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Abstract: This study sought to explore the effect of rafledieaching on the proficiency level of
the male Iranian EFL intermediate learners. To akf the objectives of the study a
correlational and a quasi-experimental design wadepted. As for the correlational phase of
the study, initially some twenty teachers and somee hundred forty EFL advanced learners
were identified. Then the questionnaires were ithsted among them. The reflective teaching
guestionnaire was distributed among the teacherd #me WTC along with the intrinsic
motivation questionnaires were given to the leasn&r be filled out. In order to obtain the
proficiency scores of the participants, a TOEFL weabninistered to the two hundred forty
advanced learners. As for the experimental phaskeotudy, initially, two teachers, a reflective
teacher and a non-reflective teacher, were selebgkd on the results of reflective teaching
guestionnaire. Following that, sixty participanthevhad been chosen based on the normal
curve and standard deviation were divided randomly two groups i.e. an experimental and a
control group. The experimental group was taughthmsy reflective teacher. During this class,
the teacher drew upon the principles of reflecteaching offered by Kumaravadivelu (2006).
The control group was taught by the unreflectivackeer. No tangible reflective actions were
adopted by the teacher in this group. Finally, bgtioups sat for the PET exam the results of
which were used to explore the impact of reflecte&ching on the proficiency level of the
participants. It was revealed that reflective teisghhad a positive effect on the proficiency level
of the participants.
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Introduction

Reflective teaching is an outstanding model in teaceducation which has been taken into
account by teachers and researchers in foreigrsaocahd language teacher education. As it is
stressed in reflective teaching model, to enhaheddaching and learning of a language in EFL
settings, it could be useful to think of the iddatlee teacher as a learner and a professional.
Canning (1991) asserts that by reflecting on themching, teachers are engaged in an
interpersonal experience the outcome of whichsgimt about themselves as actors in the world.
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Being reflective in a broad sense means being @bfecus on our own professional behavior
and practice for the purpose of improving and depielg our efficacy (Clarke & Croft, 1998).
The following research questions are studied is tbsearch:

RQ1: Is there any significant relationship betweeflective teaching and overall language
proficiency?

HO: There is no significant relationship betweeflestive teaching and overall language
proficiency.

AH: There is a significant relationship betweenlaetive teaching and overall language
proficiency.

RQ2: Does reflective teaching have any significaffect on the proficiency level of the
participants?

HO: Reflective teaching does not have a significaffiect on the proficiency level of the
participants.

AH: Reflective teaching has a significant effecttba proficiency level of the participants.
Review of the Related Literature

Language proficiency

Language proficiency or linguistic proficiency tsetability of an individual to speak or perform
in an acquired language. As theories vary amonghtga as to what constitutes proficiency,
there is little consistency as to how differentamgations classify it. Moreover, fluency and
language competence are generally known to be cteohebut separate controversial subjects.
In predominant frameworks in the United Statesfipient speakers show both accuracy and
fluency, and use various discourse strategiesn&oje speakers of a language can be fluent and
yet need not be considered proficient. Criper andd>(1984) conducted a research to evaluate
the language proficiency of Tanzanian learnerdldéwels trying to see whether the level they
have would facilitate learning in the medium of ksty They discovered that the level of ELP
among most Tanzanian students was extremely lownsch that it hampered learning at a
disturbing rate. In the primary level, they discmcethat students get less input of English. In
effect, only what they hear from their teacherslass. More importantly, they found that in
primary schools teachers frequently put the emghasigrammar and have pupils do written
exercises on it; oral exercises were missing aadhers stressed on reading aloud tasks. In
addition, they discovered that majority of the st enter secondary schools with low level of
ELP which as a result there was not much improvénme&nglish during four years of study.
Consequently, the majority of secondary school esttal were not able to follow instruction in
English. Hence, teachers of other subjects haeédaohtin Kiswahili and handing out notes in
English.
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At the university level too, they found out thaetpupils have low language proficiency as a
result of which many universities in the countrydh@ establish a special department, the
Communication Skills Unit, whose job is to traimdy skills and remedial English to students
with low language proficiency. In general, theyodigered that the level of ELP was low in all
levels. As a result, they recommended serious r@&tio be taken to enhance ELP among the
students in Tanzania. Later, in 2002, Dooey andedlstudied the predictive validity of the
IELTS test as an indicator of future academic sssc@heir study aimed to investigate the
degree of accuracy of IELTS as a predictor of pemtoce and success in the school of business,
science and Engineering. In doing this, a smallesgaantitative study was undertaken among
first year undergraduate students from diverse Emglish speaking background and who were
admitted based of their IELTS scores. The resuiswved little indication of the validity of
IELTS as a predictor for academic success, suppgpnprevious research conclusions that
suggest language is only one of the several impodantributing factors.

