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Abstract

The literature on language teaching and learning h& mostly
accentuated motivation as one of the crucial facter
influencing learners, but demotivating factors carbe of crucial
importance as well. In this vein, considering a granded theory
approach, this study has tried to investigate the @motivating
factors influencing Iranian university students of non-English
majors utilizing an interview and a questionnaire. For this
purpose, thirty undergraduate students were intervewed from
three different universities: State University, Isamic Azad
University, and Payame Noor University. Based on thelicited
responses from the interviews, a 35-item questionita was
developed. Applying principal factor analysis, thisresearch
has brought forth the shared perception of demotiving
factors in language learning among Iranian univergy students
and documented them as a five-factor model in whichhe
factors of “setbacks in system of education” and dck of
extrinsic motivation” were the most and the leastrifluential
ones, respectively. The other factors also includetmethods
and personality of teachers”, “lack of self-esteemand intrinsic
motivation”, and “lack of given importance in socigy”.
Keywords: demotivation, demotivating factors, motivation, daeb

development, grounded theory approach

1. Introduction
Motivation has always been one of the major factorlanguage teaching
and learning. Most teachers dream of motivatedestisdwho strive hard to
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achieve success. According to Koiso (2003, p. 8@)jvation is considered
to be one of the main determining factors of sustesleveloping a second
or foreign language.

The relationship between motivation and languageniag has also
been a subject of inquiry for many years and it basn shown that
motivation is crucial for L2 learning (Ddrnyei, 1490xford & Shearin,
1994) due to its direct influences on studentrefttheir use of learning
strategies, their interaction with native speak#rs,input the they receive,
their performance in the curriculum-related achmeeat tests, the amount of
their general proficiency level, and their preséoraand maintenance of L2
skills after the end of the language study (Ely88# 1986b; Scarcella &
Oxford, 1992; Spolsky, 1989).

As English has grown toward an international lamggyahere has been
more emphasis to learn English throughout the woalddn as an EFL
context is not an exception and these changes easebn through the
sudden increase in the number of language insitute the parents’ exerted
pressure on their children to learn the languag®, Wespite the fact that
students are being required to learn English thta@ampulsory programs at
schools and universities and have to pass the #fnglburse in order to
graduate, a large number of students do not seehavwe developed any
interest in learning English, and if they havestimterest has been lost for
some reasons, that is, they have become demotivasekms that not only
motivating factors but also demotivating factora bave crucial roles in the
process of learning the language.

Although, as mentioned above, there has been @& largount of
research regarding the issue of motivating langlea@ers and the fact that
most of the researches in relation to motivatiorvehdocused on
motivational factors, demotivating factors have meteived this much
attention. As the literature on demotivation isatieely scarce, there seems
to be a need for a more critical look at its ungled causes especially
among the language learners in an EFL contextlide® Hence, perceiving
a grounded theory approach, this study has triggtdeent a framework for
the demotivating factors influencing the universgyudents of Sirjan,
Kerman, Iran in their learning English. It is hoptbat this framework can
be beneficial in presenting effective solutions ftire students’ de-
motivational problems.

2. Objectives and Research Questions
While most of the literature on teaching and leagrnianguages focuses on
students’ motivation to learn a language, the heglkrinsic motivational
context and the failure of students to adequatetyn foreign languages
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(especially English) under those conditions, suggfest motivation alone
may not be a sufficient explanation for understagdand treating the
current FL learning problems found in such contextd the demotivating
factors as an important cause should also be igeg¢st. This study has
tried to find the answer to the following questions
1. What are the demotivating factors among the unityessudents of
Sirjan studying in an EFL context?
2. Which factors are the most and the least influérd@motivating
factors among these university students?
3. Are there any differences among the students ofereift
universities in terms of demotivating factors?
4. Are there any differences among males and femdgsotivating
factors?
5. Is there any relationship between age and demutgéctors?
6. Through the use of grounded theory, what is th@@sed model for
university students' demotivating factors in Iran?

3. Literature Review
The term motivations used constantly in the everyday and professional
context but defining motivation precisely is a dewtiag task due to its
complex and multifaceted nature. Despite the corigleof defining
motivation in L2 learning, it has been found todme of the most influential
factors of the individual differences in languagarhing. Having a clear
understanding of motivation is of vital important® language teachers,
because it is one of the key driving forces in leage learning success
(Dornyei, 2001). Thus, the considerable amounttoéliss in this regard
comes as no surprise.

