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Abstract

After the introduction of post-method pedagogy by
Kumaravadivelu with its three principles of particularity,

possibility and practicality, a wave of attention vas directed
towards this so-called 'post-method era’' and its gmropriacy

and adequacy in satiating the demands of the langge
learners in this 'brand new world'. This situation has created a
healthy debate among the Iranian EFL community as wil.

The aim of this study was to explore the perspectds of the
Iranian EFL domain experts about post-method pedaggy. In

so doing, the Delphi techniqgue was adopted to reackxpert’

consensus. The participants of this study were 2lochain

experts in the field of applied linguistics in Iran The Delphi
techniqgue was a remarkably quick means of achievinga
consensus on post-method pedagogy for participant3.hree
waves of data collection were employed in the thremunds of
Delphi with the same sample. The findings of thistsdy raised
much doubt and uncertainty about both method and pst
method pedagogy. It was revealed that the Iranianahguage
education has never experienced method in its actumeaning,
what is known as the method has been an eclectic mpach

any teacher has adhered to simply based on his/h@ersonal
taste. Moreover, the findings of the Delphi technige indicated
that post-method pedagogy with its three principlesis not
applicable in the Iranian context. Finally, the theretical and
practical implications of this study are discussed.

Keywords: post-method, particularity, possibility, practiegl EFL, Delphi

technique

Received: 11/17/2013 Accepted: 10/15/2014
Xorresponding author



102 The Journal of Teaching Language Skillg 6(3), Fall 2014, Ser. 76/4{

1. Introduction

Since the last two decades, language teaching gsiofe has witnessed a
dramatic shift of attention and orientation. Onetlodése conceptual shifts
which have received much attention is the disagyes of method

(Allwright, 1991) from academic discussions andtile of the post-method
debate (Kumaravadivelu, 1994). The postmethod debas academically
put an end to method discussions and the searchth&rmgood method

(Allwright, 1991; Kumaravadivelu, 1994; Prabhu, 099 although its

practical counterpart, that is, methodology, id stilegitimate notion and

very much alive to many teachers (Bell, 2007).

After the successive rise and fall of a series efhods and approaches
in the early and mid-twentieth century, the Englislnguage Teaching
(ELT) researchers and practitioners came to re#tiaeno single method or
approach of language teaching would be the optiraalework to guarantee
success in teaching a foreign language, espeasllywas seen that certain
learners seemed to be successful regardless ofodseitr techniques of
teaching (Brown, 2000). Then, in this tight sitoati post-method pedagogy,
as proposed by Kumaravadivelu (1994) emerged asponse to a call for
the most optimal way of teaching English that vitke itself from the
method-based stranglehold. The post-method pedawiegyto explore the
instructional means for real life communicatiorthie second language (L2)
classroom and to get the learners not just to devahguistic accuracy, but
to expand their fluency. From this perspectiverress are assumed to be
partners in a cooperative venture, and they arsupéed to move toward the
fulfillment of their fullest potential (Brown, 200Kumaravadivelu, 2001).

As far as the history of language teaching hasrtegpit is clear that
some approaches and methods were unlikely to belyatiopted because
they were difficult to understand and use, lackiedrcpractical application,
required special training, and necessitated majmnges in teachers'
practices and beliefs (Allwright, 1991). Neverttsslethe concept of method
was harshly criticized in the 1990s for other ressoand a series of
limitations embedded in the notion of all-purposetimods were raised. In
fact, in the 1990s, the profession witnessed adgtesiream of critical
thoughts on the nature and scope of method. Schelach as Allwright
(1991), Pennycook (1989), Prabhu (1990), and St£#82) had not only
cautioned language-teaching practitioners agahestuncritical acceptance
of untested methods but they had also counseleth @gainst the very
concept of method itself (Kumaravadivelu, 2006).
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By the end of the twentieth century, mainstreanglage teaching no
longer preserved methods as the crucial factorlueigating success or
failure in language teaching. When the notion offrods came under much
criticism in the 1990s, some ELT practitioners dhdoreticians began to
express their dissatisfaction with the methods apgroaches, hence the
term post-method era was occasionally drawn upoime Tearly
undocumented roots of post-method can be tracedh&d the profession has
called eclecticism.The post-method condition questions the legitimaty
the concept of the method. Unlike the conventiomedthods, the new
pedagogy is considered to be more flexible sin@&dpts macro strategies
to shape micro strategies. Despite some superappéal which came with
this so-calledlexibility and getting rid of the limitations of method, thest-
method pedagogy has been criticized from diffeaamgles (Akbari, 2008;
Bell, 2003, 2007; Larson-Freeman, 2005a,b; L1995) . Akbari (2008)
claims that the post-method is qualitatively notcidlifferent from method
because both of them ignore or misrepresent tHeiesaof the classroom
and impose their own version of hypothetical rgalkkbari (2008) further
adds:

While method has ignored the realities of teaclaind language
teachers, post-method has ignored the realitideasthing and
language teachers. By making too many demandsachégs,
the post-method pedagogy, in practice, turnedralldiye to the
social, political and cultural realities of langeadeaching
contexts and the limits within which teachers ofeergp. 642)

Since its inception, the postmethod pedagogy hakezglymuch controversy
and debate among ELT community all over the woBldmetimes, even it
has been the target of much attack (Akbari, 20@8, B003; Brown, 2000).
Despite the legitimacy of this healthy debate rdgmy postmethod
pedagogy, the Iranian teacher education progrdhsstiers from the agony
of indecision and a state of uncertainty with relgéo the postmethod
pedagogy (Gholami & Mirzaei, 2013; Razmjoo, Ranjaad Hoomanfard,
2013). No systematic effort has been made to uncdke realities
concerning the Iranian domain expert's mentalityd doeliefs about
postmethod pedagogy. Since the domain expertkTnhave a professional
experience and understanding of the Iranian contéadir perspectives
regarding the postmethod has definitely much terotb those who are
engaged in the profession of language pedagogwim In order to improve
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the quality of English language education in thentny and respond to the
Iranian English language learners’ needs in todaytsld, the present
research with the research question WHhat are the perspectives of Iranian
domain experts in the field of applied linguistas post-method pedagogy
in the Iranian conteX' aims to explore the opinions of the Iranian EFL
domain experts about the current state of postrdepieolagogy in Iran, the
result of which will contribute to the Iranian Larage Teaching.

2. Review of the Literature
In spite of the existence of much debate and cwetsy over the
postmethod pedagogy, the number of studies dealitigthe postmethod
pedagogy in second language teaching is few. larotlords, as far as the
empirical studies are concerned, the number ofiesuekploring the notion
of postmethod pedagogy is very limited.

One main study may be Delport (2010) in which Peshmd Pedagogy
with Mozambican Secondary School teachers was eqgbld he participants
of this study were two Mozambican secondary schmalchers who
expressed an interest in carrying out an exployasearch project in their
context of practice. The research was carriedoirnvestigate how teachers,
who had attended an International House Languade (LdLL) teacher
education program in 2008, were theorizing fromrtheactice with the aim
of developing a context-sensitive pedagogy. Thearh was a qualitative
study consisting of two case studies. Each casébased on the practices of
a teacher attempting to implement an exploratoeaech project. The
exploratory projects included the following actieg: the teacher teaching a
lesson with a colleague observing; the teacherasgrver meeting both
before and after the observed lesson to discussaaalyze the lesson; and
finally, the teacher inviting a group of studerntsdiscuss their perceptions
of selected episodes in the lesson. The teacheptoged the exploratory
research projects to explore their classroom pradh order to learn more
about their teaching.

Since the rise of reflective teaching in ELT cancbasidered as one of
the consequences of the postmethod debate (Pra®®;, Kumaravadivelu,
1994; Kumaravadivelu, 2001 Kumaravadivelu, 2006), of particular
relevance to this study is literature on practgioresearch and teachers as
reflective practitioners. In analyzing the data siidies dealing with
reflective practitioners, it was demonstrated talhough the exploratory
research projects provided a frame of referencepect of departure for
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postmethod pedagogy, the teachers’ ability to "bgwvea systematic,
coherent, and relevant personal theory of prac(i€atnaravadivelu, 2003b,
p. 40) was limited by: the context, the surfaceeleapplication of macro
strategies, and a lack of foregrounding of theiaait issues in the
postmethod macro strategies. The study concludgédancritical reflection

on the value of postmethod pedagogy for teachecauun programmes
offered at IHLL, as well as for the teachers’ cotdeof practice. The
researcher offered some ‘fuzzy generalizationsséBg, as cited in Delport,
2010) about the place of postmethod principleseacher development
courses for language teachers from a range ofro@ssand community
contexts.

Recently, an accumulated interest in research ortel2hing, EFL
teachers, and post-method condition has been aberv the Iranian
mainstream education that has culminated in reseesdo concentrate on
the use of communicative language teaching (CLEgbanethodology and
materials in the teaching and learning environmknspite of this growing
interest, no systematic, large-scale study has bagted out to investigate
the current state of postmethod in Iran. A studpdemted by Atai and
Gheitanchian (2009) investigated any possible iorlahip between
teachers' attitudes towards post-method pedagogy their students'
achievement. In so doing, a questionnaire was dedigo uncover Iranian
EFL teachers' beliefs about dominant teaching nusthpreceding and
succeeding communicative language teaching. Thepants of this study
were 594 Iranian EFL teachers selected from varmitiss throughout the
country. After the administration of the designegstionnaire to the pool of
participants of this study, the gathered data ield@nto statistical software
and packages for the statistical analysis. Theirddaresults indicated that
Iranian EFL teachers had disparate attitudes tasvdaminant methods of
language teaching but no significant relationshigswiound between the
teachers’ attitudes towards post-method pedagogy teir students’
achievement(Atai & Gheitanchian, 2009).