Components of language proficiency

Since language proficiency is one of the main Vdes of the current study the main
components of this construct including vocabulamg grammar are discussed in the following
sections.

Theimportance of vocabulary in ELT

Learning lexical items plays an important part@g@ring both a first and second language. It is,
therefore, understandable that the words servénaduilding blocks upon which the second
language learning is built. Up until early 80s, abalary acquisition was called “a neglected
aspect of language learning” (Meara, 1980, p. 2R@).then in early 80s, research in vocabulary
learning and teaching attracted the interest ammeagarchers in the field of Second Language
Acquisition (SLA). Vocabulary also until recenthadh been mostly overlooked in the ESL/EFL
classroom. Maiguashca (1993) reminded that “tegcbirstudying grammar is based on a set of
rules with a coherent structure which studentovioor remember, but the same is not true of
vocabulary” (cited in Mehring, 2005, p. 3). Accardito Rodriguez and Sadoski (2000, p. 386),
there are excellent reasons for paying attentionvdcabulary. A "practical reason” is
significance of vocabulary items in learning of anduage. On the "theoretical level", the
research on how learners acquire lexical itemsggoanus some insights on language acquisition.
In historical perspective, vocabulary teaching daearing were mostly specific to second
language programs, but recently there has beemiatention on the nature of vocabulary and
its contributions to learning and teaching (Riclsa®&dRenandya, 2002).

While vocabulary plays a key role in communicatithre importance of vocabulary teaching and
learning is becoming more obvious. The researchilteeshave demonstrated that lexical
problems frequently interfere with communicatiom fact it is possible to say that,
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communication breaks down when speakers do notthesappropriate words (Allen, 1983).
Moreover, previous research on lexical acquisisbowed that vocabulary learning is “the first
step in the acquisition process and continues tirout the lifespan” (Mervis, 1983, p. 210). As
Chomsky (1965) claims, the acquisition of syntad grammatical rules come, at a later stage,
around the age of puberty or thereabouts. Nevedbelexical acquisition has attracted far less
research attention than syntactic acquisition, hattsecond language studies or in foreign
language research (Erten & Tekin, 2008; Bruton,7200ates & Kenkel, 2002; Prince, 1996).
Although the research base is presently being itedanto literature on vocabulary learning is
developing substantially, “much of it has been slawfilter into mainstream pedagogy”
(Schmitt, 2008, p. 330). Moreover, some scholaraalestrated that the use of dictionaries as a
pedagogical tool in vocabulary or translation agssan potentially lead to incidental vocabulary
acquisition, such as the retention of words thathzeen picked up during listening and reading
activities (Hummel, 2010; Macizo & Bajo, 2006; Boat 2007).

Bruton (2007, p. 355) points out that “the use w@tidnaries and glossaries is very much the
focus of interest, as is the incidental learningrotabulary as a by-product of processing texts
for the message”. Furthermore, teachers and stidéritanslation theoretically agree that “the

main purpose of a dictionary is to prevent or asteeduce communication conflicts which may
arise from lexical deficit” (Burns, 1987, p. 21)llén (1983, p. 5) stressed that “lexical problems
frequently interfere with communication; communicatbreaks down when people do not use
the right words”. This underscores the significanferocabulary in classroom teaching, since
without vocabulary, it is hard to communicate. Yatfhat time priority to teaching was given to

the notional and functional aspects of languageherbelief that it helps students to accomplish
communicative competence directly, as a result tdaehing of vocabulary was much less

directly emphasized in many ELT classrooms. Buthee of the existing Trends of Vocabulary
Teaching and Learning Strategies for EFL Settirsgsne attention was given to the value of
integrating it in a general framework of foreigmdmage teaching (Ostyn & Godin, 1985). At

that time only a handful of well-known teaching Hbooks were dedicated to vocabulary
teaching in language classrooms, like Wallace (1282 Allen (1983). However, only some of

their teaching recommendations were centered @ridseor research outcomes.