The most extensive studies in the area of L2 dgitand motivation
have been conducted by Robert Gardner and hisiatso¢Dornyei, 1994,
p. 273). The socio-educational model of second dagg acquisitiorby
Gardner (1985) outlines how motivation is related dther individual
differences in language learning and language aehient. Three primary
variables constitute the socio-educational mode¢ first one is integrative-
ness, and the second one is attitudes toward #neig situation both of
which influence the third variable, motivation &atn the L2.

Another theory was self-determination theory présgrby Deci and
Ryan (1985). In self-determination theory, motigatis seen to consist of
two types of motivation, intrinsic and extrinsic tivation, which lie on a
continuum of self-determination (Noedsal, 2003, p. 38).

As research on motivation and motivational factastinued, one new
area of research was found which was highly comkett the immediate
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learning environment. This new area which is somesi called the darker
side of motivation is demotivation. Dornyei (20013s contributed a lot to
increasing the awareness towards demotivation.dfiees demotivation as
“specific external forces that reduce or diminiela tmotivational basis of a
behavioral intention or an ongoing action” (p. 148¢cording to Dornyei, a
demotivated learner is someone who has previousy lmotivated but for
some reasons has lost his/her interest and commtittmdearn. De-motives
which are the negative counterparts of motivestheereasons for losing
interest in learning. Whereas motives increase abigon tendency, de-
motives de-energize it (DOrnyei, 2001, p.142). D@iN(1998, as cited in
Dornyei, 2001) conducted a research on fifty seaondchool students in
Budapest, Hungary who were studying English or Ge&rms a foreign
language and identified nine demotivating factar$odlow:
1) Teachers’ personalities, commitments, competenod, taaching
methods
2) Inadequate school facilities (very large classestime right level, or
frequent change of teachers)
3) Reduced self-confidence due to their experiendailire or success
4) Negative attitude towards the foreign languageistid
5) Compulsory nature of the foreign language study
6) Interference of another foreign language that gugié studying
7) Negative attitude towards the community of the ifgmelanguage
spoken
8) Attitudes of group members
9) Coursebooks used in the class (p. 151)

Doérnyei (2001) also mentions some other similadistsl on demotivation

like Chambers (1993), Oxford (1998) and Ushiode8)9In these studies,

different methods of collecting data such as qoaestires, content analysis,
and interviews were utilized and the teacher-rdlfetors were detected as
the main factor demotivating students.

Among some recent investigations, Trang and Bald2007) studied 100

EFL students in Vietnam using stimulated recallagssto examine the

demotivating factors influencing students' Englisarning and categorized
their findings as follows:

Internal Demotivating Factors
1. Attitudes towards English
2. Experiences of failure or lack of success
3. Self-esteem

Teacher-related Demotivating Factors
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1. Teacher behavior

2. Teacher competence

3. Teaching method

4. Grading and assessment

But none of these factors were considered moreential than the others.
In another study, Kikuchi and Sakai (2007) devetbpa 35-item
guestionnaire to gather the data in terms of threadiwating factors among
Japanese high-school students. One hundred andetwildents attending
three private universities in Eastern Japan coragléte questionnaire and
the following five demotivating factors were exiexqt:

Coursebooks

Inadequate School Facilities

Test Scores

Non-Communicative Methods

Teachers’ Competence and Teaching Styles

ogkrwnE

More recently, in a study by Falowt al. (2009), nine hundred EFL
university students in Tokyo were studied and tbsults indicated that
contrary to some mentioned researches the roleeather in students'
motivation was quite inspiring while the dominaredagogy (grammar-
translation) posed the largest treat to the stsemdtivation.

Although there have been some studies regardingotiation and

demotivating factors inside the classroom and amihwegstudents, these
factors have not received enough attention in &suan EFL context. There
were a few studies in this regard. One was doneShwrififar and

Akbarzadeh (2011) in which they had used Kikuchi &akai’s (2007) scale
and questionnaire for investigating the demotigtiactors among 53
university students in Iran and their results ideld three major factors:
teacher-related, student-related, and classroasteckldemotivating factors
from which the last was concluded as the most emtial one among the
students. Alavinia and Sehat (2012) investigateddémotivating factors of
165 high school students. The students were gived-iéem questionnaire
which emphasized the negative experiences of learnmetheir learning

English. In another study Jomairi (2011) studie@ tmain causes of
demotivation among the 189 B.A. English majors irad, Payame Noor,
and State universities in Tehran, Iran. She us2g-igem questionnaire and
four demotivating factors, i.e. (1) teacher; (2arteers’ lack of motivation
and self-confidence; (3) test-scores; and (4) igadte university facilities
were detected.
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Although these studies show different ranges of atemting factors and
increase our understanding of demotivation, theultesare somewhat
dissimilar and have used the models and matenaénted in other context
than Iran. Since demotivating factors are conteldted and closely
influenced by different social and cultural conggxpresentation of an
exclusive framework can be of great importancendifg the most suitable
remedy for the de-motivational problems of Iransamdents.

