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Creating Teacher Community: Research and Practice in
Language Teacher Education

Martha H. Bigelow and Constance L. Walker

The International Conference on Language Teacher Education

Three times since 1999, the University of Minnesota has organized a small, carefully
planned opportunity for language teacher educators to meet—the International Conference on
Language Teacher Education." It is special for many reasons; due to its size, it supports a great deal
of exchange among participants, and it is focused, which generates in-depth conversation on issues
that are most important to teacher educators. One of the main aims of the conference is to
establish an ongoing interdisciplinary dialogue between scholars and practitioners who often work
in very different academic departments and educational settings. For instance, conference attendees
often come from departments of Education, Linguistics and Foreign or World Languages. They are
teacher educators preparing teachers for many diverse settings, including: ESL/EFL;
foreign/modern/world languages; bilingual; immersion; indigenous and minority languages; and
less commonly taught languages. This conference is a unique opportunity to pool the expertise of
educators with the common goal of deepening our knowledge of language teacher development. It
is an exciting meeting to be a part of because it creates a forum for veterans and newcomers in the
field to share ideas of practice and research in teacher education.

Creating Teacher Community was an apt title for the conference of 2003 for a number of
reasons. In 2003, there were 256 participants from 31 states and at least 12 countries. A large
number of the attendees presented papers and there was much participation by graduate students,
both in attendance and presenting. Many said that it was exhilarating to be among others who
share similar questions, challenges and passions. The conference hosted papers and symposia on
various critical issues in language teacher education, encompassing themes that addressed the
following questions: What should language teachers know? How is language teacher education
affected by formal and informal decision-making bodies? How do all members of the professional
community join together to prepare teachers? How is the knowledge base conceptualized and
operationalized in teacher preparation and development?

The papers in this volume all originated as presentations at the conference. The selection
process involved an editorial pre-selection of papers which were then sent out for blind review to a

number of recognized teacher educators. These chapters, with roots in different instructional
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settings, offer a window into many of the issues touched upon at the conference and suggest
directions for future discussions in the field of language teacher education. This volume is organized
according to three themes of the conference: a) The Knowledge Base of Language Teacher
Education, b) Social, Cultural, and Political Contexts of Language Teacher Education, and ¢)

Process of Language Teacher Education.

I. The Knowledge Base of Language Teacher Education

What do language teachers need to know and be able to do to conduct their practice? How
do they learn to teach, and once they begin to practice their craft, how do their knowledge and
their practice develop and change? What makes a language teacher an experienced practitioner?
These questions and others related to socialization, professional development and the nature of
disciplinary knowledge describe the knowledge base of teacher education. Constructing this
knowledge base has been the task of teacher development in second language education, but the
nature of the knowledge base has differed somewhat for the various contexts in which second
language teaching and learning takes place. Teacher preparation in foreign language, ESL, EFL,
bilingual, and immersion education programs has followed separate paths, and only recently have
we seen the stakeholders communicating across boundaries in order to identify common purposes
and common practices.

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993) describe both knowledge-for-practice and knowledge-in-
practice as key categories of teacher learning. Knowledge-for-practice describes the particular
formal knowledge that is characteristic of teacher development: subject matter content,
instructional strategies, and effective classroom practices. Generally knowledge-for-practice gets its
direction from national professional curriculum guidelines for content areas, accreditation
guidelines for teacher education programs, teacher certification program requirements at the state
level, and unique characteristics of a particular post-secondary institution in terms of the way in
which teacher development is structured. Knowledge-in-practice refers to a kind of knowledge
experienced through actual classroom contact with learners. This “in practice” type of teacher
learning comes from “the particularities of everyday life in schools and classrooms,” (p.262) and
values the experience of practitioners who live their work through daily action in the classroom.
The ways in which teachers reflect on and modify their practice (Schon, 1987, 1991) is
characteristic of the knowledge-in-practice paradigm. Most importantly in the field of teacher
education research, the voices of teachers have moved much more to center stage in the discussions

about what makes sense for teachers to know and be able to do (Johnson, Golombek, & Richards,
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2002; Sharkey & Johnson, 2003). Fortunately for second language education, teacher educators in
our field have begun to examine the research on teacher development and have begun to explore
the extent to which the questions posed in that field generally can be applied to the varied contexts
of teaching and learning language(s).

In second language education, questions concerning knowledge-for-practice have dominated
the field historically: which particular instructional practices produce and promote language
development/competence/proficiency? The field has, in fact, devoted decades to this question. Only
recently we have begun to address the questions raised by a focus on knowledge-in-practice: What
do effective teachers and learners do that promotes successful language development? What unique
experiences and interactions take place that foster successful language learning outcomes? What is
the unique interplay between language learning context, teacher, and learner and what can
participants in other contexts take from these experiences?

Content and curricular knowledge refers to the grounding of educators in content
knowledge and the ways in which knowledge is constructed. Teachers with content and curricular
knowledge are able to make the content of the curriculum meaningful to learners. Pedagogical
knowledge is the ability of educators to plan, implement, and evaluate teaching and learning. In
this volume, the researchers who contributed to the section focused on the teacher knowledge base
present the complicated interplay between content/curricular knowledge required of teachers and
the pedagogical knowledge so important to successful teaching. They describe for us what they
believe to be a mandate for language teacher education: the need to ensure that we as teacher
educators, as well as our teacher-learners, engage in a reflective process that considers the wider
impact of language teaching, the multiple stakeholders whose voices need to be heard in the
process and the unique context involved in any language instructional setting.

Claire Kramsch has long been a strong voice for considering language teaching and learning
in a cultural context. In her contribution as a keynote speaker to the conference, she took on the
challenge of examining language teacher education from its most global implications to what one
single teacher might do in actual practice. Framing the task required of language teachers, Claire
Kramsch and Paige Ware in their chapter posit “In a world of increased multilingualism and
multiculturalism, foreign language teachers seem to be called upon less to be authoritative
transmitters of linguistic or pragmatic knowledge, and more often mediators between various
identities, discourses and worldviews. Language study is finding itself in the crossfire of politics and
ideology.” What does this mean for language teachers? Kramsch and Ware take on this question by

exploring the challenges and the paradoxes in language teacher education, and ask us to consider
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what this might mean in our global society in which language and culture are often fluid and
always politically charged. They argue for giving language teachers a more critically grounded and
socio-politically sensitive knowledge base such that they might understand the large scale
implications of their practice—"an awareness that reaches the global level of geopolitics.” Beyond
the immediate goals of language proficiency and cultural “competence,” language instruction thus
serves a larger purpose, and language teachers need to be prepared from a knowledge base that
considers the learners’ need for bilingualism as well as society’s need for individuals with the
capacity for cross-linguistic, -cultural, -social, and -political boundaries. But are learners with us in
this goal? The authors cite one study (Chavez, 2002) indicating that “fifty percent of the students
resented learning about culture in language classes altogether and resented even more being tested
on cultural knowledge, as indicated by their comments that the course was one on language, not
culture, and that culture should be separated from language class.” It is clear we have a tremendous
job to do in our field. If researchers and teacher educators are calling for a larger canvas on which to
imagine language teaching and learning, and half of our students dismiss the exploration of culture
as irrelevant to language study, there is clearly a vast divide in teacher versus learner
conceptualizations of what language learning should entail. The focus of our work as language
teacher educators is on the larger canvas, with “teachers called upon to be linguistic/cultural
mediators, methodological mediators and professional mediators.” In Chapter 2, Kramsch and
Ware consider the knowledge base as six different savoirs (knowledges) (Byram & Zarate, 1994),
distributed across the three roles that teachers play, and delineate a “horizon of what language
teachers might hope to understand about themselves and their lifelong teaching goals within a
multicultural society like the United States and a multilingual global world.”

