovici (1984) explained that social represeatetiare networks of beliefs
(ideas, metaphors, images and so forth) which anmected to one another around a
core belief & prototype which represents a class). Moscovig@B4) maintained that
although representations take different shapes different values there is always a
‘core belief, which connects them all to one another, and tiege core beliefs are
recognized by individuals who are the members efdame society. Moscovici and
Vignaux (1994) acknowledged that according to tentral kernel’ hypothesis each
social representation is composed of ‘cognitivenglets’ or ‘stable schemes’ and other
cognitive elements and peripheral schemes are tbarmind these central kernels (this
description bears similarities with schenfatieory.). Moscovici and Vignaux (1994)
explained that according to this hypothesis thblstalements dominate the meaning of
the peripheral elements, and that the central kerfo¥ core beliefs, central stable
cognitive schemes, or prototypes) have a strorgg@stance to change than the newly
formed peripheral schemes. Moscovici and Vigna®94) stated that “...the former
(stable elements) expresses the permanence amorroityf of the social, while the
latter (peripheral schemes) expresses its vatiplahd diversity” (p. 159) (see Figure

2.4).

Duveen (2000) asserted that social representatwhgh are produced in
society, are part of individuals’ everyday worlddagirculate in the media they watch
and read, in everyday discussions they have wéhr fhends, families, colleagues and

so forth. In short, these representations constitug realities of individuals’ everyday

27 Schema (Schemata: plural) refers to categoricasrutognitive structures or scripts, which all
individuals are assumed to possess, to interpeetvtirld. The concept of schema was first introduzed
Bartlett (1958) and later developed and used bygeRif1970), Bruner (1973), Ausubel (1980) and some

other cognitive psychologists.
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lives and are sustained by social influences of mamication. Moscovici (1984)
asserted that the main purpose of representatstts facilitate interpretations and to
form opinions. He explained that social represémtattheory views representations as
a ‘classification system of assigning categories aaches According to Moscovici,
comparing, objects, ideas, individuals, events smdorth, lead people to create these
classifications and to link them to a prototype jchihrepresents a class. He considered
this classification system more than just a simpleans of grading and labeling

discrete entities (e.g. persons, objects, eveptylp’s actions etc.).

Expresses permanence
and uniformity

1

Peripheral Scheme Peripheral Schemg

Peripheral belief Core belief
Changeable - Stable
Subordln_ate Central Kemnal Dorr_nnant
Conforming Resistant
Varied Uniform

\
Peripheral Scheme

Peripheral Scheme

Expresses variability —

and diversity €

Figure 2.4 Schematic representation of central kernel hypathes

Moscovici sustained that interpreting an unfamilidea requires categories
(names, references etc.) so that it can be inwdratto the ‘society of concepts’.
Moscovici (1984) further explained the concept aiftial representations in the

following way:
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“We fabricate them [representations]... make thengitala and visible and similar to the
ideas and beings we have already integrated amdwhiich we are familiar. In this way,

pre-existing representations are somewhat modified those things about to be
represented are modified even more, so that thgyica new existence(Moscovici

1984: 49)

Moscovici’'s social representations theory holdst tkaowledge is always
produced through interaction and communication @ 2000). Moscovici (1998)

explained this phenomenon as follows:

“We have no reason to exclude totally individuapesience and perception. But...we
must remember that nearly everything a person knitneg have learnt from another,
either through their accounts, or through the lagguwhich is acquired, or the objects

which are used.” (Moscovici 1998: 126)

From this perspective, Moscovici’'s social repreaBohs theory shares
similarities with constructivist and socioculturaends in psychology (Duveen and
Llyod: 1990). The idea that knowledge is treatecc@selative and co-constitutive is
also the major element in constructivist and sadiacal trends: for instance, Piaget's
constructivist theory; Vygotsky's social developrméheory [Vygotsky stressed that
knowledge acquisition is constructed through soaméraction and artifacts]; and
Lave’s situated learning [Social interaction iswesl as a crucial element of Lave’s
situated learning. Lave stressed that learning fisnation of the activity, context and
culture in which it occurs (see Section 2.27.4 fiether information about Lave’s
situated learning)]. However, Moscovici's socigbmesentations theory is not primarily
concerned with the interpersonal sources of satfAfadge like in Vygotsky’'s social
development theory; or intra-personal knowledgestroiction like in Piaget’s theory of

learning [Piaget viewed knowledge acquisition aspracess of continuous self-
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construction (see Section 2.27.4 for further infation]. Moreover, social
representations cannot be viewed merely as selidaume, which is the product of
individual’'s cognitive processes either—e.g. Flisdlletacognition theory [Flavell’'s
metacognition theory views knowledge as the produnct property of the individual
mind]. Above all, social representations should et confounded withmental
representatiorfS, a theoretical construct borrowed from cognitiveesce, which
considers representations a network of connectiedniation bearing units that belong
to individual minds. Moscovici (1986) conceded tkatial representations, in certain
respect, specific to the society individuals belaing and that they represent an
environment in relation to the individual or theogp. Moscovici (1984) explained the
primary aim of social representations theory iglistover how individuals and groups,
who have diverse views, ideas, attitudes and sth,faran construct a stable and

predictable world out of such diversity.

Moscovici claimed that function of all represertas is to make something
‘unfamiliar’ ‘familiar’. He explains this phenomenaas follows (see Moscovivi 1984

and 1998):

“What | mean is that consensual universes are pladere everybody wants to feel at
home, secure from any risk of fiction or strife.l Ahat is said and done there only
confirms acquired beliefs and interpretations, @oorates rather than contradicts
tradition. The same situations, gestures, ideaglarays expected to recur, over and over
again. Change as such is only perceived and actépteo far as it provides a kind of
liveliness and avoids the stifling of dialogue unttee weight of repetition. On the whole

the dynamics of relationship is a dynamics of faamitation, where objects, individuals

%8 According to CTM (Computational Theory of Mind)presentations are information-bearing units, and

are connected to one another to form networksfofmmation which are stored in the individual’s mind
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and events are perceived and understood in reldiiorprevious encounters and

paradigms.” (Moscovici 1984: 37).

Moscovici (1984) maintained that the fear of unknows ‘deep rooted.’
However, he asserted despite this fear the unknattracts individuals (and
communities). According to Moscovici, individualerpeive the unknown as a threat to
the sense of continuity, and this fear forces imlligls to make the unknown explicit.
Moscovici (1984) sustained that in such casesyiddals’ beliefs, images, ideas, and
the language they share are used to integrate rifemiliar into their mental and
physical world. Moscovici (1984) explained that t@nflict between the familiar and
the unfamiliar is always resolved in favor of ttaeniliar. In other words the unknown,
after having been enriched and transformed, is yavedsorbed into an already known

category.

Moscovici (1984) stated that it is necessary tovatd the cognitive mechanisms
in order to start the appropriation process (iraégg unknown, unfamiliar, unusual,
implicit to known, familiar, customary, and exptici According to Moscovici this
process is composed of two complementary and iepentdent mechanisms: Anchoring

and obijectification (see Figure 2.5):

Anchoring

The first mechanism aims tanchorthe unknown, to reduce it to an ordinary
category and image, to put it into a familiar comitén other words, this is a process
whereby the unfamiliar is absorbed into a knowregaty, which is familiar to the
individuals who are members of the same societyfgi®@uveen and Llyod 1990). To
anchor is thus to classify and name something naavumknown. Moscovici (1984)

emphasized that things that are unclassified amémed are strange, non-existent and
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at the same time threatening. He explained thaviohehls experience resistance when
they are unable to evaluate something; therefome,odercome such resistance,

individuals try to place it to a given category dabel it with a name (Moscovici 1984).

Familiar Category

7 N
/

/
ANCHORIﬁG OBJECTIFICATION
/
/
/
/ Dt
Unknown

Figure 2.5Schematic representation of the appropriation @®ce

Objectificatiorf®

The aim of the second mechanism is to objectifyuhknown, that is, to turn
something abstract into something almost concreteich already exists in the
individual’'s physical world (Moscovici, 1984). Irtteer words, it is a process whereby

the individual transforms the unfamiliar into a morsignificant and easily

2 The termobijectificationhas also been referred toaigectivationby some scholars (e.g. Castellotti &

Moore 2002)
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comprehensible image. Moscovici (1984) maintairet guch a process reassures and

comforts individuals and re-establishes a sensewtinuity.

Moscovici (1998) stressed that any new/strange/owkn idea is always
anchored to an already existing social represemadind this new idea is modified
during the course of anchoring and objectificafpwocess. However, he asserted that in
the course of this process the familiar always remanchanged. He explained that
“Searching for the familiar means that these regregions tend towards conservatism,

towards the confirmation of their significant camté& (Moscovici 1998: 150).

Regarding the knowledge construction processeshviatp Moscovici's social
representations theory also shares some simikanitih Piaget’s cognitive development
theory® and Ausubel’s assimilation thedtyAlthough each of these theories has (more
or less) different conceptualizations of knowletlgey all emphasize the dynamic act of
processing information (assimilating, transforminggapting, modifying etc) and

incorporating something new (information, idea)ettto something already known.

% According to Piaget cognitive development consista constant effort to adapt to the environment i
terms of assimilation and accommodation: assimitei$ the process of incorporation of new informati

to the existing schemes or thought patterns pealptmady have; and accommodation is the process of
adapting/modifying existing schemes to account mdarmation). The equilibration, which covers both
assimilation and accommodation, is the processstabsh the balance between assimilation and

accommodation (Huitt & Hummel 2003).

31 According to Ausubel, meaningful learning is a pe& through which the learner connects the new
piece of information to information he/she alredaiypws. In other words. new information is anchored

into existing cognitive structures (Ausbel 1980).
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2.20 The theory of reasoned action and the theoryf @lanned

behavior

The theory of reasoned action (TRA) which resuftedh attitude research from
expectancy value modéfswas formulated by Ajzen and Fishbein in 1970e (&gen
& Fishbein 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen 1975), and stdrte be fully used in the 1980s.
The theory of reasoned action suggests that amergehavior is determined by his/her
intention to perform the behavior. According to theory, intention is a function of a

person’s attitude toward a given behavior.

Later the TRA was elaborated by Ajzen (in 1985 4887), and the theory of
planned behavior (TpB) was born in 1987 as an sitenof the theory of reasoned
action (Ajzen 1988, 1991). Today, Ajzen’s theoryptdnned behavior is considered a
well-developed theory and one of the widely acagm@epectancy-value theories. The
TpB incorporated the original components of the TR#del, but also included
perceived behavioral controlariable--this control aspect did not exist in TR&zen

2002).

Behavior

According to Ajzen and Fishbein (2005) individudi&haviors are the result of
their underlying beliefs, attitudes and intentioBgliefs, attitudes, and intentions are

not observable; whereas behavior is consideree@ thd observable manifestation of its

32 Expectancy-value theories hold that people aré-gaented and they act according to their belasis

values to achieve some end. Such models assumeénthiaiduals tend to choose behaviors with the
largest expectation of success and value. Expectaalie models suggest that behavior, behavioral
intentions, attitudes are the function of expecyafar belief) (Palmgreen, 1984). Expectancy-value

theory has demonstrated to be useful ingkglanation of social behaviors, and motivation.
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underlying beliefs attitudes and intentions. AjZ8002) stated that individuals might
tend to perform routine behaviors with minimal odoss control especially in cases
where the context remains repetitive and unchanigediever, although Ajzen (2002)
agreed on the fact that individuals can sometinsesuat of their habits, he claimed that
this rule could not be applied to all behavior typEe claimed that behavior could be
guided either by automatic well-established rowgime by conscious reflection. He
claimed that (from the TpB perspective) behavistability could be attributable to the

cognitive and motivational factors that remain waaded (rather than habituation).

Ajzen and Fishbein (2000) emphasized the role efitllividual's accessible
beliefs in behavior change. They maintained thdividuals’ intentions are informed
by beliefs that are accessible in memory. Thery@niced by these beliefs, intentions
guide corresponding behavior. Ajzen (2002) condutleat as long as intentions and
their underlying beliefs (attitude toward the beabavsubjective norms and perceived
behavioral control) remain unchanged the behavswr eemains the same. He claimed
that empirical tests have shown that behavior chaisg possible when realistic
expectations are built in; when intentions arergirand well formed; and when specific

plans for intention implementation are developed.

Ajzen (2001) explained that according to the theofyplanned behavior,
individuals act in accordance with thaimfentionsand theirperceived controbver the

behavior.

Intention

Ajzen (2001) explained that the best predictor ehdvior is intention (not

attitude as many other theories proposed). Interiscconsidered to be the immediate
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antecedent of behavior. Ajzen (2002) defined intentas a person’s willingness to
perform a specific behavior. Ajzen (1991) explairtedt intentions are assumed to

encompass motivational factors that influence abieh. Ajzen explained that:

“... they (intentions) are indications of how hargople are willing to try, of how much
of an effort they are planning to exert, in ordepéerform the behavior. As a general rule,
the stronger the intention to engage in a behawoe, more likely should be its

performance.” (Ajzen 1991: 181)

Ajzen (2001) stated that three things determineninon : 1) attitude
towards the specific behavior; 2) subjective norars] 3) perceived behavioral

control (see Figure 2.6 for Ajzen’s TpB model).

; Attitude Copyright @ 2006 Icek Aizen
Behavioral Toward the Py rig
Beliefs Behavior

Mormative Sublective

Beliefs orm Intention

Perceived
Control Behavioral
Beliefs Control

Actual
Behavioral
Control

Figure 2.6 Schematic representation of the theory of planreggbior (Note: Source

online documents at URL [June 2006}://www.people.umass.edu/aizen/tpb.diag.htmi#nidink

Attitude towards the behavior

Attitude towards behavior, according to the theofylanned behavior (TpB),
refers to the degree of the individual's positivenegative judgment as regards the

performance of the behavior in question. In shorgfers to a favorable or unfavorable
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evaluation of the behavior in question. The TpBdedhat attitude towards behavior is
determined by the accessible behavioral beliefgréagates of related beliefs which are
shaped by prior experiences and connected to ttewmes of similar past behaviors)
(Ajzen 2002) It is assumed that the accessible behavioral ket@fether with the

subjective values of the expected outcomes of déicplar behavior determine the

individual's general attitude toward the behavior.

Subjective norm

Subjective norm is a type of social pressure and determined by normative
beliefs (beliefs about expectations of other peopla other words, perceived
expectations of significant others have a conshlderanfluence on the individual’s
actions. These people may be parents, family, ddeand so forth. People may also be
disposed (or not be disposed) to perform a behalgpending on their willingness to
act in accordance with others [regulations or rufesy also have strong influence on

one’s attitude toward performing a given behavior].

Perceived behavioral control

Perceived behavioral control refers to people'sgmions of their ability to
perform a given behavior (Ajzen 2002), or perceisedf-efficacy in relation to the
behavior (Davis & Ajzen 2002). Ajzen defined pewesl behavioral control as “the
perceived ease or difficulty performing the behavigAjzen 1987: 40). It is assumed
that perceived behavioral control is determinedtly total set of accessible control
beliefs (i.e., beliefs about the presence of facttrat may facilitate or impede

performance of the behavior).
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Ajzen stated that, according to the theory, pegplehaviors are guided by

three kinds of beliefs:

1. Behavioral beliefsThe behavioral beliefs are the individual’'s bislieegarding
the probability that the behavior will produce aean outcome (beliefs about the
likely consequences the behavior may produce).ifitheidual may hold many
behavioral beliefs regarding a particular behavidowever, not all of these
beliefs are easily available at a given momens #ssumed that the beliefs that
are accessible at a given time have influence ernitividual's attitude.

2. Normative beliefsNormative beliefs are the individual's perceptdbeliefs) of
what others around him/her expect him/her to do.

3. Control beliefs Control beliefs are the individual’s beliefs abthee presence of
factors (external & internal) that may facilitate mamper performance of the

behavior in question.

According to TpB, the individual has a strong irten to perform the behavior
when the attitude and the subjective norm towards/en behavior are favorable, and
when the person perceives greater control oveb#iavior. Ajzen (2002) explained

how TpB views this phenomenon:

“In their respective aggregates, behavioral bel@idduce a favorable or unfavorable
attitude toward the behavior; normative beliefsulesn perceived social pressure or
subjective norm; and control beliefs give rise tergeived behavioral control, the
perceived ease or difficulty of performing the béba In combination, attitude toward
the behavior, subjective norm, and perception dil@ral control lead to the formation
of a behavioral intention. Finally, given a suffinot degree of actual control over the
behavior, people are expected to carry out théémiions when the opportunity arises.”

(Ajzen 2002: 1)
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2.21 Attribution theory

Attribution theory was developed from Heider's "reli psychology® within
social psychology (Weiner, 1980). Attributional apgches assume that people are
motivated to look for meaning in their own behayias well as, in the world around
(and about) them (Ross 1976). Heider (1958) claithetl people act on the basis of
their beliefs and maintained that psychologistsiddaarn a great deal from these
people’s explanations and understandings of eveamd, behaviors. He stressed the
importance of taking ordinary people's beliefs @gsly, whether these beliefs are valid
or not, and suggested that beliefs must be takienaiocount if psychologists were to
deal with human behavior. The individual's explamas of his/her experiences and
attributions they make, therefore, are considecetle important because they are the
individual’'s inferences (self-attributions) to umsiand and interpret the causes that s/he

believes to be responsible for his/her own behate@lings, and attitudes (Ross 1976).

Attribution theory deals with the processes of aexphg events and the
behavioral and emotional consequences of thoseeapbns (Ross 1976). Simply put,
the theory assumes that individuals try to deteemuhy people (including themselves)
do what they do. According to the theory individyalaturally, seek to understand why
another person did something and attribute causes ¢ause) to explain that behavior
(Weiner 1986). Attribution (causal ascription) e tkey term in attribution theory and it
refers to individuals’ interpretations of the casigéd events that happen to themselves

and others (Weiner 1986). Attribution theory waersas relevant to the study of the

% Heider's "naive" psychology is also called comnese psychology, lay psychology, and folk
psychology. It deals with people’s perceptionsiédiglabout their social environments: in other vgord

everyday explanation and prediction of human behavClark1987).
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acquisition of self-knowledge, person perceptiottifumie change, motivation, event

perception, and much more (Ross 1976).

Although Heider was the first to propose a psycyigia theory of attribution,
Weiner (1985) proposed an attributional theory dfi@avement motivation in which
causal ascriptions (attributions, beliefs, and rprietations) play a key role. The
theoretical framework that Weiner developed (seeindfe1980, 1985, 1986) has
become a major research paradigm in achievementatigation research. This theory
postulates expectancy and affect as key elemertghwguide motivated behavior.
According to Weiner’s attributional theory of acheenent motivation individuals use

attributions to interpret and predict the outcormetheir actions (Weiner 1980).

Weiner’'s attribution theory tries to explain dié@ce in motivational
orientations and motivational levels between higld éow achievers (Weiner 2000).
According to Weinerability, effort, task difficulty, and luck are thkeey factors that
influence attributions people ascribe for theiriagbments. Weiner (2000) stated that
there are three underlying causal properties aatath causes can be located within a

three-dimensional causal space: a) locus, b) gtglahd c) controllability.

Locus

According to Weiner (2000pcus refers to the location of a cause, internal or
external.lnternal attribution ascribes causality to a fagtorfactors) within the person.
It is the inference that a person is behaving ¢erain way because of something about
the person, such as attitude or personality. lerotvords, an internal attribution claims
that the person perceives himself/herself as dyreesponsible for the evenkor

instance, success that is attributed to ability affiort, or failure that is attributed to the
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individual's perceived lack of abilityare considered to be the functions of internal
causes. When the cause is attributed to an oufasader (or factors), the attribution is
considered to be an external attributiém.other words, an external attribution is the
assumption that a person is behaving a certain vemause of something about the
situation he or she is in (not because of somethwitgin her/him or because of
him/her). For instance, a student who is attritutais/her failure in learning a foreign
language to the conditions of learning, or not hg\wa good/fair teacher, or not finding
the methods used appropriate to his/her needs@fatth, is considered to be making

external attributions.

Stability

Stability (or causal stability) dimension of causes desgmathether causes
change over time or not (e.g. language aptitude lameer perceived ability are
considered to be constant and durable) (Weiner )20806wever, teaching/learning
condition can change over time (i.e. different bemas with different approaches to

teaching etc.).

Controllability

Weiner (2000) explainedontrollability as the degree of control the individual
feels over a cause. That is, some cases individeelghat they can control causes (e.g.
succeeding by working harder etc.). However, someses cannot be changed by

personal volition and/or effort (e.g. lack and ajute, lower perceived ability etc.).