4. Method
4.1 Participants
The participants in this study were 317 (171 malédp females)
undergraduate students from different majors shglyin three major
universities of Sirjan including Islamic Azad Unisdy, Industrial
University (State University), and Payame Noor @nsity who were all
having the General English Course. Considering gbssibility of the
difference in demotivating factors influencing BEsbl and non-English
majors and also for the better accuracy of theltgsanly non-English
majors were selected as the research participnthe first part of the
study, 30 (18 male, 22 female) students from theeethmentioned
universities were selected and interviewed utiizan purposeful sampling
strategy (Patton, 1990). In the second part, usingfer sampling, 6 General
English classes in the three universities werectslle The average of 50
students, who attended each class, answered mad#-questionnaire.

4.2 Instruments

4.2.1 Interview

The instrument used for this study included a ss&muietured interview
which contained 4 questions (see appendix A) basedthe previous
literature as a guideline for conducting the ini@ms. With the purpose of
better communication, the interview was conducte@®eérsian. The general
structure of the interview was based on Lynch’9@)dnterview guide:

» Casual, put-the-interviewee-at-ease questions/comments. i.e. the
researcher tells them a bit about herself and expthe purpose of
the interview.

* General questions: The researcher asks the participants about their
general opinions about what they think about dewatbn and
demotivating factors in foreign language learning.

* Specific questions. The researcher goes over the questions in the
interview schedule.
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» Closing questions: The researcher asks the participants about how
the before mentioned factors could be minimized.

» Casual, wind-down questions/comments. The researcher expresses
appreciation of their participation (p.132).

The selection of interview participants was basadtle criteria that
they must be of non-English undergraduate majardystg in one of the
mentioned universities as well as having the cowfs&eneral English.
Furthermore, they should be willing to do the imiew and have their
voices recorded.

In order to check the credibility of the obtainemtaifor the qualitative
phase, member-checking and peer-debriefing werel. usSer member-
checking, the participants were asked to reviewdtadts and the themes
emerging from the research to assess and garnefledioback about the
accuracy of the interpretations. Peer-debriefingolved an external check
of the research by a graduate colleague who wasda with the raw data
and the researcher’s interpretations and explamaiio order to review and
ask questions about the research to ensure thatutlg made sense and the
interpretations from the data were plausible amdicte.

4.2.2 Questionnaire

Another instrument used in this research was a-cs&itructed
guestionnaire based on the information gatheredutir the interviews
which planned to investigate the most and the ledisiential demotivating
factors in students' language learning. The quastime was translated into
Persian to increase students’ level of understagndiinree EFL students
read the translated items and provided feedbadke&n comprehensibility.
The first part of the questionnaire elicited thsp@ndents’ demographic
information, i.e. the name of their university, agad gender. The second
part included the Likert-scale questions and théigipants were required to
choose one of the alternatives: 1: strongly disaigPe disagree; 3: neutral,
4: agree; and 5: strongly agree.

The developed questionnaire was subjected to revmwcontent
validity by two external experts and faculty colleas at the research site.
In addition, students participated in the quahatphase of the research
reviewed the questionnaire prior to its distribafi@onfirming an accurate
representation of the themes discussed in thaepfi&en, the questionnaire
was distributed among a group of 50 students simita the target
participants and the reliability and internal cetsincy of the instrument
were confirmed by factor analysis and the calcofatof the coefficient
alpha for all the questions. Through this processyeral items were
eliminated because they exhibited low factor logdirfless than 0.3) or
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loaded highly on more than one factor. Finally5ait8m questionnaire was
ready to be administered (see appendix B). The lfardmalpha coefficient
for the reliability of this questionnaire was estted as 0.856.

4.3 Procedures

4.3.1 Data collection

The current study has employed a mixed method desgch includes both
qualitative and quantitative research methods. @utiethod integrates both
approaches to provide a much more detailed and @mapsive picture of
the issue under investigation. The data in thigystuere collected in three
phases. In the first phase, in order to yield addpth, rich understanding of
the students’ experiences and feelings conceriiagdemotivating factors
in language learning, semi-structured interviewgeweonducted. In the
second phase, the recorded interviews were trévestand decoded. Using
the assays of grounded theory approach, i.e. “apeing”, “axil coding,”
and “selective coding” (Aryet al, 2010), different categories were
generated. Then, the categories were brought tegetithe form of a model
of the demotivating factors influencing studentste last phase, in order to
reach a deeper and broader perspective of the gue\phases and the
presented model of demotivating factors, a questive was created and
distributed among 317 university students.