Discussions of what teachers need to know have been of interest to teacher educators for
years. Freeman and Johnson (1998) draw from the work of Kessels and Korthagen (1996) in order
to distinguish teachers’ conceptual knowledge (known as theory) and their perceptual knowledge
(known as practice), applied to language teachers. In their framework, both types of knowledge
inform teachers’ practices. Freeman and Johnson argue against strict divisions between learning of
subject matter and learning about learner. Instead, they see much interplay between the various
facets of “the complex terrain in which language teachers learn and practice their craft” (p. 406).

In this volume, Anne Dahlman argues that there has been little research on the
interrelationships between teachers’ learning processes and their beliefs about theoretical
knowledge. She explores the role of theoretical knowledge in preservice teachers’ learning about

teaching and how a more careful examination of such processes and beliefs might help to explain
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the discrepancy between theory and practice so often witnessed in the language classroom. The
Dahlman study seeks to clarify the relationship between teachers’ attitudes toward what they learn
in their courses and the ways they do or do not use such knowledge in their own teaching.

Dahlman presents three case studies of preservice ESL/foreign language teachers in a cohort
program working toward their first teaching license. Utilizing a lesson plan assignment and two
extensive individual interviews, she analyzed the data of 12 preservice teachers, choosing three to
reflect the differing profiles of the preservice teachers in the program. Three very different
individuals, all presented with the same theoretical information, each made choices as to how such
theoretical background informed their instruction. One demonstrated a very successful relationship
between theory and practice, whereas another participant clearly struggled with drawing
meaningful connections between theory and practice; she does not believe that theoretical
knowledge affects her development as a teacher, and clearly mines course material for lesson
examples which are in a ready-to-use format, which she can then apply directly or modify. The
third participant exhibited a mixture of success and difficulty in linking theory to her practice. She
does not believe that she will write lesson plans when she is teaching, because she perceives that
they confine her creativity; with lesson plans she feels “cornered.”

Applying a framework based on Bloom’s Taxonomy (Bloom, 1956), the study digs more
deeply into the knowledge base for teachers, attempting to ascertain the kinds of cognitive
processes participants were engaged in when exposed to theoretical information, i.e., whether they
demonstrated application of the theoretical knowledge they received or perhaps even synthesis and
evaluation. Dahlman describes this as an exploration of their “cognitive mindset or habits of mind.”
The window into thinking and the application of knowledge to actual practice is a fascinating
characteristic of this study. It underscores the need for preservice teachers to see the various
components of a teacher education program as contributing to a unified whole. Deeply embedded
belief systems have led preservice teachers to expect a chasm between theory and practice. When
this is reinforced by veteran teachers with whom they apprentice, attempts to establish new ways of
thinking about one’s own professional development are difficult. Donald Freeman, Karen Johnson
and Jack Richards, in a number of publications, (Freeman, 1996a, 1996b, 2002; Freeman &
Johnson, 1998, 1999; Freeman & Richards, 1993) urge that teacher education focus on teacher
knowledge and experiences, building a carefully constructed web of teacher skill based upon beliefs,
observation, reflection, and practice. This web crystallizes during the teacher development process.

Teacher education must work from the center of the web, in essence, starting with the personal
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interpretation of knowledge and the practical experiences of each individual teacher, and to the
outer edges through the interaction of reflection and practice.

The final study in the knowledge-base section of this volume is Maloney-Berman and Yang’s
exploration of the language classroom. It examines the beliefs and expectations of an ESL teacher
and his international students in an intensive English program at a U.S. university. The authors
aptly point out, “It is not often the case that we Tift the curtain’ in order to examine the beliefs of
the participants in the uniquely constrained social interactional setting we call a language
classroom.” While there has been research that has examined areas in which teachers’ and students’
beliefs about language teaching and learning vary (e.g., Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995), Maloney
Berman and Yang seek to extend this work by describing how such beliefs might actually play out
in classroom interactions. More importantly, utilizing a case study approach, their research
attempts to get to the source of each learner’s beliefs, compare this information among learners,
and through in-depth interviews with both teacher and students, to examine potential effects of
those beliefs on classroom interaction.

A strength of this study is the insight into the experiences and expectations of the ESL
learners, achieved through extensive use of student voices. Interviews and classroom observations
provide data about the ways in which beliefs were evident in practice. Three themes emerge in this
data, participation (here teacher and students’ beliefs converged), accuracy/error correction (it was
this area in which beliefs diverged), and affect—Ievel of positive comfort in the class (where
differences in beliefs existed, the climate of the classroom served as a mediating factor).

Interestingly, the language teacher in this study turns out to have an immutable belief that
his students should talk 90 percent of the time, and he should have, at most, the remaining ten
percent. He reminds himself of this expectation constantly, and, as it turns out, actually adheres to
that practice in his daily work in the classroom (no small feat, given what we know about the
amount of “teacher talk” that often dominates second language classrooms!). The teacher has set
expectations for his students in terms of what it takes for them to develop the English skills they
need, and they clearly comprehend those expectations. One student says, “being passive is not an
option.” More importantly, the study posits the likelihood that beliefs and interactions serve each
other in a reciprocal manner—their experiences challenge or strengthen their beliefs about
particular aspects of language learning, and altered beliefs can take learners in new directions. The
insights into the workings of a university level ESL class are varied and fascinating. The dynamic of
students’ relying on each other for language input and clarification are evident from both data

sources. Clearly, these researchers have “lifted the curtain” to allow us to see what happens when a
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teacher has very clear pedagogical strategies as well as very high expectations for his language

classroom.

II. Social, Cultural and Political Context

Language education can best be described as encompassing a vitally important task, and
one that is shared by global educators everywhere: providing an environment for the development
of individuals who are bilingual, bicultural, and capable of learning within a new linguistic
framework. The social, cultural, and political contexts in which such learning takes place sets the
stage for the kind of instruction and language learning that will occur. The second section of this
volume deals with these contexts as they relate teacher education. Because language, culture, and
identity are intricately bound together, our field finds it impossible to discuss particular situations
of language instruction without knowing something about these contexts. How does language
policy and language planning determine the nature of second language instruction? How can we
examine the institutions, communities and discourses within which the preparation of teachers for
language classrooms occurs? How does language teacher education address the issues of race, class,
gender, sexual orientation, and language diversity as they play out in language teaching and how is
such teacher preparation context-dependent? These and other fundamental questions encompass
the social, cultural, and political contexts of language teacher education.