Books written specifically about practical approesho vocabulary teaching proceed without the
necessary recognition of problems in vocabularyuesiipn. During the later1980s, vocabulary
became a field that had attracted researchersegttavithin the mainstream of L2 acquisition
(Nation, 1997). Scholars came to understand thatyré students' difficulties, both receptively
and productively, are to do with an insufficientcabulary, and even those who are at higher
levels of language competence and performancé,fistil it necessary to learn vocabulary
(Laufer 1986; Nation 1990). One consequence ofarebe regarding the significance of
vocabulary is that “lexical competence is at tharhef communicative competence” (Meara,
1996, p. 35), and could be a “prediction of schewtcess” (Verhallen & Schoonen 1998, p.
452).
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Latest studies draw attention to the value of thalys of second language (L2) vocabulary
learning. For example, Gass and Selinker (200137@) discovered that: first, lexical errors,
meaning vocabulary errors, represent most L2 eramd second, both learners and native
speakers believe of lexical errors as the mogtaliand disruptive hindrance to communication.
However, investigation in foreign language vocabulaaching and learning is still inadequate
(Bruton, 2007). The significance of vocabulary teag is to do with the need to convey one’s
thoughts in a foreign language. Currently, vocatyuscquisition is one of the main aspects of
students’ attention when it comes to language iegrnThey stress the necessity to learn
vocabulary through various exercises: reading, tig@e, using words in context, conversations
and, most certainly, translations. Much study leaemtly been undertaken into the effectiveness
of vocabulary teaching and learning by the meana wériety of activities or tasks. Lee and
Muncie (2006) demonstrated that a post-readingngritask helped ESL students improve the
effective use of higher-level target vocabularywisn (1995) showed that students learned
vocabulary more effectively when involving in commizative tasks that required interactions
than when dealing with word meanings explicitly. 6fee and Paribakht (2000) showed that
students learned vocabulary more effectively whegirtlearning combined doing text-based
vocabulary exercises and reading a text in compangith when they read a number of texts
without exercises, because in the former case, ¢bald learn the target words simultaneously
with their lexical features.

Grammar and teaching

The part that grammar plays in language teachirsgbde®n subject to fluctuations during the
history of linguistics in general and particulanylanguage teaching with disparities in opinions
as complete focus on the grammatical structurethéototal neglect of the part played by
grammar in language learning. At the one end of dbetinuum stands the formal view of
grammar and at the other end the functional raéiths believed to have.

Formal grammar

As Stern (1991) believes, in the beginning of therttieth century, grammar teaching formed a
fundamental part of language instruction, to theeeixthat other aspects of language learning
were either totally neglected or considered unirtgyar According to Richards and Renandya
(2002, p. 145), “The argument was that if you krtbes grammatical rules of the language, you
would be able to use it for communication.” Thipgyof grammar came to be known as formal
grammar as it put focus on grammatical forms andacgires. In the words of Larsen-Freeman
(cited in Carter & Nunan, 2002, p. 34)

The prevailing formal grammar in the USA in the rhickntieth century was

descriptive or structuralism. Structural linguidtased their work on the
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assumption that grammatical categories should actdbablished in terms of
meaning, but rather in terms of the distributiorstwéictures in sentences.

Along the same lines, linguistics focused on forstalictures of various languages, providing
lists of grammatical structures making up a langua8s Stern (1991, p.131) maintains,
“Linguists gave attention increasingly to the settimeme, grammar, which proved to be one of
the most productive and most controversial aredsgfistics analysis”. However, this attitude
to grammar was strongly challenged, following thxe@lerance of many studies conducted on
how children come to acquire their language in 3(L@rsen Freeman, 2001). A clear challenge
to conception of grammar was raised by Chomsky 419¥965) which seems to lay the
foundation for another school of thought concerrthgnature of grammar.