Weiner (2000) asserted that the three propertiesaon$es, locus, stability and
controllability, play a significant role in shapinthe two key determinants of

motivation: namely expectancy--subjective likelidoof future success--and value —
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degree of emotions attached to attainment or n@mratent of a goal. Weiner (2000)
explained that when the cause is stable (or pexdeas stable) people anticipate the
same outcome. For instance if the individual peeeihat s/he lacks the ability (which
is internal, stable, and uncontrollable) to perfantask (which is similar to one that
s/he has already experienced a failure with), tlea will anticipate failure again. If,
for example, the failure is attributed to a teacwéo is perceived as unfair [which is
external locus, stable (until the course lastsyl ancontrollable], then attending the
same teacher’s classes will be anticipated asréadigain (see Figure 2.7 for different

scenarios).

Outcome Causal Ascriptions Psychological Consequences Behavioural Consequendes
& Dimensions

unfair teacher —— Maintain self-

| and esteem Less likely to perform
Failure — (external and ——— oy expectancy a similar task
uncontrollable of sucess

attribution) anger

insufficient effort —, maintain self-esteem

Failure ~—— (intemaland | possible expectancy likely to perform

controlable of success a similar task

attribution)

guilt

low ability ——— low self-esteem

unlikely to perform

Failure ——» ——» low expectancy re
a similar task

(internal and o SIEeE
uncontrollable

attribution) —> shame/embarrassment

Figure 2.7 Influence of locus and controllability on individga emotions and

expectancies (Adapted from Weiner 2000).

According to Weiner’s attributional theory of ach#enent motivation, locus and
controllability relate to feelings state and inuret affects value of achievement

outcomes. Weiner (2000) asserts that locus inflegmedividuals’ feelings of pride and
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self-esteem positively in case of success. Howawecase of failure individuals are
likely to experience feelings of shame/deprecaéioridarrassment and low self-esteem.
Weiner (2000) maintained that both controllabibtyd locus, following a failure (non-
attainment of a goal), determine whether guiltltarse is experienced. He claimed that
ascribing failure to insufficient effort (which isternal and controllable) often elicits a
feeling of guilt. Whereas, attributing failure t@rpeived lack of aptitude (which is
internal but uncontrollable) often arises feelingé shame, embarrassment, and
humiliation. He also asserted that expectancy etess together with the emotions

experienced (pride, shame, or guilt etc) determutesequent behavior

Attributional theory of achievement motivation aedhotion holds that high
achievers attribute their success to high abilitg affort which they are confident of
and this builds pride and confidence in them (WeR@00). They attribute their failure
to bad luck or some external factors (e.g. poachem etc) which they do not perceive
as their fault and maintain their self-esteem. Lawhievers, on the other hand, think
that they do not have the required ability andfssoaiate success with luck or some
other external factors that they think are beydmartcontrol. Such individuals, do not
feel responsible for their own success and sucdess not increase their pride and

confidence (see Figure 2.8).
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Outcome Causal Ascriptions Psychological Consequences  Behavioural Consequendes
& Dimensions

High Achievers

—— high self-esteem
willing to engage in

high ability — imil fivit
Success—— o effort high expectancy a similar activity
of success .
(internal & . likely to perform
controllable) — pride & confidence a similar task

Low Achievers

luck or — low self-esteem unwilling to engage in
Success— other-related a similar task
factors — low expectancy
(external & of success less likely to perform
— gratitude a similar task

uncontrollable)

Figure 2.8Possible causal ascriptions of high & low achieellswing success

(Adapted from Weiner 2000).

2.22 Socicognitive theory: Self-beliefs and selffefacy theory

In educational research literature, self-beliefedmee a real research interest
with Bandura’'s sociocognitive theory (e.g. Zimmemi90; Schunk & Zimmerman
1997 etc.). According to sociocognitive theory, pleanfluence their own functioning.
This view holds that people create their socialtesys and in return, these social
systems influence their lives. “Human self-develepi adaptation, and change thus
involve a dynamic interplay between personal argilasstructural influences within the
larger societal context”. (Bandura 2006 b: 53). @aa proposed thaelf-regulatory
systems, which mediate external influences, enabligiduals to have personal control
over their thoughts, feelings, motivations and awi Bandura (1986) acknowledged

that self-beliefs that individuals create, and holdbe true for themselves regulate their
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behaviors. These self-referent beliefs are constlér play a vital role in individuals’

successes and failures (Pajares & Schunk 2002Bar{1986) viewed the beliefs that
individuals have about their capabilities as thesimoritical elements on human
behavior and motivation. According to Bandura, éhesliefs comprise a self-system,
and the individual’s behavior is the result of iheeraction between this system and

external influences.

Self-beliefs are studied under different classtfaas such as self-perception,
self-concept beliefs, self-worth beliefs, and sdffeacy beliefs (see Pajares & Schunk
2001). Self-perception is the individual's appraisiahis/her competences whereatfs
concept beliefs “a self-descriptive judgment that includes aaleation of competence
and the feeling of self-worth associated with thégment in question... Self-concept
beliefs reflect questions of ‘being’ and ‘feelirg(Pajares & Schunk 2002: 20). Self-
perception and self-concept beliefs are acknowlgdge be empirically difficult to
differentiate; therefore, these two terms have besed interchangeably by many
(Pajares & Schunk 2001). Self-perception or seifespt beliefs are considered
instrumental in people’s achievements. Bandura §lL88&imed that the beliefs people
hold about their capabilities are better indicatofrsheir behaviors than what they are
actually able to do. Pajares and Schunk (2001¢dtHtat individuals have both global
and specific perceptions of themselves. Gener&lpseteptions comprise the global
self-concept which covers the totality of one’sf-seferent beliefs, whereas the more
specific self-perception can comprise self-concgitsut academic, social, emotional

self (Pajares & Schunk 2001).

Self-worth beliefon the other hand, refers to the feeling of valwerth) the

individual attributes to himself/herself regardithg judgment in question (e.g. a person
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might have a high self-worth regarding languagenieg—if s/he perceives language
learning as important and/or of good value). Setrtiv belief is assumed to be
influenced by society and culture, and opinion thfeos (e.g. an individual might have a
high self-concept a feeling of confidence becau$ehigh achievement but not
necessarily a high self-worth if s/he and/treysdo not perceive e.g. language learning

as of high value).

Self-efficacy beliefs, which are considered to e tnost important self-referent
beliefs, are studied under self-efficacy theorysuab-theory developed under the
framework of social cognitive theory (Bandura 1988ndura (2006b) postulated self-
efficacy beliefs as the foundation of human agéhc$imply defined, self-efficacy
beliefs refer to personal beliefs (judgments) about ooeafsabilities to engage in an
activity or perform a task (Bandura 1986). “Selfiegcy beliefs revolve around the
question of ‘cah” (Pajares & Schunk 2002:.20). Bandura (2006a) ta@s that the
individual’'s belief in his/her efficacy is the for®st personal resource in ‘self-
development’, ‘successful adaptation’ and, ‘chandg¢e also claimed that efficacy
beliefs shape individuals’ motivations, goals, ame expectations (i.e. whether they
expect their efforts to produce favorable or unfalate outcomes), way of thinking,

emotions, and their determination in front of diffities.

“Among the mechanisms of human agency, none is weméal or pervasive than beliefs
of self efficacy. This core belief is the foundatiof human motivation, well-being, and
accomplishments. Unless people believe that theypraduce desired effects by their

actions, they have little incentive to act or torgewere in the face of difficulties.

% To be an agent means to have the power to infRieme’s own functioning and life circumstances
(Bandura 1997).
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Whatever other factors serve as guides and motijatioey are rooted in the core belief

that one has power to effect changes in their astiBandura 2006a:.3)

According to social cognitive theory, self-efficabgliefs affect individuals

functioning in various ways (Bandura 1986) (seauFed2.9):

Individuals with high
self-efficacy belief
exert more effort and
are more persistent and

resilient in face of failure.

Individuals with high
self-efficacy belief

tend to have positive
mood and emotions.

Individuals with high self-efficacy belief
are more likely to choose to act.

Choice

behavior

Attributions

Individuals with high
self-efficacy belief
attribute their failure to
insufficient

effort.

Individuals with high self-efficacy
belief have higher perceived motivation.

Individuals with high
self-efficacy belief
maintain positive beliefs
about their learning
capabilities, goals,

and anticipated outcomes
of their actions.

Figure 2.9 Schematic representation of the influence of hagjhefficacy on

individuals.

Choice behavior

Bandura (1986) maintained that people choose tagmn@ tasks/activities that

they believe they have high efficacy and avoiddhes that they perceive beyond their

capabilities.
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Effort and persistence

When people perceive strong self-efficacy they erere effort and are more
persistent and resilient in face of failure. “Peoptho regard themselves as highly
efficacious act, think, and feel differently ... Thpsoduce their own future, rather than

simply foretell it” (Bandura 1986: 395).

Emotional reactions

According to self-efficacy theory, an individual tivilow self-efficacy beliefs
perceives tasks to be fulfilled more difficult thémey actually are. Thus, this belief
restrains him/her from performing his/her best. iAdividual with high self-efficacy
beliefs, on the other hand, directs his/her atbenéind effort on task requirements and
exerts more effort in face of difficulty or failur@Bandura 1986). Bandura (2006b)
maintained, “A strong sense of coping efficacy @ vulnerability to stress and
depression in taxing situations and strengthenkersy to adversity.” (Bandura 2006b:

56).

Attributions

Perceived self-efficacy has also proved to be @rflung attributions individuals
make about their performances. Individuals withhhsglf-efficacy belief are assumed
to attribute their failure to insufficient effont€. people with high self-efficacy possess
success orientation and exert more effort when ggdyan a similar task another time).
However, individuals who believe that they have keif-efficacy attribute their failure
to lack of necessary skills and ability (i.e. peoplith low self-efficacy belief avoid
engaging in similar tasks). Another scenario ig thdividuals with low self-efficacy

belief attribute their success to external factatber than their own capabilities (i.e. a
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learner with low self-efficacy belief might attriteuhis success to ‘a teacher who gives

high grades’ or ‘to an easy exam’ etc) (Bandurac)98

Goals, expectations and motivation

Bandura (2006b) asserted that self-efficacy belsdy a significant role in the
regulation of motivation. He maintained that peopéml motivated to undertake
challenges on the basis of their outcome expeastidhe likelihood that people will

act depends highly on whether they believe theypraduce the required performance.

According to Bandura’s Social Cognitive model gdficacy beliefs are

influenced by four main sources (Bandura 1986):

Mastery experience

Mastery experience is considered to be a key solmceself-efficacy belief
(Bandura 1997). Bandura (2006b) acknowledged tmatitdividual’'s successes help
him/her develop strong sense of self-efficacy. @a btther hand the individual’s
failures, especially when experienced in early esagf efficacy development, weaken
the individual's self-efficacy beliefs. Mastery expences are considered the most
powerful sources of self-efficacy belief. Tschandoran, Woolfolk, Hoy. & Hoy
(1998) asserted that the individual's perceptioat this/her performance has been
successful increases his/her efficacy, and corte#hto his/her expectation that s/he will

be able to accomplish a similar performance inftihere, as well.
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Social modeling (Vicarious experience)

It is postulated that when the individual obsensegcesses of others with
similar abilities to himself/herself, s/he has moomfidence in his/her own capabilities

and expects to succeed in a similar task (see Bari@86).

Verbal/Social persuasion

According to self-efficacy theory, verbal persuasi@and the messages that the
individual receives from others (significant othetgeh as parents, teachers, friends etc)

can have a strong influence on the developmenisdiér self-efficacy beliefs.

Physical & emotional states

Physical and emotional states and mood are alssidemed to affect people’s
judgment of their personal efficacy. According telfsfficacy theory people may
interpret their stress, fatigue or tensions as ssigh weakness and susceptibility to
perform unsuccessfully. Consequently, this integiren may affect their judgments of

self-efficacy.

2.23 Student approaches to learning (SAL) and leaers’ conceptions

of learning

Learner conceptions of learning have been studiduinthe theory of ‘Student
Approaches to Learning’ (SAL). The concept of ‘leznis’ conceptions of learning’ was

originated in educational psychology and introduckd literature through the
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phenomenographit research studies of Marton and his associatesMae®n & Saljo
1976a and 1976b) at the University of Goteborg (@Boburg) and developed further
through a series of studies (see Biggs 1994; EtieM®87, 2003; Entwistle, McCune,
& Hounsel 2002; Entwistle, McCune & Walker 200106¢ 1994; Prosser & Trigwell

1999; see also ETL project online documents at URh://www.ed.ac.uk/ell Marton

and Saljo (1976a, 1976b), in their seminal studgu$ed on the qualitative differences
in how learners approached learning, and discovigredollowing learner conceptions

(Saljo, 1979):

1. Learning as aguantitative increase in knowleddg@acquiring information or
simply ‘knowing a lot’).

2. Learning asmemorizing and reproducingrote-learning information for the
purpose of reproducing it when necessary).

3. Learning as acquiring facts, skills and methods tan beetained and useds
necessary (using metacognitive strategies to regldarning).

4. Learning asmaking senser abstracting meaning (making connections with
previous experience, focusing on the meaning, inglgbarts to each other to

form a meaningful whole).

% Phenomenography is a research specialisation ajme@lby a research group at the University of
Goteborg, Sweden. It was first appeared in Marterefce’s works. It is an empirically based approach
(based on observation and experience) that aimdetatify the qualitatively different ways in which

people experience, conceptualize, perceive, andratahd various kinds of phenomena (Marton & Fai,

1999). Principles of Phenomenographic researctbessummarized as follows:

1. “Researchers should seek an understanding of tlemgphenon of learning by examining the
students' experiences”

2. “Research about learning needs to be conductechatwaalistic setting involving the actual content
and settings people learn with.” Online documentdJRL http://tip.psychology.org/marton.html
[June 15, 2006].
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5. Learning as interpreting andinderstanding reality in a different way
(developing personal meaning and understanding poeimending the world by

re-interpreting knowledge).

Research has shown that learners’ approaches foirigaare determined by
their conceptions of learning. In their influentvabrk, Marton and Salj6 (1976a, 1976b)
introduced the idea that learners adopt either anieg approach focused on
understandingdr a learning approach focused memorizingandreproducing.Marton
and Saljo’s ideas and research led to formulatibriearner approaches tdeep
approach and surface approach To define these two distinct approaches Entwistle

(1987) proposed the following definitions:

Quantitative/surface approachintention to complete task requirements; memorize
information needed for assessments; failure tangjgish principles from examples;
treat task as an external imposition; focus onrdiscelements without integration;

unreflectiveness about purpose or strategies (Etlevil987, p. 16).

Qualitative/deep approacHntention to understand; vigorous interactionhwibntent;
relate new ideas to previous knowledge; relate episcto everyday experience; relate

evidence to conclusions; examine the logic of tiggiment (Entwistle, 1987, p. 16).

The fact that learners adopt different approacbeledrning is now very well
known. Deep approach to learning is described deep motive based on intrinsic
motivation and curiosity. It is assumed that thisra personal commitment to learning
and the learner relates new material to existingrgknowledge to make this new
information meaningful and personal. A learner wises surface approach, on the other

hand, carries out tasks because of external coeseqs. A typical strategy used by a
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learner who adopts a surface approach is roteten(p.g. the learner focuses on what
appears to be the most important and memorizesTius, s/he does not see

interconnections between the meanings and impieatof what is learned.

Many studies built upon Marton and Saljo’s initiishdings, andachieving
approach(or strategic approachwas also added to literature. The aim of an aahge
approach (Strategic approach) is to get a highegradarners that have an achieving
approach are extrinsically motivated and use mawinofi achieving strategies (e.g. the
learner is highly organized, uses various studytand management skills to succeed).
Here again the focus is on the product and learisrthe means rather than the end.
However, an achieving (strategic) approach is cmrsid to be using strategies from
both the surface approach and the deep approaskaRé has shown that learners may
adopt different approaches according to the taskirse requirements or teaching

context (Prosser & Trigwell 1999).

Entwistle (2003) stated that, approaches learrdoptao their learning depend
on learners’ motivational orientations, as well—médyn intrinsic and extrinsic
orientations of motivation. . He argued that eaglwder approach has an underlying
motivational orientation. Within deep approach, tample, intrinsic interest in a
subject matter leads the learner to create a gtectipersonal understanding by relating
ideas. Entwistle (2003) summarized the definingtuies of these three learning

approaches (deep, surface and strategic) as fo(leeesTable 2.7):
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Table 2.7Defining features of approaches to learning andysiwg (source: Entwistle

2003)
Deep Approach
Motive/orientation Intrinsic interest in the content
Intention To understand ideas for oneself
Process Relating ideas into structured understanding thindagical

analysis and evidential support

Surface Approach
Motive/orientation
Intention

Process

Extrinsic or instrumental and/or fear of failure
To cope minimally with course demands
Syllabus-bound accretion of information throughtioe

memorizing and procedural learning.

Strategic/Achieving Approach
Motive/orientation
Intention

Process

Need for achievement and/or sense of duty
To achieve high grades or other form of recognition

Organized studying through time management and tiwramg

effectiveness.

Prosser and Trigwell (1999) argued that interachetween the learner and his
or her learning context constitutes a unique |egrsituation for the student. They
claimed that this situation will be different foaah student even if they may be in the
same context because each learner will have a e@rpguception of his/her situation.
They postulated that individual learners’ percaptod their situation is related to their
prior experiences of other situations (prior leagnexperience, other non educational
experiences etc), their approaches to learningthed learning outcome (see Figure

2.10).
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Learning and teaching context

Stud_ent’s Student’s approaches
prior to learning
experience
Student’s

perceptions of
his/her situation

Student’s situation Student’s learning
outcomes

Figure 2.10 Individual learner’'s experience of learning (sourB®sser & Trigwell

1999: 17).

Thus, Prosser and Trigwell (1999) considered laatnprior experiences,
perceptions, approaches and outcomes to be siraalialy present in their awareness.
In the same vein, Entwistkt al. (2001) illustrated that meanings learners attactié¢
concept of learning are function of the cumulatiefects of learners’ previous

educational experiences and other experiences.

Research done in this area both confirms and estdrase sources by revealing
that learner’'s conceptions of learning are shapedhbir prior experiences (learning
and other experiences), their expectations anditatien of motivation, and approaches
and assessment procedures employed by teachetrpisant) (see Figure 2.11 ). SAL
(Student Approaches to Learning) research has lgledniown that learners’ prior
learning experiences, learning conceptions andnilegr approaches have direct

influence on their learning outcomes.
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Prior experiences
(learning and other)

Orientation of
motivation

Learners’

Expectations—{ 5 oroaches to Learning

Teachers’ approaches
&
Assessment procedures

Figure 2.11Sources for learners’ approaches to learning

2.24 Conclusion

Metacognitive theory, social representations thetmgory of reasoned action
(TRA), theory of planned behavior (TpB), attributitheory, self-efficacy theory and
research done on SAL (Student Approaches to Legyrhave all contributed to the
understanding of different phenomena with alwaygefsebeing their inseparable core
constituent and central focus. They all based th&sumptions on firm bases with clear
frameworks and served many scholars in differestigiines for different purposes.
Although they appear to be distinct individual thes--and considered and defended to
be different from each other by their founders,daecay and disciples--, all of these
theories appear to be complementary with one anod®e regards the belief

phenomenon, which constitutes the central elemieait.o
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In this research study, the researcher has refeorezhch of these theories to
explore different aspects of the L2 learner bgdleénomenon. Hence, the researcher has
used relevant components of each of the above-omattitheories to examine the L2
learners’ stated beliefs from different perspediweorder to be able to picture them in

their aggregates.

Part 4: Theories, Approaches, and Methods in Secoffebreign

Language Teaching/Learning

2. 25 Introduction

The purpose of this section is to examine some miagories and research that
have claimed to constitute effective pedagogy & &cquisition of a second/foreign
language (L2) in a classroom context. Thus, thidice examines the key learning
theories, main perspectives and theories in selamgliage acquisition (SLA) research,
theories of language and major methods and appesatttat have had influence on

instructed second/foreign language learning.

Although this research primarily focuses on the lidfe dimension’ of
second/foreign language learning which is consai@e@n-linguistic affective aspect of
language learning, the researcher believed that fdmture cannot be looked into
independently of linguistic processes involved esand/foreign language teaching and
learning. she, therefore, stipulated that inclusibra section on theories of language,
language learning and major theories of learningrigcial in order to have clear
pedagogical stand points when interpreting teatlaard learners’ beliefs as regards

their functions within language instruction.
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Depending on the theoretical perspective takerguage learning/teaching and
its components might be perceived differently bijedent L2 specialists. The following
are some of the controversies foreign/second laggu@aching has faced when
different theoretical perspectives are appliedeather and learner roles (e.g. active vs.
passive; teacher-centered vs. learner-centeredeb)y of language (e.g. structural vs.
meaning/interaction-based); c) classroom interac{®.g. one-way vs. two-way); d)
control of content of instruction (e.g. teacherteeed vs. learner-centered); e) learners’
conceptions of language learning; learner strasggierceptions, styles (e.g. not taken
into account vs. regarded as significant, usedaassldor planning language instruction,

and/or appropriated/mediated to match with languasfeuction) and so forth.