What is most evident as we explore language teacher education world-wide, is the
tremendous variation in philosophy and practice that occurs, even within nations and within
particular sub-fields such as foreign language education and bilingual education. It is thus
impossible to understand the full picture of a language teaching/learning situation and the
participating learners (there may not always be language teachers involved but there will always be
language learners) without fully comprehending the specific contexts—social, cultural, and
political—in which the event takes place.

In Chapter 7, Judy Sharkey finds in her work a “nexus of voice, teacher knowledge, and
context” through teacher knowledge generated through inquiry by a group of ESL teachers in a
U.S. elementary school. The social, cultural, and political context in which ESL teachers do their
work is arguably the single most defining aspect of the field. Sharkey’s work follows the direction of
other language teacher educators (e.g. Freeman, 2002) when she shows that the ways in which
teachers learn can best be understood if the contexts in which these processes take place are brought
forth and carefully examined as part of the research process itself. How does a teacher’s knowledge

of context inform her work? It was necessary in this study to very carefully and specifically
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delineate the nature of one state’s ESL efforts, the characteristics of a particular community, it’s
school district efforts, and the characteristics of two magnet ESL programs in order to describe the
concentric contextual settings in which participating teachers carry out their work. “Regarding the
role of teacher knowledge and voice in an ESOL curriculum project, the teachers’ knowledge of
their contexts was the filter through which all curriculum decisions and project possibilities were
evaluated” (p. 143, this volume). Even the influence of federal policies on literacy and the
instruction of second language learners became part of the teacher discussions. By naming the
contextual layers, Sharkey believes that teachers are able to establish trust and legitimacy,
articulate their needs and concerns regarding ESL instruction, and critique those political factors
that affect their work. The strong voices of teachers in this study support the value in seeking out
teachers’ knowledge of their own work. The very complicated nature of serving ESL learners at
school is brought forth through the rich discussions and arguments that occur in the sessions. As
teachers seek to provide better instruction, by default they are examining the complex systems
that they believe work against best practice and successful learning outcomes. Identifying and
describing the context in which they work is one step. Evaluating the contextual factors within a
concept of power, Sharkey argues, allows them to connect such factors to actual classroom
practice; contextualizing “is a form of teacher praxis; it is an articulation of the theory/practice
dynamic.”

The many settings in which language teacher education takes place in different parts of the
world has prompted Bonny Norton to direct her inquiry into sociocultural contexts in our field. In
her plenary address to conference participants, she described her efforts at exploring the “critical
practice” of language teacher education, examining six programs in China, Canada, and the United
States that have worked to introduce innovation and social change in their teacher development
programs. In her research Professor Norton finds that when a critical perspective is applied to
preparing teachers at both the inservice and preservice levels, even when such perspective occurs
through a variety of strategies and practices, there occurs at times frustration, together with
disequilibrium.

A common theme in each of these efforts is the tremendous task of getting teachers to
think differently about their work. It is also clear that the value in teacher community is
substantial, and creating the environments where such value can be maximized is no easy task—
yet many teacher educators have found creative and successful ways in which to engage teachers in
new thought processes, while asking them to apply such insights to their own teaching practice.

What also stands out in the chapter are the ways in which teachers are asked to stretch themselves
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in both their thinking and their practice, and to engage with others in the discussion of that
process. Whether writing, reading, observing, or sharing with other educators, the teachers in these
programs are examining their “ways of knowing” in ways that challenge our concepts of traditional
teacher development. “The challenge for us as language teacher educators is to better understand
the communities of practice in which we work, and to incorporate innovative practices in our
language teacher education programs.”

Teacher preparation programs in the United States have, of late, determined that both
preservice and inservice elementary and secondary teachers should be able to work with English
language learners in the classroom. Clearly a result of changing demographics and the pressures of
increased accountability from the federal government, school districts have instituted their own
staff development efforts, not relying on schools of education to always be ready to do the task.
Many ESL teachers and language teacher educators found voices in mainstream professionals
journals and publications for their arguments for the need for all teachers to take responsibility for
English language learners. But efforts to define and disseminate teaching strategies that best serve
the linguistic and academic needs of ESL students has produced an interesting response: Isn't this
just good teaching?

In this volume, Ester de Jong and Candace Harper argue that our field provides specific
knowledge, skills, and dispositions related to language and culture that teachers must consider if
they are to be adequately prepared to bring their content to English language learners at the
elementary or secondary levels. Their position paper, exploring what constitutes good teaching for
native speakers and the ways in which those practices match the needs of English language learners,
seeks to identify which kinds of knowledge and what type of teaching skills are needed beyond “just
good teaching.” The authors explore three areas where they find a gap in knowledge and skill: how
second languages and learned (language as process), language as a medium of instruction, and
language as a goal of instruction in the content areas. The authors question the foundations on
which effective L1 literacy instruction is built for native speakers of English—presumptions of a
strong foundation in oral English and comprehensive vocabulary knowledge, as well as facility with
English structure. The importance of curricular goals that include language objectives is stressed.
Finally, the delicate task at hand is the need to accommodate differing proficiency levels while
promoting higher order thinking skills for all students and providing instruction and feedback that
is specific to their individual needs. They argue, “All teachers must be prepared to accept

responsibility for the academic content and language development of English language learners.”
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Chapter 8 by Noriko Ishihara is another example where context is essential to
understanding the nature of the teacher’s struggle in her language teaching setting. In this study,
the context is an ESL MA program at a large U.S. university. The participants in the research are a
teaching assistant (the researcher) and an international student in a practicum course who was, at
first, not able to make cultural adjustments in her interactional style. Both participants are
Japanese. The data sources for this inquiry were interviews, the researcher’s and the student’s
reflective journal entries and email communication among the student and her professors and
mentors. The focus for analysis was the interactional difficulties the student had, the ways in which
the teaching assistant helped facilitate cultural adjustments, and the outcome of those adjustments
for the student.

Ishihara cites research indicting that practicum students struggle with a range of
pedagogical, identity and self-esteem issues during their field experiences. Her study, however,
deals with an understudied issue: the role of an unfamiliar institutional context situated within an
unfamiliar culture. This study tells the story of a student who struggled in a practicum course due
mainly to contextual and cultural factors, and was ultimately successful with the help of culturally
relevant, and often very directive, assistance from the teaching assistant in the course. The teaching
assistant had more experience in the institution and this allowed her to be a cultural broker for the
student, helping her to interact in more culturally appropriate ways. This cultural scaffolding, as
Ishihara aptly terms it, enabled the student to finish the practicum successfully and move on to
teaching her own class in the intensive English program.

