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ABSTRACT

THE AIM OF THE PRESENT STUDY WAS TO INVESTIGATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH, TEACHERS
ARE AWARE OF THEIR STUDENTS' LEARNING STYLE PREFERENCES. THE PARTICIPANTS
IN THIS STUDY WERE 176 EFL LEARNERS (MALE AND FEMALE) AND 30 MALE AND
FEMALE TEACHERS TEACHING ENGLISH AT THREE OF THE MOST WELL-KNOWN
LANGUAGE INSTITUTES IN SHIRAZ. THE INSTRUMENT USED IN THIS STUDY WAS A
QUESTIONNAIRE IN TWO VERSIONS (FOR TEACHERS AND LEARNERS SEPARATELY)
DEVELOPED BY BRINDLEY (1984) AND MODIFIED BY THE RESEARCHER. IN ORDER TO
FIND OUT THE EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHERS ARE AWARE OF THEIR LEARNERS
LEARNING STYLE PREFERENCES, MULTIPLE INDEPENDENT SAMPLE T-TESTS WERE
RUN. THE FINDINGS REVEALED THAT TEACHERS WERE WELL AWARE OF SUCH
INTERESTS AND PREFERENCES, ONLY IN SOME CASES A FEW DISCREPANCIES WERE
FOUND (COPYING FROM THE BOARD AS A LEARNING TECHNIQUE, AVOIDING
VERBATIM TRANSLATION, BEING CORRECTED IMMEDIATELY, PREFERRED MEDIA OF
LEARNING, GAMES AND ROLE PLAYS AS CLASS ACTIVITIES, AND SATISFACTION
FROM GRADED WORKS).

KEYWORDS: LEARNERS” PREFERENCES, TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS, LEARNING STYLE

1. Introduction
Learning styles are described in different terms as: leaning preferences, sensory orientations, and
intelligence styles. But what exactly learning styles or preferences are, needs to be discussed. The
concept of learning style or preference has been described by many researchers in different ways.
Reid (1998) defines learning styles as internally based characteristics often not perceived or
consciously used by learners for the intake and comprehension of new information. Keef (1989)
describes learning styles as the cognitive, affective, and physiological factors that serve as
relatively stable indicators of how learners perceive, interact with, and respond to the learning
environment. Included in this comprehensive definition are "cognitive styles," which are intrinsic
information-processing patterns that represent a person's typical mode of perceiving, thinking,
remembering, and problem-solving. Celce-Murcia (2001) defines learning styles as the general
approaches-- for example, global or analytic, auditory or visual-- that students use in acquiring a
new language or in learning any other subject. These styles are the overall patterns that give
general direction to language behavior. The gist of all-above mentioned definitions is that
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learning styles are the individual’s characteristic and personal ways of processing information,
feeling, and behaving in learning context and that they differ from one language learner to
another.

While learners” preferences in learning are definitely of great importance, these are the teachers who
have to put the theories of optimum learning into practice. So far, not many researchers have
considered teachers’ perceptions of learners’ learning style preferences as the core of their
studies.

Despite a large number of studies that have been carried out regarding learners’ preferences, a few of
them have emphasized teachers’ styles and preferences in teaching as an indispensable part of
such studies. Moreover, most teachers and learners are not aware of such differences in learning
and teaching style, and those who are, rarely take them into account, practically.

2. Literature Review

It has been a long time since the scholars; teachers and applied linguists have taken learners” needs and
preferences into consideration while setting the lesson plans and teaching. The more the teachers
are aware of their students preferences in learning, the more effective are the methods applied by
them, and the greater achievement and satisfaction is gained as a result, Thus, it is not surprising
that along with the latest teaching methods focusing on learners” needs, more and more studies
are concerned with learners, their needs and preferences as time goes by.

Learning styles have been classified in various ways by different educators and researchers through the
years, of which several have been the basis of studies in this domain. The most general
categorization seems to be offered by Reid (1995) who categorized learning styles in terms of
cognitive; sensory, and personality learning styles. Brown (2000) considered tolerance of
ambiguity as a style as well.

Another classification of learning styles was devised by Reid (1998). These six learning styles adopted
from Reid’s Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire are Visual, Auditory,
Kinesthetic, Tactile, Group learning, and Individual learning.

Another thorough and frequently-cited model of learning style in different studies of this type is the one
devised by Kolb in 1984.For the first time he devised this model based on his observations of the
students’ distress in classes due to mismatches between their learning styles and disciplinary
majors (Kolb, 1981, cited in Montgomary & Groat, 1998). He considered learning styles on a
continuum ranging from Concrete experience, Reflective observation, and Abstract
conceptualization to Active experimentation.