Functional grammar

This type of grammar as the names speaks for itlelfs with different functions a language
grammar serves. This was given attention as diftesecial and cultural roles of language in the
society caught the attention of both language rebees and linguists. Functional grammarian
takes a different approach to grammar. Elaboraimthe functionalists’ views of language, Dik
(1991, p. 247) maintains:

The language system is not considered as an autarsoset of rules and

principles, the uses of which can only be consdienea secondary phase;
rather it is assumed that the rules and princigl@sposing the language

system can only be adequately understood whenateegnalyzed in terms of

the conditions of use. In this sense, the studianfuage use precedes the
study of formal and semantic properties of linguaisipressions.

To the functional grammarian, meaning plays a kag,rthat is, grammar is a resource for
creating and exchanging meaning. In Halliday’'s exyst-functional theory, there are three types
of meaning in grammatical structure: experientigamng (the way our experiences and inner
thoughts are conveyed), interpersonal meaning Wie we interact with other people through
language) and textual meaning (the way coherenderised in verbal communication and
written texts).

Integration of formal and functional grammar

“In the last 10 years, however, theoretical perspes on language teaching and learning have
changed dramatically. New perspectives advocgtereipled, form-focused approach to L2

learning, arguing that totally message based appr@inadequate for the development of an
accurate knowledge of language” (Nassaji, 2000242). Barnes (1988) also believes that,
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although teaching in classrooms should be basedrws life situations and day-to-day
communications teachers must not lose the needrt fon theoretical and formal knowledge,
for in fact learners need both analyzing and adtgether. Skehan (1996) stated that when we
consider communicating fluently and accurately agomaims of teaching a second language,
we must note that accuracy is the result of ondptherefore the results should be enhanced if
learners focus on form while they are communicaimgeal life situation. Sysoyev (1999) also
supported this idea that the integration of tworapphes will lead to highest effectiveness of the
learning. An interesting way of integrating comnuation with focusing on form is using
collaborative tasks and thus getting learners weal in deliberate and corporative
comprehension and production of the language (ag68&0).

Grammar in language education

The two approaches to grammar mentioned above, Ipafmenal and functional ones are
reflected in language education. The former isstinectural approach (Widowson, 1990), which
focuses on practicing grammatical structures aritdé patterns until they are internalized. The
means used for this purpose are pattern practidestmctural drills. According to Larsen
Freeman (2001, p. 36), “Partly due to the influeattansformational grammar, materials in the
1970s featured sentence-based linguistic rules wkércises asking students to transform
sentence patterns into one another”.

Fading role of grammar in1970s’ language classes

Numerous studies on how first language is acqustgaported the view that learning a language
is not fulfiled by learning lists of grammaticakrgctures. Chomsky's transformational-
generative grammar posited the existence of a démture that determined the semantic
interpretation of a sentence and a surface streithat realized the phonetic form of sentences.
Drawing on Chomsky's new insights, language teach&pided a focus on grammar in the
classes. Raising the same point, Neupane (209,1).says: “There are people who claim that
grammar teaching is not necessary because itsitgadbes not help in the acquisition of the
language”. Krashen and Terrell (1983 p. 144) supphos view when they say; “we prefer to
avoid oral grammar instruction in classroom simplgcause they take time away from
acquisition activities”. On the other hand, gramreaen further lost its momentum in language
classes due to the advent of communicative langtesgning (CLT) and task-based approach to
language teaching. The rise of CLT contributedtadgutting grammar-based instruction in the
margin. According to Bardakci (2014, p. 2),

Focus-on-meaning, on the other hand, which wasnméd by Krashen and
Terrell's (1983) Natural Approach to second languad?2) acquisition,
completely refuses any direct instruction on gramragplicit error correction,
or even consciousness- rising, as L2 is claimeddonaturally acquired
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through adequate exposure to language or “compséierinput”. According
to this view, explicit knowledge about language asdlor correction is
unnecessary and even harmful as it may interfetie the natural acquisition
process in which learners would subconsciously yaealthe forms and
eventually deduce the rules from the language itiprnselves.

