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Abstract

To enrich our understanding of the attitudinal/motivational basis of foreign language learning at junior
high school level, this study investigated the students’ status of L2 motivation, the relationship between
motivational factors, and the possibility of predicting their motivated learning behavior in light of
Dornyei’s (2005, 2009) theory of L2 Motivational Self System. To this end, 1462 junior high school stu-
dents classified as private language institute-goers and non-goers filled in the Persian version of L2 Moti-
vational Self System questionnaire. After applying independent samples t-test, correlation, and regression
analyses, it was found that all students enjoyed positive attitudinal and motivational dispositions although
to a different extent, attitude toward learning English was the main predictor of their motivated learning
behavior, and Ideal L2 Self was particularly stronger in the institute goers, while Ought-to L2 Self was
rather the same for both groups.

Keywords: motivation, L2 Motivational Self System, ideal L2 Self, ought-to L2 Self, attitudes toward L2

learning, junior high school.

INTRODUCTION

The investigation of motivational basis of lan-
guage learning has been the concern of much re-
search for many years (Kormos & Dornyei,
2004). Integrativeness (Gardner, 1985, 2001), the
second language motivation of specific learners
such as Hungarians (e.g., Doérnyei, Csizér, &
Németh, 2006), self-determination theory (Noels,
2001), attribution theory (Ushioda, 2001) the
process model of motivation (Dérnyei & Otto,
1998) are some of the motivational research spot-
lights which have led to the evolution of new
conceptual themes and motivational theories such
as the L2 Motivational Self System One of the
many controversial issues related to teaching
English for Specific Purposes (TESP) is whether
the English language instructor or the subject -
matter specialist should teach ESP (L2MSS)
(Dornyei, 2005, 2009). Being based on Hig-
gins’(1987) psychological theory of self-
discrepancy and in line with the theory of possi
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ble selves (Markus & Nurius, 1986), L2MSS ad-
dresses the Gardnerian concept of integrativeness
(Gardner, 1985, 2001), and the conceptualization
of learners’ identity (e.g., Lamb, 2009; Yashima,
2009). Furthermore, it has been put into practice
in different linguistic and cultural contexts (e.g., Al-
Shehri, 2009; Ryan, 2009; Taguchi, Magid, & Papi,
2009; Yang & Kim, 2011) and found to be related
to other SLA theoretical concepts and frameworks
(e.g., Kim, 2009, 2010; Waninge, 2010).

Dornyei’s theory has significantly contributed
to advancing our understanding of L2 motivation;
however, some aspects require further elabora-
tion and empirical investigation. For instance, the
ambiguous relationship of instrumentality and
Ought-to L2 Self needs more exploration
(Kormos & Csizér, 2008). Models of motivation
might also differ during the language learning
process, regarding gender (Csizér & Dornyei,
2005; Kissau, 2006), across age groups
(Ghenghesh, 2010; Kormos & Csizér, 2008), in
different geographical settings, and in relation to
changes in peers and learning environments
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(Matsubara, 2006); thus, potentially very differ-
ent conclusions might be drawn. Therefore, ex-
ploring language learning motivation in a foreign
language context like Iran is necessary since stu-
dents experience little contact with English
speakers and their culture, and research on moti-
vation in this context is not as extensive as it is in
other places around the world.

The development of L2MSS

It is not possible to conceive second language learn-
ing without motivation; in fact, “no single individu-
al difference factor in language learning has re-
ceived as much attention as MOTIVATION” (Ellis,
2008, p. 677). The literature on L2 motivation
shows that research in this field has strongly been
influenced by Gardner’s motivation theory with
integrativeness/integrative motivation, as its key
construct. As a latent construct integrativeness in-
cludes the three variables of interest in foreign lan-
guages, integrative orientation, and attitudes toward
the learning situation (Gardner, 1985, 2001). In
many studies, this construct turned to a key factor
in predicting motivated behavior and success in
language learning (e.g., Clément, Dornyei, &
Noels, 1994; Doérnyei, 1990), and central in most
models of L2 motivation (e.g., Dornyei, 1994,
Maclintyre, Clément, Dornyei, & Noels,1998).

