
Attitudes to English in the Kaleidoscopic Iranian Context: Second, Foreign or International?

Negar Kiavar1*, Massoud Yaghoubi-Notash2

1Universiti Putra Malaysia, Malaysia 
2Tabriz University, Iran
Corresponding author: Negar Kiavar, E-mail: kiavar.negar@gmail.com

ABSTRACT

Today’s world seems to be quite overwhelmingly concerned with communication as an 
incontestable aspect of which is communicating with people lacking a shared linguistic 
background. A common language (or lingua franca) would, therefore, be needed which can cut 
across all local, national, and regional linguistic boundaries. This study aimed at exploring the 
attitudes of 400 bilingual and monolingual college students and EFL learners. It investigated 
English language status in the linguistically diverse context of Iran. For the purpose of the study, a 
standardized questionnaire containing 37 Likert-type items was distributed. Descriptive statistics 
were employed for data analysis revealing that learners from different linguistic backgrounds 
had significantly different reactions and attitudes to the issues such as: General perception to 
English, Status of English, text and content matter comprehensibility through English, job 
prospects, official status, culture learning, integrating with American or British cultures, religion 
and foreign language learning, English ownership, Adherence to British English, American 
English or English as an international language.

Key words: Attitude, English as Foreign Language, Multinational Englishes, Ownership of 
English

INTRODUCTION
Halliday (1977) classified language functions into seven cat-
egories, namely, instrumental, regulatory, representational, 
interactional, personal, heuristic and imaginative. With the 
rapid pace of globalization and a growing need as well as 
the possibility of cross-cultural communication, knowing 
languages other than one’s mother tongue to perform these 
various functions of language is becoming more of a need 
than a personal interest. Such a dire need would call for a 
common language and English is currently the only possible 
lingua franca, if not to say the best. Phillipson (2008) pro-
posed that in addition to lingua franca function of English, it 
goes further and further and serves other useful functions in 
a specific setting which imparts an improved life to the world 
namely a lingua economica, lingua académica, lingua emo-
tive. Aspects related to economics, education and indexing 
popular cultures are fulfilled via English respectively.

Intriguingly, among all common languages, English has 
been widely disseminated around the world and has become 
an international medium of communication even though it is 
an allochthonous language to many countries. Regarding the 
tremendously rapid spread of English, Kachru (1992) char-
acterized the functions and uses of English all over the world 
in three broad types:
• The central type is inner circle where English is used as 

a primary or principal language. Five countries name-
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ly, United Kingdom, New Zealand, United States, Aus-
tralia and Canada are located in this circle. There are 
about 320-380 million English users in these countries, 
accounting for about 20-28% of the total English users 
(Hult, 2012).

• The next one is outer circle in which English is the 
second language, but mainly a legacy of colonization. 
Countries such as India and Singapore are placed here 
where something around 300-500 million English users, 
namely about 26% of the total English users are located 
(Hult, 2012).

• The outermost circle is an expanding circle in which 
English is a means of technological and academic com-
munication. Countries such as Sweden, China, Iran, Ja-
pan, Korea and Egypt are occupied in this circle where 
English is spoken as a foreign language. Since English 
in this circle is not used for local communication, no va-
rieties of English are there in this part. According to Hult 
(2012), there are 500-1000 million English users in this 
circle which cover almost half of English users (53%).

LITERATURE REVIEW

Throughout the history of English many linguistics have sug-
gested various models in order to classify English speakers. 
One of the comprehensive models is Kachru’s (1985) three 
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circle model. In this model, English speakers are divided into 
three categories. Inner circle (English speaking countries), 
outer circle and expanding circle. A typical example of Kach-
ru’s outer circle that we can point out is India. The languag-
es which are spoken in India are various and sundry among 
which English is forty-fourth in the India’s list of languages 
which has the most native speakers. In 1947, India became an 
independent country. Shortly thereafter, there was a challenge 
of superseding English with a native Indian language as the 
official language of India. However, it was not feasible to se-
lect Hindi as the only official language because English was 
more prevalent than Hindi, hence English along with Hindi 
were chosen as official languages. The reason why English is 
the common language in India is that India is a linguistical-
ly heterogeneous country, so a common language is needed 
to facilitate the communication and the solution is English 
which has the value of Lingua Franca. In addition to that, 
because India has colonial past, English has penetrated deep 
into government and schools. Besides, for the sake of getting 
a better job or making world economy, English is the first and 
last resort (Azam, Chin, & Prakash, 2013).