In the 1940s, Briggs Myers developed the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), an instrument that
measures, among other things, the degree to which an individual prefers sensing or intuition.
This well-known model of identifying learners’ learning styles devised by Briggs Myers and
Cooks Briggs (McCaulley, et al., 1983; Schroeder, 1993, cited in Montgomery and Groat, 1998) has
been widely used in studies in this domain. It contains four dimensions classified as follows:
Orientation to life, Perception, Decision making, and Attitude to the outside world.

Another well-known categorization is offered by Felder and Silverman (Felder, 1993; Felder and
Silverman, 1988) who mention five aspects of learning styles of which two are a replication of
Myers-Briggs and Kolb’s model. Their model investigates learners’ preferences for learning in
terms of four dimensions: active v. reflective, sensing v. intuitive, visual v. verbal and sequential
v. global.

One of the most noticeable studies in this domain was conducted by Reid in 1987. She examined 1388
students’ perceptual learning style using Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnaire
(PLSPQ). As a result, it was found that kinesthetic and tactile learning styles are strongly
preferred by ESL learners in comparison to audio and visual styles. Like the results of similar
studies, group learning was not appealing to most learners compared to individual learning.

According to the results of her study, graduate students were more interested in visual and tactile
learning styles than undergraduates, though kinesthetic and tactile learning styles were preferred
by both graduates and undergraduates learners.
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Wintergerst, DeCapua, and Marilyn (2003) also examined the learning style preferences of three different
populations (Russian EFL students, Russian ESL students, and Asian ESL students). It was
uncovered through the findings that group works were preferred to individual works by all three
groups, particularly by Russian EFL and Asian ESL students. Once more the role of cultural
differences was emphasized in gaining the final results.

Stapa (2003) carried out a study among ESP learners at the National University of Malaysia. Her subjects
were 53 students, who were doing a course called English for Hospitality Purposes offered by the
Faculty of Language Studies, and three teachers, teaching these students. Adopting a
questionnaire developed by Brindley (1984), the study aimed to investigate the styles preferred
by these ESP learners and find out whether the teachers are aware of their students' learning
preferences. The findings showed that students’ preferences do indeed correlate with those of
teachers in many instances.

Considering all of the above-mentioned works in this field and the increasing need for more
comprehensive and various studies with different study contexts and variables, the present study
was conducted to take a step toward confronting this topical issue in current world of teaching.

3. Objectives of the Study

Learners’ preferences in learning have always been among topical issues in language teaching; taking
such preferences and their variety among individual learners into consideration , the main
objective of the present study is to investigate the extent to which the teachers are aware of their
students' learning style preferences.

4. Research Question
Based on the objectives, this study seeks to answer the following question.
1. To what extent are teachers aware of their students' learning style preferences?

5. Methodology
5.1. Participants

176 Iranian EFL learners (66 male and 110 female) and 30 (15 male and 15 female) Iranian EFL teachers
from three most well-known language institutes in Shiraz (Iran Language Institute, Bahar and
Navid language institutes) constituted the sample. The participants were all native speakers of
Persian. The learner participants ranged from upper-intermediate to advanced learners in terms
of proficiency level. The sampling strategy for selecting the participants was convenience
sampling; since the researcher gathered the required data in the language institutes she was
teaching and thus had access to.

5.2 Instruments

The instrument used in this study was a 13-item questionnaire developed by Brindley (1984) and
modified by the researcher. It asks about students' and teachers’ name, sex, age, and learners’
preferences in learning English and teachers” perceptions in this regard. This questionnaire is
used to determine the learners' learning style preferences and teachers' perceptions of such
preferences. The questionnaire has two versions: Version 1 (see Appendix A), is designed for
students and Version 2 (see Appendix B), for teachers.

In Version 1, the students are supposed to state how they prefer to learn the language, for example, if
they are satisfied with their achievement in English, whether they benefit from working in
groups, pairs, or individually, and how they allocate and utilize time for inside and/or outside
classroom ( if they do), in addition to their preferred means of learning (e.g. listening, reading,
note-making, copying from board, etc.); moreover their preferred ways of being corrected and
getting informed about their improvement in language learning are evaluated through some
other items in this questionnaire. In Version 2, the teachers are asked to express their opinions as
to how they feel their students prefer to learn the language through similar items. In the current
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version modified by the researcher, the original yes/no responses are converted to Likert scale
responses as: 1= never, 2=hardly ever, 3=sometimes, 4= usually, 5= always.