This chapter brings to light some of the possible difficulties international students may have
in identifying the implicit expectations of their professors when assumptions about, for example,
asking for help, talking in class and scheduling appointments differ greatly from their prior
experiences. In this study, the culturally-relevant mentoring worked. There was evidence that the
student was able to apply her new knowledge about interaction and culture in a variety of settings
and in relationships beyond the practicum course. This chapter will give language teacher educators
pause, encouraging us to contemplate the contextual factors that can pose barriers to the
international students in our program. It is unusual to read an in-depth case of a struggling student
in a teacher education program accompanied by an analysis of what was done to help the student.
This aspect of Ishihara’s study is unique and particularly relevant to the field and can say much
about the need for careful, thoughtful and culturally-appropriate mentoring. Ishihara’s inquiry
shows how the cultural, the personal, the interpersonal and the pedagogical components of

language teacher education intersect when a struggling student needs help. The sociopolitical and
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cultural contexts provide a bridge between the knowledge base defined by a field and the actual

practice conducted to promote language learning.

III. Processes of Language Teacher Education

The third section of this collection is devoted to chapters related to the ways language
teacher educators conceptualize and operationalize the knowledge base in teacher preparation and
professional development. These chapters deal with the examination of our everyday work:
reflective practice, the integration of teacher education programs, the evaluation of courses and the

description of a teacher education program.

Reflective Practice with Language Teachers and Language Teacher Educators

Teacher educators across disciplines have converged around the importance of facilitating
reflective practice as an important process in teacher development. Reflective practice has many
guises. It may involve mentoring or coaching in a student-teaching setting or with a university
professor in a course. It may be individual and done in journals or portfolios; it may be collective
and done in school-based inquiry groups or in cooperative groups in a course. The field of language
teacher education has embraced reflective practice, although it originated outside of the field
(Schon, 1983; Schon, 1987). Reflective practice helps teachers in a wide range of settings to sort
through complex beliefs, understandings, experiences and practices in very personal ways. Now
there are many notable contributions on this topic from scholars in language teacher education
(e.g., Bailey, Curtis, & Nunan, 2001; Burns, 1999; Edge, 1992, 2000; Freeman, 1999; Sharkey &
Johnson, 2003; Wallace, 1997). Many of these books lend much enthusiasm to one important area
of reflective practice: action or teacher research.

It is common practice for graduate-level language teacher education programs to require
some type of action or teacher research project. Such projects are typically carried out in the
teacher’s own classroom or school. This has resulted in many more practicing teachers “going
public” (Freeman, 1998) with their research at local and national professional conferences.
Consequently, teacher research is now available to the wider community of teachers and
researchers. It is very positive for the profession to learn from teachers’ questions about their own
practice and the results they report based on the analyses of data from their own teaching
experiences.

Teacher research, however, has not been with out skeptics (e.g., Brown & Jones, 2001;

Mohn, 1996) and some research suggests that reflective practice may not work well everywhere,
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and with all teachers (e.g., O’Sullivan, 2002). Undoubtedly, the opportunity to engage in the
examination of a particular issue related to one’s teaching, often with the support of a site-based
inquiry group of peers or a small graduate level class is a luxury. We know there are many places in
the world where teacher education is delivered in a top-down fashion, to large classes, with very few
if any constructivist methods. These are settings where a pre-determined body of knowledge is
imparted and then tested via traditional tests. In some places, practicing classroom teachers have
extremely large classes and little remuneration. Clearly, in such settings, there is little space for
interrogating assumptions or exploring refined questions of practice. Nevertheless, teacher
development programs striving to offer practical techniques for busy teachers to engage in
reflective practice often choose teacher research as their vehicle for doing so. This collection
includes two studies focusing on teacher/action research which address the logistics of doing teacher
research as well as the many benefits of engaging in this type of research, as a teacher.

Sujung Park, Zhijun Wang, and Satomi Kuroshima write on their experience with action
research. They did their projects as part of a course for practicing teachers while they were graduate
students in the United States. They report on questions that arose from their own practice as
language teachers. One project examined a teacher’s transitions between classroom activities,
another the effects of native language versus target language use for grammar instruction and the
third project investigated how to motivate students to speak more in the classroom. Most
interesting in this chapter is not necessarily the answers they found to their questions, because their
findings are most relevant to them, and appropriately so. The reader will be intrigued, however, by
the authors’ description of the constraints that they faced when doing action research and their
suggestions for finding ways to use such a valuable tool in the face of challenges.

For example, Park found that teacher research can take a great deal of time and that it is
easy to be overly ambitious about analyzing hours and hours of classroom data. She attempted to
analyze her use of transitions in transcriptions of ten lessons. Upon discovering the amount of time
it takes to transcribe tapes, and the later discovery that it was very challenging to categorize
transitions, she had to abandon this method of inquiry. Another fascinating observation was that
while these teachers tried to ground their research in the existing knowledge on their topics, they
found few publications on their topics. This is not surprising because their topics were of a very
practical and personal nature, illustrating further the need for teacher researchers to publish their
work with other practitioners and researchers. These teachers were in fact creating brand new
knowledge for themselves by engaging in rigorous explorations of their own teaching and their

own students.
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Despite the challenges the authors list, they encourage teachers and teacher educators “to
carry out their own investigations to learn about their immediate teaching contexts and contribute
to building contextualized theories of learning and teaching by publicizing the outcomes.” The
examples of teacher research and the teachers’ reflection on going through the process for the first
time will be of interest to teacher educators as they help make action research relevant, appealing
and manageable to teachers.

The second paper dealing with teacher research is by Diana Dudzik and is set in a teacher
development program in Vietham. This paper is extremely relevant for EFL teacher educators
because it shows how teacher research can be integrated into a program in a very thoughtful way to
respond to changing teacher development needs. In this chapter, the local need is for better-
prepared English teachers at the university level due to a student body with higher levels of
incoming language proficiency and higher expectations of their English classes.

Dudzik describes a teacher development program that addresses the need to improve the
quality of English instruction, and it does this by being extremely aware of who the participants are
and the cultural setting within which the program is located. Dudzik states that as teachers “explore
language learning theories, and reflect upon their settings, they are empowered to theorize about
the appropriateness of the theories to their particular settings.” This, Dudzik argues, develops
“context-sensitive practitioners.” In this program, the action research questions sprang from
concepts in communicative language teaching. Teachers worked in groups and learned in depth
about an aspect of communicative language teaching, as it plays out in Vietnam. As they did their
research, they also learned about writing and research processes. In other words, the teachers
learned how to do teacher research (content) as they learned the conventions of academic writing
(language). This aspect of their training brilliantly integrates language and content learning while at
the same time modeling sound methods of teaching writing.

This chapter will be of particular interest to language teacher educators who work in
settings where they wish to challenge the status quo, yet remain sensitive to the established roles of
teachers. In Vietnam, due to high value placed upon the teacher and the text, taking on new roles
such as researchers, writers and presenters was uncomfortable for some of Dudzik’s teachers. Dudzik
points out that we know, however, that effective teacher education assigns additional roles to
teachers, citing the work of Johnson (2000) and Murphey (2000), and argues that while it is
essential to urge teachers to expand their roles, it is even more important for teachers educators to
grow in context sensitivity, particularly when the teacher educator does not share the same

linguistic or cultural background as the teachers. A failure to be sensitive to the instructional
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context of beginning teachers can result in a mismatch of instructional delivery and student-teacher
expectations. It can result in the teacher educator overstating the effectiveness of a current teaching
approach and making assumptions about existing practices without knowing enough about the
context. This chapter illustrates why teacher education practices need to consider setting and by
doing so attend to the nuances of expectations for both teaching and learning within a particular

national, regional, or ethno-linguistic locale.