Correspondingly, Grammatical syllabuses were sulmddyy communicative ones based on
functions or tasks, grammar-based methodologies ascthe Presentation-Practice-Production
(P-P-P) lesson format underlying the Situationapryach was replaced by function- and skill-
based teaching, and accuracy activities such ds dnd grammar practice gave way to fluency
activities based on interactive small-group workeTdifferences between traditional grammar-
focused activities and communicative task work barsummarized as follows (Skehen, 1996,
cited in Richrads & Renandya, p. 154):

Grammar-focused activities

Reflect typical classroom use of language.

Focus on the form of correct examples of language.
Produce language for display.

Call on explicit knowledge

Elicit a careful speech style.

Reflect speech style and controlled performance.
Practice language out of context.

Practice small samples of language.

Do not require authentic communication.
Task-based activities

Reflect natural language use.

Call on implicit knowledge.

Elicit a vernacular style.

Reflect automatic performance.

Require the use of improving, paragraphing, repgiand reorganization.
Produce language that is not always predictable.
Allow students to select the language they use.
Require real communication.

However, both form-based and meaning based teadfimggammar drew some criticisms as
they were believed to have not effective contriimi to learning a language per se. As Uysal
(2014, p. 2) points out:

Both focus-on-forms and pure focus-on-meaning H@eaen subject to serious
criticism (Long, 1991, 2000). Focus-on-forms hagrberiticized for being

| www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationge
ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:5, Issue:2, April 2016

teacher-centered, artificial, boring, and for nollowing meaningful
communication and interaction, which are esserntalanguage acquisition
(Long, 2000). Focus-on meaning also has been caltedquestion based on
the empirical evidence that mere exposure to alftdfdanguage input with no
attention to grammar or error correction resultdassilization and poor L2
grammar in language production (Doughty & WilliamE998; Higgs &
Clifford, 1982).

The Study

The study sought to explore the effect of refleetigaching on the proficiency level of
the participants.

Design of the study

This study is a quasi-experimental research. Thdysaims to examine the effect of
reflective teaching on the proficiency level of tharticipants. To this end, treatment is
carried out. Therefore, reflective teaching is thdependent variable and language
proficiency is the dependent variable.

Participants

The teachers were chosen randomly from among @hées teaching at different institutes in
Tehran. There were 11 male and 9 female teacherse &xperience is an important factor in
reflective teaching care was taken to select theaehers who had between 2 to 4 years of
teaching experience. The age range of these teaalsrfrom 22 to 34.

Some 240 advanced learners of English were thendegroup of participants in this study. They
were all male learners and were chosen randomiy &mmong 625 advanced learners studying at
different English institutes in Tehran. Their agaged from18 to 32.

Some sixty intermediate learners of English paréted in the experimental part of the study.
Initially, the number of participants were 90 maledents studying at Intermediate level at a
language school in Tehran. These subjects wereyistudn 6 classes which were chosen
randomly from among 12 such classes. The rangeeaf&ge was between 16 and 30. All of the
participants were studying English at intermedipteficiency level. They were mainly high
school and university students studying English tfoe purposes of finding better jobs or
pursuing their studies abroad.

I nstruments
Preliminary English Test (PET)

A proficiency PET was administered at the experitalephase of the study to the intermediate
participants of the study to make sure that theyewemogenous in terms of their overall
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language proficiency at the outset of the studglifinary English Test (PET), the Cambridge
Preliminary English Test, or PET for short, is alification in English as a Foreign Language
awarded by Cambridge ESOL. The test has thesesscti

a- Reading and writing are taken together: 90 tesiu
b- Listening: 30 minutes
c- Speaking and interview: 10 minutes

The test was administrated to the initial 90 pgrtints. Next, those learners whose scores fell
between the range of one standard deviation abodebalow the mean were chosen for the
purposes of the study. That is, only the partidipavhose score fell under the normal curve were
selected. Finally, 60 participants were chosengusirs method.