4.3.2 Data analysis

4.3.2.1 Qualitative analysis

After transcribing, organizing, and getting familzed with the obtained
data, the raw data was codified through a procdsshwis referred to as
open or preliminary coding. Here, the researchéeaied a wide range of
concepts and categories regarding the demotivatetprs which were
reduced later. Then, the researcher tried to dpvébe core categories
applying the axial coding. In the last step, calssdective coding, some
categories were integrated to create a model fonotigating factors
influencing Iranian learners (Argt al, 2010). The obtained model was
comprised of seven major categories which will beroughly presented
later.

4.3.2.2 Quantitative analysis

A questionnaire was developed based on the gqueditatata gathered
through the interviews and distributed among thetigpants. After
collecting the distributed questionnaires, an epgitiry factor analysis was
performed to explore the factor structure of themis. In addition,
descriptive statistics, the independent samplestt{to determine the gender
differences with regard to the demotivating factome-way ANOVA (to
investigate the difference between the demotivatioh different
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universities), and Pearson correlation coeffici@atstudy the relationship
between age and demotivation) were applied as well.

5. Results
5.1 Analysis of the interview results
After the transcribed interviews were categorizeugh the open coding,
some primitive concepts were identified. For insgnmany students
believed that the reason for their demotivatiord lia their insufficient
learning at school. They said that, in the veryifbaigg years of their
learning English, they had not acquired the bas@matedge they needed, so
that this lack of knowledge was the source of tipegsent demotivation.
Some others believed that teachers should be bléonesdich demotivation
towards learning English. They said teachers’uatéis, methods of teaching,
lack of interest, lack of proficiency, and absedceing the semester were
among the important problems they had with theachers. Family
problems like lack of their parents’ financial aredhotional support and
working along with studying were also among thesoes raised by the
students for their demotivation. Another group dife tstudents held
themselves responsible, saying their lack of istdrinterest and aptitude
was the problem. They also mentioned the difficalty inapplicability of
learning English as a foreign language as anot@otivating factor.

In addition to what was cited above, there wer# sther reasons
mentioned, like the negative effect of friends be tunsuitability of the
educational environment. The students stated thraeof their classmates
discouraged them or by messing the class did nahém pay attention to
the teacher. A group of students felt the society the system of education
were responsible for their lack of motivation. Thegid that learning
English as a foreign language does not receive ginaitention in the
society or in the media. On the other hand, theeay®f education does not
present a well-developed program for developinglestis’ proficiency in
the foreign language. The first grade of the guigaschool is too late to
start learning another language from. Furthermohat is emphasized only
includes the grades, and students’ proficiency ifier@nt skills like
speaking, listening, reading, and writing doesnegeive much importance.
In conclusion, a rudimentary model of students’ dewation containing
seven major categories or themes were inducedlaw/fo

1. Family (family problems, lack of attention and sagp from the
parents)

2. Teachers (method of teaching, attitude, managenpeaficiency,
and personality)
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Lack of self-esteem and intrinsic and personal vaditon
Negative influence of friends and classmates

Unsuitable educational environment and lack of ghdacilities
Lack of given importance to the foreign languagesaciety
Setbacks of the system of education

Nookow

5.2 Analysis of the questionnaire results

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of the stjoenaire’s items.
According to Oxford (1990, p. 300), the mean scahes fall between 1.0
and 2.4 are identified as “low” influence, 2.5 aB# as “medium”
influence, and 3.5 and 5.0 as “high” influence. Séheategories of ratings
were theoretically and arithmetically chosen.

Low Medium High
1.0 2.4-2.5 3.4-35 5.0

As it is detected from the table, most items excépt the items
1,3,15,16,20,21 and 32 had a mean of higher th&n Therefore, the
mentioned items had low influences on the dematigaanguage learners,
but all the other items had medium and high infogemn

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for questionnaggponses (asterisks show
the deleted items)