Integrating Language and Content in Teacher Education Research

Integrating content in language teaching and integrating language in content teaching has
been of interest to language teacher educators for a number of years. This interest is the result of
various movements in many areas of foreign and second language teaching. Bilingual education has
long addressed the need for grade-level and content-area teachers to consider the need for content
and language to be wed (e.g., Gaarder, 1967). Most notable of late has been work done in foreign
language immersion education (Genesee, 1994; Snow, Met, & Genesee, 1992; Swain, 1996, 1999),
university adjunct classes (Gee, 1997; Snow & Brinton, 1988) and sheltered English classes at the
secondary level (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2000; Short, 1999; Short, 1997; Short & Echevarria,
1999). Nevertheless, while there have been many advances in conceptualizations and frameworks
on how to integrate content and language in a number of settings, only a small body of work has
considered the challenge of integrating content and language effectively from the perspective of
what teachers need to know to do this task well (e.g., Peterson, 1997). An even smaller body of
publications has consisted of empirical research investigating how teachers learn to be able to
integrate content and language effectively or what their knowledge base should be in order to do
this effectively (e.g., Bigelow & Ranney, in press; Brinton, 2000).

It is clear that more research is needed so that we may better understand how teachers
come to know how to plan curriculum with both language and content objectives and how to use
instructional strategies that help the teacher keep the language focus without dropping the content.
In addition, it is important to better understand what teachers need to know in order to develop
sound content-based curriculum and enact their curriculum using strategies that allow them to
reach their content and language objectives. Two studies in this volume contribute to this
emerging understanding of how we might set the stage for teachers to accomplish this complex
process of integrating language and content.

In Chapter 11, Stella Kong proposes a way of meeting her preservice teachers’ language and

content needs that functions at the program level and involves collaboration across courses. In
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Hong Kong, teachers are often still working to improve their English language skills while studying
to become English teachers. Like the Vietnamese context described earlier, much is expected of
English teachers in Hong Kong and teaching positions require a high level of English proficiency.
Teacher education candidates, as nonnative speakers of English, prepare to be teachers at the same
time they must continue to improve their language skills.

A less creative teacher education program would require candidates to take language classes
as they move through their pedagogy courses. However, professionals in this program decided that
having parallel tracks of English and pedagogy was not efficient. Nor did it model best practice to
the students in the program. Their answer was to integrate the two tracks and into a curriculum
which combines language and content, thus eliminating the need for the separate English courses.
Admirably, the faculty members in the teacher education program are developing content
obligatory and content compatible language objectives (see Snow et al., 1992) for their lessons in
order to guarantee that they attend to the language needs of the teachers as well as to the
program’s content goals of education and pedagogy.

This chapter presents a creative way to integrate content and language, thus greatly
enhancing the quality of instruction in their teacher education programs by modeling the key
concept of developing language compatible and language obligatory objectives for their lessons.
Interesting also is the fact that the language teacher educator experiences the same challenge of
meshing language and content learning goals that is faced by bilingual and immersion language
teachers and should be faced by all language teachers. Educators interested in content-based
instruction should watch this program as it develops. It is an embedded model that is not often
seen, where the very process of language and content learning in preparing teachers is itself a model
for the kind of successful second language teaching we wish to see. This process of integrating
language and content instruction serves as both a model for and an impetus for improving the
repertoire of new teachers.

In Chapter 12, Philip Hoare examines the issue of content and language integration from
the science classroom perspective. He chose two teachers for this study: one who seemed to have a
great deal of language awareness, and one that seemed to have less, according to their prior course
experiences. He analyzed the language produced in the two classrooms to find out how the teachers
identified and prioritized content obligatory technical vocabulary. He also looked at how such
vocabulary is “unpacked” and what opportunities are given to students to construct meanings of
new terms by relating them to the students’ existing concepts. Through his analysis of classroom

discourse, Hoare contributes greatly to what the field knows about content and language
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integration as it relates specifically to immersion teachers’ knowledge base. He finds that the level
of language awareness the teacher possesses makes a great deal of difference in terms the extent to
which the teacher maximizes students’ access to the language needed for science class. He finds that
immersion teachers of science need an understanding of language-content relationships, so as to
illuminate the challenges students face in tackling Science content.

Hoare’s study brings to light the many layers of knowledge about language and pedagogy
immersion teachers need to have in order to integrate content and language effectively. He finds
that “it is the accumulation of opportunities to construct steadily richer meanings which leads to
better science learning” and that the skill at this task varied with the two teachers. Hoare concludes
that the teachers’ awareness of what language is needed for learning and how such language
interacts with subject matter content was essential to their successful language-content integration.
His data also show that helping students see content-language connections can often be very
discipline specific. These issues beg the question of whether immersion teachers are sufficiently
prepared to handle this essential and very complicated task of maximizing content learning,
particularly the content of high school classes, through a second language. With so few teacher
education programs focusing on immersion teacher education as a specific niche, it is safe to
assume that this is a gap that has yet to be filled in many countries where immersion education is
offered.

The teacher as learner is a strong theme in this volume. In Chapter 13, Michéle de Courcy,
puts the teacher at the very center of language learning, by exploring the experience small groups
of teachers had as they learned a new language. Teacher-as-language-learner was shown to facilitate
heightened awareness of the teachers’ beliefs about language learning and their application of such
beliefs to language teaching. De Courcy shows the importance of knowing, or not forgetting, what
it is like to be a language learner. During ten weeks of language study, teachers in her study kept a
learning diary of their experiences, eventually utilizing the diary as a foundation for an exploratory
self study. The diaries and the case study became rich data sources.

The researcher found, for example, that teachers reflected on the role of silence in language
classes, the importance of positive group dynamics, the need for teachers to attend to different
learning styles, and their feelings of stress or anxiety about their performance in the classroom. It is
evident that this experience proved to be a powerful catalyst for much reflection upon unexamined
beliefs about language learning and teaching. This study illustrates how the exposure to a new
language gave teachers a personal experience to which they could relate their newly developing

knowledge about second language acquisition. As de Courcy points out, there are many ways of
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knowing the world, not the least of which is through focused and pointed experiences, followed by
focused and pointed reflective practice. Because of the multiple ways the teachers were able to
synthesize the various aspects of their program through this one experience, teacher educators may
wish to consider adding even an abbreviated language learning experience to the other experiential
aspects of their courses. Teacher education programs are often over-committed in requirements
due to the need to address externally-imposed standards and regulations, resulting in minimal
likelihood that rich activities such as this could be included in programs. Just like language
teachers, we must advocate for best practice in our programs and make the hard decisions about
what assignments, engaging activities and experiences might be the most powerful for teachers. De
Courcy’s chapter is likely to inspire some teacher educators to re-examine which components of
their program receive time and resources. The power of a language learning experience cannot be
underestimated. It clearly has great potential for challenging teachers’ assumptions and beliefs in

ways other facets of a teacher education program could not accomplish.