Test of English asa Foreign Language (TOEFL)

A Longman TOFEL language proficiency test (Philip8p3) was administered to 240 advance
participants of the study. The TOEFL test contaitiedfollowing sections:

a- Structure and Written Expression (40 questigbgninutes)
b- Reading Comprehension (50 questions, 55 minutes)

Results

Testing the first hypotheses

The third hypothesis of the present study as tisene significant relationship between reflective
teaching and overall language proficiency was erathiby running Pearson correlation
coefficient on the scores of the TOEFL test and té#ective teaching scores. Table 4.5
demonstrates the results of this analysis.
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Table 1 Pearson Correlation Coefficient: resultsthed reflective teaching and language
proficiency scores

Reflective
Teaching
Scores
. Pearson Correlatio 1
Reflective . )
Teaching Scores Sig. (2-tailed)
N 20
Pearson Correlatio 494
TOEFL Scores |Sig. (2-tailed) .027
N 240

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2i¢d).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).

As Table 4.5 indicates, there is a positive andiBaant relationship between TOEFL scores and
reflective teaching (r = .494, p = .027 < .05). €equently, the third null hypothesis formed for
the purpose of this study was rejected, too.

Testing the second hypotheses

In order to be able to test the fourth null hypsikef this study as reflective teaching does not
have any effect on the proficiency level of theermtediate participants, it deemed necessary to
homogenize the participants in terms of overalglaage proficiency. As mentioned earlier to
homogenize the participants of the study with respe overall language proficiency PET was
given to the 90 initial subjects selected randofntyn a larger pool. Table 4.6 and figure 4.1
display descriptive statistics and the histograrthefparticipants’ PET scores, respectively.

Table 2 descriptive statistics of the original Bermediate participants’ PET scores

N Minimum | Maximum | Mean Std.
Deviation
PET Scores 90 28.00 50.00 38.82 5.429
Valid N (list wise) 90
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Figure 1 Histogram of the original 90 intermedipégticipants’ pet scores
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As it can be noticed the mean score is 38.82 amdtdndard deviation is 5.429. Drawing on this
data, the researcher excluded the participants avhogres fell beyond one standard deviation
above and below the mean leading to the selectioBOochomogeneous participants for the
purposes of this study. Following that, the paptcits were randomly divided to an experimental
and a control group. Next, in order to assure thase two groups were not significantly
different in terms of language proficiency an Inelegent samples T-test was run on the PET
scores of the two groups. Tables 4.7 and 4.8 sl@wdescriptive statistics and independent
samples T-test results of the PET scores relatethéocontrol and experimental groups,

respectively.

Table 3 Descriptive statistics of the control ardeximental groups’ PET scores before treatment

PET Groups Control N Mean Std. Std. Error
Experimental Deviation Mean
PET Control Group PET 30 39.5667| 1.50134 27411
Control
EXFI’e“me Experimental Group PET 30 |39.4667| .50742 .09264
nta
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Table 4 Results of Independent Samples t-test éonparing control and experimental
groups’ PET scores before treatment

PET Control
Experimental

Equal Equal
variances | variances
assumed not

assumed
Levene's Test |F 9.117
for Equality of
Variances Sig. .054
t .346 .346
df 58 35.540
Sig. (2-tailed) 731 732
t-test for
Equality of Mean Difference .10000 .10000
Means
Std. Error Difference .28934 .28934
95% Confidence Interval of tf LOWer -47917 | -.48707
Difference Upper 67917 | .68707

As it can be seen in Table 4.8, the level of sigaifce is 0.731 which is higher than the
confidence level of 0.05 leading to the conclusibat there is not any significant difference
between the overall proficiency of the participaimshe control and experimental groups prior

to the treatment.

After the treatment was over, PET was administagain to the experimental and control group
the results of which were drawn on to investigaike éffect of the treatment on the proficiency
level of the participants. Tables 4.9 and 4.10ldisfhe descriptive statistics and T-test resuits o
PET after the treatment.
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Table 5 Descriptive statistics of the control angeximental groups’ PET scores after

treatment
PET Groups Control N Mean Std. Std. Error
Experimental Deviation Mean
PET Control Control Group PET 30 |41.2823 1.4758 .34522
Experimental I'2; erimental Group PET | 30 | 45.2635] 1.3232 82526

Table 6 Results of Independent Samples t-test donparing control and experimental
groups’ PET scores after treatment