An example of Kachru’s expanding circle is Iran. English 
has lived through ups and downs and undergone lengthy 
processes from hostile attitudes to positive attitudes in Iran. 
Before the Islamic Revolution in 1979, English was in its 
heyday. Iran was involved in an active collaboration with the 
West. As a result, English and English education came to the 
fore (Riazi, 2005). Nevertheless, after the Islamic Revolu-
tion, all aspects of language planning and education policy 
changed dramatically. The ultimate goal of this revolution 
was to devaluate the Western norms and valuated Iranian 
culture and Islam. But because of another revolution in the 
world, through turning into the medium of International com-
munication, English seems to have found its niche generally 
all over the world. Particularly in the Iranian context, it is a 
foreign language alongside other languages in Iran like Per-
sian, Turkish, Kurdish and etc. According to Riazi (2005), 
two major factors have contributed to the present status of 
English in Iran one of which is globalization. The other factor 
is ethnic groups. A country’s culture and materials can stay 
alive if people learn languages other than their first language.

Another representative example of Kachru’s expanding 
circle is Sweden. In 1849, English was considered as an 
important subject in Swedish educational system. Then, in 
1946, which was considered as watershed moment, “English 
for all,” was proposed by an educational commission and 
emphasized on the crucial role of English for democratiza-
tion. Finally, by 1962, English became an integral part of 
Swedish society in order to grasp socioeconomic opportu-
nities. And now, English performs two different functions in 
Swedish schools: one as a basic subject and another one as 
a medium for content-based instruction. Although some of 
Swedish people accept English as second language and some 
others as foreign language, they generally welcome English 
as a language through which they can join to globalization. 
Functional ability in English is of paramount importance to 
the educational system which is vivid in national syllabus for 
English where it is a key to Swedish society for internation-
alization. This occurs in two steps: One is from the world to 

Sweden called localization and the next one is from Swe-
den to the world named globalization. Generally speaking, 
dimensions of English in the Swedish setting are twofold, 
namely local and global. English is the only transcultural 
language which is especially prone to index local and global 
meanings at once (Hult, 2012).

Kachru’s three circle model was criticized by Jenkins 
(2003) who suggested that the model didn’t clearly define 
English speakers in terms of their English language profi-
ciency. It is unjustifiable to downgrade a competent English 
non-native speaker as a low proficiency and upgrade an En-
glish native speaker as a high proficiency English language 
user. In addition, she criticized the absence of presumed uni-
formity across the circles. For example, in the inner circle, 
there are various types of linguistic varieties such as Aus-
tralian English, American English, British English, Cana-
dian English, New Zealander English. Moreover, there are 
cultural varieties for example Australian culture bears no 
resemblance to that of culture of Canada. Such varieties can 
be seen in outer circle, too. Therefore, according to Jenkins 
(2003), Kachru’s three circle model (1985) should be sub-
stantially revised. Modiano (1999 a) proposed an alternative 
model called English as an International Language Model 
(EILM) in which EIL occupies the center ground that is 
intelligible for both native and nonnative speakers and oth-
er varieties of English are assembled around it. Generally 
speaking, according to Paikeday (1985, p.12), native speaker 
“exists only as a figment of linguist’s imagination”.

English also has found its niche in the international 
business. There are some business organizations which are 
booming and flourishing internationally, therefore, they have 
to extend their boundaries over other countries. This fact has 
become a highly debatable issue since it affects communica-
tion within and beyond their boundaries. In order to allevi-
ate this problem, multinational companies (MNCs) mapped 
out language policies for communication and interaction 
(Marschan-Piekkari et al., 1999). According to Peltokorpi 
and Vaara (2012), regarding employees who are working for 
MNCS, three terms are emerged: A parent-country national 
(PCN), a host country national (HCN), Third Country Na-
tional (TCN).
• PCN is a person who works in a country which is not 

his/her own country (home country). This person is 
called an expatriate.

• HCN is a person who is the citizen of the country where 
the foreign subsidiary is located (host country).

• TCN is a person who is from other nationalities hired by 
a government and who is neither PCN nor HCN.

There are several MNCs from non-English speaking 
countries which utilize English as their official language 
(Lauring, 2008). Luo and Shenkar (2006) noted that Lan-
guage policies and practices can be implemented in three 
ways at subsidiary level.
• Parent country language is considered as an official lan-

guage. For example, Panasonic’s subsidiary of Japan in 
the USA speaks Japanese.