Teacher Education Course and Program Evaluation

Another area of reflective practice consists of examining whether or not courses meet their
goals and documenting teacher education practices underway. By engaging in this close
examination of our own practices, we learn much about ourselves, our students and the pedagogy
of language teacher education. Documenting what we do is essential, particularly in a climate
where the broader field of teacher education is questioned (Darling-Hammond, 2000). As teacher
educators, we must amass a research corpus that shows that our programs make a difference in
teacher quality—that sheer experience and school-based mentoring, while important, are not
sufficient to produce effective teachers. We need to show that most teachers are made, not born.

Ironically, it seems that at the same time we are learning more about what teachers need to
know to be effective, there is great outcry for abbreviated paths to the classroom, for example, the
possibility to “test out” of teacher education by virtue of professional background and/or
demonstrated content knowledge. In this scenario veteran scientist from a company could be
deemed prepared to teach a high school chemistry class or a native speaker of a language could be
charged with developing a foreign language program. It is because of these challenges to teacher
education that it is essential for us to gather systematic outcome data on the teachers we prepare.
While society asks large questions about effectiveness of the nation’s teachers, and teacher
education programs have begun through the electronic portfolio process to systematically

document the learning outcomes of their candidates through institutional accreditation and
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evaluation procedures, we feel that some of the most valuable questions concerning teacher
development can still be answered through the evaluation of courses and programs on a small scale.
Two such studies are included here.

In Chapter 14, Ann Mabbott and Andreas Schramm explore online instruction, an option
for teacher development under consideration in many nations. Whether contemplating a
technology-based direction, implementing it, or resisting altogether, teachers educators are faced
with hard choices. Online instruction raises a number of very interesting questions about teaching
and learning, all the more interesting when they involve preparing individuals for teaching and
learning settings. Mabbot and Schramm compare the online sections of their English as a Second
Language (ESL) teacher development courses to those offered in the traditional face-to-face format.
Online courses in their program were developed in response to a need for ESL teachers in many
rural areas where access to traditional teacher development is limited. In designing their on-line
courses, the authors/instructors took into consideration the types of interaction that occur in the
traditional face-to-face courses and attempted to reproduce such engagement in the online format.
This is an important and commendable step in the process of course development. By doing this,
the authors address the often-voiced skepticism that valuable interaction and reflection between
teachers is at risk when the course format does not involve face-to-face interaction.

Mabbott and Schramm evaluate two of their online courses by studying the student
performance on equivalent assignments and the student evaluations of the course. They find overall
that the courses are comparable. Regarding interaction, the student evaluations in the online
courses often highlight the interaction they had with peer groups as a positive aspect of the course.
One issue that surfaced for some students, however, was that the online course did not provide
enough interaction with the instructor of the course. What is noteworthy about this study is the
desire on the part of the researcher/teacher educators to investigate how well their online courses
functioned and what were the areas in need of revision. Given the pressure that many post-
secondary institutions are facing to do instruction online, the hard work of asking basic questions at
the virtual classroom level is a necessary requirement to addressing effectiveness and efficiency.

The second study examining course effectiveness was carried out by Blair Bateman. He
collected student opinions and reflections to analyze how well his course served the purpose of
helping undergraduates decide whether or not they wished to pursue a career in language teaching.
This topic, much like an action research topic, cannot be informed by the broader literature
because none exists and if it did, it would not address whether this course worked at this institution

with these undergraduates.
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Bateman’s study, while informing the instructor and his colleagues, also allows other teacher
educators to have an in-depth look course outcomes as reflected in student attitudes. His study
exemplifies a succinct methodology for exploring his question on course effectiveness. The two
data sources used were a questionnaire given at the beginning and end of the course and a final
paper. These data revealed that not only did the course fulfill its goal of helping students decide
whether teaching was a good career choice for them, it also worked to shape, and in some cases
change, attitudes and beliefs. Students’ reflections on the experiences offered in the course offered
powerful evidence for our oft-asked questions, “Does this course matter? Does it achieve out
objectives?” A striking example offered in the study is the student who emphatically states that as a
result of the course, he has decided not to become a language teacher. Through the process of
observing classes, hearing teachers talk about their work and interacting with texts and peers about
the world of teaching, this individual has come to a powerful and life-changing realization that this
particular profession will not be his future. At the same time, other prospective teachers concluded
the course with the firm sense that despite the challenges of teaching, life as an educator was indeed
the right choice. The future instructors of these students will appreciate their having this
foundational knowledge as well as the prior experience of questioning previously unexamined
assumptions about language learning and teaching. The implications of the choice to bring the
world of teaching into stronger relief for these prospective teachers cannot be underestimated.
Teacher education would be well advised, regardless of the subject/content area, to make sure that
at the beginning of teacher development programs there is an opportunity to step into the world of
teaching in more ways than simply observation.

Equally important, and often a precursor to the evaluation of a course or a program, is a full
explication of a program innovation. In Chapter 16, Silvio Avedano-Garcia and Susan Blunck
describe a program for Egyptian EFL teachers at the University of Maryland. Their information
includes a theoretical rationale for the decisions made as they worked to design a program
specifically tailored for a particular set of teachers who would be teaching students of a particular
language background. One of the reasons for bringing the Egyptian EFL teachers to the United
States for professional development is to provide them with an opportunity to improve their
English skills in a second language setting. Then, to assure the relevancy of the program, all of the
instruction and carefully planned experiences include reflection on applications to the Egyptian
context from which they came. This really is the only way to, as the authors say, encourage
“thoughtful and purposeful change in education.” EFL instruction in many national contexts is

changing rapidly. A number of countries have developed national requirements for beginning
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English language instruction that have been moved from secondary down to elementary levels, and
the race is on to both prepare record numbers of new teachers, but to tap into the latest in language
teaching pedagogy that can maximize both oral language and literacy development. It is

incumbent upon many nations to, for the time being, focus exclusively on bringing sound practices

to their own national context(s). Once again, the operative word here is context.

Conclusion

It is clear that we can be optimistic about the place of research in language teacher
education, and, more importantly, the mutually informative process of research and practice. More
than ever our practice is informed by people who are asking interesting and relevant questions in
ways that expand our sense of what is possible. The ranks of “researcher” in our world of second
languages have been expanded to include teacher educators, as well as teachers themselves. The
settings where research is conducted have also been expanded to include not only actual (and
virtual!) language classrooms, but meetings and mentoring sessions. We now seek to examine not
only what we are teaching, but what and how we think about what and how we are teaching. We
now consider rich research data to even include conversations with learners about this wonderful
process called language learning.