Razmjoo, Ranjbar and Hoomanfard (2013) conductedtualy to
investigate the familiarity of Iranian EFL teacheamd learners with
postmethod and its realization by means of a quasdire and an interview.
The participants of this study were 254 maled demale teachers of
English in the English language institutes aller Shiraz, Iran. The
findings of the study raised uncertainties outb the feasibility,
possibility or practicality of a fully postethod based teaching
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pedagogy and queried its emergence into Iran@riext. The study
proved that there is a long distance to tlotued realization of post-
method principles, especially its possibiliynd practicality parameters.
The findings also revealed that Iran’s languadacational system is
mainly based on eclectic method.

In another study, Gholami and Mirzaei (2013) inigeged the Iranian
EFL teachers’ understanding of English languéepching in post-
method era, they particularly focused on the diffies and hindrances
Iranian EFL teachers face in the implementatiopadtmethod pedagogy.
In their study, 162 language teachers took pad survey and answered
three open-ended questions. The findings of #uevey revealed that
EFL teachers in Iran, though aware of thei@e@ments of post-
method era, face many impediments and barrigr implementing
teaching based on its criteria. The resultthefr study suggested that
Iranian teachers are rather pessimistic about éhézation of postmethod
pedagogy if the obstacles are not removed. In tinies mentioned above,
the participants were all practicing teachers amterof them had sought the
perspectives and unanimity of domain experts onnpethod pedagogy in
the Iranian language education.

3. Methodology

The design of the present study was a survey wisiéhnon-experimental
design (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1990). The metis®t in this survey is a
Delphi technique which is gaining recognition arapplarity in particular

fields. The Delphi techniqgue has been defined asubli-staged survey
which attempts ultimately to achieve consensus pnimaportant issue
(Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007; McKenna, 1994)heT original

advocates of the Delphi Technique, Dalkey and Hel{h863) defined the
technique as "a method used to obtain the mosibtelconsensus of opinion
of a group of experts by a series of intensive toesaires interspersed
with controlled feedback” (p. 458). Although thietiod is used mostly in
nursing (McKenna, 1994) and sociology (Landeta, 0@ has gained
momentum in education as well (Cohen et al., 200fis technique differs
from other group decision-making processes in faays. It utilizes (a)

anonymity; (b) iteration and controlled feedback) (tatistical group
response, and (d) expert input. (Cohen et al., 26@&ney, Hasson, &
McKenna, 2011).The overall strength of this techridjes in its ability to

provide a systematic and structured approach tatoaj data in relation to
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the question under investigation. (Keeney, etZ2il11).The type of Delphi
utilized in this study was Classical Delphi whickes an open first round to
facilitate idea generation to elicit opinion andrgeonsensus. This type uses
three or more postal rounds and can be administeyezgimail (Keeney, et
al.,, 2011; Landeta, 2006). Concerning the suitgbiif Delphi for the
investigation of the phenomenon under investigatlonstone and Turoff
(1975) identified situations when the research lembdoes not lend itself to
precise analytical techniques but can benefit framjestive judgments,
when the population is geographically and professiy diverse and when
logistical reasons (such as time and cost) woul#enfeequent meetings
unfeasible. Others maintain that the Delphi isadlé for areas where there
is a lack of empirical data (Farrell& Scherer, 1p&% when instant
decisions are not required (Beech, 1999; 2001).

3.1 Initial considerations

Prior to embarking on the Delphi study, the redears made a series of
initial decisions concerning the Delphi design, ldweel of consensus and the
number of rounds. Firstly, since little researcls baen conducted in this
area previously, the classical Delphi design wassictered to be the most
appropriate design to be adopted. Round 1 for ssidal design, initiates

with an open-ended set of questions which allowgigyg@ants complete

freedom in their answers, which reduces the riskwarlooking a facet of

the question under examination (Couper, as citeéaeney, Hasson, &

McKenna, 2011). Then the obtained opinions or foegts are stored by
the researchers and distilled into categories thanh the basis of the

second-round questionnaire. This is distributethéoparticipants and, based
on how other domain experts have responded, threeynaited to retain or

alter their original opinion or judgment. This @éve process continues for
subsequent rounds until consensus is reached (i{eetnal., 2011).