• Host-country language is an official language. For ex-
ample, Siemens’ subsidiary of German in the USA 
makes use of English.
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• Official language is a third language. For example, 
Schlumberger of France in Saudi Arabia speaks English.

Sharifian (2009) drew a sharp distinction between In-
ternational English and English as International Language 
(henceforth referred to as EIL). The term ‘international 
English’ lays an emphasis on the particular variety of En-
glish while EIL sheds light on all varieties of English such 
as American English, Indian English, Japanese English, 
Singaporean English or Chinese English and etc. in which a 
new paradigm, called world Englishes (WE), appears on the 
scene. From Crystal’s (1999) point of view, from the 1970 
onwards, it has been widely perceived that “English” has 
ceased to refer to a single term anymore because English is 
superseded by the terms ‘new Englishes’ or ‘World English-
es’ or what Nakayama (1989) called Multinational Englishes 
(henceforth referred to as ME).

ME, as a subject of heated debate, is discussed by Na-
kayama (1989). By ME, he means any national varieties of 
English adding that any “valid English”, whether English 
native or non-native speaker, is acceptable. In essences, all 
language learners should read and listen to Valid ME in both 
written and spoken form (Smith, 1978). Nakayama (1989) 
argued that EFL or ESL should be replaced with multination-
al language. In addition, both native and non-native speakers 
should be taught in order to be able to negotiate and commu-
nicate efficiently. Moreover, the cultural issues in contents 
of language teaching materials should shift the focus from 
inner circle to other specified countries. Finally, both native 
and non-native users of ME should be equipped with knowl-
edge of different varieties of English and cultures.

In Lester’s view (1978), what demotivate language learn-
ers to have native speaker ability are due to three major rea-
sons. First and foremost is the communication needs. Most 
of the language learners learn language for the sake of com-
munication and as soon as they meet their needs, they see 
no need to become master in all language skills and become 
native like. For example, there is no need for language learn-
ers to be master in use of articles which have minor role. The 
next factor is keeping a balance between linguistic and cul-
tural roles. One should have language knowledge and cul-
tural knowledge. If one is linguistically competent, he/she 
cannot be fully guaranteed that he/she can understand jokes 
or illusions in that culture. The last one is identity. Some of 
the language learners, especially immigrants, wish to be iden-
tified with the people and culture of English speaking coun-
try. Desire to learn native speaker proficiency boils down to 
denying one’s local identity. There are a vast number of other 
varieties of English which should be seen as accepted forms. 
‘Linguistic chauvinism’ has no place (Smith, 2015).

WE or EIL and Standard English are always highly de-
bated issues among researchers and scholars. According to 
Quirk (1981), ‘standard’ is the natural language that all edu-
cated English native speakers use. It is “an endemic feature 
of our [the native speakers of English] mortal condition … 
people feel alienated and disoriented if a standard seems to 
be missing” (p. 30). Quirk (1990) posited that the varieties 
of Englishes spoken in different contexts specifically in the 
outer-circle countries are only interference varieties: hence, 

English language teachers should focus attention on native 
norms. In addition, he stated that there should be a common 
standard both for spoken and written form to keep control of 
use of English, otherwise English will split into various va-
rieties which are unintelligible and this impedes Halliday’s 
(1977) interactional language function.

Kachru’s idea (1985) is in contrast with Quirk’s idea 
(1990) suggesting that such norms were not congruent with 
sociolinguistic reality. Moreover, Quirk (1990) didn’t take 
into account the Lingua Franca use of English in the expand-
ing circle. Getting into another argument, Kachru widely 
criticized the Interlanguage theory (Selinker, 1972, 1992). In 
this theory, second language learners’ competence is evalu-
ated in terms of the output produced by learner and to what 
extend it is similar to Standard English (American or Brit-
ish). An output dissimilar to Standard English is seen as an 
error and if it continues, it is called fossilization. According 
to Kachru (1985), the outer circle English speakers flatly re-
jected the norms of inner circle for example the way they 
request or complain and thus Englishes in outer circle should 
not be considered as deficient or error.

Alongside with this status, also English language has 
been exceeded its authority by English native speakers’ 
country like Britain or America and rippled around the 
globe. Under a likely scenario, English nonnative speak-
ers will double in number soon. Therefore, English native 
speaker countries should not be awarded custody of English. 
Widdowson (2003) claimed that native speakers have no 
more ownership of English. If English is an international 
and flexible language, it should not be restricted to standard 
lexis. Regarding lexical domain, when physicists or stock-
brokers utilize specific terminologies, they should not be 
seen as non-standard. Their professional community should 
be given not only the right of ownership but the ability of 
manipulating English in order to meet their objects.