To investigate the reliability of the questionnaires, the researcher conducted a pilot study. Then, the
researcher ran two Cronbach's Alpha tests independently for the teachers’” and learners’ modified
versions of the questionnaires. The results showed that the questionnaire demonstrated internal
reliability, achieving an alpha coefficient of .860 for the items measuring students’ learning
preferences and .846 for those measuring teachers' perceptions of these preferences.

6. Data Analysis
In order to determine the extent of language teachers’ awareness of EFL learners’ learning style

preferences, multiple t-tests were run for each item of the questionnaire separately. For analyzing
the data, SPSS 16 was used.

7. Results
One of the main objectives of the current study is to examine the degree of agreement between teachers’
and learners’ responses to find out the extent to which the teachers are aware of the learners’
preferences in learning and encourage them to apply the techniques by which optimal conditions
for learning could be created. To do so, after evaluating teachers’ and learners’ responses
regarding the preferred ways of learning separately, several independent t-tests were run. Tables
1 and 2 show the results of the descriptive statistics and the independent sample t-test of part A.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part A

job N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
IAchievement satisfaction learner 176 3.6250 .84600 .06377
teacher 30 3.7333 78492 114331
learning individually learner 176 2.77 1.350 .102
teacher 30 2.93 1.285 .235
in pairs learner 176 3.3352 1.15442 .08702
teacher 30 3.7667 .93526 .17075
in small groups learner 176 3.5227 1.11075 .08373
teacher 30 3.6000 1.00344 .18320
in one large group learner 176 3.1761 1.33853 .10090
teacher 30 3.0333 1.15917 .21163

Table 2. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners” Opinions about Items of Part A

Levene's
Test
for
Equ
ality
of
Vari
ance
s [-test for Equality of Means
Sig. (2- 95% Confidence
{Mean Std. Error Interval
: Diff Diff of the)
i eren eren Differen
F Sig. |t df ] ce ce ce
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According to Table 2, the teachers’ perceptions and the learners’ preferences regarding the preferred
ways of learning are not significantly different. Item B deals with the learners’ preferences for
learning in or outside the classroom. Tables 3 and 4 show the results.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part B

Std. Error|
job N Mean Std. Deviation Mean
learning in the classroom learner 176 3.4261 1.13902 .08586
teacher 30 3.1667 1.11675 .20389
learning in/outside thelearner 176 3.8011 1.01430 .07646
classroom teacher 30 3.6333 .99943 .18247
Vol. 6, Issue 7, October 2016 Page 13
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Table 4. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about Items of Part B

Levene's
Test
for
Equ
alit
y of]
Var
ianc
es [t-test for Equality of Means
Sig.  (2- 95% Confidence
1 Interval
{ of the
i Differen
IMean Std. Error ce
{ Diff Diff
eren eren
F Sig. |t df ce ce |[Lower |Upper
learning  inEqual
the var
class ian
roo ces [457 |500 [1.156 [204 .249 .25947 122436 -.18290 |70184
m ass
um
ed
Equal
var
ian
fleost 1173 [9.988 |248  |25947 22123 18766 |70659
ass
um
ed
learning Equal
in/o var
utsid ian
e the ces 070 [792 |839 [204 1402 .16780 119993 -.22639 |.56200
class ass
100 um
m ed
Equal
var
ian
;‘ft 848 [9.873 401  |16780 119784 123209 |56769
ass
um
ed

The results of the t-test presented in Table 4, do not reveal great differences among teachers’ and learners’
responses in either cases. However in this part, based on the mean scores in Table 4, learners’
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preferences for learning in/outside the classroom are a bit greater than teachers’ expectations
with the learners’ means of 3.4 and 3.8 compared to those of the teachers as 3.1 and 3.6.
Item C of the questionnaire evaluates learners’ preferences for learning techniques as learning by a)
listening b) reading c) copying from the board d) listening and taking notes e) reading and
making notes f) repeating what you hear and g) making summaries. Tables 5 and 6 show the

pertaining results.