In spite of the centrality of integrativeness
integrative motivation in L2 motivation research
for several decades, Gardner’s theory met a num-
ber of criticisms following the cognitive-situated
phase in L2 motivation research (Dérnyei, 2005).
Issues such as applicability in the immediate learn-
ing situation (McGroarty, 2001), incorporating
cognitive theories of learning motivation
(Dornyei, 1994; Oxford & Shearin, 1994), invest-
ment (Norton, 1995, 2000), world English identity
(Dornyei, 2005), international posture (Yashima,
2002), distinguishing instrumentality =~ from
integrativeness at the age of globalization
(Dornyei & Csizér, 2002; Lamb, 2004), and own-
ership of Global English (Dornyei, 2010) have
brought Gardner’s theory of L2 motivation into
guestion.

To respond to the challenges raised, Ddrnyei
(2005, 2009) developed his L2MSS based on his
large scale research on motivation in Hungary
(Dornyei & Csizér, 2002; Csizér & Dornyei,
2005), the application of integrativeness in con-
texts different from those studied by Gardner,
and a whole-person perspective toward motiva-
tion. This new conceptualization of L2 motiva-
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tion is a major reformation of previous motiva-
tional thinking with its roots firmly set in L2 mo-
tivation research (Noels, 2003; Ushioda, 2001),
and significant theoretical developments in psy-
chology which include possible selves (Markus
& Nurius, 1986) and discrepancy theory (Hig-
gins, 1987).

The L2MSS has three main dimensions: the
Ideal L2 Self, Ought-to L2 Self, and English
learning experience. The Ideal L2 Self is “the
representation of the attributes that someone
would ideally like to possess” (Dornyei, 2010, p.
257); in fact, it is the ideal image of the L2 user
one wishes to make of himself in the future. The
vision of being a fluent L2 user interacting with
L2 speakers is an example of a powerful motiva-
tor which helps the person learn the language and
reduce the discrepancy between one’s actual self
and ideal image (Papi, 2010). As some studies
have indicated (e.g., Kormos & Csizér, 2008;
Taguchi et al.,, 2009), Ideal L2 Self and
integrativeness “tap into the same underlying
construct domain” (Ddrnyei, 2010, p. 80). More-
over, learners’ visual style preference, and over-
all visual/imaginative capacity, significantly, cor-
relate with their ideal language selves (Al-Shehri,
2009; Yang & Kim, 2011) as does their ‘global
concerns’ (Yashima, 2009).

The Ought-to L2 Self refers to “the attributes
that one believes one ought to possess” (Ddrnyei,
2005, p.105). This less internalized and more ex-
trinsic aspect of the L2 self, which corresponds to
Higgins® (1987) ought self and the extrinsic con-
stituents in Noels (2003) and Ushioda (2001)
taxonomies (see Ddrnyei, 2005, 2009), includes
attributes such as various duties, obligations, or
expectations one ought to fulfill to avoid possible
negative outcomes. For instance, in the case of
learning an L2 to fulfill one’s family or teacher’s
expectations, the Ought-to L2 Self can act as the
major motivator. In three countries, Japan, China,
and lran, family influence and the prevention-
focused aspects of instrumentality were found to
have influences on this variable, but the effect on
learners motivated behavior was far less than that
of the ideal L2 self (Taguchi et al., 2009). Also in
Hungary, a similar relationship between parental
encouragement and the Ought-to L2 Self was
found (Csizér & Kormos, 2009).

The third aspect of L2MSS, the L2 learning
experience, “concerns situation-specific motives
related to the immediate learning environment
and experience” (Ddrnyei, 2005, p.106). This
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dimension is related to the actional phase of
Dornyei’s process oriented model (Doérnyei &
Ottd, 1998) and Noels’ (2003) and Ushioda’s
(2001) intrinsic categories (see Dornyei, 2005,
2009). In the studies of Csizér and Kormos
(2009) and Taguchi et al. (2009), this dimension
illustrated the strongest influence on motivated
behavior. A ‘situated’ approach and contextual
factors, such as, classroom environment, cultural
setting, curriculum, teacher, peer group, teaching
materials, and task design, are influential in mo-
tivating students since initial motivation to learn
is not always drawn from “internally or external-
ly generated self images but rather from success-
ful engagement with the actual language learning
process” (Ddrnyei, 2009, p. 29).