From Jenkin’s perspective (2000), bilingual and mono-
lingual English speakers should be substituted for non-na-
tive and native speakers respectively. In Cook’s view (2004), 
bilingual English speakers (non-native) are vastly superior 
to monolingual English speakers (native), therefore, bilin-
gual teachers as proficient language learners and users can 
be paragon of successful language teachers in teaching En-
glish for international communication.

Merriam Webster dictionary defines ‘imperialism’ as a 
policy or practice by which a country increases its power 
by gaining control over other areas of the world which is 
divided into linguistic and discourse imperialism. In voic-
ing objections to Linguistic Imperialism, Aliakbari (2003) 
argues that native speakers should be prevented from getting 
custody of English. He posited that linguistic homogeneity 
position deliberately flouts the Grice’s (1975) cooperative 
maxim. A reciprocal cooperation is required for effective 
communication, therefore, native speaker’s linguistic and 
cultural chauvinism should be neutralized by equality and 
commonality in status.

In order to connect students trans-nationally, develop-
ing telecollaboration projects are the viable alternative. In 
this project, teacher plays a major role in that he/she should 



24 IJELS 7(2):21-30

provide opportunities for student’s interaction and manage 
them in the best way (Egbert, Huff, McNeil, Preuss, & Sell-
en, 2009). Jackson (2011) proposed that online telecollabo-
ration make students extremely competent to share their own 
ideas and perspectives and encourage a relationship of mu-
tuality among them and this can be the best way of fostering 
intercultural learning. Liaw (2006) adds that when language 
learners share their own cultural information in the target 
language, tutors can stand a much better chance of learning 
from his/her students about different cultures.

Menard–Warwick, Heredia–Herrera, and Palmer (2013) 
carried out a research on intercultural learning by partici-
pants in an Internet chat exchange. Participants were teach-
ers who studied English in Chile and graduate students from 
California. The results indicated that there was significant 
evidence of mutuality. Language learners found ample op-
portunity to interact with their interlocutors and gained a 
clear understanding of different cultures. Both teachers and 
students strongly supported each other in order to develop 
trans- national identities and also they achieved intercultural 
competence

Merriam Webster dictionary defines attitude as ‘a feeling 
or emotion toward a fact or state’. The key role of attitude in 
language learning is always a subject of debate and is consid-
ered as a factor of motivation in EFL/ESL learning (Sugimo-
to, Rahimpour, & Yaghoubi-Notash, 2006). A Model known 
as Vector Model, posited by Calder and Lutz (1972), further 
clarifies the two-dimensional aspects of attitude, namely 
affective and cognitive components. The former deals with 
emotion about the attitude object and the later deals with the 
language learners’ beliefs about the information that they 
have gained and learned. As a result, one’s belief about a 
thing is mainly comprised of putting value on each of these 
two dimensions which are inextricably interwoven with each 
other and one affects another indirectly.

After researching various kinds of attitudes, Gardener 
and Lambert (1972) defined motivation as one of the sub-
section of attitude which is of paramount importance to lan-
guage learning. Therefore, in this paper attitude is analyzed 
within the framework of the notion of motivation. Brown 
(2007) proposed a motivational dichotomy known as in-
trinsic and extrinsic motivation. By intrinsic motivation, he 
means language learner shows an interest in learning English 
because of intrinsic factors like getting a job or passing an 
exam while in extrinsic motivation, learner is forced to learn 
it because of extrinsic factors like parents insisting on send-
ing their children to English language institutions or going 
abroad for language training which are obliged by compa-
nies for the staffs.

A qualitative study in a deductive approach was done by 
Valdes (1986), who desired to find if there is any relationship 
between learning and cultural identity. The results indicated 
that there was positive relationship between cultural identi-
ties and learning and concluded that teachers should pay at-
tention to cultural identities of language learners in order to 
give fresh impetus to learners to learn language successfully.

In the case of ownership of English, 34 Japanese high 
school students’ perceptions on English as an International 
language were investigated in Tokyo. The data were gath-

ered from private senior high school. A questionnaire and an 
interview were used. The results indicated that the partici-
pants adopted positive attitude toward EIL but they believed 
that English belong to its native speakers (Matsuda, 2003).