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part C

Std.  Error
Mea
job N Mean Std. Deviation n
learning by listening learner 176 3.4943 1.20947 .09117
teacher 30 3.2000 1.06350 .19417
learning by reading learner 176 3.7500 1.03372 .07792
teacher 30 3.6333 1.15917 .21163
copying from the board learner 176 2.8011 1.17118 .08828
teacher 30 3.3000 1.02217 .18662
listening and taking notes learner 176 3.6136 1.18014 .08896
teacher 30 3.5333 1.13664 .20752
reading and making notes learner 176 3.4602 1.10511 .08330
teacher 30 3.6333 196431 .17606
repeating learner 176 3.3750 1.24039 .09350
teacher 30 3.1667 1.20583 .22015
making summaries learner 176 3.3125 1.31326 .09899
teacher 30 3.2000 1.03057 118815

Table 6. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners” Opinions about Items of Part C

Levene's
Test
for
Equ
ality
of
Vari
ance
s [t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. (2 95% Confidence
t Interval
g of  the
i Differenc
IMean Std.  Error e
¢ Diffe Diffe
q renc renc
F Sig. |t df e e |Lower |Upper
learning  byEqual
listen VU863 |174 1252 P04 |212 20432 23502 116905 |75769
ing anc
es
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Table 6 indicates that the only difference observed among teachers’ and learners’ responses was in
copying from the board (sig. =.02, p<.05). According to Table 6, it seems that learners (mean =2.8)
are less willing to learn through copying from the board than what the teachers (mean =3.3)

expect.

Part D deals with different vocabulary learning strategies. The findings of the descriptive statistics and
independent sample t-test are presented in Tables 7 and 8 below.

Table 7. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part D

job N Mean Std. Deviation  [Std. Error Mean
\Vocabulary learning usinglearner 176 3.9205 99394 .07492
words in sentence. teacher 30 3.6667  [1.12444 20529
relationship between knownlearner 176 3.8636  [1.00492 .07575
and new teacher 30 3.5333  [1.04166 .19018
Saying & writing words severallearner 176 3.2443  [1.22939 .09267
times teacher 30 3.4000  [1.19193 21762
avoiding verbatim translation learner 176 3.0000 [1.18563 .08937
teacher 30 2.5000 93772 17120
guessing unknown learner 176 3.1136  [1.29113 .09732
teacher 30 2.8667 86037 15708
reading without looking uplearner 176 2.8466  [1.22091 .09203
words teacher 30 2.9000  [1.09387 19971

Table 8. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about Items of Part C

Levene's Test|
for
Equa
lity
of
Varia
nces [t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. (2 95% Confidence
Interval
of the
Differen
Mean Std.  Error ce
Diff Diff
eren| eren
F Sig. |t df ce ce |Lower [Upper
Vocabulary Equal
learni var,
ng ian
using ces|903 343 [1.268 204 .206 125379 .20019 -.14092 (64850
word ass
s in um|
sente ed
nce. Equal 1.161 [37.130 (253 25379 21854 -.18896 (69654
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According to Table 8, there is a significant difference among teachers” and learners’ responses in avoiding
verbatim translation (sig. =.02, p<.05). Table 7 indicating higher mean score of the learners’
responses to this item (mean=3) revealed their greater preferences for such strategy than teachers’
expectations (mean =2.5). It seems that teachers do not think their students are willing to avoid
verbatim translation; that may result from learners’ great tendency towards finding an equivalent
for every single target language word in their mother tongue which can easily be observed
among EFL learners especially in Iran with non- native English teachers who share learners’
native language.

Part E deals with error correction techniques. The researcher ran the independent sample t-test to
compare the teachers’ expectations and learners” preferences. The results are tabulated in Tables 9
and 10 below.

Table 9. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part E

job N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
immediate error correction learner 176 3.3693 1.28507 .09687
teacher 30 2.5000 1.13715 .20761
later, at the end, in front oflearner 176 3.2955 99896 .07530
everyone teacher 30 3.1000 .88474 16153
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later, in private learner 176 3.0170 1.39581 10521
teacher 30 3.4667 1.27937 23358
peer correction learner 176 2.9432 1.32111 .09958
teacher 30 3.1000 95953 17518
self-correction learner 176 3.7386 1.10577 .08335
teacher 30 2.8000 1.24291 122692

Table 10. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners” Opinions about Items of Part E