English language learning in Iran

In the Iranian educational system, English en-
compasses a pivotal role; henceforth, an increas-
ing demand for teaching and learning English is
witnessed in the society. In the country’s school
system where the curriculum is mostly top-down
and product-oriented in all aspects, and the Min-
istry of Education directs everything through the
educational groups’ monitoring (Eslami &
Fatahi, 2008), teaching English formally starts
from the first grade of junior high school and
proceeds to the last year of high school, and in-
cludes the pre-university level. Accordingly, Ira-
nian students have to study English for seven
years; yet, due to different factors, such as the
textbooks, the methodology applied, the evalua-
tion system, the rarity of being exposed to the
language outside classes (Rahimi, Riazi, & Saif,
2008) and lack of motivation (Moiinvaziri,
2007), the outcome is far from satisfactory and
most students neither achieve full competence in
using the English language nor interact with con-
fidence (Dahmardeh, 2009).

Considering the guidelines of Ministry of Ed-
ucation and the content of present textbooks, EFL
teaching in Iran seems to be based on future
needs of students to read, and sometimes to trans-
late English books, and journals (Eslami &
Fatahi, 2008). Nevertheless, what gives impetus
to students to learn English varies from passing
their English exam at school to entering prestig-
ious universities, proceeding to the highest social
and education levels, studying and living abroad,
and accessing the latest information. With regard
to these factors and youth’s extended interest in
the growing technology, science and international

communication which are far beyond reading and
translation, learning English is taken to be much
more important than ever before. Consequently,
families who are not satisfied with the results of
language learning at schools or those who have
high ambitions find private English language in-
stitutes as further opportunities for their children
to pursue their language education.

Although English is taught as a required sub-
ject at schools, the private sector of English
teaching is extensive and is growing rapidly in
the country. According to Talebinezhad and
Sadeghi (2005), 42% of the total number of the
4678 educational institutes running in lran under
the authority of the Ministry of Education and
68% of the 186 educational institutes issued by
the Ministry of Culture and Islamic Guidance are
language institutes. In private language institutes,
prominence is mostly given to communicative
skills and functional aspects of language. Unlike
school textbooks which are designed by the Min-
istry of Education, the books used at institutes are
written by native speakers. In addition, teachers
seem to be more proficient, active, and motivat-
ing, and the class sizes are relatively small.

Research on motivation in Iran
Research on English language attitudes and mo-
tivation in the context of Iran mainly rests on the
Gardnerian concepts of instrumentality and
integrativeness (e.g., Chalak & Kassaian, 2010;
Moiinvaziri, 2007; Vaezi, 2008) and usually in-
cludes university students, and institute goers of
various levels (e.g., Bemani Naeini & Pandian,
2010; Birjandi & Hadidi Tamjid, 2010;
Ghavamnia, Kassaian, & Dabaghi, 2011;
Kassaian & Ghadiri, 2011). In these studies, es-
sentially the relationship between motivation and
some other aspects such as various types of strat-
egies (Sadighi & Zarafshan, 2006), proficiency
level (Sadighi & Maghsudi, 2000), language
learning preferences (Noora, 2008), and attitudes
toward learning English (Dastgheib, 1996; Vaezi,
2008) are explored. On the other hand, L2MSS
has been relatively less explored. The few studies
of Papi (2010), Roohbakhshfar, Rajab and
Etemadzadeh (2011), and Taguchi et al. (2009)
are some examples exploring the relationship
between the constituents of L2MSS and various
motivational/emotional factors.

Since research into the L2MSS is still in its
early years, and studies based on this theory are
specifically rare in Iran, this study intends to pic-
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ture the motivational status of junior high school
students’ L2MSS who start learning English as a
mandatory school subject in comparison to those
who join private language institutes to learn
more. Moreover, it examines the relationship be-
tween motivational/attitudinal variables; and also,
it investigates the possibility of predicting stu-
dents’ motivated learning behavior from the mo-
tivational factors.