I, therefore, believe that it is important to haeeclear vision of what
foreign/second language learning involves; how Uagg learners’/teachers’ beliefs are
regarded/valued/ used within language instructém which teacher/learner beliefs are
considered functional/dysfunctional. This revisitmerefore, will enable me to evaluate
and interpret the learners’ and the teachers’ fselie the light of the research-based

principles.

2.26 Theories of learning and second/foreign langga instruction

The theories that have influenced learning/teaclasipgroaches in educational
instruction and foreign/second language teachimgr@ated mainly from the following
divisions of psychology: a) behaviorist (e.g. Skannb) cognitive (e.g. Miller, Craik &
Lockhart, Flavell); ¢) humanist (e.g. Mazlow, Ragievlezirow); d) constructivist (e.qg.
Ausubel, Bruner, Piaget, Lave) and; d) social aoms$ivist (or sociocultural) (e.g.

Vygotsky) (see Table 2.8).
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Table 2.8Theories of learning

School of Division Concerns Key Theorists Learning Theories
Psychology
Stimulus Skinner Operant
Behaviorist Behaviorism Response conditioning
Reinforcement
Mazlow Humanistic theory
Humanist Humanistic Emotional factors of Learning
learning and affect
Rogers Experiential
learning
Information Miller Information-
Cognitive Information processing processing-Theory
processing
Computer models Craik & Lockhart Levels of processing
Ausubel Subsumption theory
Knowledge Bruner Constructivism
Cognitive Constructivism  construction and
learner as active Piaget Genetic
creator epistemology
Lave & Wenger Situated cognition
Social Interactions  with Vygotsky Social
Sociocultural  constructivist others constructivism
learning

The above-mentioned theories of learning (togetinén theories of language,
theories of language learning and second languagésation (SLA) research) have had
vital influence on the rise and fall of differentethods and approaches in foreign
language teaching. This section will focus on sahwesions of psychology that have
had impact on language instruction. Some languegehtng methods/approaches that
have been influenced by these theories of leamifigalso be described in this section.

However, some L2 teaching/learning methods/appesmetill be described in detail,
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some others will be just mentioned and some otivdtde left out, depending on the

impact they have had on second/foreign languadeuttson.

2.27 Approaches to second language acquisition reseh

Research into second language acquisition (SLA) &@ployed different
perspectives from different disciplines: namelylirstics, sociolinguistics, psychology,
and sociology. Gass and Selinker (1994) notedShat research is a multidisciplinary
field and the general research emphasis can vargndiing on the perspective taken

and the discipline of reference used. They expththat:

“...Linguistics focuses on the products of acquisiti@.e., a description of the system
produced by learners), psychology focuses on tbegss by which those systems are
created (e.g., a description of the process ofvihg in which learners create learner
systems), and sociolinguistics focuses on sociatofa that influence the linguistic

product of acquisition.” (Gass & Selinker, 19948)1.0

2.27.1 Behaviorist approaches and Language instruon

Behaviorism has had profound influence on educatiomstruction and
especially language instruction. The theory of bedrésm is based on the study of
overt behaviors that can be observed and measwactitptively (Standridge 2002).
Behaviorism is founded on the hypothesis (propmsjtithat behavior can be studied
and explained without referring to internal merdtdtes. Behaviorist view emphasizes
the need of objectivity. Behaviorists view holdsttlonly the behaviors which can be
directly observed are worthy of examining. Therefoearly behaviorist considered
actions to be the only legitimate objects of stuaty] ignored thoughts and/or emotions

(Standridge 2002). Thus, early learning theorishoffidike, Hull, and Skinner)
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attempted to explain all learning in terms adnditioning and totally ignored the

possibility of thought processes occurring in thaan

Skinner, who is the founder of modern behaviorigrawed learning as merely
the result of environmental rather than cognitisetdérs. He constructed a system of
principles which described human behavior in diriobservable terms (Skinner 1953,
1974). Skinner’s theory is based upon the ideal#@nhing is a function of change in
overt behavior. However, he completely excludedf#iot that the mind and/or feelings
also play part in shaping the individual's behaviiliams & Burden 1997;

Standridge 2002).

Russian psychologist lvan Pavlov (1927) was thst fo propose that change in
behavior is the result of aesponseto a stimulus (event) that takes place in the
environment (Standridge 2002). Skinner extendedah@ications of conditioning and
developed the theory @perant conditioninga behavior modification technique which
uses consequences to modify the occurrence anceraftbehavior (see Skinner 1974).
Operant conditioning technique is based on the tidepeople behave the way they do
because this kind of behavior has had certain cpesees in the past. That is, when a
particular stimulus-response (S-R) pattern is reedrthe individual is conditioned to

respond

Reinforcement is one of the key concepts in Skisneonceptualization of
(human) learning. According to the reinforcememotty, individuals act in expectation
of a certain reward. There are two types of behavioeinforcements:positive
reinforcement and negative reinforcementThe reinforcement theory holds that

consequences which give rewards (positive reinfoesd) increase a behavior (e.g.
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smiling at students after a correct response; ipaistudents' ability to parents etc.).

Consequences which give punishments weaken a loel{&tandridge 2002).

All in all, Skinner proposed that the individuakxperience of reinforcements
determines his/her behavior (Skinner 1953, 1974usT behaviorist theory came to
explain all learning in terms of operant conditimnby proposing that if the behavior is
reinforced then the likelihood of that behavioreafping on a subsequent event will be
increased, and if it is punished the likelihood tbe behavior repeating will be

decreased.

Skinner argued that educational instruction cowddirhproved by adoption of
simple procedures. As has been the case with etthecational domains, behaviorist
approach has had profound influence on languagehiteg as well (Richards &
Rodgers 1986, 2001; Williams and Burden 1997). Tloehaviorist theorists viewed
language as a series of behaviors that could bghtatihey believed that languages
were made up of a series of habits that learnarkl@rquire and that if learners could
develop all these habits, they would speak thedagg well (Richards & Rodgers 1986,

2001; Williams and Burden 1997).

Educational instruction from behaviorist perspextivan be summarized as
follows (see R. Ellis 2003, 2005b, 2005a; RichatdRodgers 1986, 2001; Williams

and Burden 1997:

Knowledge is viewed as an external reality thatlbatransmitted to learners.
Learning is organized around written performancgdalves (These objectives
should clearly define the target behavior).

Activities are set to achieve these predetermimebispecific objectives.
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What is to be taught should be explained expliditythe learners (The learners
should clearly know what is expected from them).

Tasks should be broken down into small, sequestigs.

Prearranged (prescribed) knowledge is transmiti¢de learners.

Learning is molded (shaped) by repetition and cezgment.

Learning is assumed to have occurred when thedeaeacts correctly according
to the stimulus.

The teacher predetermines the correctness of sp@mse (these correct responses
are clearly indicated in the objectives/outcomes).

The teacher is the authority and has the contrti®fearning.

Each learning event is evaluated (to see if theatbjes have been achieved) and

if necessary, repeated until it is fully mastered.

Behaviorist approaches had numerous shortcomings.nfajor criticism is the
oversimplification of human behavior. From behaiibperspective human beings were
perceived as automatons instead of social and pefplocreatures of will. Learning
was viewed independent of the context and learagg social process was completely
neglected. Behaviorist teaching emphasized roteileg (de-contextualized
memorization by repetition) which allowed limitedr (no) rate of knowledge transfer
and limited retention unless reinforced. Student® were taught through behaviorist
methods of learning had very limited chance ofriegay by association and were unable
to put pieces together to apply them in other #sibna. There was almost no
cooperation between learners and presence of hetea@s necessary for the learning

event to take place.
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In spite of its shortcomings, the behaviorist appto dominated educational
instruction around the world. The following canregarded as the major reasons for the

behaviorism’s long-lived popularity:

Has a firm theoretical foundation
Easy to implement

Has clear objectives

Uses time efficiently

Easy to measure the success of learning outcomes

2.27.1.1 Audiolingual method

The framework provided by the behaviorist theord bhapowerful influence on
the development of the audiolingual method to lagguteaching (Williams & Burden
1997). The theory of language underlying audioladgmethod was originated from
structural linguistics (Richards & Rodgers 2001hisTtheory viewed language as being
a system consists of structural units such as neongels, phonemes, structures, sentence
types and so forth. From this behaviorist perspectianguage learning was seen as
behavior to be thought; and learning a languageagiiring a set of appropriate
mechanical habits. The foreign language teachiom fthis perspective assumed that
learning could take place if predetermined knowiedgs organized and transmitted in
small sequential steps (Richards & Rodgers 2001lliaMis and Burden 1997).
Audiolingualism was a teacher-centered method. Tole of the teacher in an
audiolingual language class was to develop goodulage habits in learners. Thus the
audiolingual syllabus included structurally sequeshmstructional material which were
used to help teacher develop ‘mastery learningthim learner (Richards & Rodgers

2001). The mastery learning was based on the asgumtpat, given enough time and
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the proper instruction, most learners could maatgr learning objective. The learners
were expected to be responsible for mastering ilegrrobjectives. Thus, the
audiolingual method was based on using mechantiiéd tbr the formation of good
language habits in learners (e.g. pattern drillgmmorization of dialogues, choral
repetition of structural patterns, or substitutébills and so forth) (Richards & Rodgers
2001; Williams & Burden 1997). ‘Errors’ were regaddas reinforcers of bad habits.
Therefore, if the learners’ responses were incorleey were corrected immediately
and if their responses were correct they were réehso that the desired habits would
be formed (Richards & Rodgers 2001; Williams & Bemdl997). The behaviorists also
believed that a contrastive analysis of languagasidvbe useful in teaching languages.
They assumed that similar points between languagesd help the learners to learn
easily and the points that were different woulddifécult to learn and would create
problems in learning. Thus in audiolingual classngocontrastive analysis exercises
were widely used (Richards & Rodgers 2001; Schakwisch, Elsen, & Setz. 2002;

Williams & Burden 1997).

One of the major limitations of the audiolingualthed was that the role of the
learners was a rather passive one (Richards & Redtfi01; Schalkwijk, Esch, Elsen,
& Setz. 2002; Wiliams and Burden 1997). The foowas on *“...the external
manifestations of learning rather than on the makprocesses.” (Richards & Rodgers
2001: 62). Since, the major objective of audioliaggm was to develop ‘observable
correct language habits’, the principal processe®lved in learning were ignored
entirely. That is, there was almost no intereswitat was going on inside the learners’
heads or the cognitive processes involved in legrnbtudents were almost never had
the opportunity to engage in learning actively an@hnalyzing the language they were

learning. Recent research has demonstrated thguidge learners make use of a wide
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range of mental strategies to sort out the systietimedlanguage they are learning and to
construct personal meanings out of it. However,i@dimjual approaches tended to
focus on controlled structural input and did naivie room for learner initiated language
input. Consequently, learners’ had almost no cordver the content. The language
learning activities used were not suitable for tharner to initiate discussions or
negotiate meaning. There was no room for the aghuatess to allow learners to
develop effective learning and communicative sgi@® Language learning research
has demonstrated that proficient language learnees a wide range of effective
language learning strategies. Therefore, recerdares has suggested that language
design and instruction should encourage both tlee amsl development of effective
learner strategies (see O’Malley, 1997; O’MalleyC&amot 1990; Oxford 1994, 2003;

Wenden 1986a, 1986b, 1995, 1998, 1999; Wenden &Ri8197 and many others).

Audiolingual teaching, since the emphasis was an ghoduction of correct
language structures, regarded learner errors ashhits’. Therefore, teachers directed
learners to give correct responses and tried tiest to avoid errors. However, there is
now abundant evidence to claim that risktaking,other words having room for
mistakes in language classrooms, provides the demmnith the opportunity to try out
and test the language they are learning and thigeseas valuable means to learn
(Oxford & Shearin 1994). Empirical studies haveoaikustrated that risk-takers, in

terms of language learning, progress more quicidg Ely 1986).

However, despite its shortcomings audiolingual epph dominated foreign
language learning methodology from the early 19%0the late 1960s (and there are
still materials based on audiolingual principleattbontinue to be used even today) (see

R. Ellis 2005b; Richards & Rodgers 2001). The aliglial method’s reputation was
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directly related to the practical convenience idlwlefined methodological framework
provided. Some of the reasons for its dominancgeoond/foreign language instruction

can be summarized as follows:

Practical convenience

The major reasons for the Audiolingual method’s yapty were that it
provided language teachers with clear objectived aasy steps to follow in the
language classroom. In context where language ¢eschad limited language
competence and/or professional training, it wasy das the teachers to follow the
instructions and sequences provided in their aundjoll course books (which involved
mainly mechanical exercises such as repetitiontdutisn drills etc, and presentation,
practice, production paradigm). Teaching in audglial classroom, therefore, was less
threatening for the teachers who had limited ptesal and language competence.
However, in (today’s) classrooms where meaning &mbstly) learner-initiated
language are emphasized (e.g. In classrooms wéeneelrs are allowed to participate in
free-language practice rather than controlled machhdrills), teachers have almost no
control on the language produced and are expeotedake on-line decisions. Thus,
teachers who lack professional and linguistic caepee tend to feel less secure in such

teaching/learning environments than they did in@udyual classrooms.

Coherent theoretical and psychological perspective

The other important reason for the audiolingualhudts popularity was that it
was based on a coherent theoretical perspectiviigh¥é & Burden 1997) that many

recent trends in second/foreign language teacleiagiing fail to provide.
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2.27.2 Humanistic approaches and language instrucin

“Humanistic approaches emphasize the importancth@finner world of the
learner and place the individual’s thoughts, fegdimand emotions at the forefront of all
human development.” (Williams & Burden: 30). Abrahaviaslow (1943) and Carl
Rogers are two most well known proponents of hustaniearning theorists. Maslow’s
humanistic theory of learning holds that fulfillmeof individual potential would not be
possible unless the individual fulfills his/her dee He proposed two categories of

needs: maintenance needs and being (growth) neee$-{gure 2.12).

elf-actualisatio

Being Aesthetic needs
Needs
/ Cognitive needs \
/ Need for self-esteem \
. / Need for interpersonal closeness \
Maintenance
Needs
/ Need for safety and security \

/ Basic physiological needs \

Figure 2.12Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs

According to Maslow (1943) if needs are disrupted iower stage fulfillment
of needs up in the hierarchy would be more difti¢at even impossible). Although
Maslow’s ideas have some theoretical limitatiorsstheory provides valuable insights

into the understanding of the learner and his/leeds.
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Carl Rogers (1979) believed that an individual sepdsitive regard both from
the self (positive self-concept, self-worth etaad&rom others in order for growth to
take place (see Rogers 1979). Rogers equatedrgaimipersonal change and growth.
He claimed that human beings have natural disposit learn if positive conditions for
learning are supported (i.e. setting a positive-thweatening climate, having room for
both emotional and intellectual components of le@ynand emphasizing ‘openness’ in
order for change to take place). Rogers’ expeaétgarning theory addresses the needs
and desires of the learner and holds that learshmuld be self-initiated and that it
requires involvement of the learner. He stipulatiedt self-initiated learning is all-
encompassing and most lasting. Rogers (1979) suizedahis views about ‘person-

centered approach’ as follows:

“Briefly, as the person is accepted and prized,rhghe tends to develop a more caring

attitude toward him or herself. As the person ipkatically heard, it becomes possible
for him or her to listen more accurately to thewflof inner experiencing. But as the
person understands and prizes self, there is dafaaent of a self more congruent with

experiencing. He or she is thus becoming more mate genuine.” (Rogers 1979: 2).

Thus, he proposed that learners take responsilaiitthe learning process to
direct and control their own learning. He also fauth that ‘learning to learn’ and ‘self-
evaluation’ are important components of the leagnmmocess. Johnson and Johnson
(2004) explained that ‘humanism’ and humanistic rapphes to language teaching
emphasize ‘whole person learning’. They asserteat tiumanistic approaches to
language teaching emphasize personal growth anplonswility through taking
psychological and affective factors into accountoskbwitz (cited in Johnson &
Johnson 2004:159) summarized the principles uniderlyhumanistic education as

follows:
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1. A principal purpose of education is to provide feag and an environment that
facilitate the achievement of the full potentialstdidents.

2. Personal growth as well as cognitive growth is spoasibility of the school.
Therefore education should deal with both dimersmirhumans—the cognitive
or intellectual and affective or emotional.

3. For learning to be significant, feelings must beognized and put to use.

4. Significant learning is discovered for oneself.

5. Human beings want to actualize their potential.

6. Having healthy relationships with other classmaigsmore conductive to
learning.

7. Learning about oneself is a motivating factor iarfeng.

8. Increasing one’s self-esteem is a motivating faictdearning.

Williams and Burden (1997) asserted that humanigtiproaches have had a
significant influence on second/foreign languagacieng methodology. Silent way,
community language learning, suggestopaedia (Joh&sdohnson 2004), and some
forms of task-based teaching (Ellis 2003), all beamanistic qualities. Williams and
Burden (1997) maintained that messages transfémexnigh humanistic approaches

have been widely accepted and applied to commuwécknguage classroom practices.

2.27.3 Formal linguistic perspective on SLA

Starting from the 1960s, generative linguisticdeibased systems that focus on
all the grammatical sentences of a language) ddedntormal linguistic theory for
about forty years. Many applied linguists duringstperiod believed that generative
linguistics was the only means for understandingglege form, expression, and

acquisition (Grabe 2002). Chomskian linguisticar{gformational, Government and
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Binding, and Minimalism) was seen as real foundafar understanding the nature of

language knowledge (syntactic knowledge).

From formal linguistic perspective, second/forelgnguages were considered
learnt/acquired in the same way as the first laggu@his linguistic perspective is often
associated with the ‘nativist view’, which origieat from Chomsky's language
acquisition device (LAD), and assumes that languabédity is innate (inborn).
According to O’Grady (2006) nativism constitutesotdifferent classes of acquisition
theories: ‘grammatical nativism’ and ‘general netiw’. Grammatical nativism holds
that some portion of grammar is innate (exists geammatical component of the LAD
which is also known as Universal Grammar). Howegeneral nativism (which is also
called cognitive nativism or emergentism) accepésexistence of an innate acquisition
device but refuses that it includes grammaticakgaties. This view holds that the

entire grammar is the result of interaction of it with experience (O’Grady 2006).

Scholars defending nativist perspective assume ‘thahe innate language
faculty involved in first language is also involvad second language acquisition...”
(see Johonson & Johnson 2004: 129). Within thispemtive, formal grammar is
viewed as an explicit description of a speakerswkadge of his or her language(s).
Formal linguistics research, then, searched to &indwers for two main questions:
“What does it mean to say we ‘know’ a language? &dow does that knowledge

arise in the mind of the speaker; that is, how aquired?” (Juffs, 2002: 87).

The focus of research from this perspective has lmee language universals
(Gass & Selinker 1994) [see also Chomsky's Unide&ammar (UG) in Johnson &
Johnson 2004]. Formal linguistic research topicgehaainly comprised contrastive

analysis (CA)--study of structural differences amnuiilarities of two or more languages
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(Johnson & Johnson 2004), and morpheme order stuahe so forth (see Gass &
Selinker 1994 for detailed information on morpheorder studies). However, this
formal generative linguistic approach has beenicaéd for: a) the notion of the
idealized speaker; b) its failure of non-explamatfor language acquisition; and c) its

insignificant interface with real-world uses (Gra@02).

However, some researchers like Lightbown and WH®87 cited in Juffs 2002)
claimed that (formal) linguistic theories are esserbut they do not play an exclusive
role in SLA studies. Lightbown and White claimedttiormal linguistic approaches,
although they do not deny the importance of pragrmaind sociological influence in
language use and language learning, do not addoesmunicative competence (see
Canale & Swain 1980 for communicative competence akso Section 2.29.1).
According to Lightbown and White (1987 cited in f3uR002) major aim of formal
linguistic research is, then, a comprehensive thdeee Flynn 1996, Gregg 1996,

Schwartz 1999 cited in Juffs 2002 for views on faktmguistic SLA research).

