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Abstract

Theories distinguish between student-initiated and teacher-initiated regulations of
students' learning activities or between strong, shared or loose control teachers employ
during learning tasks. The present study through linking high school students' cognitive
outcomes to the degrees of EFL teachers’ control attempted to provide insights on the ways
in which student regulation and teacher regulation act upon one another in the process of
language learning. The purpose of the study was then twofold: on the one hand, in a broad
sense, it attempted to answer the question of the contribution of teaching in terms of control
styles to high school EFL learners' cognitive outcomes which were measured with a national
Standardized English Achievement Test at the end of the educational year. On the other
hand, it was aimed to normalize the translated Questionnaire of Teachers' Control (QTC)
obtained from merging a subscale of Questionnaire of Instructional Behaviors (QIB),
adopted and reviewed by den Brok et al. (2004), with another subscale of QLA or
Questionnaire of Lesson Activities used by den Brok (2001).

To achieve the abovementioned purposes, the QTC having gone through the
restandardization procedures was administered to 732 high school EFL learners at the
beginning of the second semester to obtain data revealing the validation processes.
Empirical evidences provided three constructs underlying the instrument and consequently
three dominant control styles in 27 EFL Iranian high school classes.

To check for any pre-existing differences among groups, a proficiency-like measure,
called Pre-Achievement Test was devised and administered to all groups at the beginning of
the first semester of the educational year. No significant difference was found between
groups' performances on the test which was subjected to Univariate Analysis of Variance for
this aim. The nation-wide Standardized Achievement Test with a satisfactory reliability
index (0.86) was also given to all the students at the end of the year to measure the cognitive
outcomes of the high school EFL learners. In order to seek for performance differences, the
data were analyzed using 3-way ANOVA that was also followed by Tukeys' Tests for
locating any subgroup differences. Meanwhile the role of Gender and Field in the
participants’ performances and the interaction effects of Group, Gender, and Field were
taken into account. The results discerned that students of these 27 EFL teachers scored
highest on their English Achievement Test when they characterized learning in terms of
their own control and scored lowest when they felt that control over learning was mainly
their teachers' control styles. The results not only helped to find more empirical supports for
the already made distinctions by researchers and teachers but evidenced relationships
between English achievement and those constructs. Henceforth, the results of the study were
discussed in terms of their implication for language pedagogy and syllabus designs.

Key words: Teacher control, cognitive outcomes, constructivsm, self-regulation
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background and Purpose of the Study

"A child is not a vase to be filled,
but a fire to be lit"
Rabelais

The classroom has long been recognized as a critical milieu for
students' educational achievement. Most educators and researches claim this
social learning environment (Bolhuis, 2003) is important not only for
students' social motivation (Akhter, 2003) and affective development (Fraser
& Walberg, 1991 in Baek & Choi, 2002) but for their cognitive outcomes as
well. Evidently, students’ learning processes can not be treated as if they
exist separately from this learning environment. In fact , such environment
and learning processes influence one another in a continuous interplay
(Vermetten, Vermunt & Lodewijks, 2002).

It is inevitable that individuals involved and what they learn are
influenced by a variety of factors in classroom context, and the role teacher
plays in such environment is undeniable (den Brok, 2001), i.e., teaching and
learning have proved to be one another mirror image (Vermunt & Verloop ,
1999). This perspective implicates that teaching and learning processes

including the role played by both teachers and students and the




psychological impacts that teachers and classroom environment have on the
students are among the issues deserving more attention in every classroom
research to provide more insights on the complexity, richness, and nature of
teaching- learning processes in such learning setting.

In an argument of current conception of learning, Shuell (1993)
presented his first view, that learning is constructive rather than a
reproductive process, that learner does not merely record the materials to be
learned rather he/she constructs his/her mental presentations of the materials, |
selects information and on the basis of his/her existing knowledge, interprets
the received information. In another Aposition, he points to learning as "
primarily a social, cultural and interpersonal process influenced by social
context as by cognitive factors" (p. 294). Conceivably, in these lines of
reasoning, according to Shuell (1993), learning is active, constructive, self-
regulated and goal—orien£ed.

Following the epistemological assumption that learners are not regarded
as passive pawns (Eshel & Kohavi, 2003) who follow their teachers'

instruction, but active participants (Fisher, Waldrip & den Brok, 2005), and

teachers should not be the only purveyors of the knowlédge, perceptions

formed by learners can be considered as a set of mediators between actual

teaching and the different learning outcomes of students . Far more attention
is, then stressed, to be paid to students' perceptions of their teachers'

behaviors within the context of classroom actions and expectations (den

o)
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Brok, Bergen, Sthal & Brekelmans, 2004). With reference to the importance
of students ' perceptions, den Brok (2001) suggests:
.....in order to obtain a complete picture of teaching,
students’ perceptions are necessary. Students' perceptions
might form a starting point for self-reflection and discussion
in teacher training, but also in classroom, especially when

these perspectives are different from the perceptions of
others such as teachers or external observers... (p.193).

In alignment with this, a word to say is that while learning activities are
always performed by students, a wide range of behaviors are implemented
by teachers to facilitate and regulate students behaviors when they are
engaged in completing their learning activities (Vermunt & Verloop,
1999).These regulatory behaviors, not always passed unnoticed, are mostly
perceived by the students. Whether students engage in and accomplish their
learning activities as teacher expects them partially depend on their
perceptions of the quality and the amount of their teaches’ control
behaviors (den Brok et al. 2004).

Perception data from students' perspectives, at least is indicative of
three constructs behind teachers' control behaviors: strong, shared, and loose
control (den Brok et al. 2004). Strong teacher control or taking over learning

activities (cognitive, affective, and meta-cognitive) from students—is—

employed by teachers who try to regulate and control students' processing of
subject matter. Shared control, or stimulating students to carry out various

learning functions or to take active part when learning is another control




style. It is the characteristics of the third strategy thaf the responsibility for
performing the function is handed over to the students. This, according to
Vermunt and Verloop (1999), is loose control behavior.

Studies on teacher control from students’ perspectives have been the
topic of some other research (e.g., Akhter (2003); den Brok et al. (2004);
Eshel & Kohavi (2003) in ordinary classes; and Walmsely's (2003)
examination of learners' perceptions of various technology environment and
correlation with students’ academic achievement. These studies and a
number of other research add to the wealth of research into the more
conceptualization of students' perceptions' of classroom  learning
environment, particulaﬂy teacher control behaviors, and augment this train.
of thought by providing some pointers toward teaching strategies that might
assist learners in conceptual reconstruction, attainment of self-regulation and
autonomy (Bolhuis, 2003; MaSui and De Corte, 1999; Walmsely, 2003), and
of course, meaningful learning (MacDogall, 1996; So, 2002) encompassed
by constructivist teaching.

However, given very few of such empirical research, it is of
paramount importance to mention that the distinctions made and the
relevance to students' outcomes are either mainly based on literature review
or assumption-laden theoretical reasoning or even are less grounded in EFL
learning. Hence, the primary impetus for the present study was the paucity of

empirically based investigations in the field, as is mirrored in den Brok et al.
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