Language teachers who engage in action research should serve as inspiration to language
teacher educators to examine their own practices using the same methods. Admittedly, one
challenge to doing the sort of research that needs to be done in language teacher education is the
fact that this type of inquiry is often not part of the research interests of those teacher educators
who lead or provide instruction in their teacher education program (Bartels, 2002). In the same
way we want to hold high expectations for our language teachers, we must continue to require high
expectations of the programs that prepare them. Teacher education has come into its own. It is
imperative that this also occurs very specifically in language teacher education, where we can, as
professionals, take advantage of the encouraging research conducted at every classroom level from
the immersion Kindergarten to the graduate preparation course for foreign language teachers and
including what can be learned from the English for Specific Purposes course for nurses on a small
Pacific Island.

All of the studies in this collection contribute to what we know about language teacher
learning and cognition and to what we know about best practices for facilitating teacher
development. And while many of the papers are situated in their own unique context, it becomes

readily apparent that we all have much to learn from each other and that findings on one side of the
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globe can inform research and practice on the other. We are preparing teachers to fan the fires of
developing bilingualism and biliteracy, a daunting task to be sure. Asking and answering questions,
then discussing both processes across national and cultural and professional boundaries, is part of

that task.
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What Language Teachers Need To Know

Claire Kramsch, University of California, Berkeley
Paige D. Ware, Southern Methodist University

The Challenges

It is not easy to be a foreign language teacher nowadays. The endeavor is fraught with
paradoxes. The textbooks pretend that they are teaching a second language (12) to speakers of
English, but, more often than not, the students in the class are not monolingual English speakers,
but non-native speakers of English learning a third or fourth language. They are likely to be either
foreign, second, or heritage language learners, engaging in language study for a variety of
educational, occupational, sentimental, or symbolic reasons. The increased Internet exchanges
across linguistic and cultural borders have increased the risk of miscommunication at the same
time as the rapid globalization of culture is seemingly facilitating communication across cultures.
The geopolitical tensions make it more imperative than ever that people learn each others’
languages at the same time as the spread of English as an international language is making all other
languages seemingly superfluous. The very notions of “native speaker” and of “national standard
languages” are being put into question by the research community at a time when nationalism
seems to be again on the rise. In a world of increased multilingualism and multiculturalism, foreign
language teachers seem to be called upon less to be authoritative transmitters of linguistic or
pragmatic knowledge, and more often mediators between various identities, discourses and
worldviews. Language study is finding itself in the crossfire of politics and ideology.

This paper will define the challenges and the paradoxes in language teacher education,
suggest a way of conceptualizing such an education in the multilingual/multicultural environments
we live in today, and examine how language teachers might ideally deal with a specific challenging
language learning event.

Life is changing rapidly for teachers of foreign, second, and heritage languages both at the
high school and at the college level. The rationale for learning these languages has become much
more complex, and so have the pedagogic goals and the methodologies. To illustrate this
complexity, we would like to consider various voices and opinions on what the current challenges
are in language teacher education.

On the one hand, we receive increasingly frequent calls for more reflective practice and
awareness of the social, cultural, political import of language education. Donald Freeman and Karen

Johnson (1998) shift the focus away from a major concern with received content knowledge (i.e.,
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English grammar and vocabulary) and the received knowledge of SLA (second language
acquisition) research, towards a concern with teaching itself. They explore teaching as an
educational and institutional endeavor, in particular the social context of schools and schooling,
and the socially negotiated, constructivist processes of the pedagogical activity.

On the domestic level, there is a call for a greater awareness of the convergence between the
goals of foreign language education and heritage language education. For example, Timothy
Reagan (2002) points to the paradox of on the one hand, encouraging children to abandon their
mother tongues in favor of English, and on the other, encouraging native speakers of English to
learn other languages. He adds that language classrooms provide the ideal space for cultural,
political, and ideological issues of language, power and identity to be discussed and addressed. He
emphasizes the need to include such discussions in the language classroom based on the myths and
ideologies that characterize the status quo.

On the international level, we hear several voices of educators concerned about the
potentially alienating effect of being taught to speak and write a foreign language as desirable but as
controversial as English. They focus on issues of identity and desire and call for a pedagogy of
engagement. Awad Ibrahim (1999), studying African immigrants learning English in Canada,
writes: “we as teachers must, first, identify the different sites in which our students invest their
identities and desires and, second, develop materials that engage our students’ raced, classed,
gendered, sexualized, and abled identities” (p. 366). In Australia, Alastair Pennycook (1999)
proposes a “pedagogy of engagement” which is “more than arranging the chairs in a circle and
discussing social issues” (p. 338). Rather than simply including multicultural topics (such as food,
customs, religions, etc.) to broaden the representation of people from different backgrounds in the
curriculum, or promoting rational discussion and debate of social issues on a general level, a
pedagogy of engagement focuses on how students are invested in particular discourses and how
these discourses structure their identities and pathways in life. It links teaching with the lives and
concerns of students and requires any educator of second language learners to consider ways to
work with issues of identity formation in their classes.

In Singapore, Allan Luke (in press), an educational sociolinguist, feels that language
education (and English language education in particular) has become a huge market commodity,
together with objective product testing and market research; textbook production has become a
multibillion dollar industry; educational policy has become a commodity testing, purchase and
endorsement, and educational research has slowly been co-opted by a technocratic/industrial model

of education that deskills and deprofessionalizes teachers and makes them into “commodity
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fetishists.” He makes an ardent plea to liberate language teachers from this fetishism and to enable
them to be the full educators they deserve to be, namely cosmopolitan, trans-cultural go-betweens,
who can better respond to the new economic and political conditions of a globalized economy:
What is needed is nothing short of the re-envisioning of a transcultural and
cosmopolitan teacher, someone with the capacity to ‘shunt’ between the local and
global, to explicate and engage with the broad flows of knowledge and information,
technologies and populations, artifacts and practices that characterize the present
moment. What is needed is a new community of teachers that could and would

work, communicate and exchange—physically and virtually—across national and
regional boundaries. (p. 14)

Here too, we find a call for a more aware generation of language teachers and for an
awareness that reaches the global level of geopolitics and the consequences of our teaching on a
world policy scale.

In all these cases, there is a push for giving language teachers a more critical, socially,
culturally and politically aware knowledge-base than just content knowledge (grammar/
vocabulary or facts about SLA). Language educators seem to sense a need for language teachers to
become attuned both to the local needs of the students and the global demands that will be placed
on these students once they leave the school; a need for schools to respond not only to the
domestic needs of greater equity of access and economic opportunity but to the much more
multifarious international need for translators, go-betweens, mediators, peacemakers, cross-

linguistic and cross-cultural catalysts.