Levene's Test
for
Equa
lity
of
Varia
nces t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. (24 95% Confidence
t Std. Error Interval
3 D of the
iMean iff Differenc
| Dif er e
€ fer e
¢ enc
F Sig. |t df ) e ceLower |Upper
immediate Equal variances
erro assume 440 |508 [3.479 P04 |001 .86932 124988 137663  [1.36201
r d
corr Equal variances
ecti not 3.795 42665000 86932 22910 40719 [1.33145
on assume
d
later, at theEqual variances
end, assume(1.573 |211 [1.006 204 |316 .19545 .19427 -.18758 57849
in d
fron Equal variances
t of not
ever assume 1.097 42.640.279 119545 17822 16405 55495
yon d
e
later, inEqual variances
priv assume|102 750 |1.650 204 101 -.44962 .27255 -.98700 |.08776
ate d
Equal variances
not 11755 41.677.087 44962 25618 96674 |.06749
assume
d
peer Equal variances
corr assume 5.652 018 -.622 P04 |534 -.15682 25203  .65374 34010
ecti d
on Equal e -778 49.906440 115682 20151  |-56158 |24795
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assume
d
self- Equal variances
corr assume|580 447 4.219 204 |000 .93864 22247 |\50001 [1.37726
ecti d
on Equal variances
not
assume

d

3.883 (37.241.000 .93864 .24175 44892  1.42836

Considering error correction techniques in part E of the questionnaire, Table 10 reveals that there is a
significant difference between teachers’ perceptions and learners’ preferences in the following
items: immediate error correction (sig. =.00, p<.05) and self-correction (sig. =.00, p<.05).
According to the results presented in Table 9, learners’ preference for immediate error correction
(mean = 3.3) compared to that of the teachers (mean=2.5), exceeded teachers’ perceptions.

Table 10 also shows that there is a significant difference between teachers’ perceptions and learners’
preferences regarding self-correction (sig. =.00, p<.05). The greater desire for self-correction was
expressed through learners’ responses (mean = 3.7) compared to that of the teachers (mean= 2.8).

In part F, preferred media of learning as: a) TV/Video/Films b) radio c) CDs/DVDs d) written material e)
the whiteboard and f) pictures/posters are evaluated. Tables 11 and 12 illustrate the results of the
descriptive statistics and the independent sample ¢-test.

Table 11. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part F

job N Mean  [Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
learning from TV /video/film learner 176 4.3125 93140 .07021
teacher 30 4.2000 92476 .16884
radio learner 176 2.7841  [1.24165 .09359
teacher 30 2.3000 [1.11880 .20426
CD/DVD learner 176 3.8920 [1.13376 .08546
teacher 30 3.9333  [1.04826 19139
written material learner 176 3.5057  [1.11610 .08413
teacher 30 4.0000 |.83045 15162
whiteboard learner 176 3.3523  [1.17147 .08830
teacher 30 3.7333  [1.11211 .20304
picture/poster learner 176 3.6193  [1.26377 .09526
teacher 30 3.7333  [1.08066 .19730

Table 12. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners” Opinions about Items of Part F

Levene's
Test
for
Equa
lity
of
Vari
ance

t-test for Equality of Means

s
F Sig. |t df Sig. (2-Mean Std.  Error95% Confidence
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In part F of this questionnaire; among these cases only radio (sig. =.04, p<.05) and written material (sig.

In part

=.00, p<.05) revealed significant differences. According to Table 12, teachers’ perception of more
popularity of written material among learners (mean=4) was higher than learners’ actual
willingness to this medium of learning (mean =3.5). Table 11 shows that although radio was more
popular than what teachers expected ( the mean of 2.7 for learners’ responses compared to that of
the teachers as 2.3 ) , it was considered as the least popular medium of learning by learners
compared to other media of learning in this item .

G of the questionnaire, learners were supposed to rate some class activities based on the
performing frequency in their classrooms as: 1) role play 2) language games 3) songs 4) talking
with and listening to other students 5) memorizing dialogues 6) getting information from guest
speakers 7) getting information from planned visits 8) writing diary 9) learning about culture.
Teachers also determined the frequency of applying these learning techniques in their classroom.
The results are tabulated in Tables 13 and 14 as follows.

Table 13. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part G

job N Mean Std. Deviation  [Std. Error Mean
role play learner 176 3.1818 1.36525 10291
teacher 30 4.0667 1.14269 .20863
games learner 176 2.8409 1.42938 10774
teacher 30 3.4333 1.33089 24299
songs learner 176 2.8523 1.56782 11818
teacher 30 2.9667 1.42595 26034
talking with & listening tolearner 176 3.8295 1.05529 .07955
others teacher 30 4.1333 1.07425 19613
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memorizing dialogs learner 176 3.4830 1.36056 .10256
teacher 30 3.6667 1.37297 .25067

getting info from  guestlearner 176 3.1023 1.37354 .10353
speakers teacher 30 2.7667 1.52414 .27827

getting info from planned visits|learner 176 2.9886 1.36900 .10319
teacher 30 2.6667 1.34762 24604

writing a learning diary learner 176 2.7727 1.31129 .09884
teacher 30 2.9000 1.32222 24140

learning about culture learner 176 3.5682 1.16418 .08775
teacher 30 3.7000 1.17884 121523