Since Delphi literature suggests that participaras become fatigued
after three rounds (Walker & Selfe, 1996), whichdemmines consensus
obtained, this study employed a three-stage Dekatl. finally, prior to the
initiation of the study the threshold for consensas determined at 75%. A
review of the literature indicated no standardsho#d for consensus and the
selection of 75%was not based on any theoreticalmethodological
standards; instead, it was established on the tfadt it was deemed a
stronger and more conservative cut off point forasuging the level of
consensus on postmethod pedagogy.
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3.2 Participants

The crucial point in Delphi is that the Delphi does always use a random
sample which is representative of the target pamuarather, it employs
experts This means that each respondent is an expeheirmaitea in which
the researcher is interested. An expert has beénedeas a group of
informed individuals(McKenna, as cited in Keeney, et al., 2011) asd a
specialistsin their field (Goodman, as cited in Keeney, ef af011) or
someone who has knowledge about a specific suldpsstiqson, Merritt-
Gray, Buchanan, & Noel,1997; Lemmer, 1998; Greea.e1999 all cited in
Keeney, et al., 2011). Due to the undeniable inpme of the so-called
expertsin Delphi, much care was exercised in selectirggghrticipants of
this study. Twenty one domain experts participatedhis study. For the
inclusion criteria of the domain experts in the [ib®] some qualifications
were taken into account: postgraduate educatioAgplied Linguistics,
number of publications in English teacher educatian general and
postmethod in particular, years of experience imglege teaching, and
particular interest in postmethod and also willieg® to participate in the
study. All the participants were either PhD holdersPhD candidates in
TEFL from different geographical areas in Iran. Tverwhelming majority
of the domain experts were the university professtirey were both males
(n=18) and females (n=3) and were engaged in tegokarious university
courses, including teaching methodology, applieguistics and language
testing. All of the participants also had the elgrere of teaching English
courses to students at various proficiency leveld had attended pre-
service or in-service teacher education courseeréefTheir age ranged
from 27 to 51 with an average teaching experierficé5a2 in total. The
reason for the inclusion of various groups of indiixals in the Delphi was
the fact that heterogeneity is one important aatein Delphi studies. For
the Delphi technique, a heterogeneous sample id tseensure that the
entire spectrum of opinion is determined (Moore87)9The other important
issue which was seriously considered was the regpoate of the Delphi
guestionnaires. The Delphi technique might encoupteblems due to a
decline in response rate because, in order to \aht®nsensus, it is
important that those panel members who have agmeequhrticipate stay
involved until the process is completed (Buck, Grddakim, & Weinblatt,
1993). To enhance the response rate, periodic pbalieewere made to the
participants of this study.
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3.3 Data collection

As discussed above, the Delphi technique emplogamber of rounds in
which questionnaires are sent out and are usetlaomsensus is reached
(Beretta, 1996; Yousuf, 2007). In each round, areany of the results of
the previous round is included and rated by theeparembers. A Delphi
technique with three iterative rounds was emplaypetie present study. The
purpose of the initial iteration was to identifyetbroad issues relating to the
three questions about the postmethod. Upon thetisgrof the related
literature and the consultation with three expergeh researchers in
postmethod area, three general questions were droawto investigate the
overall attitudes of the domain experts regardiogtmethod pedagogy.
Round 1 of the classical Delphi starts with an epeded set of questions,
thus allowing panel members freedom in their respen(Keeney, et al.,
2011) Responses to the first questionnaire weratedlland a second, more
formalized, questionnaire was developed from theitial responses.

The domain experts were asked in this second questire to express
their level of agreement to each of the issue®dais the first round. These
ratings were collated, and the highest-rated resgomwere then fed back to
the panel via a third questionnaire which askegaedents to indicate their
level of agreement with the panel ratings. At eamind, the questionnaires
were emailed to the participants along with thelaxgtion about the aims
and principles of this technique. The entire predesk four months.

3.4 Questionnaires

Questionnaire 1

The questionnaire used in the first round of the&lystoonsisted of three
open-ended questions relating to postmethod pegadhuese questions
were designed after the perusing of the relatedalitre and consultation
with experienced researchers as mentioned befardadt, the face and
content validity of the each of the questionnainesthree rounds were
checked with three experts. The questions of tiserfbund were as follows:
Question onebo you believe in the demise of the method iniaarEnglish
language education? Do English teachers still aseth on the principles of
the methods?

Question two:What is your attitude towards the implementationtlod
principles of postmethod pedagogy in the Iraniamext? (In your response
please include the answers to the following quasti@. Are the principles
of postmethod pedagogy employed by Iranian EFLheecin language
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classrooms? b. Do you agree or disagree with thglemmentation of
postmethod pedagogy in Iranian foreign languagea&tihn? Why?")
Question three:Do you think that the implementation of postmethod
pedagogy principles is impeded by any obstacld{s)® what are they?
Questionnaire 2

The questionnaire used in the second iterationuded 15 statements
divided into three themes (current state of metbjodid Iran, attitudes
towards implementation of post-method in Iran, tblestacles to the
implementation of postmethod pedagogy in Iran)ebdasn the responses to
the three questions of the first round. The par&hivers were asked to rate
each statement on a 4-point scale scored as foltbwstrongly disagree; 2)
disagree; 3) agree, and 4) strongly agree

Questionnaire 3

The third questionnaire illustrated the resultshef ratings from round 2 to
respondents, in tabular form expressed as group sw@es for each of the
rated statements. Panel members were asked ttheatdevel of agreement
with these obtained results.