Juffs (2002) noted that formal linguistics has ded invaluable information on
the principles underlie human languages. He asbéhi@t the data gathered through
linguistic research provided a framework for invgesting how this knowledge is
related to native language competence. He asstirés¢dormal linguistic research has
played a crucial role in the explanation of secdaguage research. Juffs (2002)
claimed that, although the results of formal lirggizi research have not always had
direct pedagogical applications, without the knalgle of such generalizations and
knowledge of structural properties of languagesatld not be possible to see whether

these generalizations apply to second/foreign laggulearning/acquisition, as well.
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Juffs (2002) noted that formal linguistic reseachseful in that it provides background

information into understanding of second languagening/acquisition process.

2.27.4 Cognitive perspective on SLA

The learning theories and models developed witlignitive psychology are
the theories and models which have been commomigarened and referred to by
many SLL/FLL specialists (see R. Ellis 2000, 20@805b; McLaughlin, Rossman,
McLeod 1983; Richards & Rodgers 2001; Savignon BQ@&hmidt 1995a; Williams
& Burden 1997). The following divisions of cogniéypsychology are found to be the

most relevant as regards SLA:

1. Information processing models (e.g. Atkinson & $8ifs
information-processing model of mind; Craik & Locklis levels of
processing; Miller's information-processing theorgomputational
theory of mind)

2. Constructivist models (e.g. Ausubel’'s subsumptibeoty; Bruner’'s
constructivism; Lave’s situated cognition; Piaget'genetic

epistemology)

Some researchers felt that linguistic theory alloag been epistemologically not
sufficient to explain all linguistic and non-lingtic variables involved in SLA (Norris
& Ortega 2004). Moreover, because of diminishingpamance of native language
research, many researchers believed that takiogito/e theoretical standpoint would
be more appropriate (Gass & Selinker 1994). As asequence of conflicting and

unsatisfactory results obtained in formal (natjvidinguistic research cognitive
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perspective has gained eminence on SLA researctingtdrom the 1980s (Kaplan

2002).

Scholars defending cognitivist approaches to SLAehagued that “second
language linguistic knowledge develops as the testillearners applying general
learning mechanisms to the specific case of setamgliage acquisition.” (Johnson &
Johnson 2004: 129). The major models that influéncegnitive SLA research
originated from information-processing theoriesu3hthe 1990s experienced a marked
movement toward ‘information processing’. Infornoati processing perspective
emphasized “...notions of language awareness, aiteatid learning, “focus-on-form”
for language learning, learning from dialogic imigtions, patterns of teacher-student
interaction, task-based learning, content-basednilegz and teacher as researcher

through action research.” (Grabe, 2002, p. 7)

Research done in cognitive psychology provided dagg instruction with
valuable insights about the language learner amgulzge learning processes. This new
perspective contributed to a shift from teacher-mhamt classroom instruction to
learner-centered learning processes. Contrary tmverist assumptions, cognitive
view of learning considers human mind and learnprgcesses active. Cognitive
psychology, therefore, is concerned with the meptaicesses that are involved in
learning (Williams & Burden 1997). Representatiodeory of Mind (RTM) or
Computational Theory of Mind (CTM)-- a computer édasmodel of knowledge
formation [proposed first by Hilary Putham 1961tédi in Host 2005)], which was
inspired by Chomskian model of knowledge acquisitibas been one of the widely
used models to describe how human mind works. Aliegrto CTM information-

bearing units are connected to one another to faetworks of information which are

157



stored in the mind. Hence, how information is pesesl, encoded and retained in the
mind and how this information is retrieved whendegthas been the major concerns of
information-processing theorists (e.g. Miller 198ékinson & Shiffrin 1968; Anderson
1983, 1985, 1996). From the information procesgi@gpective human mind is viewed
as processor of information (like a computer) whides the capacity to store and
retrieve information. Thus, within this division afognitive psychology research
primarily focused on how memory functions while @essing information. Cognitive
scientist George Miller (1956) proposed that humaind, like computers, takes in

information, processes it, locates and storesdtganerates responses to it.

Bruner (2004) asserted that the interest in cogmipsychology began with
Noam Chomsky's critical review of Skinner's VerBahavior (see Chomsky 1959 for
his review of Skinner’s verbal behavior). Brunepkxned Chomsky’s contribution to

cognitive research and language acquisition asvisl

“I think it would be fair to say that, under thisw dispensation, more has been learned
during the last three decades about language d@oguighan in any prior century--more,
indeed, than in all of them combined. And it's weltfemember that the flood of research
that made this possible was precipitated by thguist Chomsky, not by a learning

theorist.” (Bruner 2004: 13)

R. Ellis (2000) maintained that cognitive theoryfeo§ more persuasive
explanation of classroom language learning tharniofindual (behaviorist) learning
theory. He acknowledged that cognitive theory giftdscredit to the contribution of
the learner’s internal mental processing and daesatiempt to explain L2 learning
merely in terms of observable behaviors. Cognitissv includes dimensions such as:
how individuals ‘build up’, ‘retain’, and ‘draw umpo their memories; and the ways in

which individuals are involved in the process adrléng. R. Ellis (2000) noted that
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cognitive theory seeks to understand and explain: (1) how knowledge is
established, (2) how knowledge becomes automatic(a8h how new knowledge is
integrated into the learner’'s existing cognitivesteyn.” (p.7). In spite of different
perspectives taken, the idea that learners ‘decadalyze’ ‘store’ and ‘produce’ (e.g.
the language learning process) is common to afliers of cognitive approach (Towell

& Hawkins 1994).

R. Ellis (2000) maintained that SLL/FLL researchwls extensively on research
into information processing. Williams and Burder®49I) explained that information
processing models are mainly concerned with “...they wn which people take in
information, process it and act upon it.” (p. 1Bhus, ‘how information is processed
and stored in memory has been the primary focusthef work of information
processing theorists (Williams & Burden 1997). Agon and Shiffrin’s (1968) model
of memory is one of the best known models of memaAtkinson and Shiffrin (1968)

described memory as being comprised:

Sensory memoryReceptor of sensory input which could hold infatrmon for a short

period of time.

Short-term memory (working memaryyork place of information which is responsible
for active processing of information; that is pévoey, feeling, comparing, computing

and reasoning.

Long-term memoryStore of information with unlimited capacity ofosage which
could be accessed when needed and it is the locatiere information can be retained

for a long time (up to a life time). Long-term memas considered to be composed of
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‘all that is known’. It is also viewed as passiwpaository where information remains

dormant until it is called into working-memaory

Miller’'s (1956) contribution to cognitive science his discovery that short-term
memory can only hold seven chunks (7 plus 2/minusf 2neaningful information. He
thus proposed that in order to retain informationd longer period, chunking (reducing
information into smaller units) is necessary. Thatgategies to retain information for a
longer time became the major interest of cognitisgchologists. Atkinson and Shiffrin
(1968) proposed that stimuli are initially recordedsensory memory for a short period
of time before being transferred into short-termmmgy (working memory). Atkinson
and Shiffrin’s theory holds that most people’s wog<memory has limited retention
capacity; therefore, it is necessary to break doamplex material into related ‘chunks’
before encoding these to the long-term memory sftns theory conforms with
Miller's (1956) findings]. Thus this view assumebat if individuals establish
connections between concepts, break down informaaod rebuild this information
with logical connections, then their retention ofaterial and understanding will
increase. It is also argued that, since retentroa in short-term memory is very limited
the most common way of retaining information is tBhearsal (process to hold
information in working memory for a period of timeyhich may take the form of
simple repetition or more elaborate means whiclolirerthe association of meaning to

what is to be remembered (for association of mepsée Ausubel 1980).

Consequently, many information-processing reseasgh@posed that rehearsal
Is an essential condition for encoding (transfgyimformation in long-term memory.
However, some researchers (e.g. Craik & Lockharf2)9claimed that although

rehearsal is an essential condition for encodingloing term memory, the way
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information is processed in working memory is mionportant for storage in long-term
memory than rehearsal. Thus, Craik and LockhartZl@roposed ‘levels of processing
model’ as an alternative to theories of memory thastulated separate stages for
sensory, working and long-term memory. Hence, teygested ‘depth’ of processing
as being a better way for information storage. Ttlaymed that deeper the processing,
the more the information will be remembered. Thbgrefore, emphasized importance
of connecting new information to already existimpwledge. According to this view,
information is processed at multiple levels simmdtausly depending upon its
characteristics. For instance, if information thmtolves strong visual images or many
associations with existing knowledge will be presmeb at a deeper level (and therefore
will be remembered better). Craik and Lockhart'ssatty (1972) supports that
individuals remember things ‘which are meaningfal them’. Craik and Lockhart
argued that meaningful stimuli require more (andps#g) processing than meaningless
stimuli. Thus, Craik and Lockhart (1972) proposéaberating encoding strategies in
order for rehearsal to be more effective. Theynetal that providing individuals with
interesting stimuli in rich contexts, and estabhghconnection of information to those
stored in the long-term memory would increase ffecgveness of rehearsal. They also
proposed organizing information as means of eldlmorgdsee also Ausubel’'s advanced
organizers 1968). They suggested that creatingwaaling links between items that are
perceived as separate, and/or providing individwath richer contexts by increasing
the amount of information associated with each jtena/or supplementing information
with audio/visual support, would provide a meansetz#boration and chunking, and
therefore, would enhance the processing by mainginnformation in working

memory and encoding information to long-term memory
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Attention, as an important component of informatpmocessing approach, has
provided some invaluable insights into the studiesitning process (Williams & Burden
1997). Many experiments have provided support tatiéntion is necessary to
transferring and encoding information in long-temmemory. Within cognitive theory,
‘attention’ has been viewed as one of the mostiak@tements of the learning process.
Some SLL/FLL specialists have claimed that ‘ther@o learning without attention’. It
is argued that “...unattended stimuli persist in indiage short-term memory for only a
few seconds at best, and attention is the suffi@ad necessary condition for long-term
storage to occur” (Schmidt 1995a: 9). Schmidt (3996rough a review of
psychological research and theories of consciogstmked into the role played by
consciousness in input processing in second/foriEigguage learning. He concluded
that unconscious processes of abstraction arenoaigh for input to become an intake.
He claimed that learners must notice-the-gap wheretis a discrepancy between their
interlanguage (IL) and the target language fornlngdt put forth that learners will not
notice this discrepancy unless their attentiorrgswth to it. He, therefore, concluded that

‘noticing’ (conscious attention) is a necessaryditbon for converting input to intake.

However the issues of attention, conscious andrauldl| processes have raised
a number of controversies. A number of researchredstheorists have argued that there
are two types of learning: a) declarative-- throwginscious access to the information
needed; b) procedural learning--learning that tgiase without awareness (see also
Section 2.27.4 for ‘explicit’ vs. ‘implicit’ learmg). Anderson’s (1983) Adaptive
Control of Thought (ACT) has been one of the mafiuential models used in SLA

research.
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Anderson (1983) proposed that learning involvestamesd process through
which information is transferred from declarativeemory to production memory.
Anderson’s acquisition process [Adaptive ControlTdfought (ACT)] involves three
stages: a) the cognitive stage, b) the associaiage, c) the autonomous stage.
According to Anderson during the early stages (thgnitive stage) of learning, the
learner makes use of some general interpretiveegies to produce the L2 by accessing
the declarative knowledd (explicit knowledge). During the associative stafe
learner starts producing the L2 through the prooésknowledge compilation’ which
involves the processes of ‘composition’ and ‘pragedization’; that is, at this stage the
information is stored in as chunks (instances, iotplknowledge, formulaic
expressions, or exemplar-based information) whictabke the learner to access
productions through matching in a more rapid ways lassumed that when a task is
performed repetitively procedural knowlede (implicit knowledge) replaces
interpretive application of declarative knowledge&licit knowledge). However, at this
stage the production is still a careful one. Anderproposed that the errors the learner
makes should be dealt with at this stage. He argbatl once past this stage the
declarative knowledge (explicit knowledge) hadditir no influence on the autonomous
productions. According to Anderson when the leareaches the autonomous stage the
learner’s productions no longer need to work injgonction with the declarative
knowledge (the learner no longer needs to accesfheni working or short-term

memory). In the autonomous stage, the procedurawladge could still be

% Ellis R (2003) defines declarative knowledge ast‘consists of factual information about the L2th

has not yet been automized” (p. 341).

37 “...Knowledge that is fully automized so that it i@sfly and rapidly accessible during the

performance of a task.” (Ellis R 2003: 348).
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appropriated by fine-tuning. According to Andersgoracticing (exposure) is a
necessary condition for the development of procated linguistic knowledge
(implicit knowledge). R. Ellis (2000) noted that @erson considered learners’ implicit
knowledge of language dependent on learners’ puplicit knowledge. R. Ellis argued
that, contrary to this view, there is evidence suppg that learners can acquire an L2
subconsciously without any explicit learning [howewR. Ellis did not exclude the fact
that explicit knowledge could supplement impliaitokvledge (see R. Ellis 2003, 2005a,
2005b, 2005c)]. In spite of some conceptual difiees in certain viewpoints,
Anderson’s ideas have been widely quoted by SLL/Irédearchers and his model has
contributed to gaining invaluable insights aboustincted second/foreign language
acquisition and learning strategies (see R. ElI32 O’'Malley & Chamot 1990).
Research into L2 learner strategies has drawn gxtdg upon research done in
information processing. Much of the work on learrstrategies in second/foreign
language learning, which includes memory stratedias widely drawn on Anderson’s

acquisition process (e.g. O’'Malley & Chamot 1990).

Anderson’s ideas have also been used in L2 skilhieg. Anderson proposed
that different sets of skills are used for compreth@n and production. R. Ellis (2003)
interpreted this phenomenon as “The implicationehisr that practice in processing
input will only serve to develop learners’ abilitty comprehend the target language, not
to produce it, and that production is necessargeeelop automaticity in speaking.”
(p.112). Similar views about automatization are dtsind in the works of Shiffrin and

Schneider (1997 cited in R. Ellis 2003) and Logk®8g).
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Shiffrin and Schneider (1997) put forward that mnfi@ation is processed through:
a) automatic processing and; b) controlled proogssR. Ellis (2003) explained the

difference between these two processes as follows:

“Both types of processes have their advantagesdaadivantages. Automatic processes
are easy and rapid. They take up little processapgacity and thus make it possible for
learners to focus attention on higher-order skilis, attending to message content rather
than to form. However, automatic processes canuppressed or changed only with
difficulty. In contrast, controlled processes assily established and are flexible but they
are very demanding on processing capacity. Thusiées who rely on the controlled
processing of linguistic form have less capacity atbend to the content of their

messages” (R. Ellis 2003: 144).

Similarly, Logan’s instance theory (1988) emphaditige role automatization
plays in skill acquisition. Logan’s theory holdsathautomatization is the result of
acquisition of ‘domain specific knowledge base’.cAding to Logan, this knowledge
base is in the form of separate representationstamed as ‘instances’. He claimed that
repeated practice in consistent environment is @hé/ necessary condition for
automatization to occur. He asserted that automagtiwhich enables individuals to
fulfill tasks quickly and effortlessly (automatitgl is an important phenomenon in
skill acquisition. Ellis (2003) noted that learreeproduction practice is important
because it helps them build up a repertoire oftéinses’ (stored chunks, formulaic
expressions, exemplar-based information). R. ERB03) claimed that in order to
develop automatic processing (i.e. to change behalearners should ‘practice the
actual behavior itself and added that “...for preetio work it must involve learners
producing the target structure in the context shgwnicative activity...communicative
activity serves as a device for proceduralizingwdeolge of linguistic structures that

have been first presented declaratively.” (p.148)us, R. Ellis (2003) noted that
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practicing language structures mechanically (esgn@audiolingual methods) would not
enable learners to use these structures autonoynodsl claimed that practicing
language structures mechanically would not allokerimation to be transferred to long-
term memory because such practices are performmedgi de-contextualizing target
structures R. Ellis (2003) (see also Anderson 19885, 1996; Atkinson & Shiffrin

1968; Ausubel 1968; Craik & Lockhart 1972).

The implicit knowledge and explicit knowledge dmtiions proposed by
Krashen’s Monitor Model (1985) is not dissimilaoiin the cognitive views discussed
above (see Anderson 1983, 1985, 1996; Atkinson &frf8h1968; Logan 1988). R.
Ellis (2005a, 2005b, 2005c) explained that implicibwledge is procedural knowledge
and it is held unconsciously. Learners have acdesghis knowledge rapidly
(automatically) and this knowledge is the primamgndition for fluent language
communication. Implicit knowledge cannot be verbadi easily. Explicit knowledge on
the other hand is declarative and this knowledggudes conscious knowledge of
grammar rules (and metalanguage to explain thetes)ruCompared to implicit
knowledge accessing this type of knowledge is stowdis view is supported by
Stephan Krashen’s monitor theory which holds thedt tacquisition (subconscious
processes) and learning (conscious formal knowledge separate processes and that
learnt knowledge is called upon only to correct takes which occur during
communication. According to Krashen this learnt wlemige serves as a monitor and
that it cannot transform into acquisition. Krashgi981a, 1981b,1985; Krashen &
Terrell 1983) conceptualized second language aitigmsas the same process as the
acquisition of the first language; that is, it @ wonscious, it does not happen in formal
situations or through explanation of formal gramoatrules; it follows a fixed order of

acquisition; and it is not related to the learnagg. Krashen conceptualized learning as
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conscious, formal, explicit knowledge of languagdes, which cannot lead to
acquisition. Krashen assumed that language acguisdkes place when the learner is
exposed to rich comprehensible input in the L2 cldémed that in order for acquisition
to take place the input is required to be slighiiyond the learner’s actual linguistic
competence (i+1). Thus according to Krashen andellef1983) in the classroom
learners need to be provided with comprehensitgaticontaining new language data
slightly above their current competence so thay ttwild relate this new information to
the next stage (+1) towards which they are moviog@[see Krashen’s (1981a, 1981b,

1985 and Krashen & Terrell (1983) for comprehemsibput and input hypothesis].

However R.Ellis (2003) noted that implicit learnirggassociative learning (this
view is different from nativist perspective). Thatimplicit learning functions through
development of complex networks of connections.sTHitom this perspective implicit
learning involves a connectionist motfedf linguistic representation. R. Ellis (2003)
defined explicit and explicit knowledge as followsmplicit knowledge refers to that
knowledge of language that a speaker manifest&fifoppnance but has no awareness
of...Explicit knowledge refers to knowledge abcanduage that speakers are aware of
and, if asked, can verbalize.” (p. 105). R. EIB9Q0) further explained the distinction
between these two knowledge types as follows: pl@kknowledge is conscious and
declarative; whereas implicit knowledge is subcamsx and procedural (however this
procedural knowledge might not always be fully awétic); b) explicit and implicit

knowledge are stored separately in the brain; p)i@kand implicit knowledge do not

38, _— . . . . .
...connectionist theories view linguistic knowledag a complex network of associations that allows

for parallel processing. In such theories, no ctistinction is made between representation anthileg
mechanisms, as the networks are necessarily dynaaristantly adjusting the associations in resptmse
input frequencies.” (Ellis R. 2003: 105).
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have primacy of sequence (succession) of growtlhr ome another. In some cases
explicit knowledge can precede (and/or exceed) iciipknowledge or vice versa;

however, d) only implicit knowledge is developménta

Different specialists, however, have different \geabout the role played by
explicit and explicit knowledge in language leamniihe ‘interface hypothesis’, which
addresses whether explicit knowledge plays a role2iacquisition, is used to position
the explicit and implicit knowledge controversiégcording to R. Ellis (2005b) there
are three positions and each of these have diffeapproaches to second/foreign
language teaching. Krashen (1985) defends norfactiposition (see R. Ellis 2005b);
that is, he claims that explicit knowledge cannetdime implicit knowledge [research
on memory studies suggest that explicit and imphoemories are separate (R. Ellis
2005b)]. However, some other specialists suppeartiriterface position and argue that
explicit knowledge can become implicit knowledge lgarners are exposed to
communicative practice [this view is supported Iskill-learning theory”]. Some
others, on the other hand, support the ‘weak-iaterf position [is also called ‘weak
non-interface position’ (see Ellis 2003)] and claimat explicit knowledge plays a role
in ‘noticing®® and ‘noticing-the-gap’ through which learners maalcognitive
comparisons between the ‘input’ and their own ‘otitdEllis 2003, 2005b). Thus,
supporters of the non-interface position focus gritp on meaning/communication-

based tasks and exclude grammar (e.g. task-baserig). The supporters of interface

39 Skill-learning theory (see also DeKeyser 1998 fkill-fearning theory) or skill-based theory views
knowledge as being proceduralized into implicit Wiedge gradually through practice (Ellis 2003).

Another theory which support this view is Loganistance theory (see Logan 1988).