No M SD Skewness Kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5
1* 218 1.31 0.78 -0.62 43.2 21.8 155 12.0 7.6
2 2.75 1.40 0.23 -1.27 246 252 155 199 148
3 2.26 1.26 0.75 -0.60 35,3 315 117 14.5 6.9
4 3.12 1.43 -0.13 -1.39 177 227 11.0 268 21.8
5* 3.00 1.24 0.02 -0.99 129 243 26.2 23.0 136
6* 3.78 1.33 -0.80 -0.64 8.5 13.2 11.0 25.2 420
7 284 1.00 0.02 -0.27 104 233 43.2 17.7 5.4
8* 318 1.21 -0.04 -1.09 7.3 27.8 20.8 27.8 16.4
9 281 1.37 0.15 -1.31 20.8 28.7 11.7 25.6 13.2
10 3.32 1.20 -0.11 -1.05 5.7 23.7 243 25.6 20.8
11 386 1.15 -0.95 0.10 5.7 8.8 142 36.0 35.3
12* 2.68 1.30 0.36 -0.94 211 29.0 227 145 126
13 355 1.30 -0.45 -1.08 6.9 20.8 13.2 27.8 31.2
14 296 1.49 0.09 -1.48 211  27.1 8.8 20.2 227
15 163 1.06 1.92 3.11 63.4 224 6.6 2.5 5.0
16 2.07 1.25 1.01 -0.06 442 271 126 8.8 7.3
17 4.05 1.06 -1.19 0.80 3.5 7.9 9.8 375 413

18* 2.53 1.27 0.45 -0.83 256 287 221 14.2 9.5
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19 345 1.27 -0.34 -1.10 6.6 227 148 303 256
20 241 1.29 0.65 -0.73 284 350 126 14.2 9.8

21 220 1.28 0.87 -0.40 379 319 101 120 8.2

22* 3.04 1.27 -0.08 -1.12 136 243 196 29.0 136
23 404 1.09 -1.21 0.91 4.7 5.7 123 353 420
24 347 117 -0.46 -0.66 6.6 158 218 356 20.2
25 348 1.23 -0.37 -0.97 6.0 199 186 303 25.2
26 364 1.20 -0.57 -0.74 5.0 16.7 158 331 293
27 273 135 0.30 -1.21 208 328 11.7 218 129
28 280 1.15 0.20 -0.72 136 284 309 18.0 9.1

29 351 1.18 -0.39 -0.79 5.7 16.1 240 293 249
30 352 1.18 -0.41 -0.78 5.7 161 23.0 303 249
31* 3.88 1.05 -0.74 -0.12 2.5 8.8 20.2 347 338
32 172 1.01 1.58 2.05 54.6 297 7.6 5.0 3.2

33 259 124 0.44 -0.84 202 350 186 17.0 9.1

34* 341 112 -0.44 -0.47 6.9 13.2 281 347 170
35 357 1.30 -0.59 -0.79 9.5 136 170 29.7 303

Through principal factor analysis, the dimensiayatif the 35 items was

analyzed. Through Varimax method, ten factors wieeded. For the

interpretation of the factor loadings, the critariof .40 or above was used
(Field, 2005). Factors seven, eight, and nine vedéireinated because they
contained only one item. In addition, factor tenichhincluded items below

0.40 was also deleted. The deleted items are shgwine asterisks in Table
1. Table 2 shows the rotated solutions.

Table 2. Factor analysis of demotivation

Item Numbers F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6
Factor 1: lack of self-esteem and
intrinsic motivation

(0=0.838)
Q14 0.748
Q27 0.680
Q4 0.677
Q20 0.646
Q3 0.642
Q9 0.626
Q15 0.430

Factor 2: teachers’ methods and

personality

(0=0.754)
Q25 0.782
Q26 0.723

Q19 0.583
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Q13 0.554
Q2 0.412
Factor3: lack of extrinsic motivation
(0=0.612)
Q32 0.595
Q33 0.543
Q16 0.511
Q21 0.417
Factor 4: setbacks in system of
education
(0=0.514)
Q30 0.606
Q29 0.498
Q23 0.432
Factor 5: lack of given importance il
society
(0=0.596)
Q35 0.591
Q24 0.518

Q11 0.498
Factor 6: unsuitable class environme

(0=0.478)

Q28 0.678

Q10 0.425

After a detailed examination of the items underhefactor, the following

six factors were identified: (1) lack of self-esteand intrinsic motivation

(tems 14, 27, 4, 20, 3, 19); (2) teachers’ methanut$ personality (items 25,
26, 19, 13, 2); (3) lack of extrinsic motivationefns 32, 33, 16, 21); (4)
setbacks in the system of education (items 30,239, (5) lack of given

importance in society (items 35, 24, 11) and (6)suitable class

environment (items 28, 10). The loading of eacimitend the reliability

coefficient measured by Cronbach’s alpha are aigeng The Cronbach’s
alpha for the whole questionnaire after the omissibthe items was 0.87.
Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics for eachof.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for demotivatingttas