Tsuda (2003) examined positive attitude towards English 
in Japanese context. The first and second year students of the 
Faculty of Humanities at Tokai Gakuen University students 
participated in this study. She found that although informants 
were cognizant of the value of English in communication, 
more than half of all participants did not like English as a 
school subject since they were not successful language 
learners and they studied English mostly because of exam. 
They dislike grammatical instruction and preferred to learn 
English via movie or song. About half of the participants 
preferred to learn International English or Lingua Franca 
English. Finally, she concluded that in order to make the sit-
uation better, language teachers should encourage students 
to make themselves relaxed and make them aware that they 
learn English to use it as a means of communication rather 
than speak like English native speakers.

A study was conducted to investigate how non-native En-
glish speakers and learners perceive English as an Internation-
al language in EFL countries. To do so, 126 English teachers 
and 529 college students filled out the questionnaires. The re-
sults indicated that teachers preferred standard variety rather 
than other varieties of English but generally they were inter-
ested in being EIL users. In the similar vein, college students 
desired to learn English of native speakers and believed that 
native speakers are the only owners of English (Liou, 2010). 
In another study, Yu (2010) focused on Chinese college stu-
dents’ attitude toward English, different varieties of English, 
and China English. In addition, those students who had got 
a lot of exposure to English, adopted more positive attitude. 
Faez (2011) emphasized looking at linguistic identities and 
considering it as dynamic, dialogic, relational, situated rather 
than static and unitary phenomenon.

Martínez and Pérez (2013) examined the attitudes of Mex-
ican American students towards learning English as a second 
language in a structured immersion program. There were sig-
nificant differences among participants in terms of gender and 
grades. Girls were more positive than boys regarding class 
assignments. Participants with higher grades reflected more 
positive attitudes toward teacher than those with lower grades. 
Parmegiani (2014) investigated whether English and IsiZulu 
have the equal status in the black South African university 
students’ identity construction. The results indicated that they 
favor their mother tongue over any other languages. Never-
theless, they believed that English is no one’s property and 
it brings about a connection between all nations. Abadi and 
Darani (2015) conducted a survey with intermediate male and 
female Iranian EFL learners. They reported that their partici-
pants were aware that varieties of English spoken throughout 
the world are various and sundry. Despite accepting non-na-
tive varieties, they had a desire for American and British ac-
cents. Sadeghi and Richards (2016) investigated the status 
of English in Iran, Urmia by studying 115 English language 
learners. Findings of the study indicated that English in Iran 
gives one an advantage and person is seen as a prestige one 
since he/she can communicate with the world.
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Although majority of the English users in the world are 
non-native speakers, this has negligible effect on preferring 
to learn World Englishes. On the other hand, nearly all of 
them are not cognizant of different varieties of English and 
maybe because of this fact, they prefer Standard English. To 
the best of our knowledge, not much research has been di-
rected to the topic of how college students and EFL learners 
perceive English in general and world Englishes and own-
ership of English in particular. Therefore, attitude, as a key 
variable, becomes a paramount concern in English language 
teaching and learning. The present study tried to address the 
following research question:
- What are the attitudes of Bilingual and Monolingual 

EFL learners toward English?

METHOD

Participants
In this study, there were an overall 400 participants includ-
ing 150 Persian participants (monolinguals), 114 Azerbaija-
ni Turkish participants (bilinguals), 136 Kurdish participants 
(bilinguals). Out of 400, 180 people were male.

Materials and Procedure
In this study, the attitudes of 400 college students and EFL 
learners at a semi-state-run language institute (named ILI) 
were investigated. We selected the participants from Yazd, Ta-
briz, and Mahabad, respectively. The attitudes to English in the 
linguistically diverse context of Iran is the focus of study. For 
collecting quantitative data in this study, the researchers used 
a questionnaire consisting of close ended items. The ques-
tionnaire was designed based on Dewi’s dissertation (2011) 
with some modifications considering the nature of informants 
and the context. The time allocation for the questionnaire was 
20 minutes. The questionnaires were distributed in the library 
of each of the universities. The intention of choosing library 
as a setting for data collection was that a quiet and peaceful 
place was demanded for implementing the process of data 
collection. There were 37 Likert-type items. The participants 
rated the items based on their level of agreement: 5 = strongly 
agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 2 = disagree, 
1= strongly disagree. In order to assure that participants would 
achieve high degree of comprehensibility, all items were in 
Persian, the official language on Iran.