40 .. . . . . . . i .
Noticing is a conscious cognitive process whichoimgs attending to linguistic form learners receive

in the input and the output they produce (Ellis 200
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position advocate use of presentation-practiceymtion (PPP) approach (i.e. language
structures are first presented and then practicedl fanally learners produce the
language in a freer communicative context as inkwiams of communicative
language teaching (CLT) [PPP is also referred tprasent-practice-produce see Ellis
2003] (see Section 2.29.1 for further informatidoow@t PPP and weak/strong versions
of CLT). Supporters of the weak-interface posititse consciousness-raising tasks to
help learners to figure out their own explicit graar rules via noticing [R. Ellis 2003;

Savignon 2002b support this third position].

Like information-processing theorists cognitive swoctivist psychologist (e.g.
Ausubel, Bruner, Piaget) are also concerned with kiwowledge is acquired. Ausubel
(1960, 1980), Bruner (1973, 2004), and Piaget (198B72) are considered the major
theorists among the cognitive constructivists. €bgnitive constructivist theories hold
that to know is to construct conceptions of realitsit correspond to the individual's
experience. Applied to learning this view emphasizbe importance of prior
knowledge and prior ideas in any learning situatibhe constructivist theory views
learning as giving meaning to the world around nd making sense of our personal
experience through organizing and reorganizing euisting knowledge. Thus,
constructivist theory suggests that individualsndb simply memorize or accept others’
conceptions of reality; instead, they create thmim meaning and understanding.
Constructivist views have provided SLA researcheith firm theoretical ground to

base language acquisition research on.

“Costructivist views of language acquisition holdat simple learning mechanisms
operating in and across human systems for pereeptiotor action, and cognition while
exposed to language data in a communicativelyhighan social environment navigated

by an organism eager to exploit the functionalifyamguage are sufficient to drive the
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emergence of complex language representations.odartribes of constructivism
[connectionists, functional linguists, emergentistsonstructivist child language
researchers, computational linguists]...all shararectional-developmental, usage-based

perspective of language.” (N. Ellis 2006: 63)

The most influential cognitive constructionist theavas developed by Jean
Piaget. Piaget’s theory holds that individuals ¢tamtd their cognitive abilities and
create their own sense of the world (this view ggsonativist theories which conceive
cognition as innate knowledge and abilities- e.goiisky and Krashen.). The major
theme in the theoretical framework of Piaget wa the individual acts accordingly to
conceptual categories (schenfdtathat are developed in interaction with the
environment. Piaget (1970) proposed that the idd&i's cognitive development
consists of a constant effort to adapt to the emwrent; and that the individual’s
schemata (cognitive structures, cognitive rulesaipts) are constructed through the
processes of adaptation. According to Piaget tldaptation process comprises
assimilation (the interpretation of events in terafisxisting cognitive structure) and
accommodation (changing the cognitive structurenake sense of the environment).
Like Piaget, Bruner as well regarded cognitive digwement as an active process in
which individuals construct new ideas or conceptseo upon their schemata.
According to Bruner the individual selects and $fanms information, constructs
hypotheses, and makes decisions, relying on a wegrstructure (script or schema).
He asserted that the individual's cognitive stroesuprovide meaning and organization

to his/her experiences and allows the individuaddoeyond the given information and

41 Schema (Schemata: plural) refers to categoricasrutognitive structures or scripts, which all
individuals are assumed to possess, to interpeetvtirld. The concept of schema was first introduzed
Bartlett (1958) and later developed and used bygeRif1970), Bruner (1973), Ausubel (1980) and some

other cognitive psychologists.
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construct new information meaningful to him/her.wéwer slightly differently from

Piaget, Bruner emphasized the role of context asburces provided within the
context. In other words he regarded cognitive dgwelent as the individual’s
interaction with the resources in his/her environtn@n this respect Bruner’s ideas
bear similarities with social interactionist views-g. Vygotsky’s social interactionist
theory—this interactionist perspective is specidlighlighted in Bruner’'s more recent
works —e.g. see Bornstein & Bruner 1989; Bruner420@runer (2004) argued that
growth depends on human beings interacting withréiseurces in their environments:
environments (physical, biological, interpersonadi aultural). He gave the following

example to highlight the importance of the enviremtn

“...the prediction that children must be so earlyeirto the structure of their native
language that they pick up its phonemic distinctiam parental talk even before they
learn to understand or talk the language proper.d.you can test it in context directly--
by seeing whether childrens' prelinguistic babblmas a higher frequency of native-
language phoneme sounds than of foreign ones. Anddoes: French babies babble in
French, Spanish in Spanish, etc. With such experisneone tests in context, not in a
maze, and knows without extrapolation whether tkgeement has any bearing on real

learning by real people in real life.” (Bruner 20048).

An implication of Bruner’'s theory is that in ordésr growth to take place
individuals (especially children) should be prowddeith suitable activities, materials
and tools that are more concordant with their cbgni capabilities, interests,
experiences, and contexts. He also argued thatdier do go beyond the information

given, instruction should be designed to allow &xtdation.

One of the most significant contributions to leagiior in other words

acquisition of information was the cognitive psyldgist David Ausubel’'s ‘advance
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organizers’ (see subsumption theory 1960, 1980yaAde organizers are characterized
as instructional strategies/materials which helgd# already existing information with
new information. Asubel (1960) defined advance pizgrs as cognitive instructional
strategies that support learning and retention ek nnformation. Thus, Ausubel's
theory is mainly concerned with how individuals aicg and retain large amounts of
meaningful information from textual and/or verbategentations. The "advanced
organizer", as an instructional strategy, has b@dely used in many learning contexts
(e.g. in SLL/FLL many pre-reading, pre-listeningefspeaking tasks bear highly the
characteristics of Ausubell’s theory). The majorgmse of this cognitive instructional
strategy is to promote acquisition and retentiomedv information with meaningful
instruction. The subsumption theory holds that nregfnl learning results when
individuals link new information to relevant contgpwithin their schema. Each
individual’s schema is unique and relative to thdividual’'s experiences and cognitive
processes. It is assumed that this process prodacssries of changes within
individuals’ cognitive structures through modifyirgready existing concepts and

creating new linkages between new concepts thdieang formed.

Lave and Wenger (1991) stipulated that learningukhde situated. They
asserted that learning is a function of the contewiture, and activity in which it
occurs. In a way, situated learning (or situategndmn) is positioned to as an
alternative to information-processing theory (Wils& Myers 2000). Wilson and
Myers asserted that situated cognition “...seekteect some of the oversights of the
symbolic-computation approach to cognition, in jgatar its reliance on stored
descriptions of rules and information, its focusconscious reasoning and thought, and
its neglect of cultural and physical context” (2008. 65). Wilson and Myers

maintained that situated cognition aimsbting the individual and the social together.
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They claimed that knowing, learning, and cognitama social constructions, expressed
in actions of people interacting within their cortteLave and Wenger’'s situated
learning theory (1991) holds that learning is aceplisituationally and that it is
grounded in the actions of everyday situations.yTjngt forth that knowledge transfer
is possible only in similar situations. They aldipu@ated that learning cannot be
separated from the world of action. They stated kbarning is acquired in situated
social coparticipation and like other acts it ie tlesult of a social process. Lave and
Wenger (1991) claimed that skills to perform catydre acquired by actually engaging
in the process. Thus, this idea implies a hightgnactive and productive role for the
skills that are required in the learning processrd_and Wenger (1991) mainly aimed
at discovering the types of social engagements twprovide the proper context for
learning rather than emphasizing the role of cogmitprocesses and conceptual
structures involved in learning. Kirshner and Wiiits(1997) acknowledged that
situated learning and thinking have drawn heawviiytlte sociocultural theories of Lev

Vygotsky and skill-learning theories.

2.27.5 Interactionist perspective on SLA

While nativists believe inborn factors are more dwnt, interactionists believe
that environmental (external) factors are as imitiz¢ as internal (cognitive) factors in
language acquisition (see Gass 1997, 2002; Norri©Oigega 2004). Some SLA
researchers view the interactionist perspectiv&loA as part of the cognitivist view
and refer to it as ‘cognitive-interactionist the'ofsee Norris & Ortega 2004). However,
some others place the interactionist view withinigcultural theories and refer to it as

‘social interactionist theory’ (see Gass 1997).
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Recently, research in SLA has had some data agrmadfor the interactionist
position (see Gass 2002). Gass (2002) explainet rémearch in SLA from an
interactionist perspective looks at two main issulesut and the interactions learners
engage in. Within the interactionist research fraor& the key considerations are:
input, intake, interaction, negotiation of meanimgtention, hypothesis confirmation,

hypothesis testing, noticing-the-gap, and outpeg (Sass 2002, 2006).

Interactionists, like nativists, emphasize the ingat role played by input (Gass
1997, 2002, 2006; Gass & Selinker 1994). Howevenceptualization of input, from
the interactionist perspective, differs from corto@fization of input described by
nativists. The concept ‘input’ (as regards secandifn language acquisition/learning)
was first added to SLA literature by Stephen Krash€ashen (see Krashen 1981a,
1981b, 1985; Krashen & Terrell1983) defended nsttiwiew and assumed that
language acquisition takes place when the leasy@xposed to rich comprehensible
input in the L2. He claimed that in order for agquon to take place the input is
required to be slightly beyond the learner’s curiderguistic competence (i+1). Thus
according to Krashen and Terrell (1983) in the stiasm learners need to be provided
with comprehensible input containing new languag&a lightly above their current
competence so that they could relate this newmm&ion to the next stage (+1) towards
which they are moving along [see Krashen 1981a]1198985; Krashen & Terrell 1983
for comprehensible input and input hypothesis]. idoear, Krashen’s conceptualization
of input and especially comprehensible input hanldearshly criticized by some SLA
scholars. According to Gass (1997), Krashen’s qotedization of input (especially
the concept of compressible input), which has c¢tutet the major focus in UG
studies, assumes a central role in second/foreggryulage acquisition. From the

interactionist perspective, comprehensible inpohalis not a sufficient condition to
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promote second/foreign language development. lardadshow the distinction between
comprehensible input and the concept of input ftbeninteractionist perspective Gass
(1997) proposed the term ‘comprehended input’. 8kalained that comprehensible
input implies the speaker rather than the hearee. Gaimed that comprehensibility is
controlled by the hearer not by the speaker. Shgesied that comprehension should
rather be viewed as a process with different lewais stages “...comprehension
represents a continuum of possibilities rangingnfreemantics to detailed structural
analyses.” (Gass 1997: 5). For interactionistspitzeess of ‘intake’ is as important as

input. According to Gass (1997):

“Intake is the process of assimilating linguistic materidtl is in the intake component
that psycholinguistic processing takes place. Thait is where information is matched
against prior knowledge and where, in general, ggsing takes place against the
backdrop of the existing internalized grammatiadés. It is where generalizations are
likely to occur, it is where memory traces are fednand finally, it is the component

from which fossilization stems” (1997: 5).

Thus, this view holds that in order for input toib&ernalized processing input
and integrating it into already existing knowledgenecessary. Gass (1997) explained
that when the learner receives new input data aither uses this data to confirm and
strengthen his/her hypothesis about particular kedge or s/he rejects his/her original
hypothesis (in this case s/he modifies his/herimaighypothesis and waits for new
input data to confirm this new hypothesis). She alsplained that in some cases (when
the learner has some level of understanding buhbgfully mastered certain linguistic
items) the learner stores the information (createBypothesis) and waits for new

information (input) to confirm (or disconfirm) higr hypothesis.
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According to interactionists in order for full gramatical competence to be
developed learners need to be ‘pushed to protfut@mprehensible output’ (Swain
1995) [see also Krashen 1998 for his criticism alwomprehensible output). According
to Gass (1997) output is “...the overt manifestatainthat process [the acquisition
process]...it serves as means of hypothesis testinfp..7). Gass (1997) argued that
when learners produce language they at the sane tést their hypotheses through
negotiation of meaning and the feedback they receBhe also claimed that output
helps development of fluency and automaticity afgeissing. The output hypothesis is
also coupled and strengthened by ‘interaction Hygsis’. According to interaction
hypothesi&® encountering of ‘input’ is not alone sufficient ppomote second/foreign
language acquisition/learning. Long (1983) puttdtiat in order for input to become
comprehensible some sort of interaction is requiredrashen’s comprehansible input
hypothesis input is viewed as a main causal vaialld main condition in order for
second/foreign language acquisition to take plab@graction hypothesis holds that
face-to-face interaction promotes second/foreigmylage development (Johnson &
Johnson 2004). Many researchers agree that intamattetween two (or more)
interlocutors enriches the input. In other wordse thmajor difference between

interactionist view and the nativist view is thatimists claim that one-way input

2 According to Swain’s output has to be comprehdesithus, she proposed that learners need to be
"...pushed toward the delivery of a message thabtsonly conveyed, but that is conveyed precisely,

coherently, and appropriately.” (Swain 1985: 249).

43 Gass (2002) noted that: the interaction hypothesignated from Wagner-Gough and Hatch’s ideas
(1975 cited in Gass 2002), later formulated by L¢I@B0, 1981, 1983) and refined by others [(Gass an
Varonis 1985, 1989; Mackey 1999; Pica 1987, 1988 Bnd Doughty 1985; Pica, Doughty, and Young
1986; Pica, Young, and Doughty 1987; Schmidt armta=4986; Varonis and Gass 1985a) all cited in
Gass 2002].
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(comprehensible input) is a sufficient conditiom $@cond/foreign language acquisition;
whereas, interactionist perspective considers twg-vcommunication to be the

necessary condition. Long’s interaction hypothésikls that ‘negotiation of meaning’

and especially interactional adjustments done mpee competent interlocutor [e.g. by
a native speaker (NS)] makes the input comprehkensibd facilitates acquisition.

During the course of interaction (between learrsard others) negotiation of meaning
with a more competent interlocutor leads the leataghe provision of the feedback
[e.g. with the use of direct or indirect correcBosuch as clarification requests,
repetitions, confirmation checks, recasts (rephodagterance by changing one or two
of its components) etc.]. The feedback draws thenker’s attention to inappropriate or
faulty use and; therefore, help them see inconsigée between the input and his/her
output. In short, it is claimed that negotiationmé&aning helps the learner to ‘notice-
the-gap** between received input and his/her actual oufsee Section 2.27.4 for

more information about ‘noticing’). This activitg assumed to provide the learner with

greater transparency of semantic and syntactitoekhips (Gass 2002).

To sum up, scholars who defend the interaction&tsgective believe that
following processes facilitate second/foreign laagel acquisition/learning: “...(1)
comprehensible input is necessary for acquisiti®), conversational interactions
(negotiation) makes the input comprehensible, &jdcomprehensible output aids
learners in moving from semantic processing to agtit processing.” (Gass &

Selinker, 1994, p. 219). According to Ellis (20@®gractionist view suggests that:

4 Noticing-the-gap: is a conscious cognitive processich involves the learner to compare language

forms which he/she noticed in the input and wits/tér interlanguage (Ellis 2003).
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1. Acquisition is facilitated when interactional maddtions (e.g. negotiation of
meaning i.e. simplified input) lead to comprehelesibput.

2. Acquisition is facilitated when learners receivedback (e.g. direct or indirect
corrections such as clarification requests, repest confirmation checks,
recasts).

3. Acquisition is promoted when learners are pushedrdformulate their

utterances.

2.27.6 Social psychological perspective on SLA

The social psychological perspective of seconduagg acquisition holds that
learning a second language, to some extent, ewtilain degree of identification with
the speakers of that language. From this persgetdnguage represents more than
being a system for communication. According to thisw language is a defining
characteristic of a cultural group (see also Sacf®.3). Therefore, an individual's
attitudes toward the speakers of that particulaglage are assumed to influence both
his/her motivation to learn and consequently his/tegree of attainment in that
particular language. Initially, this view was forlated to encompass second language
learning in bilingual contexts (Gardner 2002). “Frothe social psychological
perspective, learning a second language meansctigsdion of near-native facility
with the content and structure of the language @ar-automaticity in its use both
conceptually and behaviorally.” (Gardner 2002: 16Bjowever, Doérnyei (1994)
proposed another model which emphasizes languagi@idtion in educational contexts
(rather than bilingual contexts). SLA research fribms perspective mainly focused on
attitude and motivation dimensions (for relevanidsts see Gardner 1979, 2001a,

2001b; Gardner & Lambert 1972; Gardner& Macinty@1; Gardner et al. 1990;
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Gardner et al.2004; Gardner, & Tremblay 1994). Siom this perspective provides us

with three models:

1. Lamberts Model

The first model was proposed by Lambert (1967, 1€#H by Gardner 2002).
The model proposed that aptitude, attitudes, cateat, and motivation promote the
development of bilingual proficiency and that tlign have an effect on one's self-

identity.

2. Gardner and Smythe’s Model

The second model was proposed by Gardner and Srfy8fi& cited in Gardner
2002). The model assumes that second languageing&quisition involves both
linguistic and non linguistic elements. The modehliso referred to as ‘socioeducational
model’. Currently, the model focuses on six cormgiulanguage aptitude, attitudes
toward the learning situation, integrativeness, ivabibn, language anxiety, and
language achievement (characterized in terms ofuigtic and non-linguistic
outcomes). Gardner and Smythe also developed amahdasdized the
Attitude/Motivation Test Battery [AMTB] (see also

http://publish.uwo.ca/~gardner/AMTBmanualforwebpagéfor further information).

3. Dornyei's Model

The third model was proposed by Doérnyei (1994).sTimodel emphasizes an
educational perspective of motivation. This modaéntifies three components of
motivation: the language level, the learner leagld the learning situation level. The

first two levels, the language level and the leateeel, have constructs similar to those
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in Lambert and Gardner model. However, the lasellentroduces completely new

constructs (see Figure 2.13 for Dérnyei’s model).

LANGUAGE LEVEL Integrative motivational subsystem
Instrumental motivational subsystem

LEARNER LEVEL Need for achievement
Self-confidence
« Language use anxiety
« Perceived L2 competence
» Causal attributions
« Self-efficacy

LEARNING SITUATION LEVEL

Course-specific Interest (in the course)

Motivational Components Relevance (of the course to one's needs)
Expectancy (of success)
Satisfaction (one has in the outcome)

Teacher-Specific Affiliative motive
Motivational Components Authority type
Direct socialisation of motivation
« Modelling
« Task presentation
» Feedback
Group-Specific Goal-orientedness
Motivational Components Norm and reward system

Group cohesiveness
Classroom goal structure

Figure 2.13Ddrnyei's (1994) motivational framework of L2 acsjtion (cited in Byram

2001:429)

2.27.7 Sociocultural perspective on SLA

Recently, growing body of research on SLA has be@rmed by sociocultural
theory (STC). Lantolf (2002) noted that SCT hashex@ from L. S. Vygotsky’'s
sociocultural theories. He maintained that Vygotskigea that the human mind is

“...mediatedprimarily by linguistically based communicatiors how a well-accepted
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principle in SLA (Lantolf 2002: 104). Lev Vygotsks/'(1978) sociocultural theories
have complemented many learning theories (e.g. Barsl social learning theory;
Lave’s situated learning theory; Bruner’s consinist theory etc.). Vygotsky’'s social
constructivist theory also bears many similaritigth Piaget’'s cognitive development
theory. However, Vygotsky (1978), differently fromiaget, conceptualized social
interaction as the necessary source and conditormgdtimal cognitive development.
Vygotsky (1978) stipulated that social interactiptay a fundamental role in the
development of cognition. Thus, he viewed cognitidevelopment as a social
construction, which is developed with social cofiediion. He claimed that optimal
cognitive development depends upon the ‘zone dfipral development’ (ZPD) where
individuals construct the new language through aycimediated interaction. ZPD is
based on the hypothesis that ‘apprenticeship’ @mbes cognitive development (Cuq
2003) (similar hypothesis is also put forth by ated cognition theorists). Vygotsky put
forth that engaging in full social interaction witkthers (peers, parents etc) enables ZPD
to develop fully. He stipulated that the skills winithe individual acquires through
interaction with peers (with parents, and significathers, such as teachers, friends
etc.) exceed what the individual can attain aldrris the degree of difference between
autonomously acquired knowledge and knowledge ithacquired in collaboration
constitutes the ZPD (Cuqg 2003). ZPD is assumecetomfbuenced by three regulatory
factors: a) object-regulation (influence of envimmental factors—environmental factors
control the individual); b) other-regulation (inflnce of others--experts mediate and
provide the individual with strategies); c) selgudation (influence of inner-
mechanisms--the individual controls the activityyygotsky (1978) considered
cognition to both an inter-psychological and amapsychological phenomenon; that is,

he viewed cognition as being both on the sociall@nterpsychological) and inside the
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individual (intrapsychological). According to thisewpoint, as a learner moves from
object-regulation to other-regulation, and thersétf-regulation, the cognitive activity
thus moves from an interpsychological plane torarapsychological plane (Schinke-

llano 1995).