Determining the issue to be surveyed
(postmethod)

N

Selection of 'experts’

\

First round of Delphi

\Z

Second round of Delphi

\Z

Third round of Delphi

AVd

Results analysed for degree of consensus

SN
Report Findings

Figure 1. Representation of Three Round Delphi Technique Byeal.
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3.5 Data analysis

The first questionnaire which was an open-endedtignesiire elicited the
perceptions of Iranian EFL domain experts regardthg notion of
postmethod pedagogy. The panel of domain expemergted their own
comments in response to the first wave of questibms.verbatim replies to
the first questionnaire were thematically analyzaough content analysis
(Mayring, 2000), by sorting, categorizing, and skarg for common
threads. In order to condense the data for Round BPelphi, content
analysis to identify major themes may be sufficigggers & Jones, 1998;
Powell, 2003). This requires similar items to benbmed or collapsed with
decisions to be made on items occurring infreqyeott whether they
should be included or omitted. In fact, the statetmegenerated by the
expert panels were grouped into similar areas.tél tf 212 segments were
extracted from the participants’ responses toliheet open-ended questions.
Then, it was revealed that the three questiongddosiicategorized into three
themes. On the basis of their underlying themesse212 segments were
then grouped into a number of micro categories Wwhiere subsequently
clustered into 15 macro categories or statements.

During the content analysis and data coding proseduwo
independent researchers were invited to commenth@rthemes identified.
Then, areas of dispute were resolved through dssmois and necessary
modifications were made to the description of thentbs, a move to
enhance the reliability of data analysis.

The purpose of the second round of this Delphi espyrwas to seek
consensus by asking the panel members to ratestaigiment on a 4-point
scale.

The data from round two were analyzed using SPS®IoWs v.21. A
group mean score was calculated for each of theasitéstatements)
comprising the 3 themes derived from the threetiues(see Table. 1).

Table 1. Results from the Delphi round 2, including overall ratings
(mean and standard deviation) for each responttedhree themes

Themes Statements Mean (SD)
1. Methods are still practiced in Iran and Iranian
EFL teachers still act based on the principles ©f66 (0.85)
the methods.
2. In Iranian context, the method has never been
a healthy living entity to die and an Englisl3.47 (0.81)
teacher, in Iran, teaches based on a repertoire of
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techniques he has at his disposal.
a) Current state of 3. In Iran, some institutes have imposed (and
method(s) in Iran still may impose) the principles of particula2.04 (0.49)
methods on their teachers.
4. In the context of Iran few (if any) institute
has ever endeavored to fully stick to principles
of a particular method in a true sense of t1&33 (0.65)
word.

5. Implementation of the principles 0f1.66 (0.65)
postmethod is advisable and promising in
Iranian context
6. Postmethod with its three principles is t08.42 (0.59)
idealistic to be practiced in the Iranian context
7. Postmethod requires certain social, political,
cultural, educational and economic pre3.42 (0.59)
requisites of which Iranian TEFL community is
b) Attitudes not ready and thus cannot have postmethod as
towards its viewpoint (or philosophy) in education.
implementation of 8. Postmethod might be another western
post-method in fashionable trend within ELT which might1.66 (0.65)
Iran serve the interest of particular group of
individuals.
9. Postmethod ,as introduced b.09 (0.83)
Kumaravadivelu, lacks so many details to be
implemented.
10. Postmethod teachers must be competent &2 (0.60)
confident and motivated enough and this
requires a supporting teacher education program
which is lacking in Iran
11. Policy-makers, stakeholders and ga842 (0.59)
keepers are reluctant to bestow the power on
teachers.
c) The obstacles to 12. Students and their parents are reluctant2db2 (0.87)
the implementation give up traditional approaches.
of postmethod 13. Postmethod has a tone of critical pedagogy
pedagogy in Iran whose implementation requires a free€3.47 (0.60)
democratic society.
14. Administrators, textbook designers, an8.28 (0.78)
material developers are not tuned with the
basics of postmethod principles.
15. The teachers are constrained by théir42 (0.59)
occupational and financial constraints