Validity and reliability of the study were confirmed for con-
trolling the measurement error. The questionnaire’s validity is 
to some extent supported by the study on which the present 
instrument was extracted from (Dewi, 2011). Faces as well as 
content validity of the study were done successfully as follows. 
Generally, the face validity is evaluated by people who are not 
proficient. For this, 20 MA students from different disciplines at 
Yazd University established face validity. They were not invited 
to answer the questionnaire, but read the items and evaluated 
them in terms of coherence and clarity. Their comments were 
fruitful in improving the questionnaire before administrating it.

A panel of two experts assessed the instruments thorough-
ly to ensure suitability for data collection. The experts were 

English faculty members at Yazd University in Iran. Receiv-
ing their useful feedback on the instrument, the researchers 
revised it. Replacement of the offending items made the in-
strument better. For the second review, the instrument was 
given back to the panel. Then the validity of the study was 
established for sure. In addition, effort to elicit detailed data 
and removing the falsehood, the researchers utilized iterat-
ing question tactic. The questionnaire items in this study are 
reiterated. The researcher checked these items and detected 
some discrepancies. Then some questions were discarded.

In order to confirm the reliability, the internal consisten-
cy of the questionnaire was estimated for each of the four 
domains of the Likert type scale by applying Cronbach’s 
alpha. As soon as experts confirmed the validity of the ques-
tionnaire, it was piloted with 225 Iranian college students 
pursuing undergraduate and postgraduate studies in Yazd 
University. For addressing the reliability of the questionnaire, 
it should meet the standards of reliability ranging from.6 to.7 
at least to be acceptable (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The 
Cronbach’s alpha for the questionnaire equaled.71

RESULTS

As mentioned above, the researchers explored the attitudes 
of 400 college students and EFL learners language to ten is-
sues: General perception to English, Status of English, text 
and content matter comprehensibility through English, job 
prospects, official status, culture learning, integrating with 
American or British cultures, religion and foreign language 
learning, English ownership, Adherence to British English, 
American English or English as an international language. 
The participants filled out a five-point Likert-scale question-
naire containing 37 items. In order to make the results more 
comprehensive and easy to interpret, only those items where 
there were significant differences in attitudes of participants 
are reported. In answering to research question, there were 
significant differences in attitudes of participants regarding 
ten issues which are mentioned earlier. Table 1 shows the 
general perception of English.

Persian participants found English language learning 
very difficult while Azerbaijani and Kurdish participants 
found it quite easy to learn. There were significant differ-
ences only between Persian and Azerbaijani participants. 
Azerbaijani participants put high value on English language 
learning. Table 2 below shows the attitudes of participants to 
the status of English.

Table 1. General perception to English
Item Mother tongue Mean
English is a difficult language 
to learning.

Persian 150.66
Azerbaijani 108.60
Kurdish 115.63

English is a language worth 
learning.

Persian 120.69

Azerbaijani 148.04
Kurdish 135.05
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Kurdish participants agreed more than others about im-
portance of English along with Persian. Also, they agreed 
that both English and Farsi should be spoken in Iran.

Azerbaijani and Kurdish participants quite agreed that 
English should be taught to all school students as well as 
college students.

In comparison to Persian and Azerbaijani participants, 
Kurdish participants adopted significantly different attitudes 
and agreed that English does not have a place in Iran. Atti-
tudes of Azerbaijani participants were significantly different 
from other participants in that Azerbaijani participants were 
interested that English is better to be considered as dominant 
language in Iran. Table 3 below shows the attitudes of partic-
ipants to presenting a subject in English.

In comparison with Azerbaijani and Kurdish participants, 
Persian participants adopted significantly different attitudes 
in that they become confused when a subject or text is deliv-
ered in English. Compare to Azerbaijani and Kurdish partic-
ipants, Persian participants agreed that when a subject or a 
text is delivered in English, they become confused. Table 4 
below shows the attitudes of participants to relation between 
English and their jobs.

In comparison with Persian and Kurdish participants, 
Azerbaijani participants agreed that there is a great need for 

English if we want to have a promising country. Table 5 be-
low shows the attitudes of participants to English as official 
language in Iran.

In comparison with Persian and Participants, Kurd-
ish participants agreed that English should be an official 
language in Iran, besides Persian language. Compare to 
Azerbaijani and Kurdish participants, Persian participants 
strongly agreed that English in Iran is a form of linguistic 
imperialism. Table 6 below shows the attitudes of partici-
pants to western culture

In comparison with Persian and Kurdish participants, 
Azerbaijani participants agreed that they learn many values 
of Western cultures via English language. Table 7 below 
shows the attitudes of participants to integrating American 
or British cultures.