METHOD

Participants

In this study, the participants were selected based
on quota sampling method (Ddrnyei, 2007). The
sampling frame consisted of junior high school
students; the main proportions of the subgroups
defined by parameters were gender, and residen
tial status. A total of 1462 Iranian junior high
school students participated in the study; 843 stu

Table 1

dents stated not to have ever joined any other
English classes except their regular school clas-
ses while 619 students had experienced learning
English in private language institutes (henceforth
PLI) besides their school classes. With regard to
the highest percentage of learners’ self-reported
proficiency level, 59.2% of the former group
considered themselves as beginners while 37.3%
of the latter reported to be post-beginners in Eng-
lish; in addition, most of the students in the se-
cond group (57.4%) claimed to have studied 1-6
terms at language institutes (Table 1). In order to
minimize any school bias the sample was select-
ed from schools from all over Semnan province.
Participants were selected from cities, towns, and
rural areas of the province: 1185 urban students
from four cities and 277 rural students from six
remote areas. Tablel provides the descriptive
statistics of the participants.

The sample’s statistics for the two junior high school groups

PLI non-goers N=843 PLI goers N=619

Category Sub-category Number Percentage Number Percentage
Gender Female 386 45.8 322 52
Male 457 54.2 297 48
12 97 11.5 101 16.3
13 191 22.7 147 23.7
Age 14 289 34.3 214 34.6
15 237 28.1 148 23.9
16 29 3.4 9 15
First 187 22.2 157 25.4
Year of study Second 186 22.1 141 22.8
Third 470 55.8 321 51.9
Beginner 499 59.2 134 21.6
Post-beginner 206 24.4 231 37.3
Self-reported proficiency level Lower -intermediate 69 8.2 % 155
Intermediate 48 5.7 91 14.7
Upper-intermediate 2 0.2 47 7.6
Missing 19 2.3 20 3.2
1-6 - - 355 57.4
Number of terms spent at pri- 7-12 - - 142 22.9
vate language institutes 13-18 - - 75 12.1
19 and above - - 47 7.6
Residency Urban 653 44.66 532 36.39
rural 190 12.99 87 5.95
Instrument with 120 students who filled out the questionnaire

For the data collection, we used the Persian version
of Taguchi et al. (2009) questionnaire which is orig-
inally based on Ddrnyei et al.’s (2006) Hungarian
studies, the L2MSS, and other estab lished ques

tionnaires such as Ddrnyei (2001) and Gardner
(1985) (see Taguchi et al., 2009). It was piloted
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and some of the participants who joined the follow
up interviews to ensure the comprehensibility of the
items. As a result, minor modifications concerning
the wording of some of the statements were incor-
porated. The questionnaire contained two main
parts: one part measured the learners’ attitudes and
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motivation toward learning English, and the other
questioned the learners’ background. The items
were of statement and question types; a six-point
Likert scale was used to measure the former type
while a six-point rating scale was used for the latter
with “not at all” anchoring at one end and “very
much” anchoring at the other end. The question-
naire comprised 10 scales with acceptable reliability
coefficient for both groups (see Appendix).

Procedure

To collect the data, the schools were chosen and
personally approached. Then information about
the survey and details of administration were
provided first for school principals and after their
permission for teachers. With the cooperation of
teachers and after a brief explanation about the
study, the subjects filled in the questionnaires
during their regular class time which took 15
minutes on average.

RESULTS

To analyze the data, they were submitted to SPSS
16. In order to determine the difference between
the two groups of junior high school students on
the motivational/attitudinal scales an independ-
ent-samples t-test was run after checking the
normality of the data. Considering the probability
associated with the Levene F for each factor
(p>.05), the two groups enjoyed homogeneity for

Table 2
Results of independent-samples t-test

the following 6 factors: Ideal L2 Self, criterion
measures, instrumentality- promotion, family influ-
ence, attitudes to learning English, attitudes to
L2 community, and cultural interest.

The results of the t-test (Table 2) reveals that
there is a significant difference between the mean
scores of the two groups on all the factors except
Ought-to L2 self and instrumentality-prevention.
In other words, all junior high school students
rather share the same level of Ought-to L2 self
and instrumentality-prevention but the motiva-
tional dispositions of those students who partici-
pate in private English classes is higher in all
other cases. In addition to statistical significance,
the effect sizes of all the factors indicate a mod-
erate level of meaningfulness according to Co-
hen’s (1988) guidelines. Moreover, the descrip-
tive statistics (Table 2) shows that for the PLI
non-goers, the two types of instrumentality have
the highest mean values followed by Ideal L2
Self and integrativeness, whereas the mean val-
ues of these two factors take precedence over the
two aspects of instrumentality for the junior high
school PLI goers. In addition, for both groups,
Ideal L2 Self and integrativeness almost share the
same means which indicates the similarity of the
two constructs. Since all scales have mean values
above 3, it can be concluded that students of both
groups hold positive attitudinal and motivational
dispositions.