Factor Number K M SD Skewness Kurtosis
1 7 2.33 0.87 0.22 -0.85
2 5 3.37 0.91 -0.36 -0.43
3 4 1.60 0.66 1.03 0.89
4 3 3.69 0.82 -0.37 -0.09
5 3 3.63 0.90 -0.50 -0.17
6 2 3.06 0.95 0.05 -0.38
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Factors four and five are the most influential hgvihe mean-scores of 3.69
and 3.63, respectively. While factors two and sithwthe mean-scores of
3.37 and 3.06 have an average influence, factoesamd three with the
mean-scores of 2.33 and 1.60 show a low influehberefore, the setbacks
of the system of education were detected as thé deseotivating factors
and the lack of extrinsic motivation as the leastdtivating factor in this
context.

5.3 Differences among the three universities reganag the demotivating
factors

To investigate the difference among the type oYensity (State, Azad, and

Payame Noor Universities) with regard to each deravhg factor, the

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was utilized as seeifable 4.

Table 4. One-way ANOVA results: Influence of tyddumiversity on each

factor
Factor 1 Mean Std. Deviation F DF Sig
State 14.34 5.59
Azad 15.90 5.58
Payame Noor 19.11 6.34 18.06 316 0.000
Factor 2 Mean Std. Deviation F DF Sig
State 17.1 4.09
Azad 17.7 3.93
Payame Noor 15.6 5.44 5.46 316 0.005
Factor 3 Mean Std. Deviation F DF Sig
State 6.25 2.47
Azad 5.66 2.16
Payame Noor 7.37 3.01 11.43 316 0.003
Factor 4 Mean Std. Deviation F DF Sig
State 11.13 2.41
Azad 10.48 2.37
Payame Noor 11.67 2.53 6.01 316 0.003
Factor 5 Mean Std. Deviation F DF Sig
State 10.88 2.27
Azad 11.13 2.71 0.65
Payame Noor 10.70 2.68 316 0.522
Factor 6 Mean Std. Deviation F DF Sig
State 6.18 1.96
Azad 6.08 1.79
Payame Noor 6.11 1.99 0.07 316 0.931

The above results indicate that Factors 1, 2, 8,4rwith the significance
levels of 0.000, 0.005, 0.000, and 0.003, respelstivare statistically



54 The Journal of Teaching Language Skills 5(4), Winter 2014, Ser. 73/4”

significant with regard to the three universiti€ee mean scores of Payame
Noor university students show that factors 1, 8 4mgreatly influence such
students. Azad university students are more inftedrby factor 2 than the
students of the other two universities. The ottwo factors (5 and 6)
showed no difference regarding which university tparticipants are
studying.

5.4 Impact of gender on demotivating factors

Table 5 shows the influence of gender on each deatinlg factor by the

use of independent sample T-tests. The significeads indicate that, with
the level of significance 0.007, Factor 1 which wasled as lack of self-
esteem and intrinsic motivation is the only fadtat statistically significant
regarding gender. The mean-scores show that the$orfais more

demotivating for the female students than the nmades. Although the
mean-scores show a greater influence of Factofs and 6 for the males
and Factors 3 and 4 for the Females, the amounts aiid the levels of
significance show that this difference is not magful.

Table 5. Independent sample T-test results: Implagénder on each
demotivating factor

Std. .
Factor 1 N Mean DentETiar T Sig
Male 171 15.46 5.63
-2.69 0.007
Female 146 17.32 6.55
Std. .
Factor 2 N Mean D T Sig
Male 171 17.21 4.19
1.32 0.187
Female 146 16.52 4.95
Std. .
Factor 3 N Mean Deviation T Sig
Male 171 6.31 2.47
-0.633 0.527
Female 146 6.50 2.84
Std. .
Factor 4 N Mean D T Sig
Male 171 11.00 2.59
-0.617 0.538
Female 146 11.17 2.33
Factor 5 N Mean S T Si
Deviation 9

Male 171 11.08 2.70 1.21 0.226
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Female 146 10.71 2.70
Std. .
Factor 6 N Mean Deviation T Sig
Male 171 6.30 1.86
1.76 0.079
Female 146 5.92 1.96

5.5 Relationship between demotivating factors andge

To find out if there is a relationship between gtedents’ age and each of
the demotivating factors, the researcher appliedrddm Correlation
Coefficient. Table 6 shows the results. Factorsndl & showed a weak
correlation with age (r= 0.111 and r= 0.139). Thesifive amount of
coefficient is the sign of a direct relationshipgveeen the two. It means that
with an increase in age, the first, i.e. lack off-esteem and intrinsic
motivation) and the fifth, i.e. lack of given impance in society, factors
will have a more demotivating effect on students. the other factors, no
significant relationship was detected with an iasein age. However, this
weak correlation may be due to the low variancthefage factor among the
university students. There is a possibility thatdging the demotivating
factors in other contexts like language institurgth a broader age range
may show a stronger correlation.