PET Control
Experimental
Equal Equal
variances | variances
assumed not
assumed
Levene’s Test |F 8.254
for Equality of _
Variances |Sig. .004
t 7.214 7.214
df 58 36.540
Sig. (2-tailed) .023 .023
t-test for
Equality of |Mean Difference 3.9812 3.9812
Means i
Std. Error Difference .32251 .32248
95% Confidence Interval of the Lower -.49857 -.48958
Difference Upper | .68584 | .68589

As Table 4.10 displays, the level of significanse0i023 which is lower than the confidence
level of 0.05 leading to the conclusion that thisra significant difference between the overall
proficiency of the participants in the control aedperimental groups after the treatment.
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Moreover, Table 4.9 indicates that the mean of ghdicipants’ scores for the experimental
group is higher than that of the control group (Mp&rimental = 45.2635 > 41.2823 = M

Control). Thus, it can be inferred that the treattrfeas had a positive significant impact on the
participants’ proficiency level. Therefore, the funull hypothesis of the study is rejected.

The results of data analysis shows that:

1- There is a positive and significant relationshigtween reflective teaching and intrinsic
motivation.

2- Reflective teaching has a significant effectlom participants’ proficiency test scores.

Discussion and Conclusion

The study sought to explore the effect of refleztieaching on the proficiency level of the
participants. According to Choy and Oo (2012), kesiareflection can be thought of as taking
necessary steps to analyze and articulate probbsfmse taking action. This allows for more
constructive action to be taken rather than implgmg a quick fix (Boody, 2008). The
challenge is to be able to demonstrate in actioatwhtaught in the classroom. Many teachers
fail to connect between their teaching and whay tire actually practicing and vice versa (Rudd,
et al. 2000). However, reflective teachers can &fkective steps in due time in order to address
the problems of the learners. Research consistesfitbwvs that teachers have the greatest
potential to influence learners’ education. Teashean have large effects on students’
achievement, as suggested by a large — scale sarmtijucted by Kemp and Hall (1992) which
found that the difference in achievement gainstoflents who had the most qualified teachers
was greater comparing with the influences of rawe @arent education combined. As noted by
Kemp and Hall (1992, p. 4) “the major researchifigds that student achievement is related to
teacher competence in teaching”. Wright, Horn, 8adders (1997) also believe that “more can
be done to improve education by improving the ¢iWeness of teachers than by any other single
factor’ (p. 63). They state that the “single latgdactor affecting academic growth of
populations of students is differences in effectess of individual classroom teachers” (p. 59).

Special attention must be paid to this link betwesachers and learners in countries like Iran
where language learning happens mainly in formadstibom settings, and teachers, as the main
source of language input to students, affect thearning directly. Second language teacher
educators have begun to recognize that teacheas, fapm the method or material they use, are
central to understanding and improving the qualit§English language teaching (Kemp & Hall,
1992). Teachers in general and language teachgrariicular play a fundamental role in their
learners’ learning and academic achievement. B¥feand efficient learning on the part of the
students highly depends on teachers and the adtieygake in their classes. The way teachers
behave and the methodologies they exploit in ttesiching, to a large extent, depend on their
perceptions of effective teaching and the amoury treflect on the teaching and learning
processes. One of the factors contributing to &ffeceaching is teacher’s reflection. It also
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affects the way they understand and organize icistru Therefore, the teachers’ reflection can
highly influence their teaching and as a resulirtlearners’ learning.

Given the findings of the present study we arehentreminded of the fact that the practice of
teaching can influence the ways learners approadhveew the learning process. As teachers,
we need to reflect upon our practice in order tnpte more effective learning on the part of
ourselves and the learners. One way to do so msdtpt a reflective approach towards our
teaching practice.

Teachers should receive explanations about thefiterod reflective teaching so as to be
encouraged to become reflective practitioners. €arsbe done and supported by referring to the
results of research. Giving more explanations o tdachers would make them have a better
understanding of the procedures involved in refflecteaching practice.

The results of this research make both studentseathers aware of the benefits of reflective
teaching.

Teacher educators can draw on the finding of thidysto have more support in terms of the
effectiveness of reflective teaching.
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