Scales PLI going condition  Mean Sd T Df Sig level Effect size®
Ideal L2 self No 4.18 1.21 7.882 1346 .000 .04
Yes 4.67 1.11

Ought-to L2 self \’(\I:s gsg 122 0.736 1227 462 -

Criterion measures YN;S 222 11; 6.114 1412 .000 .03
:ir;srtlrumentality- promo- \l{\l:s 211471161 (1)82 6.078 1416 000 02
e e - RTINS

Family influence YN; chl) 833 5.493 1396 .000 .02
ﬁst’.:]itudes to learning Eng- YN;S ‘3122 1;2 5912 1396 000 02
@ttitudes to L2 communi- YN:S igg 122 5877 1401 000 02
Cultural interest YN; ggi 12‘11 7.115 1422 .000 .03
Integrativeness YN:s iég 13; 7.741 1351 .000 .04

a. FEtasquared
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In the second step, in order to identify the re-
lationship among the motivational factors the
researcher conducted correlational analyses
after ensuring no violation of the assumptions
of normality and linearity. The correlation be-
tween the Ideal L2 Self and integrativeness
(Table 3) indicates that these two dimensions
tap into similar domains sharing 38.44% vari-
ance for PLI non-goers and 42.25% for PLI
goers. Concerning the relationship between the
constituents of L2MSS and criterion measures,
for both groups, attitudes to learning English
and criterion measures have the strongest asso-
ciation, Ideal L2 Self is next, and Ought-to L2
Self has the weakest relationship.

Ought-to L2 Self and criterion measures

share 25% variance for PLI non-goers; howev-
er, it is 11.56% for PLI goers. While attitudes
to L2 community and cultural interest are high-
ly associated in both groups (.63 for non-goers
and .69 for PLI goers), lower correlations are
observed for PLI goers concerning the relation-
ship of each of these two factors with Ought-to
L2 Self, instrumentality-prevention, and family
influence. Among the correlated factors, instru-
mentality-promotion and Ideal L2 Self, and fami-
ly influence and Ought-to L2 Self also show a
remarkably high correlation for both groups.
While instrumentality-promotion and Ideal L2
Self share more variance in the PLI group, the
correlation of family influence and Ought-to L2
Self is relatively the same for both groups.

-(I;?Jtr)lreel\o;tions among the attitudinal and motivational scales for both groups
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
PLI non-goers
1. Ideal L2 self
2. Ought-to L2 self .54
3. Attitudes to learning English .62 48 -
4. Instrumentality- promotion .70 55 58 ----
5. Instrumentality-prevention 41 62 33 .50 ----
6. Integrativeness .62 44 72 57 35 ---
7. Family influence 47 75 40 48 54 34 -
8. Criterion measures .66 b0 .77 66 .38 65 41 ----
9. Cultural interest 45 29 42 37 11 47 26 .37 -
10. Attitudes to L2 community .58 36 .48 47 24 51 28 46 .63 ----
PLI goers
1. Ideal L2 self
2. Ought-to L2 self 44 -
3. Attitudes to learning English .60 29 ---
4. Instrumentality- promotion 75 51 56 ----
5. Instrumentality-prevention 36 69 22 49 -
6. Integrativeness 65 31 71 58 25 ----
7. Family influence 35 74 22 45 59 2
8. Criterion measures .63 34 78 59 24 63 27 -
9. Cultural interest 41 12 43 36 .03 44 07 3 ---
10. Attitudes to L2 community bS5 .16 46 45 18 52 12 .37 .69 ----

All the correlations are significant at the p< 0.01 level

Finally, to specify the scales that act as pre-
dictors of students’ criterion measures, their mo-
tivated learning behavior, the researcher ran mul

T

tiple regression analyses with a stepwise ap-
proach. As Table 4 displays, out of the 10 factors
examined, the best predictor for both groups is
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attitudes to learning English which is assumed to
belong to the component of L2 learning experi-
ence in Dornyei’s (2005) model.