SLA from this perspective holds that language aitjan and social interaction
are in mutually dependent roles and that languaggiisition cannot be understood
devoid of the context in which it occurs (Schinkab 1995). According to this view
language development occurs as the result of mgtuhimerbal interaction (Schinke-
Llano 1995). The theory mainly focuses on processelschanges rather than products
and stages. This approach does not view languame$s as a linear development. It
holds that language learners go forth and backndutie course of their interlanguage
construction. SLA from this perspective focusestlo& processes and changes rather
than products and states (Schinke-llano 1995). 8o/ sociocultural perspective sees
the language development bound up with ZPD andaigglcognitive activity. Lantolf
(2002) argued that, within this sociocultural pedypre, activity theory (as an extension
of Vygotsky’'s sociocultural theory) also forms aheecent framework for theorizing
SLA. He, thus, claimed that understanding the hummamd necessitates studying its
‘formation’ and its ‘activity’ rather than studyinits ‘structure’. In activity theory, the
task constitutes the basic component of activitgcgkding to activity theory, human

development is conceptualized as a continuing gitéonsolve various tasks.

SLA research from sociocultural perspective hasnbbeth supportive and
demonstrative of the efficacy of Vygotskian ideasobtaining desired second/foreign
language learning outcomes. Research from thipeetise investigated primarily the

role of social mediation in second/foreign classneoComparative research studies on
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the level of expert-novice mediated activity (LA¢ber-L2 learners), and peer-mediated
activity (L2 learner-L2 learner) have demonstrgpeditive results in favor of mediated
activity in second/foreign language classrooms (sam#olf 2002 for different studies
done in this area). Second language research basdamonstrated that many of the
language forms that young children played withheit private speech (self-directed
speech or language play) appeared later when tiggged in L2 activities (see Saville-
Troike 1988 cited in Lantolf 2002). Ohta (2001 diten Lantolf 2002) also provided

some samples of adult L2 private speech in a laggaassroom.

2.28 Theories of language

Current approaches and methods in foreign/secorglitaye teaching have been
informed by three major theories of language; ngm&tuctural theoriesfunctional

theories andinteractional theoriegRichards & Rodgers 2001).

The structural perspective is the most traditicaad regards language as ‘... a
system of structurally related elements for theimgpdof meaning.” (Richards &
Rodgers 2001: 20). From this perspective languagening is viewed as “... the
mastery of elements of this system [structural]ohhare generally defined in terms of
phonological units..., grammatical units, grammatmaérations..., and lexical items.”
(Richards & Rodgers 2001: 20-21). The areas ofarebewhich informs this view of
language are: linguistic analysis, and textual alisse analysis. The methods and
approaches which based their assumptions on stalidinguistics theories are as

follows (see Richards & Rodgers 2001):
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The audiolingual method,
Total physical response (TPR)

The silent way

The functional view of language emphasizes thetfanal and social aspects of
competence (R. Ellis 2005b). This approach drawklymes’ model of communicative
competenc® (see Hymes 1971) and Halliday’'s systemic funcliagrammaf® (see
Halliday 1985) Although language structures (grarnncahcharacteristics of language)
are regarded as important elements of language aa@dalso included within the
functional perspective, this view primarily focuses the semantic (meaning) and
communicative dimensions (Richards & Rodgers 20&bciolinguistics, pragmatics
and semantics are the areas of research which Ib@&e informing this theory of
language. Thus language learning from this pergmeds viewed as expressing
personal meaning and communication functions. Adiogr to R. Ellis (2005b) an
implicit element of notional-functional view, is ah “...[from notional-functional
viewpoint] language learning involves the learnofgormulaic chunks of language as
much as it involves learning rules.” [R. Ellis ndtthat this implicit element was not
mentioned by Richards and Rodgers (1986)]. A typraational-functional syllabus
consists of a list of functions and notions togethkigh linguistic support required to use

them in communication (R. 2005b). In short, the asnto develop grammatical,

%> The term communicative competence was originatigppsed by Hymes (1971), as a reaction to
perceived limitations in Chomsky's competence/perfmce model of language. Communicative
competence refers to 'the underlying systems ofvledge and skills required for communication' [for
further developed models of communicative compeatesee Canale & Swain (1980) and Savignon
(2002a)].

46 Halliday (1975) identified the following seven fuimns of language: instrumental, regulatory,

instructional, personal, heuristic, imaginatived aapresentational.
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strategic, discourse and sociolinguidticompetences in learners [for the components of
communicative competence see Canale & Swain 198@8%ording to R. Ellis (2005b)
although notional-functional approach claims to beeaning-centered, it still
emphasizes accuracy rather than fluency. Theretoran be considered to be a ‘weak-
communicative approach’. Some of the language iegrapproaches and methods

based on notional-functional view of language are:

Weak-forms of communicative language teaching (C(sEg Section 2.29.1 and R.
Ellis 2003, 2005b for weak vs. strong forms of commicative language teaching)
Functional-notional syllabuses

The natural approach

The interactional view of language sees languageagplly as; the means for
establishing and maintaining interpersonal relagps, and for performing social
communication between individuals (see also intevaist perspective on SLA). The
objectives of language learning is from this petsipe is to initiate and maintain
conversations with other people. Areas of resedrakvn on are conversation analysis

(see Seedhouse 2005), and ethnomethod8logihe following approaches are the

4 Savignon suggested ‘sociocultural competence’ Geagnon 2002b) as an extended version of the
term ‘sociolinguistic competence’ that Canale andai® (1980) proposed. Canale and Swain (1980)
defined sociolinguistic competence as the abibitynterpret the social meaning of the choice afiistic
varieties for the communication situation. Sociterdl competence, on the other hand, is viewednas a
interdisciplinary field of enquiry (Savignon 2002khich extends well beyond linguistic forms and

requires understanding of the social context incwitanguage is used.

8 The term ‘ethnomethodology’ was introduced by HarGlarfinkel in the 1960s. It is a sociological
discipline which focuses on the ways in which peophake sense of their world, display this
understanding to others, and produce the mutublyesl social order in which they live (Hilbert 1992
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examples based on the interactional view of languegrning (see Richards & Rodgers

2001):

Task-based language teaching
Whole language teaching
Neurolinguistic programming
Cooperative language learning
Content-based instruction

Communicative approaches (mainly strong forms)

2.29 Recent trends in second/foreign language leang/teaching

Recent trends in second/foreign language teackiaging are generally viewed
under the rubric of ‘current communicative apprasch(Ellis 2003; Richards &
Rodgers 2001). Communicative language teaching, ahistic language teaching,
content-based instruction (theme-based learnimg) task-based teaching are four main
approaches which constitute the recent trendsaanskforeign language teaching (see
Richards & Rodgers 2001). However, differently frearlier major trends in language
teaching (e.g. the grammar-translation method hadatidiolingual method), these new
trends do not emphasize systematic teaching pescbhased on a particular theory of
language. In other words, none of these new treadsbe considered a method. The
principles which constitute the frameworks of thapproaches draw highly on research
done in fundamental disciplines (e.g. SLA resedinguistics, psychology, educational
psychology, social psychology, sociology etc.) whare considered most pertinent to
solving problems involved in second/foreign langudgaching/learning (Johnson &

Johnson 2004). Anthony (1963 cited in Richard & gerd 2001: 19) defines method
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as: “...Method is an overall plan for orderly presgioin of language material, no part
of which contradicts, and all of which is based mpihe selected approach.” To define
approach Johnson and Johnson (2004) proposed al liefnition as follows:
“...‘general thinking’ behind a language teachingiative as opposed to step-by-step
‘recipe’ for the conduct of language teaching.” (8). To clarify the conceptual
confusions between the method, approach and proeéiohards and Rodgers (2001)

proposed the following model (see Figure 2.14).

As it is clear from the above definitions theseergdrends in language teaching
have a significant degree of flexibility (R. EIi2000, 2003, 2005a, 2005b;
Kumaravadivelu 1991; Richards & Rodgers 2001 andasth). Within this broad
framework, classroom activities are presented wéts of general learning objectives
and problem-solving tasks, and not a list of spediiguistic items (see R. Ellis 2000,
2003, 2005a, 2005b; Richards & Rodgers 2001; Savig®®02b and so forth). R. Ellis
(2003) maintained that contrary to the earlierditranal) SLL/FLL methods, which
viewed language as a set of linguistic systems,cpetated through linguistic syllabi
that are constructed around a sequence of uniterguage (usually grammatical
structures), in recent trends in SLL/FLL “...no atms made to specify what the

learners will learn, only how they will learn.” (Bllis 2003: 31).
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Method

Approach

a. A theory of the nature of language
-an account of nature of language
proficiency
-an account of the basic units of language
structure

b. A theory of the nature of languaggarning
-an account of the psycholinguistic and
cognitive processes involved in language
learning
-an account of the conditions that allow for
successful use of these processes

Design

a. The general and specific objectives of the method
b. A syllabus model

-criteria for the selection and organisatioriduistic
and/or subject-matter content

c. Types of learning and teaching activities

-kinds of tasks and practice activities to belayed in
the classroom and in materials

d. Learner roles

-types of learning tasks set for learners

-degree of control learners have over the carmen
learning

-patterns of learner groupings that are reconaeéor
implied

-degree to which learners influence the learoihg
others

-the view of the learner as a processor, peorm
initiator, problem solver, etc.

e. Teacher roles

- types of functions teachers fulfill

-degree of teacher influence on learning

-degree to which the teacher determines thezobof
learning

-types of interaction between teachers and é&rarn

. The role of instructional materials

-primary function of materials

-the form materials take

-relation of materials to other input

-assumptions made about teachers and learners

Procedure

a. Classroom techniques, practices, and behaviors
observed when the method is used
-resources in terms of time, space, and equipmen
used by the teacher
-interactional patterns observed in the lessons
-tactics and strategies used by teachers and

learners when the method is betnged

Figure 2.14Summary of the elements and subelements that taesé method (source: Richards & Rodg&h81:33)



Thus communicative approaches have been critidiaedhot having a proper
language teaching paradigm or specific procedwe®ltow in language instruction.
For instance Kumaravadivelu (1991) claimed thas thexibility in L2 pedagogy
depends highly on learner and teacher perceptiothsnderpretations of classroom aims
and events; thereby increasing the potential for sumierstanding and
miscommunication in the language classroom. These tnends have also been the
targets of criticisms because they have been pedeis not being based on coherent
theoretical perspectives; not being context-sesgsitiot being based on local linguistic,
sociocultural, and political particularities; anetntaking the context of language
education into consideration (e.g. see Swan 198&dlt Bax 2003). Swan (1985b)
argued that the communicative approach has an swwglified view of language
teaching by only emphasizing the semantic featurdanguage learning. He claimed
that such practices are misleading because langaagking should involve integrating
formal syntactic syllabuses with authentic materible also argued that, with their over
emphasis on the L2, communicative approachesdakt the vital role of the mother

tongue in foreign languadearning.

Savingnon (2002), although she highly advocateditsnef CLT, noted that
depending on their experiences teachers mightrdiifeeactions to CLT. She asserted
that the concept of ‘communicative ability’ mighause frustrations to some teachers
because the concept might be perceived as ambig8besexplained that ‘negotiation
of meaning’ lacks precision and does not providenasersal scale of assessment.
Savingnon (2002) also added that ‘focus on meani@&gy been interpreted as that
grammar is not important, or that CLT merely favdesrners’ ability to express
themselves, without respect to form. Elisal. (2002) argued that entirely meaning-

centered language instruction could not be sufiicie promote high levels of linguistic
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competence. Thus, Ellis (2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2086d)Elliset al. (2002) suggested
that, although primary focus should be on meaniagguage instruction should also
ensure focus on form. They asserted that since aflonportance is attached to the
issue of ‘grammar’, focus on form has been a malscussion in second/foreign
language pedagogy. They, therefore, suggestedctraful consideration should be
given to resolve the dichotomy regarding this isdtiés (2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c)
and Elliset al. (2002) argued that people involved in SLL/FLL needfirst see the
distinction between ‘focus-on-forms’ and ‘focus-fumm’ approaches. Ellis explained
that focus-on-forms approach refers to languageucison which focuses on teaching
pre-selected linguistic items. Such an approachowages students to focus on
language forms rather than meaning (Ellis 2003,58P0However, focus-on-form
approach draws learners’ attention to form whileyttare primarily focused on the
message (meaning) (Ellis 203). Ellet al. (2002) explained that focus-on-form
approach can be either planned focus-on-form adémtal focus-on-form. They stated
that planned focus-on-form is similar to focus-onais in that it makes use of the pre-
determined linguistic forms for treatment. Howeveifferently from focus-on-forms
approach planned focus-on-form orientation is megigientered and attention to form
takes place in interaction (in a communicative Yaskthout the teacher directing
learners to use of the target form. In incident@ls-on-form approach language forms
are not pre-selected. This approach makes use-tdaused communicative tasks in
which the teacher and learners (incidentally) attenforms while performing tasks; or
take time-out to deal with specific language fol(see Basturkmeat al. 2004 and Ellis
et al. 2002 for further details about focus-on-form agmty). R Ellis (2003) explained
that focus-on-form activities can be implementedaimumber of ways (e.g. when

dealing with learner errors; when learners’ aressarch for a form to express
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themselves when they are performing a task; or wthen learners are working

collaboratively to solve some linguistic problem).

Savignon (2002b) noted that, although the contsigsrabout form-focused
(focus-on-forms approach) and meaning-focused rdass activity have not yet been
resolved, learner involvement in communicative@tdiare considered crucial in order
for language development to take place. She claithatl this practice necessarily
requires attention to form (focus-on-form approaas well (similar views were also
expressed by Ellis 2003, 2005b). However, Savig(®002b) argued that focus on
grammatical features should relate to the learne@mmunicative needs and
experiences and that explicit attention to gramstaould not be perceived as the
explicit teaching of the sentence level grammatstaictures (e.g. grammar should be
viewed within broader features of discourse, saujplistic rules of appropriateness,

communication strategies as well).

Savignon (2002b) noted that, despite findings ajdicus-on-forms approach,
some teachers insisted on discrete grammar teaemddesting. This emphasis, thus,
has led teachers to use learners’ L1 to make bateekplanations of grammar features
are well-understood. Thus, already limited classrotime has been used for
explanations of explicit language rules and theesgive use of the L1. Savignon
(2002b) asserted that with its emphasis on senenvet¢ grammatical features SLA
research, as well, contradicted pragmatic and Bogiostic aspect of language learning
[e.g. see morpheme acquisition studies in JohnsodoBnson (2004)]. Savignon

(2002b) also noted that SLA research findings shgwhat the ‘route’ of language

191



acquisition is unaffected by classroom instructimve also added to the frustrations

and confusions teachers have had [see Ellis 1388) for route/rat€ distinction)].

2.29.1 Communicative language teaching (CLT)

Communicative language teaching (CLT) involves a ltioigciplinary
perspective that includes disciplines such as Istgps, psychology, philosophy,
sociology, and educational research (see R. BlIE22003, 2005b; Savignon 2002b;
Richards & Rodgers 2001.). Halliday's ‘functionalbdel of language’ and Hymes’
(1971) concept of ‘communicative competence’ (whitgh proposed as a response to
perceived limitations in Chomsky's competence/perimce modé! of language)
provided the necessary theoretical support for C{Hymes's communicative
competence is similar to Halliday’s ‘meaning potaifit’). After a series of empirical
studies, Canale and Swain (1980) further develdpgdes’s concept of communicative

competence to match instructional goals. Canale &wdin (1980) first added the

4 Eliis (1982) claimed that the personal-syllabudest iearners construct influence their ‘route’ of

learning. SLA research has shown that instructiam enhance the rate of acquisition but the route of
development is not affected by correction, rewardeainforcement (see Ellis 1982, 1990; Johnson &
Johnson 2004).

50 Chomsky’s transformational-generative grammar diffidiates between language competence (the
subconscious control of a linguistic system) andgleage performance (the speaker's actual use of
language) (The Columbia Encyclopedia 2004). Chorsskgonceptualization of competence-
characterizes the linguistic competence of thelidative speaker and it is perceived not to beiapple

to foreign/second language learning (Savignon 2D02b

51 Halliday's systemic functional (SF) theory viewsidaage as a resource which people use to achieve
their aims by expressing meanings in context. Hajli viewed language as a system for ‘meaning
potential’ which implies that language is not a Iveldfined system of grammatical sentences. Intshor
Halliday's SF theory suggests that particular agpeta given context (such as the topics discysbed
language users and the medium of communicationhel¢fie meanings likely to be expressed and the

language likely to be used to express those mesauihalliday 1985).
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strategic competence component to existing gransalagiinguistic) competence and
sociolinguistic competence. Then Canale (1983 citedSavignon 2002b) added
discourse competence as the fourth component ofmromncative competence (see

below):

1. Linguistic competence: the knowledge of the granwahtrules, vocabulary,
pronunciation, spelling, etc.);

2. Sociolinguistic competence: the knowledge of theicoultural code of
language use (e.g. knowledge and use of appropeagfister, politeness, and
style);

3. Strategic competence: knowledge of verbal and resbal communication
strategies which can be used to enhance the eitigzief communication and
enable individuals to repair communication breakadew

4. Discourse competence: knowledge of language rulet @s cohesion and

coherence

Savignon (1983 cited in Savignon 2002b) developedassroom model of
communicative competence by slightly altering thedel proposed by Canale and
Swain (1980) and Canale (1983 cited in Savignor2BPQsee Figure 2.15). Savignon
extended sociolinguistic competence beyond linguistorms and proposed
sociocultural competence instead. This new compoammphasizes understanding of
the social context in which language is used; thait emphasizes the roles of the
participants, the information they share, and thecfion of their interaction. Savignon
(2002b) noted that the components of communicatorapetence are interrelated and
they cannot be assessed in isolation. She furthened that all these four components

are in interaction with each other and when one pmmant increases the others
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increase, as well. Consequently, this process pexiuan overall increase in

communicative competence.

GRAMMATICAL

COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE

Figure 2.15Components of communicative competence (sourcegiav 2002b: 8)

Ellis R. (2003) claimed “...CLT is not a monolithiaé uniform approach.” (p.
28). He noted that earlier models of CLT (like @nadiolingual method) were mainly
based on structural syllabi and had a view of lagguas a set of linguistic systems
(Ellis R. 2003). Ellis R. (2003) identified two \&ons of CLT: weak version (can also
be referred to as ‘interventionist approach’, ‘atial, or ‘task-supported teaching’);
and strong version (can also be referred to as-int@mventionist’, ‘holistic’, or task-

based teaching’).

The weak version of CLT is based on the assumptioais“...the components

of communicative competence can be identified aystesnatically taught.” (p.28).
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Earlier versions of CLT were generally in this forfgee also functional/notional
syllabuses). The weak version of CLT used the fti@thl ‘presentation-practice-
production’ (PPP) model. In these weak version€bT lessons usually started with
the presentation of language features/functionievi@d by a controlled practice, and
finally, as a last step, learners were providechviiee production activities through
which they could use the language that has beesepied and practiced at earlier
stages in a more communicative manner. Kumaraved{(i®91) maintained that SLA
research has illustrated that language learnimgdsvelopmental process. He explained
that this developmental learning is more of ‘a jatearning of many items at a time’
rather than ‘a complete mastery of one item atnae’ti He asserted that language
learning is (largely) a subconscious process; fibatit is ratherincidental than
intentional He also argued that learning is a learner-orcep®cess and that learner
strategies and the learning process determineiriaé learning outcome. Contrary to
SLA research findings PPP views language as “...aeduequentially as ‘accumulated
entities’...” (Ellis 2003: 29). Thus, the fact tha® lacquisition is a process and that
learners pass through a series of transitionakstaghen acquiring a language feature
appears to be incompatible with this sequentialleced PPP model (Ellis 2003). Ellis
(2003) also pointed out that tasks used at theyatazh stage could not be considered
communicative because such tasks would draw learatiention to the language
structures practiced earlier; thus leading thenkarto focus on form rather than

meaning.

The strong version of CLT (non-interventionist, ietit, task-based teaching)
holds that language is acquired through commumigatCommunicative language
practice in strong versions of CLT is provided tigh the use of ‘tasks’, field

experiences, inviting guest speakers, chat rooohs,plays, multimedia, and so forth as
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opposed to ‘exercises’. That is, communicative dasknstitute the entire language
curriculum (see Ellis 2003; Savignon 2002b). Saoigii2002b) summarized some of
the features of CLT as referred to in the SLL/FLliterature as follows: ‘task-based’,

‘content-based’, ‘process-oriented’, ‘interactivanductive’, and discovery-oriented’.