Table 14. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners” Opinions about Items of Part G

Levene's Test
for
Equa
lity
of
Varial
nces t-test for Equality of Means
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Mean Interval
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iffStd. Error Differen
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According to Table 14, Learners’ responses are in agreement with those of the teachers in almost all cases
except applying role plays (sig. =.00, p<.05) and language games in classes (sig. =.03, p<.05).
Concerning the results of the descriptive statistics, language games are the least common activity
in classrooms in learners’ opinions (mean =2.8). However, teachers believe in applying language
games more than what the students imagine (mean= 3.4). Role play was also the area of
discrepancies among the teachers and the students (sig. =.00, p<.05). Teachers believe in higher
frequency of role play and interaction among the students in their classes (mean =4.01) compared
to the students’ opinions in this regard (mean =3.1).

The results of the descriptive statistics and the independent sample t-test for the items of part H which
ask about the way learners prefer to learn about their progress in language learning are depicted
in Tables 15 and 16.

Table 15. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part H

job N Mean Std. Deviation  [Std. Error Mean
find improving by teacherslearner 176 3.3466 1.04706 .07892
tasks teacher 30 3.6000 .81368 .14856
real-life language use learner 176 4.1534 .89716 .06763
teacher 30 4.1667 .87428 .15962

Table 16. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about Items of Part H

Levene's
Test

for t-test for Equality of Means
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are highly close together and few differences are considered as dispensable.

presented in Tables 17 and 18.

Vol. 6, Issue 7, October 2016

Table 17. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about the Items of Part I

According to Table 14, teachers” and learners’ opinions toward the items of part H of the questionnaire

Part I deals with the way through which they get a sense of satisfaction from learning. The results are
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job N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
satisfaction from graded works learner 176 3.5284 1.03056 .07768
teacher 30 4.0333 .88992 16248
being told you made progress learner 176 3.7159 .93746 .07066
teacher 30 3.8333 1.13664 20752
feeling confident in previouslearner 176 3.9830 .93488 .07047
hard situations teacher 30 3.9667 1.03335 .18866

Table 18. Independent Samples Test to Compare Teachers’ and Learners’ Opinions about Items of Part 1

Levene's Test

Vol. 6, Issue 7, October 2016
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Although in part I regarding the way through which they get a sense of satisfaction from learning in case
of getting a sense of satisfaction of having their work graded, the learners’ responses are
significantly different from those of the teachers (sig.=.00, p<.05). Learners are not that satisfied
with their works being graded (mean =3.5) as the teachers believe (mean=4.03).

6. Conclusion

The main objective of the present study was to find out the extent to which teachers are aware of learners’
preferences. Considering the result of the f-test between teachers’ and learners’ responses, in
most cases teachers’ perceptions of their learners” preferences were greatly close to their actual
preferences. The only cases revealing statistically significant discrepancies are as follows:

1. Teachers’ expectations regarding learners’ preferences for copying from the board as a learning
technique fell short of learners” actual preferences.

2. Concerning the vocabulary learning techniques, learners’ tendency towards avoiding verbatim
translation was greater than teachers” expectations.

3. In terms of error correction techniques, unlike teachers’ perceptions, learners have a greater tendency
toward being corrected immediately and in front of everyone rather than later and in private
correction that seemed more preferable by learners than teachers; moreover, learners had a
greater desire for self-correction than their teachers” expectations.

4. Considering preferred media of learning, learners were less willing to learn through written material
than what the teachers expected and more interested in learning through radio than what
teachers supposed, even though, radio was the least popular medium of learning among learners.

5. Rating the class activities performed by the teachers in classes, learners believed games and role plays
were not as frequently applied by the teachers as the teachers believed.

6. Learners are not that grade-minded as their teachers suppose, that is they are not that interested in
having their work corrected in order to get a sense of satisfaction in learning neither they get such
a sense by being told about their progress.

Taking such results into account, learners and teachers could be informed about various learning, error
correction and assessment techniques. Neither the teachers nor the students should be restricted
to certain teaching and learning techniques; furthermore, lesson planners and curriculum
developers could include such preferences and techniques in their lesson plans and teachers
could make use of such techniques based on their popularities among learners to increase the
efficiency of their teaching and enhance learners’ interest and success in learning a foreign
language.
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