While instrumentality-promotion is the second
best predictor for PLI non-goers, it comes last for
PLI goers. In addition, Ideal L2 Self is a predictor
of both groups’ learning behavior; however, its
predictive power is more for PLI goers. For the

Table 4

non-goers, integrativeness is the least motivating
factor with a power close to that of Ideal L2 Self;
however, it is not a predictor of PLI goers’ moti-
vated learning. Finally, sharing a predictive value
close to that of instrumentality-promotion, atti-
tudes toward L2 community negatively influ-
ences junior high school PLI goers’ motivated
learning behavior.

The final models of regression analyses predicting the criterion measures

Groups Predictors R® F B SEM Beta(R)
PLI non-goers 71 9.31%*
Attitudes to learning English 44 .03 S50**
Instrumentality-promotion 25 .04 21%*
Ideal L2 Self 16 .03 16**
Integrativeness .09 .03 10**
PLI goers .65 8.74**
Attitudes to learning English 59 .03 .64**
Instrumentality-promotion 15 .05 12**
Ideal L2 Self 23 .05 29**
Attitudes to L2 community -13 .03 - 15**

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study examined the status, relationship, and
predictive power of the main components of
Doérnyei’s L2MSS and some related motivation-
al/attitudinal factors for two groups of junior high
school students, those who only learn English as
a mandatory school subject and those who, in
addition, go to private language classes. In gen-
eral, the results showed that both groups enjoyed
positive attitudinal and motivational dispositions
and the main predictor of students’ motivated
learning behavior was their attitudes toward
learning English which also had a high correla-
tion with students’ intended efforts (i.e., criterion
measures). This is similar to the results of studies
such as Csizér and Kormos (2009) which denotes
the importance of immediate learning environ-
ment in shaping learners’ attitudes (Dornyei,
2009). As Nikolov (1999) states younger learners
are more influenced by their language learning
experiences rather than integrative or instrumen-
tal reasons. Therefore, classroom factors (e.g., the
learning context, teacher, materials, activities,
etc.) have a leading impact on students’ attitudes
and learning experiences and affect the extent to
which learners are ready to invest in language
learning (Csizér & Kormos, 2009).

In addition, Ideal L2 Self and integrativeness
which were highly correlated proved to share
similar constructs and empirically validated the
legitimacy of Dornyei’s L2MSS. The replace

ment of integrativeness with the Ideal L2 Self is
justifiable as our results are similar to the find-
ings of others (e.g., Kormos & Csizér, 2008;
Taguchi et al., 2009). In addition, this scale has a
higher mean value (Table 2) and shows a higher
correlation with the criterion measures and has a
better predictive power toward learners’ motivated
learning behavior than integrativeness does. This is
specifically true for PLI goers who seem to have
developed a clearer vision of their Ideal L2 Self.
Considering instrumentality, we found that for
both groups of students instrumentality-prevention
closely associated with the Ought-to L2 Self, a
result which corroborates the findings of Taguchi
et al. (2009); however, in contrast to their results,
instrumentality-promotion highly correlated with
the Ideal L2 Self, and the two aspects of instru-
mentality shared more variance. The t- test results
also revealed no difference in instrumentality-
prevention and Ought-to L2 Self for the two
groups of learners. Similarly, Ought-to L2 Self
and family influence were strongly correlated for
both groups. These findings which are interpreta-
ble in the socio-educational context of Iran can
be explained with reference to parental influence
and expectations and junior high school students’
age. It makes no difference whether students
study the language at public schools or private
language classes, being young, junior high school
students seem to be more dependent on and in-
fluenced by others. According to the policy fami-

T
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lies pursue towards learning English (Haddad
Narafshan & Yamini, 2011), parental influence in
its various forms may include situations where
parents set personal examples or demonstrate
high expectations and provide support and en-
couragement (Elliott, Hufton, Willis, & Illushin,
2005). In fact, “Asian children are socialized to
be sensitive and responsive to the needs of their
family and community” (Stigler et al., 1985, cited
in Elliott et al., 2005, p.188), and the encourage-
ment and pressure from culture at large, peers
and significant others within one’s social circle
partly lead to the growth and change of one’s
identity and motivational dispositions (Brophy,
2009). Additionally, the degree of internalization
of the two aspects of instrumentality may be a
possible explanation of the findings; depending
on the level of internalization, instrumentality can
merge into Ideal L2 Self and Ought-to L2 Self
(Dornyei et al., 2006). This can be the case of
learners merging what others want them to be-
come with what they themselves want to become.
In fact, pleasing others turns to be part of pleas-
ing selves (Xie, 2011).