Ellis (2003) asserted that the aim of CLT is to leaearners to function
‘interactionally® and transactionalf in an L2. In other words the major objective of
CLT is to enable learners use the L2 communicativ€Ehus, a variety of authentic
materials and games, role-plays, simulations, asll-based activities are widely used
in CLT classrooms (see Richards & Rodgers 200lyig8an (2002b) noted that CLT
cannot be found in any one textbook or in a setuoficular materials. She also argued
that “...CLT properly seen as an approach, grounded itheory of intercultural
communicative competence that can be used to develaterials and methods
appropriate to a given context of learning.” (p.23avignon (2002b) maintained that
local understanding of the context is required ideo for curricular development to
advance. She asserted that analysis of socialxdsndé language use is a requisite to
define ‘what communicative competence is’ and ‘wlkatmmunicative competence
involves’ in classroom context. It has been widstigted that identification of learners’
communicative needs form the basis for communieatask/curriculum design (Ellis

2003, 2005b, Richards & Rodgers 2001; Savignon BPORichards and Rodgers

%2 Interactional function: language is used to eshtAnd maintain contact (Brown & Yule 1983 cited i
Ellis 2003)

*3 Transactional function: language is used to exghanformation (Brown & Yule 1983 cited in Ellis
2003)
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(2001) recommended that the CLT teacher shouldrésglonsible for determining and
responding to his/her learners’ language needsgav (2002b) noted that design of
communicative language instruction, as well asaamintext of language instruction,
should also consider learners’ age, interests,ofortunities for language contact
outside the classroom, teacher preparation, aner atblevant factors. Thus, she
recommended that learners’ needs, styles of legyiirterests be surveyed before the
selection of methods and materials in order tolde 80 design a program appropriate
to both the goals and the content of teaching. iBamtained that, although the major
aim of most language programs has been enhancememt development of
communicative language ability, until recently slem as a social context has not
received enough attention from SLA researchersigBan (2002b) noted that with
growing recent interest in sociocultural theori€faoguage acquisition now researchers
have directed their attention and interest towaed docial dynamics and discourse of
the classroom [e.g. What does teacher/learneraictiens look like? What happens
during pair/group work? How much is the second leg is being used and for what
purpose? Is the aim truly communication, that ssthie focus on the negotiation of
meaning, rather than on practice of grammaticam&® (p. 21)]. Savignon (2002b)
suggested that like language instruction, langusggting in the communicative
approach should emphasize functional goals. Shedntitat current approaches to
language instruction favor holistic assessmeneaifrier competence; that is, qualitative
evaluation as opposed to quantitative assessmafisakete language. She argued that
holistic/qualitative assessment tools could meafeatires that are more representative

of learners’ communicative competence.

Nunan (1991:279) summarized five basic charactesistf CLT as: a) learning

to communicate through interaction in the targegleage; b) use of authentic materials;
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c) opportunities for learners to focus, not onlytba language but also on the learning
process itself; d) use of learner's own persongkeeg&nces; e) linking of classroom
language learning with language activation outside classroom. Richards and
Rodgers (2001) stated that there is a wide rangdamfjuage activities that are
compatible with CLT. They claimed that these ati#g are unlimited as long as they
enable learners to attain the communicative ohjestiof the curriculum. Savignon
(2002b) recommended various types of language iaesivthat are concordant with
communicative approach to language teaching/legri@he suggested that multimedia,
which allows realistic simulations of communicatil@guage situations, is an ideal
way to teach foreign languages. She also recommndende of internet games, chat
rooms to serve communicative purposes in langudggsrooms. Savignon (2002b)
asserted that although group/pair work activities\aewed essential to engage learners
in face-to-face interaction (as in real life intgfans) using group/pair work is not
always the necessary condition to have learnersngage in communication. She
explained that writing/reading activities that ihw® readers and writers in
interpretation, expression, and negotiation of nreaeould also serve communicative
purposes as much as face-to-face interactionsalSheasserted that activities that serve

for metalinguistic awarene¥sare also welcome in CLT.

Savignon (2002b) stated that, although focus-omfaannot be seen as a
replacement for meaning, CLT does not exclude nmgfaistic awareness of form. She
stated that focus-on-form could sometimes proveseriers with rich opportunities to

focus on meaning, and help build sociolinguisti@eamess.

** Metalinguistic awareness: conscious knowledge almguage. According to Johnson and Johnson
(2004) this reflexiveness allows language to béitleé means and object of description (e.g. whasdo

this word mean? Could you tell me what ‘I'onion’ifmsEnglish ?etc.).
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2.29.2 Task-based language teaching

Task-based language teaching (TBLT) can be viewathinva ‘strong
communicative approach’ (R. Ellis 2005a, 2005b)isEP005b) noted that there are
only a few purely task-based courses availablemFtbis strong communicative
approach perspective, TBLT aims to engage learimemuthentic communication in
second/foreign language classrooms. The charaateres TBLT can be summarized as
follows: a) amount and quality of L2 input-- it heeen argued that extensive L2 input
enhances L2 acquisition; b) opportunity to interatask-based approach holds that
people learn to interact through interacting; detiactional authenticity-- TBLT is
based on the principle that activities which inwolkeal-world communication allow
language to be used for carrying out meaningfukstagnd that meaningful tasks
promote language learning (R. Ellis 2003, 2005d8)5p0 Narcy-Combes & Walsky
2004; Richard & Rodgers 2001); d) negotiation obmirg-- task-based approach holds
that interactional adjustments done during negotiabf meaning facilitate language
acquisition; e) fluency over accuracy-- TBLT emphas primacy of meaning over
accuracy; however, it also accepts that learnezd te attend to form; and, therefore, it
employs ‘focus-on-form in context’ approach (seet®a 2.27.4 for ‘focus-on-form’
and ‘focus-on-forms’); f) implicit learning (autori@ procedural knowledge) over
explicit learning-- the goal of TBLT is to develamplicit L2 knowledge; however, it
does not neglect explicit knowledge (see Secti@i.2.for implicit/explicit knowledge,
declarative/procedural learning, and automaticigy));language as a tool-- that is, in
TBLT the emphasis is not on the language itselérhers are required to communicate
using their own ‘linguistic’ and ‘non-linguistic’elsources to complete tasks; h) use of
(holistic) tasks as syllabus--the content of a-aa&ed syllabus comprises tasks without

any specification of language forms (or functiomshotions) to be taught. TBLT uses
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tasks both in planning and on implementation oflaage instruction (see R. Ellis 2003;
Richard & Rodgers 2001). That is the syllabus &mguage instruction is actually in the

form of tasks to complete.

According to Ellis (2003) tasks used in languagstrirction need to be
‘situationally authentic’(need to employ same cominative characteristics as real-
world activities) and they should aim to achievatéractional authenticity’ (e.g.
negotiation of meaning, problem-solving, shared emsthnding, asking questions,
clarifying meaning etc.). Ellis also added thathaligh the tasks used in TBLT
emphasize primarily development of oral skillsstapproach does not exclude reading,
writing and listening skills. Ellis (2003) stipuéat that TBLT can be viewed within the
strong version of CLT--a non-interventionist apmioavhich holds that language is
acquired through real-world communication (see i8ec2.29.1). Ellis argued that in
TBLT the focus is on ‘how learners’ will learn’ redr than ‘what learners will learn’.
Thus, tasks are designed to encourage spontaneousmunication, problem solving,
refinement of knowledge (hypothesis testing/hypsitheconfirmation etc), learning
strategies, self-esteem and so forth. To show igtection between ‘tasks’ and other
language learning/teaching exercises Ellis (2008yvided the following definitions

(see Ellis 2003: 4-5 for various definitions ofsks’).

“ ‘Tasks’ are activities that call for primarily raming-focused language use. In
contrast, ‘exercises’ are activities that call foimarily form-focused language use...a
task is concerned with ‘pragmatic meaning’, i.e tise of the language in context, an
exercise is concerned with ‘semantic meaning’, ifee systematic meaning, that
specific forms can convey irrespective of contextitaak’ requires the participants to
function primarily as ‘language users'...In contrastp ‘exercise’ requires the

participants to function primarily as ‘learners’.(Ellis 2003: 3).
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Design of tasks in TBLT is informed by differentpapaches such as humanistic
teaching, procedural syllabus, process syllabugaeognitive approach and so forth.
Tasks from the humanistic perspective emphasizeirtigortance of the affective
dimension and cognitive development for full poignof growth (see Section 2.27.2
for humanistic approaches). Humanistic tasks aiminateasing self-esteem, and
motivation (there is almost no attention to lingigsideatures) (see Ellis 2003 for task-
design based on humanistic principles). The conaéptprocedural-syllabus’ was
proposed by Prabhu (1987 cited in Ellis 2003). mcpdural syllabuses, tasks are
designed to engage learners in ‘meaning-based itgctisuch tasks are mainly
cognitive in orientation and require learners toptoblem-solving tasks, describing,
extending meaning and so forth. The process sydlapproach was introduced by
Breen and Candlin (Breen 1989 and Candlin 1984 ¢iteEllis 2003). Such syllabuses
are negotiated syllabuses and are constructed liabocation between teachers and
learners as the course is taught (Ellis 2003). § &slm this perspective focus primarily
on the processes that are the outcomes of therpenfice of a task. Task design from
the metacognitive perspective aims to help learbexsome more effective language
learners. Such tasks, therefore, are designed piynfiar learner training purposes and
may involve questionnaires, learner-interviews s@nd so forth that ask about learners
and learning. In such tasks ‘language learning’ lmacome the content which learners
talk about (which provides the teacher with somealmable information about the

learners and their learning) or learner training loa integrated into the task content.

Ellis (2003) asserted that ‘tasks’ have becomeahraesearch issue in SLA and
the use of tasks in second language classroontseesissupported by SLA research. He
noted that task-based research has been mainlymetb by research done in the

interactionist perspective (see Section 2.27.8Herinteractionist perspective on SLA).
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Ellis maintained that research work that has beetiviated by ‘input’ and ‘interaction
hypotheses’ has had its major focus on tasks. kegonoductions, therefore, have
formed the major area of research inquiry. Withirs tramework SLA research has
investigated the relationship between tasks angulage use as regards negotiation of
meaning, communicative strategies, and communigagéffectiveness (Ellis 2003).
Interactionist research has sought to identify amtlerstand: characteristics of
psychologically motivated tasks; learner partidpatinvolved; tasks that lead to
negotiation of meaning; and whether different thgles require different information
exchange (i.e. if the task requires one-way or Wway- information exchange and so
forth). According to Ellis (2003) learner productias significant in that it promotes
greater learner control and automaticity (see 8ecf.27.4 for automaticity). Ellis
(2003) noted that learner production is considecetle most relevant to TBLT. Ellis
(2003) maintained that recent research regardigksthas also drawn on Vygotsky’s
social constructivist (sociocultural) perspectiFeom this perspective, tasks are viewed
as social tools that promote learning through $anigraction. This view holds that
learners can perform language functions that theynot perform alone when they
engage in interaction with others (teachers, okbs@mers etc.) [see Section 2.27.7 for

zone of proximal development (ZPD)].

2.29.3 Content-based instruction

Since the 1980s, CBI has gained considerable dligéglibs an alternative to
traditional approaches, which emphasized the use‘liofjuistic syllabuses’ in
second/foreign language instruction. Principles la@adning theories that CBI draws on
are in line with principles of the communicativepapach. Like CLT, CBI also

emphasizes both cognitive and communicative presestlanguage learning (Chapple
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& Curtis 2000; Crandall & Tucker 1990; Kasper 2Q0mhus, often CBI is regarded as a
subdivision of communicative approaches to seconeifjin language instruction (see
Richards & Rodgers 2001). In CBI, teaching is orgath around the content (or
themes). In other words, it uses content syllabtiser than a linguistic syllabus; that is,
it allows the content to determine the nature amtoof the linguistic forms (Chapple
& Curtis 2000; Kasper 2000). CBI, therefore, vieth® L2 as a tool for acquiring
knowledge. Most commonly practiced forms of CBEmate topics, themes, tasks from
learners’ subjects of study into their languagerieg context and it aims to build L2
skills in learners through the study of subjectteratChapple & Curtis 2000; Crandall

& Tucker 1990; Kasper 2000; Richards & Rodgers 2001

CBI emphasizes the importance of providing ESLress with opportunities to
interact with authentic, contextualized, and lirgggially challenging materials in a
communicative context and it views second/foreigmguage acquisition/learning as a
social and cognitive activity. Within this socialcacognitive activity, prior knowledge
and strategy use are regarded as critical to Hrede's L2 development and acquisition.
CBI is a formal approach with theoretical underpigs (Kasper 2000). Linguistic,
cognitive and sociocultural theories provide CBthwsome firm theoretical foundation.
CBI is grounded in the theory that: a) people learsecond/foreign language more
successfully if they use the language as a meareaiiring information; b) people
learn best if the teaching is based on their peiqueriences; c) people learn best if the
instruction addresses their needs, interests aal$ geee Richards and Rodgers 2001).
The SLA research has been supportive of the pilexithat characterize CBI. The

major principles that characterize CBI are:
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1. Rich and authentic L2 context

CBI holds that language acquisition takes placgcimand authentic L2 context.
Ellis (2000, 2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c) arguedribatand extensive L2 input enables
learners to learn more and faster. Thus, CBI aongrovide learners with rich context

in which authentic meaningful communication canuscc

2. Relevance of content to learner needs

It has been widely stated that learners learn bétthe content is meaningful
and relevant to their needs. CBI holds that mednirgpntent which is relevant to the

learners’ needs and interests, promotes languagesaon.

3. Learning by doing

CBIl is based on the principle that ‘people learrdbing’. It holds that linguistic
ability develops through active engagement in armoomcative activity. Hence, CBI
emphasizes creating opportunities for active ingotent of learners in communicative
L2 activities (e.g. tasks encouraging use of fac&te interactions, problem solving
activities, comparing, analyzing; working in grolgzErs etc which involve

experiential learning).

4. Negotiation of meaning

CBI provides learners with communicative languaggks$, which encourage

negotiation of meaning (see Section 2.27.5 for hatjon of meaning).
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5. Use of tasks

Tasks are viewed as the essential part of authamiicexperiential language
learning; thus; task-based learning is consideoeoketan integral part of content-based
instruction (see Section 2.29.2 for more infornratiabout tasks and task-based

learning).

2.30 Conclusion

Knowledge of SLA theory is necessary for teacherd¢ aware of certain
techniques and principles, recent developmentesaarch and their implications for L2
practices (R. Ellis 2000, 2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2RORichards and Rodgers (2001)
noted that through gaining experience teacherslole\beir personal approaches and
methods according to the needs of their learnedsadiner institutional requirements.
Such personal approaches are normally based ostablished approach or a method
but are modified to match with classroom realitieough the influence of teachers’
experiences, beliefs, principles, and the feedbatafained from their learners (this
could be informal/intuitive or formal systematic bysing informed research
instruments). Richards and Rodgers (2001) noted the primary sources that
contribute to the development of a personal apprcae the teacher’s beliefs and
principles. They argued that “All classroom praesiaeflect teachers’ principles and
beliefs, and different belief systems among tealoan often explain why teachers

conduct their classes in different ways.” (Richa&dRodgers 2001: 251).

R. Ellis (2005a, 2005b, 2005c¢) noted that SLA redeand theory are unable to
provide teachers with a consistent and uniformdgligra on how language-teaching can

best promote learning. He asserted that thereilisastlichotomy between whether
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language teaching should continue the systematahieg of grammar (focus-on-forms
approach) and whether it should deal with grammhtiteatures within the
communicative language-learning context (focus-amafapproach). R Ellis also noted
that there is no agreement on whether the expkeithing of knowledge (explanation
of rules, using definitions, or use of metatalk.)etcontributes to second/foreign
language acquisition. However, R. Ellis argued ttestchers need some consistent
generalizations and principles to guide them inrtblassroom practices (see R. Ellis
2005a, 2005b, 2005c). He, therefore, drawing oditigs from a wide range of SLA
studies, put together a set of generalizationspaimtiples (see R. Ellis 2005a, 2005b,
2005c¢). R. Ellis’s ‘ten principles’, therefore, cha seen as ‘provisional specifications’

for the learner-centered language instruction Regllis 2005a, 2005b, 2005c).

R. Ellis’s ‘ten principles’ for successful languaigstruction

Principle 1: In order for learners to be proficient in any setftoreign language they
need to develop a ‘rich repertoire of both ‘forraugl expressions’ [see Section 2.27.7
for automaticity, proceduralized learning and chingk and ‘rule-based competence’

(i.e. knowledge of grammar rules).

Principle 2: Second/foreign language instruction should prilpddcus on ‘meaning’

and aim at providing opportunities for learnersft@us on meaning’ via the use of
communicative language activities. R. Ellis (2003805b, 2005c) makes distinction
between ‘semantic meaning’ and ‘pragmatic meanitg. explained (2005c) that
semantic meaning refers to meanings of lexical steamd grammar structures.
Pragmatic meaning on the other hand refers to gtudkzed meaning; that is, it refers
to meaning (message) inherent in a communicatitzeHecexplained that this meaning

(message) can only be transferred through the laattieof communication. R. Ellis
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argued that although both types of ‘meaning’ aredrtant, the primary emphasis of

teaching should be on pragmatic meaning.

Principle 3 Learners also need to attend to form in orderbéo able to notice
discrepancies between the input and their outputisT‘'noticing’ (conscious attention)
is considered to be the necessary condition foveximg input to intake. (see also

attention, ‘focus-on- form’ vs. ‘focus-on-forms’ Bection 2.27.4).

Principle 4 Language instruction should primarily aim at depeng implicit

knowledge in learners (see Section 2.27.4 for mloidized vs. declarative knowledge
and implicit vs. explicit knowledge). However, RIli&€ (2003, 2005a, 2005b, 32005c)
explained that emphasis on implicit knowledge stiowdt be interpreted as no focus on

explicit knowledge in language classrooms.

Principle 5 R. Ellis recommends that learners’ ‘built-in sydus’ should be taken into
account during language instruction. Relevantdiigre provides us with some evidence
that language learners’, more or less, follow auratpredictable order when they
acquire an L2. Several research studies have alsomktrated that the explicit teaching
of grammar (or following a sequential teaching ohrgmatical forms) does not have
any influence on this developmental sequence ahiddliisition. Thus, Corder (cited in
R. Ellis 2005a, 2005b, 2005a) proposed the ternit:misyllabus’ to refer to learners’
developmental order of language acquisition. TRusEllis concluded that it might be
beneficial if teachers teach grammar compatiblé wieir learners’ natural processes of

acquisition.

However research in this area is limited to a faudies (see morpheme

studies e.g. in English, learners acquire the msjve ‘-ing’, plural ‘-s’, and active
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voice before they acquire passive form or the tpedson singular ‘—s’) and does not
provide teachers’ with significant data on the cteteacquisitional sequences learners’
follow. Moreover, even if teachers were providedhméomplete significant data on the
natural sequences L2 learners follow in L2 acgoisiit would be difficult for teachers
to judge which stage of acquisitional developmeathelearner has reached, and act
accordingly. In addition, research has illustratieat the sequence of formal language
teaching (especially the sequential teaching ofngnar rules) does not necessarily
correspond to learners’ sequence of L2 acquisiéind their built-in syllabus. (Ellis
2005a, 2005b, 2005c) Thus, what R. Ellis propose&danciple 5’ (the teaching of
grammar should be compatible with learners’ natardér of acquisition) appears to be

vague and difficult to apply in language instruntio

Principle 6: In order for successful L2 acquisitions teacheesraquired to maximize
use of the L2 in the classroom. In other wordsemsive L2 input is a necessary
condition to help learners achieve high levels Bfroficiency (R. Ellis recommended

the L2 to be used both as the object and the medfunstruction).

Principle 7 Relevant research has demonstrated that outpeaksg and writing), as
well as input, is a necessary condition for sudaédanguage learning [see Section

2.27.5 for output hypothesis].

Principle 8 According to the interaction hypothesis facedod interaction promotes
second/foreign language development. This view okt interaction between two
interlocutors enriches the input and helps learndevelop both fluency and
automaticity. Thus, oral communicative interactignnecessary to promote L2 oral

skills [see Section 2.27.5].
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Principle 9 Differences between learners (their beliefs, reges, levels, goals,

expectations) need be taken into consideration.

Principle 1Q Learners need to be tested both on their freecantiolled productions.