Table 6. Correlation results: The relationship lesweach demotivating
factor and age

Factor 1 N Pearson Correlatior Sig.
Age 317 0.111 0.048
Factor 2 N Pearson Correlatior Sig.
Age 317 -0.053 0.344
Factor 3 N Pearson Correlatior Sig.
Age 317 -0.055 0.333
Factor 4 N Pearson Correlatior Sig.
Age 317 0.061 0.279
Factor 5 N Pearson Correlatior Sig.
Age 317 0.139 0.014
Factor 6 N Pearson Correlatior Sig.
Age 317 -0.082 0.144

5.6 The presented model for the Iranian studentslemotivation

As mentioned in the previous sections, the priraitivodel induced from the

qualitative data included seven factors which we@uced to six factors

using the results of factor analysis in the quatitié phase of the research.
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As a final step and after a close examination efrésults acquired through
the interviews and questionnaires, the last cayggwehich included only

two items, was combined with the fourth factor hessaits specificity could

not stand as a major category. The finalized matteloped for the

demotivating factors in this study includes fiveerties and twenty-two
categories as follow:

Figure 1. Theproposednodel for demotivating factors

[ Demotivating Factors
1

1 2 3 4 5]
Lack ot Self-Esteemn and Teachers' Methods and Lack of Extrinsic Sethackesin Educational Lack of Given
Intrinsic Maotivation Personality Maotivation Bwstern lmportance in Society

1. Lack of self-esteem and intrinsic motivation:
» Belief in the lack of ability to learn English ihg adulthood
» Having fear and stress in learning English
» Belief in the difficulty of learning English
» Having a weak background in English
* Not being interested in learning English
* Having no need to learn English

2. Teachers’ Methods and Personality:
» They were rigid and used punishment
* They were more interested in grades rather thanilea
» They did not speak English and did not care abpetlking and
pronunciation
* Their method of teaching was not comprehensive
» Their teaching style did not motivate students

3. Lack of Extrinsic Motivation:
» There is no use for learning English
* Other courses are more important and applicable Emaglish
* There is no relationship between one’s field ofigtand English
* Friends and classmates believe that there is ntousarn English

4. Setbacks in Educational System:

* The time allocated to the English classes at sshaadl universities
is very limited
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» The English textbooks are not suitable
* The classes are crowded
» Students are from different levels of proficiency

5. Lack of Given Importance in Society
* The media do not give much importance to English
» There is no application defined in the societyEaglish
* Learning English is not encouraged in the society

6. Discussion
The current study intended to investigate the desathg factors
influencing the Iranian non-English majors studydgneral English course
through the use of six research questions. Thedusstion was concerned
with the demotivating factors of the universitydgats of Sirjan, Kerman,
Iran in an EFL environment. As the analysis of ¢huestionnaires through
factor analysis showed, six categories as demotiy&ictors were extracted
as follow: (1) lack of self-esteem and intrinsic tiation; (2) teachers’
methods and personality; (3) lack of extrinsic wation; (4) setbacks in
educational system; (5) lack of given importance society and (6)
unsuitable class environment. For the second gquesdimong these factors,
the least influential factor was Factor 3 and thestrinfluential one was
Factor 4, which was later combined with Factor énasitioned above in the
presented model of demotivation. Setbacks in edut system included
the categories like “limited time allocated to Esb|” “unsuitable
textbooks,” “crowded classes,” and “heterogenedasses with regard to
students’ proficiency.” These categories overlapthwsome of the
demotivating factors mentioned in Dornyei’'s (2004nd Kikuchi and
Sakai’'s (2007) lists such as “inadequate schodlittas” and “coursebooks
used in class.” Lack of extrinsic motivation as theast primary
demotivating factor shows that although the systéeducation and society
do not provide the necessary sources for the stsidelanguage
development, they feel the need to learn EnglisitkLof given importance
in society was the second source of demotivatitis hdicates that a need
to know and learn English in the EFL environment dhe society that
students are living in is not emphasized or givepartance. The obtained
results are not consistent with some of the presvi@searches in which the
teacher-related factors were found to be the mamalivating factors
(Chambers, 1993; Dérnyei, 1998, as cited in D6rng@01; Oxford, 1998;
Ushida, 1998). In the present study, teachers’ austhand personality
comprised the third influential demotivating factémally, the lack of self-
esteem and intrinsic motivation was the fourth sewf demotivation which
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was slightly different in content from other stuslién some researches like
Dornyei (1998, as cited in Dérnyei, 2001) and Tramgl Baldauf (2007),
the internal demotivating factors included the gatees like ‘experiences of
failure’ or ‘negative attitudes toward English dret community of the
foreign language spoken.” However, in the prestrys the participants did
not mention any of these categories as the reamothéir demotivation.
They mostly did not have enough confidence in tbain learning and felt
fearful and anxious when learning English.