With regard to students’ attitudes to L2 com-
munity and cultural interest, strong association
was observed for both groups. However, for PLI
goers, each of these factors were weakly correlat-
ed with Ought-to L2 Self, instrumentality-
prevention, and family influence. In addition,
attitudes to L2 community was a weak and nega-
tive predictor of PLI goers’ motivated learning
behavior. These findings can be explained with
reference to the difference in the learning envi-
ronment, books, and information gained at
schools and PLIs. In a country where there is
meager contact with L2 speakers, familiarity with
the L2 cultural values occurs through reading
books, watching films, and using other cultural
products. As Dehmardeh and Wray (2011) state
“introducing new cultural values could give pu-
pils a better understanding of their own identity,
promoting cross-cultural understanding” (p.277)
and broadening their world view; however, when
there is negative attitude towards the L2 countries
as well as chaotic political relations between the
countries, there are concerns with regard to cul-
tural issues. Our results in this respect suggest
that, the discrepancy between the type of materi-
als studied at school and PLIs, for example, the
localized English textbooks which are rather de-
prived of L2 cultural information at schools
(Aliakbari, 2004) in contrast to the materials em-
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ployed at PLIs, and above all, the social, econom-
ic, and political situation of the country might be
decisive factors affecting students’ attitudes to-
ward L2 community.

In conclusion, comparing junior high school
PLI goers and non-goers revealed that in general
both groups enjoyed positive attitudinal and mo-
tivational dispositions, attitude toward learning
English was the main predictor of their motivated
learning behavior, Ideal L2 Self was more prom-
inent for PLI goers, Ought-to L2 Self and family
influence had relatively similar status for both
groups, the two types of instrumentality correlat-
ed highly with components of L2MSS, Ideal L2
Self was closely related to integrativeness, and
cultural interest and attitudes to L2 community
were more associated with ldeal L2 Self and
integrativeness. These findings are interpretable
in light of the current socio-educational status of
the country, specifically the differences in lan-
guage learning environments, and the impacts of
age, family, significant others, and society at
large which develop junior high school students’
visualization of their future L2 self and lead to
their motivated L2 learning. However, further
studies are required to picture the actual efforts
and motivational state of junior high school stu-
dents in learning English. Conducting an experi-
mental study is recommended to scrutinize the
effects of applying visualization training and im-
agery techniques in enhancing learners’ motiva-
tion and actual leaning. Moreover, including ob-
servation sessions and interviews can be benefi-
cial in tracking not only the elements that affect
learners’ attitude toward learning English, but
also the actual motivational strategies teachers
administer in their classes.
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Appendix
Cronbach Alpha coefficients of the scales for both groups of junior high school students
Scales Definition and number of items PLI non- goers  PLI goers
Ideal L2 Self The L2-specific facet of one’s ideal self. (6 items) .81 .80
The attributes that one believes one ought to possess (i.e. duties,
Ought-to L2 Self  obligations, or responsibilities) to avoid possible negative out- 71 .75

comes. (6 items)

Instrumentality ) )
) The regulation of personal goals to become successful. (6 items) 71 73
promotion

Instrumentality ) ) o )
. The regulation of duties and obligations. (8 items) 71 .78
prevention

. The learners’ positive attitude toward the second language, its
Integrativeness . . .66 .69
culture and native speakers. (3 items)

Criterion ‘ ‘ _ .

The learners’ intended efforts toward learning English. (6 items) .82 .84
measures
Family influence  Active and passive parental roles. (6 items) .65 .69
Attitudes to Situation-specific motives related to the immediate learning envi- 83 84

learning English ronment and experience. (6 items)

The learner’s interest in the cultural products of the L2 culture

Cultural interest which can also be discovered via various types of media. (4 .67 74
items)
Attitudes to L2 The learner’s attitudes toward the community of the target lan- 73 77
community guage. (4 items) ' '
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