In comparison with Azerbaijani and Kurdish participants, 
Persian participants agreed with the idea that “I never speak 
British or American English because it is a western prod-
uct”. But in comparison with Azerbaijani people, Kurdish 
people agreed that English is western product. Table 8 below 
shows the attitudes of participants to religion and language 
learning.

Compared to Persian participants, Azerbaijani partic-
ipants adopted significantly different attitude to English in 
that their religion gave them an impetus to learn any lan-

Table 2. Status of English
Item Mother tongue Mean
Both Persian and English 
should be important in Iran.

Persian 132.75
Azerbaijani 108.36
Kurdish 150.45

All people in Iran should 
speak English and Persian.

Persian 126.51
Azerbaijani 109.92
Kurdish 157.59 

English should be taught 
to all school students and 
university students in Iran.

Persian 120.48
Azerbaijani 148.32
Kurdish 154.58

English does not have a place 
in Iran.

Persian 131.51
Azerbaijani 58.78
Kurdish 151.86

I would like English to take 
over Persian language in Iran.

Persian 108.40
Azerbaijani 137.29
Kurdish 110.56

Table 3. Text and content matter comprehensibility 
through English
Item Mother 

tongue
Mean

A subject is confusing when it 
is delivered in English.

Persian 162.49
Azerbaijani 92.09
Kurdish 149.90

A subject is confusing when 
the textbook is in English.

Persian 165.36
Azerbaijani 89.26
Kurdish 128.22

Table 4. Job prospects
Item Mother tongue Mean
Learning English is an absolute 
for my career prospects.

Persian 119.42
Azerbaijani 139.76
Kurdish 108.41

Table 5. Official status
Item Mother tongue Mean
English should be an 
official language in Iran, 
besides Persian language.

Persian 127.88
Azerbaijani 145.57
Kurdish 156.02

English in Iran is a form 
of linguistic imperialism.

Persian 155.87
Azerbaijani 113.31
Kurdish 123.97

Table 6. Culture learning
Item Mother tongue Mean
I learn many values of 
Western cultures via English 
language.

Persian 112.50
Azerbaijani 158.82
Kurdish 101.99

Table 7. Integrating with American or British cultures
Item Mother tongue Mean
I never speak British or 
American English because 
it is a western product.

Persian 159.00
Azerbaijani 124.24
Kurdish 97.63
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guages including English. Compared to Azerbaijani, Kurd-
ish and Persian participants, participants of other languages 
agreed that their religions encourage them to learn any lan-
guages including English. Table 9 below shows the attitudes 
of participants to ownership of English.

Persian participants reflected significantly different atti-
tude to the ownership of English. Compared to Azerbaija-
ni and Kurdish participants, Persian participants restrict the 
ownership of English only to those whose mother tongues 
are English while Azerbaijani and Kurdish participants be-
lieved that English belongs to anyone who speaks English. 
Table 10 below shows the attitudes of participants to Ameri-
can or British varieties of English.

Compared to Persian participants, Azerbaijani and 
Kurdish participants strongly agreed with the idea that 
“Employing American or British teachers is the best way 
of conducting English language teaching”. In comparison 
to Kurdish and Azerbaijani people, Persian participants pre-
ferred to learn British English or American English (English 
as Foreign Language) rather than English as International 
language.

As outlined previously, the present study aimed at in-
vestigating attitudes of Azerbaijani participants, Persian 
participants, Kurdish participants to ten issues such as: 
General perception to English, Status of English, text and 
content matter comprehensibility through English, job 
prospects, official status, culture learning, integrating with 
American or British cultures, religion and foreign lan-
guage learning, English ownership, Adherence to British 
English, American English or English as an international 
language. The results of this study indicated that Persian 
participants found English language learning very diffi-
cult. Azerbaijani participants put high value on English 
language learning. Kurdish participants agreed more than 
others about importance of English along with Persian. 
Azerbaijani and Kurdish participants quite agreed that 
English should be taught to all school students as well 
as college students. Azerbaijani participants were of the 
opinion that English is better to be considered as dominant 
language in Iran. Persian participants adopted significantly 
different attitudes in that they become confused when a 
subject or text is delivered in English. Persian participants 
strongly agreed that English in Iran is a form of linguis-
tic imperialism. Azerbaijani participants agreed that they 
learn many values of Western cultures via English lan-
guage. Persian participants preferred not to speak British 
or American English because it is a western product. Azer-
baijani participants adopted significantly different attitude 
to English in that their religious gave them an impetus to 
learn any languages including English. Persian partici-
pants restrict the ownership of English only to those whose 
mother tongues are English. Azerbaijani and Kurdish par-
ticipants strongly agreed with the idea that “Employing 
American or British teachers is the best way of conducting 
English language teaching”. Persian participants preferred 
to learn British English or American English rather than 
International language while other participants preferred 
to learn International English.