The outcome for the third research question reggrttie impact of the
type of university (State, Azad and Payame Noor)eanh demotivating
factor shows a statistically significant differerfoe factors 1, 3, and 4 (lack
of self-esteem and intrinsic motivation, lack oftrexsic motivation and
setbacks in system of education) especially foraRey Noor University
students who suffer more from such demotivatingoiac Payame Noor
University is a state distance university, whosalshts do not have any
obligation to attend the classes. In addition rutgbrs are supposed to work
as advisors and they are not obliged to teachrtieeoursebooks. Most of
the coursebooks are also exclusively publishechbyuniversity. Therefore,
the special context of Payame Noor University mighte caused more
demotivation for the students regarding factors31l,and 4. Factor 2
(methods and personality of teachers) was more tiemtiog for the
students of Islamic Azad University. To find thagen for this difference as
well as the factors influencing Payame Noor Unikgrstudents, further
investigation would be needed to be conducted wisicghut of this paper’s
tolerance.

In order to investigate the relationship betweendémotivating factors
and students’ age and the impact of gender oneh®tivating factors (the
main point of the questions four and five), Pearddorrelation and
independent sample t-tests were utilized, respagtivConsidering the
results, it was concluded that Factor one was ndemotivating for the
females than for the males, but no significanteddéhce was detected in the
other factors. Moreover, the examination of the d&wating factors in
relation to the students’ age demonstrated a weakelation between
Factors 1, 5, and the increase in age. The hidgieine of the first factor on
the demotivating females might be due to the caombt present at the
learning environment as mentioned by Doérnyei (2008t language
learning experience “concerns situation-specifictives related to the
immediate learning environment and experience”l(6). Regarding the
relationship between age and motivation, the resaoft this study are
somehow in line with a series of studies on thduerfice of age on
motivation like Singleton (1995), Shaaban and Ghé000), and Singlton
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and Ryan (2004) in which the older students wess laotivated than the
younger ones. Nevertheless, these explanationsnastly skeptical and
further investigation is needed. As the final ahd tmain purpose of the
study, a model for the demotivating factors inflcieg Iranian students in
language learning was presented and displayeckipréwvious section.

7. Conclusiors

This study has tried to present a model of dembitigafactors among
Iranian university students. Considering new viepresented in post-
method theories in language teaching and learréngducting regional
studies can be of great importance not only tofgeiliar with the socio-
cultural context of each region but also to trydevelop new views and
theories as well (Kumaravadivelu, 2006). Althoulgl study was conducted
in only one of the cities of Iran, it can be seleat the results are obviously
different from other countries like Japan, Hungagnd Vietnam as
mentioned in the literature.

Demotivation can have a negative effect on studegdsming their
expected outcomes in learning a foreign language. résults of the study
show that system of education, society and teadfars an undeniable role
in demotivating learners. Therefore, the ministfyeducation can play a
great role in reducing students’ demotivation byking some fundamental
changes in its presented curriculum and coursebaoks by providing a
better learning environment and the necessaryitfasilfor the students. In
addition to the ministry of the education whictdigectly related to students
learning, some other authorities like those in ghaof the national media
can have a major role in enhancing the learnersiviatmon and the status of
English as a foreign language in the society. Tegchlay a significant part
in this regard as well. Teachers, who use suitatd#éods of teaching, are
successful in capturing students’ interest and reaveffective personality
and behavior; besides, providing adequate oppaiggnior their students’
language development would have a greater chancdeafeasing their
students’ demotivation.

This study has tried to shed more light on the dematng factors
influencing language learning of Iranian studehtg,because the study was
conducted in one city and the questionnaire itemmgevimited to 35 items,
the results might not be generalizable to all Banuniversity students so
that further study on demotivation in languagenéesy would be needed to
be conducted so as to confirm the outcomes. Ithvped that the findings
could have the potential to have a great impact daninishing the
demotivating factors that students confront.
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