To determine those statements on which the respisdiad a remarkable
level of agreement, a group mean of 3 was selexddthe arbitrary cut-off
point. In order to make decision about the speddion of the cut-off point
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in Delphi, the judgment should be based on the gedkrdata of that
particular study (Keeney, et al., 2011; Powell, 200Villiams &Webb,
1994). In fact, this procedure is quite common ialdhi studies; many
Delphi studies employ arbitrary levels, state sfighrespost hoc(Williams
&Webb, 1994) at the data-analysis stage or raretywige a definition of
what constitutes consensus (Clayton, 1997; Eggedsrés, 1998; Keeney,
et al., 2011; Powell, 2003). Although this cut-pffint was arbitrary, a mean
of 3 included issues ranked as most agreed uponsitey the panel.
Consequently, a statistical consensus was defineithetoeffect that any
response item with a score greater than or equalvwould be included in
the next round. The mean response score for eatdsnt was calculated,
to provide an indication of the level of agreemamhongst the panel
members.

And finally, in round 3, the third questionnaireepented the results of
the ratings from round 2 to respondents, in tabigdan expressed as group
mean scores for each of the rated statements. ®heaid experts were
asked to rate their level of agreement with thétsened results.

4. Results and Discussion
After the administration of the second questioraair round 2, the mean
score for each statement was computed. Then the me@e of 3 was
considered as the consensus criterion. Using thisrion, a number of
statements whose mean scores were below 3 werdedmit the third
guestionnaire in round 3.Among the fifteen statedar the three main
themes, five statements were not significantly ednepon by the panel, thus
they were not included in the third questionnaire.

Concerning the first theme as tbarrent state of method(s) in Irate
results of the Delphi technique indicated that agndine extracted four
statements, two items failed to attain the desilgkl of agreement.
However, the overwhelming majority of the Iraniaronthin experts
maintained thain the Iranian context, the method has never lzeépalthy
living entity to die and an English teacher, in frateaches based on a
repertoire of techniques he has at his dispo$ak scrutiny of the data of
the first round which were the panel's responsésadmpen-ended questions
revealed that the panel believed that postmethoglbmaan alien notion to
Iranian context because the notion of method hasrnexisted in its true
sense of the word. From their opinion there hagnéeen a strict sticking
by language teachers to a specific method. For pbanthe following
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extract from one of the participating expert's oeses indicates that method
has not been an issue to Iranian EFL teachers:
| believe Iranian EFL teachers have never beenpsgionately
obsessed with methods to begin with. Teaching ndetlogy
has to a great extent been an eclectic implementati more
practical aspects of methods.... It seems to mettieae has
never been a rigorous adherence by language tsathemy
specific method... (expert G)

One of the other experts maintained that the twmgeof methodand
methodologyhave been conflated by the members of the Iramam
community:
Method as the theoretical framework with pre-packed tetai
has never existed in Iran... what we have had incouatext is
the methodologywhich refers to what teachers do in their
classes as a matter of their intuitive practicabvidedge and

experience ..... most often the distinction betwées two
terms has become blurred by ELT community membetsan.
(expert J)

Therefore, it can be argued that in an earnesmattéto tend to the
tomatoes,” teachers have tried to develop a sehsehat works in the
classroom and what doesn’t, based on their iniiilility and experiential
knowledge ( Kumaravadivelu , 2006).

The other item of this category which was endofsgdhe panel was
thatIn the context of Iran few (if any) institute heger endeavored to fully
stick to principles of a particular method in a érisense of the word.
Though it may be said that particular institutasksto particular methods,
the result of this study indicated that the panehthers believed that even
institutes rarely adhere to all the principles #&exhniques advocated by the
particular methods. For instance, the following eept from one of the
experts suggests that institutes do no stick toptireiples of the methods;
they just pretend that they are applying fashioaaféthods:

Institutes claim to act more or less based on dodetvhich is
fashionable in a period while violating many of isnciples at
the same time. (expert F)



|| The Investigation of the Perspectives of Iranian EFL BDmain Experts ... 115

Among the five statements of the first themetesteent number 1 with the
mean score of 1.66 and statement number 2 withmi&@n score of 2.04
were not unanimously certified by the panel. Statethmumber 1 stated that
"Methods are still practiced in Iran and Iranian Ef¢achers still act based
on the principles of the methddsThe majority of panel believed that a
method as a specific instructional design or sysbased on a particular
theory of language and of language learning (Ra$ha& Rodgers, 2001)
has not existed and does not exist in Iran ratlagidn teachers draw upon a
kind of self-initiated eclectic approach (Bell, Z00Marton, 1988, Stern,
1992). In fact, they believed that Iranian teashé&ave their own
methodology which is based on a repertoire of teghes they are familiar
with , they have been grown with, or they have gdiras a matter of
experience. The following excerpt indicates theetypf the mentioned
repertoire

This repertoire based on which the teacher de@deésacts is
made up of his readings, his education, his hisisrg language
learner, his political, social and religious idegiss to mention a
few. (expert B)