DISCUSSION
In comparison to the results of this study, Matsude (2003) 
found that Japanese high school students believed that na-
tive speakers are the only ownership of English or the terms 
English speakers refers merely to those from USA (United 
States of America) or UK (United Kingdom). In contrast 
with the results of this study, Tsuda (2003) found that Tokai 
Gakuen university students in Japan had negative attitude 
towards English in spite of the fact that they were aware of 
the value of English in communication. Also, Liou (2010) 
found that 126 teachers preferred Standard variety of En-
glish rather than other verities of English. In line with the re-
sults of this study, Yu (2010) found that those chines college 
students who had gotten a lot of exposure to English adopted 
more positive attitude to English. In addition, Martinez and 
Perez (2013) found that those Mexican American students 
who had got higher grades had more positive attitude to En-
glish. In comparison to the findings of this paper, Parmegiani 
(2014) found that African university students favored their 
mother tongue over any other languages. But they believed 

Table 8. Religion and foreign language learning
Item Mother tongue Mean
My religion encourages me to 
learn any languages including 
English

Persian 122.92
Azerbaijani 145.11
Kurdish 76.23

Table 9. English ownership
Item Mother tongue Mean
The owners of English are its 
native speakers – Americans, 
British and Australians.

Persian 152.20
Azerbaijani 79.31
Kurdish 115.79

Nowadays, English belongs 
to everyone who speaks the 
language.

Persian 76.59
Azerbaijani 157.32
Kurdish 151.29

Table 10. Adherence to British English, American 
English or English as an international language
Item Mother tongue Mean
Employing American or 
British teachers is the best 
way of conducting English 
language teaching

Persian 110.30
Azerbaijani 145.92

Students need to be taught 
British English only. 

Kurdish
Persian 152.07
Azerbaijani 114.96

Students need to be taught 
American English only.
English should be taught as a 
foreign language

Kurdish
Persian
Azerbaijani
Kurdish
Persian
Azerbaijani
Kurdish

120.32
154.94
119.92
125.04
176.53
58.61
60.40
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that English is no one’s property. On the other hand, Aba-
di and Darani (2015) found that intermediate Iranian EFL 
learners had a desire for American or British accent. In line 
with the results of this paper, Sadeghi and Richards (2016) 
found that 115 English language learners in Urmia put high 
value on English.

CONCLUSION
The present study aimed at investigating attitudes of bilin-
gual and monolingual to ten issues such as: General percep-
tion to English, Status of English, text and content matter 
comprehensibility through English, job prospects, official 
status, culture learning, integrating with American or Brit-
ish cultures, religion and foreign language learning, English 
ownership, Adherence to British English, American English 
or English as an international language.

Regarding the results of this study, monolingual par-
ticipants found English language learning very difficult 
while bilingual participants found it easy and put high 
value on English language learning. Even bilingual par-
ticipants strongly agreed with the idea of English as a 
medium of instruction. Bilingual participants welcomed 
learning more languages especially English and were of 
the opinion that English should be as an official language 
in Iran.

Monolingual participants believed that English only 
belongs to English speaking countries while bilingual par-
ticipants were of the opinion that everyone is the owner of 
English. Monolingual participants preferred to learn one 
specific variety of English rather than International language 
while bilingual participants preferred to learn International 
English.

As the results indicated, the more languages you know, 
the greater the knowledge of the languages you have 
equipped yourself with and therefore the more comprehen-
sive view of the culture you have adopted. Meanwhile, it 
is worth mentioning that Bilingual speakers adopted more 
positive attitude toward English in comparison with mono-
lingual speakers.

In the case of this study, we can conclude that no one 
could easily overlook the juggernaut of globalization of En-
glish. Under a plausible scenario, English is going to be less 
and less as a foreign language and more and more as an un-
rivaled lingua Franca. None of the English varieties is better 
or more appropriate than another – they’re just different vari-
eties of English. Language learners should be aware of these 
varieties or Englishes in the classroom as far as communica-
tion is concerned. No one owns English. English belongs to 
everyone.
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