Although knowledge of approaches and methods exqairement for effective
language teaching and the understanding of leatesnthing related issues, approaches
and methods should not be seen as ready-madeossiut all teaching problems that
can be applied in any teaching situation regarddésise contextual factors (Ellis 2003,
205a, 2005b, 2005c; Richards & Rodgers 2001). Nu@2&@5) argued that general
principles of second/foreign language acquisitidroutd be well understood and
appropriately applied by educationalists withinittdistinctive classroom settings and
social, political contexts. Before taking a deaisto apply an approach or a method, in
other words, when designing a program, factors iBpedo that particular
learning/teaching situation need to be carefullyestigated. That is, designing a
foreign/second language programme requires a tigbromderstanding of the cultural
context, political context, and the institutionantext that includes both the learners
and the teachers and their physical learning/tegctenvironments (Richards &

Rodgers 2001).
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Part 5: L2 Learner/Teacher Beliefs: Terminology and

Theoretical Standpoints Employed

2.31 Introduction

This section defines the terminology used and eémplahe theoretical
perspectives taken in this dissertation work. Tesearch work deals with L2 beliefs
which represent the non-linguistic and cognitivel affective side of L2 learning and
teaching. Research in this particular area demamdsnsightful understanding of
psychological issues concerning beliefs and timgiuénces on learning. Thus, research
of this nature necessitates going beyond the mramst SLA research, probing, and
examining relevant theories and research doneighbering disciplines, in which the
belief phenomenon is the primary research concEris. study has employed different
theoretical viewpoints and research methodologegedding on the belief dimension in
guestion. Therefore, many of the terms used algpnate from various sources (and

some other than SLA).
2.32 Belief terminology

Stated beliefshroughout this research the researcher willthsgerm stated beliefs to
refer to the learners’ statements of their belieBslearners’ stated beliefs in this
research will be viewed as involving both impli@tnotional, subliminal) and explicit

(cognitive) elements.

L2 Learner beliefsthe term L2 learner beliefs will be used as a ganterm to
encompass various types of beliefs that the reBeamwill refer to in this study. The

term encompasses both individual and social dinsassiand affect (emotions and
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other implicit elements in individuals memories® learner beliefs are assumed to be
shaped through the influence of a) cultural/sobgliefs; b) beliefs about learning in

general; and c) personal/direct L2 experience Fsgere 2.14).

L2 beliefs
L2 Metacognitive knowledge

Beliefs about learning

Social/cultural beliefs

Figure 2.16L2 learner beliefs

L2 Metacognitive knowledgehe term will be used to refer the learnelr® beliefs
about his/her immediate L2 learning conteaj: self-beliefs such as self-efficacy, and
self-concept as regards L2 learning and L2 ac#isitb) control beliefs as regards L2
task requirements. For instance if the L2 task wesfjon is within the learner’s
capabilities and so on.; c) attributions as regdhds learner herself/himself, others
(teachers other students etc), teaching matetidlseaching/learning and so on; and d)
normative beliefs (beliefs about expectations tieat); €) motivation (if they feel like
performing L2 tasks or not; why they are learning L2 etc); f) attitudes (if they have
positive/negative beliefs about the L2 and L2 tasks environment etc.) (see Figure

2.14).
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Self-beliefs
Attributions

Core beliefs L2 Metacognitive Knowledge

Normative
beliefs

Control
Beliefs

Figure 2.17Factors that have influence on the learner's LZacmgnitive knowledge

Self-beliefs (self-referent beliefsfhese will include the individual learner’'s beliefs
about himself/herself as regards L2 learning (eglf-efficacy beliefs, self-concept

beliefs, self-perception, perceived L2 competehoe e

Self-efficacy beliefsThe term refers to personal beliefs (judgmentspuabone's
capabilities to engage in an activity or perforrtask at a given level (Bandura, 1986).
Here, more precisely, the term will be used torrédethe learners’ stated beliefs about

their L2 capabilities.

Self-concept beliefThe term will be used to refer to the L2 learnepgrsonal
evaluations of (judgments about) their general bihpetence and the feeling of self-

worth associated with it (see Pajares & Schunk 2002

L2 competenceThe term will be used to refer to the learnereneral perception of

his/her L2 level.
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Control beliefs The term control beliefs will be used to referthe L2 learner’'s stated
beliefs about the factors that may facilitate orp&de his/her performance of an

intended L2 behavior.

Normative beliefsNormative beliefs will be used to refer to tharleer's perceptions
(beliefs) of what others around him/her expect hen/to do (as regards English

language learning).

Core beliefs:The term will be used to refer to the beliefs that ¢date prototypes in
the learner's memory around which other periphbadiefs are connected (e.qg., belief
that knowing a language means being able to convateiin that language (core
belief). Therefore, it is assumed that if the |learbelieves that languages are primarily
learned for oral communication, this belief will ceurage the learner to value
communication activities. Thus s/he will be expdcte have other peripheral beliefs
that correspond to this belief (e.g. perceived irtgoece of communicative activities i.e.

oral interaction, listening comprehension tasks)etc

Social/cultural beliefs (social representationtie term social/cultural beliefs (social
representations) will be used to refer to beliefsiciw are cooperatively created by
members of the society the individual lives in amidl be used only to refer to the
ensemble of beliefs which exist and circulate is lassumed that such cultural beliefs
can be found in different forms in a society andl tine individual may acquire any of
these depending on his/her perspective (statugjcpblview etc) and the immediate
environment s/he belongs to. The learner may or mayapprove of/or hold these

beliefs.
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Attributions the term will be used to refer to learners’ explidons and understandings
of L2 events, and behaviors they experience. Fstante, causes they ascribe for their
L2 actions in relation to themselves, others, amemoL2 related objects concerning L2
learning/teaching (e.g. failure ascribed to a teach2 materials, teaching, ability etc;
or success ascribed to hard work, favorable L2 itiomd etc ). Attributions will also be
looked into as regardsontrollability (the degree of control the individual feels over a
cause)stability (whether a cause changes over time or not) lands(if the location of

a cause is internal or external)

Attitude in this study attitude will be used to refer toetlearner’s favorable or
unfavorable evaluation of a behavior or an objacfjuestion. Thus, it is assumed that
aggregates of negative beliefs, as a rule, leadetmative attitudes and aggregates of

positive beliefs lead to positive attitudes towaits behavior or object in question.

Motivationt the term motivation will be used to refer to: “o..be moved to do
something...impetus or inspiration to act...” (Ryan &dd 2000: 54).). Two broad
types of definitions will be used to refer to leansi motivational orientations: a)

intrinsic; and b)extrinsicmotivation.

Intrinsic motivation the term will be used to refer to ‘doing somethimecause it is

inherently interesting and enjoyable’.

Extrinsic motivation the term will be used to refer to ‘doing somethifor its

instrumental value’ such as to get good gradesh and so forth.

Willingness to communicate (WT.QGhe term will be used to refer to the learners’

positive disposition to participate in L2 activgiéespecially oral communication).
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L2 anxiety the term will be used to refer to fear (feelifigdsscomfort:state of feeling
awkward, embarrassed, or uneasagsociated to learners’ L2 use (especially il ora

communication).

Teacher beliefsthe term will be used as a generic term to encemparious types of

beliefs (e.g. pedagogical beliefs, theoreticaldis|icultural/social beliefs etc.).

Espoused theorythe term will be used to refer to teachers’ farn(ieoretical)

knowledge (beliefs) about ‘what’ and ‘how’ to teach

Theory-in-use the term will be used to refer to what teacheswally do in their

language classrooms (including their descriptidnstaat they do in their classrooms).

Discordance the term will be used to refer to disagreemeiivben the teachers’ and
the learners’'stated beliefs; conceptualizations lahguage learning; and the

inconsistency between teacher intention and leantenpretation.

Concordance: will be used to refer to the agreenbettveen the teachers’ and the

learners’ stated beliefs.

Hidden agendawill be used to refer to teachers’ unconscioulsef®ewhich they find
difficult to interpret. This hidden agenda can bteipreted as the discordance between
the espoused theory and the theory-in-use whiclethehers are unaware of and find it

difficult to express explicitly.

Pedagogical beliefsthese will be used to refer to teachers’ beligfsch are shaped

through their classroom experiences.
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Theoretical beliefsthese will refer to teachers’ theoretical prinegor belief systems,

which guide their expectations about student beftand the decision they make.

Teacher-centered approacthis refers to a teaching orientation which engtes and

values frontal teaching (one-way teaching). It essdd on transmission of content
knowledge. Teachers who employ teacher-centereshtations select precisely the
content to be covered and organize it in managegad#ons (a list of specific teaching
items to be covered within a lesson, a semeste), aeted transmit it to the students.

Thus, they mainly focus on the content to be calere

Learner-centered approacthis refers to a teaching orientation which enges and

values active student involvement and participationL2 classrooms (two-way

teaching). Teachers who employ learner-centereént@iions encourage student
activity (learner-directed activity). These teachesrganize their teaching around
appropriate learning activities and encourage stugmrticipation. Teachers, who
belong to this category aim to facilitate studesdrhing, put more emphasis on what
students already know and encourage students tagenig tasks. For such teachers,

selection of materials relevant to learners’ indeseand experiences is of primary focus.

Approach to teachinghe term will be used to refer to the teacher&fgrred teaching
style. That is, whether the teacher employs a tracbntered or a learner-centered

approach to teaching.

Attributions the term will be used to refer to teacher’ explions and understandings

of L2 events, and behaviors they experience.
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2.33 Theoretical standpoints employed

The aim of this study was to investigate both thamers’ and the teachers’
statements of their beliefs in order to be ablgdm insights on how the teachers and
the learners interpret the English language instrnat the IUT (Institut Universitaire
de Technologie) de Mont de Marsan (Université de &ales Pays de I’Adour) context
and in the light of the data obtained help enhdeaming conditions in this institution.
The aim of the literature review is to provide tdissertation work with firm theoretical
basis on how to approach and how to look into LBefse This literature review
contributed to both a) the shaping of the resegarfadigms and methodologies to be
used; and b) the interpretation of the learnersl Hre teachers’ stated beliefs. This

study employed five objectives from different metblmgical perspectives:

1. Exploratory to explore what the learners state as their Li2ise

2. Comprehensivao understand and define the learners’ statelddli2fs.

3. Developmentalto explore if the learners’ stated L2 beliefsiogade any
change concerning their present and past learnxipgriences.

4. Normative To evaluate if the learners’ stated beliefs camfdo recent
SLL/FLL research (whether these stated beliefs famctional or
dysfunctional).

5. Comparativeto see if the learners’ and the teachers’ staghiefs are in

concordance with each other.

2.33.1 Explorative perspective on the L2 learnerstated beliefs

This study aimed to explore: a) what L2 beliefs lmrners state to have; b) the

differences between the learners’ stated beliefgroBng their prior and present L2
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situations; c) the links between the learners’ estabeliefs and their L2 attitudes,
motivations, and attributions; d) if the learnersstated beliefs were
functional/dysfunctional e) what the teachers prome as their L2 beliefs; f)
discordances between the teachers’ and the learstated beliefs. This study used
various kinds of research tools (e.g. preliminaggearch--mind showering, written
records, group discussions, questionnaires andrvietes; main research--
questionnaires and interviews) (see Section 2.d)vamious types of analysis methods
to explore different aspects of the learners’ stabeliefs (both quantitative and
qualitative). Although this dissertation work didtraim to make generalizations (see
Section 2.4.3 for criticisms about questionnaigésattempted to discover the target
group of learners’ general tendencies. This rebeaiso focused on the individual
learners’ interpretations of their L2 beliefs irder to be able to understand what each

belief meant to each individual.

In this study learners’ stated beliefs were viewsdeing both a cognitive and
social phenomenon. However, the study did not milpndocus on social aspect of
beliefs such as how the learners’ beliefs are shap¢hin their social environment
(learning environment) and/or how their environmeniiuences shaping of their
beliefs. In other words, this research did not mafte to understand the belief
phenomenon within the course of its making butaither focused on the present
manifestation of the learners’ beliefs that wereeady part of their belief systems.
However, the learners’ statements of their pasexjeriences were also used in order
to be able to make comparisons between the learperseptions of their past and
present L2 experiences. This aspect is especiefjgrded as significant because such
comparisons can highlight elements that are salieriearners’ belief systems; can

provide data on differences between current and Ipeléefs; can help differentiate
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between stable beliefs and beliefs which have gbineugh modification; and can
indicate conditions which are favored or disfavobgdhe learners (this study holds that
beliefs are developmental; they can be both stabteflexible; and that the change in
conditions may influence individuals’ beliefs amédls them to make modifications). In
this study, beliefs are viewed as involving bothplicit and explicit elements. This
study also views beliefs as cognitive manifestatiba social phenomenon (see Chapter

3 Methodology and Chapter 4 Analysis).

2.33.2 Developmental perspective on the L2 learneeliefs

In this section, drawing upon the previously meméd theories and L2 learner
belief studies, | will propose a categorizationL@f learners’ beliefs. This progressive
view of L2 learners’ belief formation assumes tlearners’ beliefs come into being in
society in different contexts (society as a whaieneral educational context, L2
learning context) respectively and are reshaped iatetnalized in learners’ intra-
personal planes as L2 learning beliefs. This haotriaal formulation views L2 learners’
belief formation as a@evelopmental procesbhrough anchoring and objectification (see
also Section 2.19). We can also assume that thrthugprocess; that is through gaining
experience each belief is fine tuned and reshapmd: fdistant to closer; general to
specific; social to individual; less relevant tderant; subconscious to conscious. This
view presumes that learners’ beliefs are (co)canttd, reconstructed and appropriated
(fine-tuned) through gaining experience (througimgaup from one phase to another)
and are internalized as part of the learner's LRebeepertoire. The three phases,
social/cultural context, the general educationaitext, and the L2 learning context(s),
are the social environments where the learner ¢osfeucts his identity and his beliefs

through interaction with others (parents, frien@schers etc.) and with tools (media,
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textbooks, classroom activities etc.) provided ywithin these social environments.
Throughout this progressive process of belief fdioma in each phase, the learner’s
intra-personal mechanisms operate simultaneouslyarallel to the social activities

s/he is experiencing (see Figure 2.16).

Specific | Metacognitive knowledge about L2 & L2 Learning

. Personal Plane

L2 learning context | —— [Beliefs about L2|——  Anchoring
: &

Objectification

i Personal Plane

Anchoring
i & i
i Objectification

General educational context‘ —” Beliefs about learning =

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

i Personal Plane

2 : : i Anchorin
General | Cultural/social context ‘—.’ Social/cultural beliefs }—» & 9

Objectification

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Figure 2.18L2 learners’ belief construction process (adaptethfGabillon, 2005)

2.33.2.1 Phase one: Society at large and learngwsial representations about L2 and

L2 learning

Social/cultural beliefs (such as values, prejudicaftitudes, stereotypes)
constitute the substructure (phase one) in thexéegr belief hierarchy and serve as a
kind of reference when learners’ are constructhmgrtbeliefs about language learning
(through anchoring and objectification). In otheords, these collectively created
beliefs that reflect views of the society the leairhas been brought up in, form a kind

of base on which the learner further constructsemtbeliefs. These social/cultural

220



beliefs take shape as social representations inedm@er's memory and they often
precede the learner's experience in language legrigiefore the learner starts learning
a foreign language, s/he already possesses soméhesk ready-made beliefs
(culturally/socially constructed or collectivelyeated beliefs) about foreign languages
and, perhaps, beliefs about how foreign languagesteould be learned. However,
these social/cultural beliefs might not always app® have direct links with L2
learning itself. In some cases beliefs about aiqudar foreign language and the
learner’s interest in learning seem to originatemfrother socially/culturally shared
beliefs about that specific culture, its peopla] @a economical and political status (see
Csizér & Dornyei 2005). The learner’'s knowledge whihe shared historical past and
political relations between the target foreign kaage culture and his own might also
contribute to shaping his beliefs about and hisudis towards learning that particular

language and most often even before starting to iea

These social/cultural beliefs can also be consttle@e beliefswhich the
learner acquires unconsciously and accepts ashsiruiefore having any personal
experience in language learning (Alanen, 2003)el,ahrough gaining experiences of
learning in general and language learning spetljitiaese social representations might
be reinterpreted, fine-tuned, and internalizedgodme part of the learner’s personal L2

belief repertoire.

2.33.2.2 Phase two: The General educational corgrdtlearners’ beliefs about

learning

Learners’ beliefs about learning constitute theosdcphase in the learners’
belief formation process. There is now abundantdene that learning/teaching

traditions may vary in different cultural conteXesg. learning may be conceived as a
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reproductive process through which learners stor@mMedge and reproduce it when
necessary; teacher-centered approaches may be smgtheover learner-centered
learning/teaching and so forth). Starting from aing age, learners are exposed to
educational traditions and consciously or unconstio they develop some beliefs
about what learning and teaching are/should be velmat the roles of learners and
teachers are/should be. Moreover, at this stagendes have day-to-day experience in
learning and they construct/reconstruct beliefsea®n these experiences and

internalize these, embedding them in other relekahéfs in their belief repertoires.

Much L2 learning takes place in formal educatioc@htexts, in classrooms, as
is the case with other subjects. As a result, B2rliemg may be perceived as the same as
learning other subjects. In most cases, learnihgratubjects precedes L2 learning and
learners embark on the L2 learning process withespreconceptions about learning.
However, these beliefs, may not always correspandvihat FLL/SLL specialists

consider functional in L2 learning.

Literature from the field of educational psychologyncerningConceptions of
Learning and Student Approaches to Learning (§Adrovides us with abundance of
evidence about the existence of different learmmr@aches to learning (see Biggs
1994; Marton & Salj6 1976a, 1976b; Entwistle 198002; Entwistle, McCune, &
Hounsel 2002; Prosser & Trigwell 1999). Althouglsearch in this area has mainly
concerned higher education and subjects other t8ah/FLL, knowing what
conceptions learners have about learning in genavald be useful to understand the
role of beliefs in learners’ conceptions of leaghiand the approaches they adopt to
learning. This knowledge, together with learnershaeptions of L2 learning, would

help to make comparisons. It may also help undedstahy learners choose to do
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certain tasks and ignore others, why they resigiatticipate, why they show interest or
lack of interest, and why they fail or succeed @se Benson, & Lor1999; Matsumoto

1996; Sanaoi 1995 for conceptions of language amguage learning).

2.33.2.3 Phase three: The L2 context (s) and lgatteliefs about L2

The language learning context(s), learners’ padt@mesent experiences in L2
learning, forms Phase three in the learners’ bdlemation process. Like general
teaching/learning traditions, L2 learning tradisomay vary in different educational
contexts. In this phase learners have direct corféxperience) with L2 learning. The
learners’ social representations, attitudes towardkbeliefs about the target language,
their past learning experiences in general andeb?ning in particular, all contribute to
shaping their beliefs about the L2, and their cptioas of L2 learning. In this phase
learners start to have well-established beliefsualbdww efficient they are in L2
learning, what their roles and their teachers’ thdlassrooms should be, and how L2
should be learned. Teachers’ approaches to tedtdangng, testing types used,
learners’ prior experiences, and goals and coutpeatations are all said to be factors
influencing the approaches learners adopt to legrr{Entwistle 2003; Entwistle,
McCune, & Hounsel 2002; Prosser & Trigwell 1999pnSequently, to cope with L2
learning demands, learners use strategies thatlibkgve to be effective in their L2

learning context.

2.33.2.4 The intra-personal plane and L2 metacognknowledge

Beliefs, which have been co-constructed in soclahgs through interactions
between others and social tools (artifacts) arergp@ted and internalized in the

learner’s psychological plane to become part ofltfaener's metacognitive knowledge
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(Alanen, 2003). The learner uses this knowledgerves as a resource to guide his /her
L2 activities, and drawing upon his/her metacogeittnowledge (L2 belief repertoire),
s/he makes some judgments regarding self (setfeef§i beliefs, self-concept beliefs,
expectancies etc.), others and L2 tasks. Througbsament of his /her control beliefs,
the learner activates his/her self-regulatory meigmas to choose the strategies s/he

believes to be suitable to fulfill the requireddaage tasks (or chooses not to act).

2.33.3 Comprehensive perspective on the L2 learnéstated beliefs

To define and explain functions of different typdsstated beliefs, this research
work made use of various theories, approaches hadrdésearch done in various
disciplines such as SLA, cognitive psychology, edional psychology, and social
psychology. The following theories of learning aspecially found useful to identify
and name different types of beliefs as regards theictions: Metacognitive theory
(Flavell 1979); social representations theory (Mwast 1976); attribution theory
(Weiner 1980, 1985); theory of planned behaviorzéfy 1988); self-efficacy theory
(Bandura 1986); and Student approaches to lear(iayton & Saljo 1976a and
1976b). All of these theories look into differespacts of the belief phenomenon. Thus,
All of the above-mentioned theories seem to be ssan® to operate together to have a
complete view of the L2 belief phenomenon (whaetypf beliefs individual’s claim to
possess; how these stated beliefs function; howittfeience individuals’ functioning;

and how they are linked with one another ).

2.33.4 Normative perspective on the L2 learners’ ated beliefs

In this study, the SLA research findings and the trends in SLL/FLL will be

used to identify if the learners’ stated beliefe &unctional or dysfunctional. Recent
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