Also in the statement number 3, it was stated 'tHatlran, some institutes
have imposed (and still may impose) the principlgsarticular methods on
their teachers This assertion was not significantly acceptedtiiy panel
because in their responses to the open-ended apuesti the first round,
most of them maintained that institutes have distbrthe concept of
methods and these distorted methods have beenedhpp®n the institutes.
In other words, language institutes pretend tooflthe procedures of a
particular method which is fashionable at thatgeof time, but the method
has been distorted as far as its methodology avzkfdures are concerned:

Language institutes do not impose the principlestanhniques

of any particular method rather they have their own

methodology or framework .... or even if it is saidat

theyl[institutes] conform to a particular methodattmethod has

been drastically distorted. (expert A)

As far as the second theme is concerrtbd, domain experts' attitudes
towards implementation of post-method in lratatements number 5 and 8
whose mean scores were 1.66, were not welcomedhdypanel. This
indicates that firstly, the implementation of thenpiples of postmethod is
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not regarded advisable and promising in Iraniantexdnby the panel. And
secondly, although few members of the panel clairfed Postmethod
might be another western fashionable trend withirT Bvhich might serve
the interest of particular group of individualshis skepticism was not
certified collectively by the panel. The rest oktliems in this category
whose mean scores were higher than 3 were certifyethe panel. These
statements indicated that from the perspectivéeeofnembers of the panel,
postmethod is too idealistic to be practiced in thenian context Their
statements upon the analysis of the data in tlsé fiund emphasized the
fact that the panel members believed that postrdefiwis much burden
upon the shoulders of the teachers and thoughritgiples seem to be
appealing in the first place, they cannot be taesl into action in the
Iranian context:
It [postmethod] is alluring to the teachers in first place,..
however, it is too idealistic to serve the timedincial
constraints of the four walls of Iranian Englishndaage
classes.... with its three Ps, it will be too burdens for the
practicing teachers...(expert P)

In other words, in spite of all the theoretical bfits put forth for the
postmethod, when it comes to practice it failsaketthe actual practice of
language teaching into account (Akbari, 2008; Hhatk Fathi,
2012).Moreover, in the panel's opinigpgstmethod requires certain social,
political, cultural, educational and economic preguisites of which Iranian
TEFL community is not ready and thus cannot havstrpethod as its
viewpoint (or philosophy) in educatiofhis is in line with what Akbari
(2008) argues that "By making too many demands eafchers, the
postmethod pedagogy has, in practice, turned a ldiye to the social,
political, and cultural realities of language teaghcontexts and the limits
within which teachers operate” (p. 642). Furthemmahe last statement of
this category indicates thabstmethod ,as introduced by Kumaravadivelu,
lacks so many details to be implementeds has been repeatedly argued
(Akbar, 2008; Khatib & Fat'hi, 2012; Liu, 1995), Karavadivelu failed to
offer any viable, systematic solution as to how liaeriers of postmethod
can be overcome and what mechanisms must be lade to create the
desirable context for teacher autonomy and growesed on a postmethod
pedagogy. In other words, in spite of its emancipathetoric, postmethod
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is more concerned with the philosophy and philosmgihdiscussions of
teaching rather than the actual practice of teacigelf (Akbari, 2008).
With regard tathe obstacles to the implementation of postmeteahgogy
in Iran as the third themall the statements except for statement 12 met the
set criterion and were averred by the panel. Seérh2 whose mean score
was 2.52 revealed that the panel did not beliewt students and their
parents are reluctant to give up traditional appobes Again the scrutiny
of the first draft of the data of the open-endedsgiwnnaire implies that the
domain experts revealed that if the social, pdlticultural, educational and
economic impediments are resolved, the studentghreidparents may not
have much resistance towards the new approachEmgfage pedagogy.
From the perspectives of the domain experts, ifettae individuals who
oppose to postmethod pedagogy implementation, whibyoe stakeholders
or policy makers rather than the parents or stdent

... even if the prerequisite infrastructure in teactducation for

the realization of postmethod exists, admittedheré will be

resistance in the community against postmethod #rad

resistance will be mostly from the part of stakeleos or policy

makers...(expert L)

The remainder of the statements of this categongiwéttained high level of
agreement highlighted the facts that the major oipents of the
implementation of the postmethod pedagogy the¢ postmethod teachers
must be competent and confident and motivated énang this requires a
supporting teacher education program which is lagkin Iran This implies
that the realization of a postmethod pedagogy requihe existence of an
appropriate teacher education infrastructure (Akb2008). The experts
predominantly believed that a postmethod teacheuldhbe supported by a
supportive teacher education program which doesert in our Iranian
context at the moment:

... during the method era, a method was not onl\améwork

for teaching the language but it also served adeinto train

language teachers.....but even if we imagine thatinpethod is

a legitimate topic to be addressed in Iranian cdntaere will

be a lack of framework by which we will be able ttain a

postmethod teacher. (expert P)
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Statement 11 in which it is stated tRatlicy-makers, stakeholders and gate
keepers are reluctant to bestow the power to taacisein line with what
Akbari (2008) points out as "through a process afgmalization and self-
marginalization, teachers' practical knowledgesdoat find the space and
the scope to be regarded as visible, and qoes#ly, fails to become
part of the accepted knowledge of the disseucommunity” (p. 645).
Another item which was unanimously agreed upon wWes fact that
Postmethod has a tone of critical pedagogy whog¢eimentation requires
a free, democratic society This problem of preoccupation with
sociopolitical issues has been partially alludedyoothers as well (Bell,
2003, 2007; Larson-Freeman, 2005a,b; Liu, 1998 other practical
hindrance was the fact thatiministrators, textbook designers, and material
developers are not tuned with the basics of postodetprinciples. As
Khatib and Fat'hi (2012) point out "the textboolknitiation has been
significantly neglected in Kumaravadivelu's writihg The textbooks
accompanied by the stringent methodologies may ehiritie teacher's
actions in the classroom" (p. 26). In additionhe institutes and
administrative organizations may be potentialhpther stumbling block
for a postmethod teacher. Therefore, what Kumatigedu has in mind is
an ideal classroom environment which does not emiseality (Khatib &
Fat'hi, 2012). And finally, the last obstacle prepod by the domain experts
for this category was the statement tthat teachers are constrained by their
occupational and financial constraintsis limitation has been supported by
others as well (Akbari, 2008; Gholami &Mirzaei, A)IKhatib & Fat'hi,
2012). Due to financial and occupational consteaisbme teachers are too
busy to devote adequate time and energy to halectieh or draw upon
their own “sense of plausibility” to overcontBe language classroom
problems in an era which there is not any methganane (Khatib & Fat'hi,
2012).

And finally the obtained results of the ratings nfroround 2 were
unanimously certified by the panel in round 3 o elphi. Table 2 shows
the ratings of overall agreement with the outcorthis survey as assessed
by the panel members which was 94% agreed/slightiseed with the
outcome; this overall level of agreement is fardrel/the threshold level for
consensus which was selected at 75%.



|| The Investigation of the Perspectives of Iranian EFL BDmain Experts ... 119

Table 2. Results from round 3 of the Delphi surskgwing overall level of
agreement with outcome for domain experts
Domain experts

Agree/dightly agree 94 %

Neutral Only 1 individual
Slightly disagree

+

5. Conclusion
This study tried to explore the perspectives ahian domain experts in
Applied Linguistics on post-method pedagogy. Thedifigs of this study
raised much doubt and uncertainty about both me#watl post method. It
was revealed that the Iranian language educati@nnexer experienced
method in its actual meaning, what it is known as method has been an
eclectic approach any teacher has adhered to sif@bed on his/her
personal taste. Moreover, the findings of the Delpbhnique indicated that
postmethod pedagogy with its all principles is applicable in the Iranian
context. From this angle, this study verifies tivedings of other similar
studies (e.g., Gholami & Mirzaei, 2013; Razmjooakt 2013) that the
healthy existence of post-method as proposeskdban the principles of
particularity, practicality, and possibility seetosbe too idealistic and far —
reaching. Though, this study focused upon the &mancontext, similar
results may be found in many other parts of theldvespecially those in
Middle East which are ,to much extent, similar tanl when it comes to,
economic, cultural and sociopolitical factors. THadings obtained from
this study may be conducive to teacher educatiegram, policy
makers, language planners, textbook developersaa multitude of other
academicians engaged in language teaching profedsiom the theoretical
perspective, the obtained results will add to théstmg repertoire of
knowledge of the Iranian teacher education progiammay encourage the
Iranian ELT researchers to give a second thougbtitaihe appropriacy and
suitability of postmethod debate in the Iranian te@h This is what is
championed in post-colonialism (Pennycook, 200i).ebucation, more
specifically in ELT, when we talk about post-colaiism, we are talking
about taking charge of the responsibility to plan language teaching, to
determine the methodology of language teaching, tandetermine the
content of language teaching. Therefore, the resiiithe present study may
reveal that postmethod may be an alien discourssutccultural tradition
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and cultural continuity. And from a practical poof view, it may give rise
to serious measures to be taken by the authoatidsstakeholders to go for
modifications and reformations to the Iranian stamuo of language
educational system. However, much care shouldkenta generalizing the
findings of this study because it is of utmost imipnce to remember that
achieving consensus on a certain issue does not thatthe correct answer
has been found. It means that consensus has tegreccamong a panel of
participants. Also, since not all postmethod expéartIran participated in
this study, further investigation of the issue watlharger sample size seems
warranted.
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