The Paradoxes

These voices from the domestic and the international scene are not endorsed by everybody,
however. Funding trends by the State Department and the Department of Defense and to some
extent, our Department of Education, reflect a strong interest in the teaching and learning of
advanced language skills in those languages that are critical to U.S. homeland security. Efforts are
directed not in teaching native speakers of English beginning French, Spanish or Russian, but in
teaching immigrant heritage speakers of Arabic, Farsi, Spanish or Korean advanced literacy skills in
those strategically critical languages. Advanced language skills, according to many SLA experts, are
conceived as languages for special purposes (e.g., the skills needed by surgeons, lawyers, and
engineers to do their jobs in foreign countries), not general education capacities and a sophisticated

understanding of foreign societies and cultures.
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Back on our campuses, foreign language students seem to be split on the value of social and
cultural awareness-raising in foreign language classes. Two recent articles document the sobering
facts. Monika Chavez (2002) reports on a survey she did of some 200 first, second, and third year
students of German at the University of Wisconsin on how they defined culture at large, and more
specifically, the notion of culture in the context of learning a foreign language. Although there were
differences according to proficiency level, there was an astonishingly ever-present definition of
culture as food, dress, and customs. Beside food and dress, students definitely preferred to see
culture as what the National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project (1996) calls
“practices” (patterns of social interaction) and “perspectives” (attitudes, values, ideas, social and
political issues), rather than as the “products” that German teachers have traditionally considered to
form the core of German culture, such as science, music, literature, arts, and economics. Chavez
reports that fifty percent of the students resented learning about culture in language classes
altogether and resented even more being tested on cultural knowledge, as indicated by their
comments that the course was one on language, not culture, and that culture should be separated
from language class. In fact, many not only put in doubt the significance of cultural knowledge to
foreign language learning, but indeed the very existence of a national culture. Chavez sums up
students’ concerns as follows:

1. Teaching culture takes away time from the real object of language instruction, that is,
grammar.

2. Teaching culture in a foreign language class devolves into dilettantism, either because of
time constraints or because teachers lack expertise.

3. Teaching culture is a political issue, guided by politically correct, ivory-tower views and
autocratically imposed on classroom teachers and students. (p. 135)

An article by Kubota, Austin, and Saito-Abbott (2003) in Foreign Language Annals responds
to a call to pay closer attention to the sociopolitical and ideological nature of language and culture
in order to create greater equality among language learners. Kubota and her colleagues decided to
survey a total of 244 beginning learners of Japanese, Spanish, and Swahili, as well as advanced
learners of Spanish at the University of North Carolina with the questions of whether and why
foreign language invited them to reflect on issues of race, gender, class, and social justice. While
advanced students definitely made the link more readily than beginning students, the results
showed that some, particularly male students in beginning-level classes, resist engaging in

sociopolitical issues:
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Further research is needed to find out if the resistance is related to resentment
toward multiculturalism in general or a desire for detachment from one’s own
marginalized racial/ethnic background. This desire for detachment suggests the need
for further investigation into culturally responsive pedagogy. . . [In particular],
some minority students in this study did not think that foreign language learning
should be made relevant to their ethnic background. (p. 21)

Kubota et al. (2003) conclude their article with a plea that echoes that of their English teaching
colleagues mentioned earlier that researchers and educators “shift their attention beyond apolitical
appreciation and celebration of foreign culture, to critically explore issues of diversity and
sociopolitical aspects of human communication, and to make foreign language education
instrumental in creating greater equality” (p. 22).

To summarize, we find foreign language education at the intersection of the major political
issues of our times. The demands for greater critical awareness of the international and global
dimensions of language teaching (Chavez, 2002; Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Luke, in press)
intersect in interesting and often conflictual ways with the local dimensions of language teaching to
serve the needs of either homeland security or greater social justice at home. Meanwhile, many
students just want to play it safe, pass the test and maintain their grade point average. So how

should we prepare teachers to face these challenges and paradoxes?

Preparing Teachers for Multilingual/Multicultural Environments

Gone are the days where we could hide behind rules of grammar and the discipline of
dictations to get students to learn the language. But gone are also the days when we could rely on
the tacit, communicative knowledge that the native speaker has of his/her (standard national)
language and (standard national) culture. This is no longer true of the native English speakers
teaching their own native language in the U.S. or abroad, nor is it true of the native English speaker
teaching a foreign language and culture in the U.S. to other native English speakers. Language
teachers can no longer take for granted the unquestioned authority of their own and of the other
linguistic or cultural standard. They are now poised at the intersection of local and global languages
and cultures, those cultures are increasingly hybrid and complex, and language learners are
increasingly multilingual and multicultural, codemixing and codeswitching their way through the
shoals of intercultural communication. The intersection of language and culture has become the
site of conflict and contestation. It requires critical awareness and reflection and a sharper

sensitization to the ultimate goals of language education.
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If we define the language teacher as the quintessential go-between among various
languages, cultures, generations, genders, ethnicities and historicities, then it might be appropriate
to think of the language teacher as a cross-cultural mediator, someone who has acquired the ability
to interact with “others,” be they native or non-native speakers, present or past writers; someone
who has learned to accept other perspectives and perceptions of the world, to mediate between
different perspectives, and to be conscious of their evaluations of difference (Byram & Zarate, 1994,
Kramsch, 1998).

Language teachers wear three hats:

1. They are expert speakers and writers of the culture they teach. Even if they are not
native speakers, a communicative approach to language teaching requires them not
only to transmit linguistic facts, but to model native speaker language use, for example
by making of the L2 not only an object of instruction, but the medium of instruction,
and of putting the students in communicative situations that are as authentic as
possible. Part of a language teacher’s knowledge is thus not only a good grasp of
grammar and vocabulary, but an ability to use the language appropriately (i.e., to

display a discourse, pragmatic and sociolinguistic competence adapted to a given social
context).

2. They are expert methodologists of the instruction they deliver. It has long been
recognized that native speakers are not necessarily good teachers of their own language
without special methodological training. Part of the subject matter on which language
teachers are evaluated is knowledge of second language acquisition/applied linguistic
research, and of the most effective pedagogic methods for developing learners’
communicative competence.

3. They are expert professionals of the institutions they serve: their school or their
university as well as the professional organizations, journals, collegial networks, and the
national and international communities to which they belong.

In these three capacities, teachers are called upon to be linguistic/cultural mediators,
methodological mediators and professional mediators. We might then conceive of what-a-
language-teacher-needs-to-know not so much in terms of one knowledge-base, but, rather, as six
different savoirs (knowledges), a term used by Byram and Zarate (1994) to characterize the
intercultural learner, and a term that we apply here to the intercultural teacher. The French phrase
savoir + infinitive (e.g., savoir faire, savoir apprendre) has the advantage of allowing for variations
on the notion of knowledge-base. These six savoirs would ideally get declined across the three roles
that teachers play as expert speakers, expert methodologists, and expert professionals. The list
below represents a synthesis of what could constitute a critical foreign language awareness program
for language teachers. It is not meant as a curricular blueprint, nor as a laundry list to be checked

off in teacher development programs. Rather, it attempts to delineate the horizon of what language
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teachers might hope to understand about themselves and their lifelong teaching goals within a

multicultural society like the United States and a multilingual global world.

Savoir (Expert Knowledge)

As expert speakers of culture, teachers would ideally:

1. Know the academic subject matter, that is, how to explain and describe the standard
linguistic system accurately and appropriately, but know how to explain its historically
contingent nature, the variations of its use in various social contexts, and the symbolic
value of these various uses;

2. Understand the relevant findings of SLA research (Cook, 1996; Doughty & Long, 2003;
Ellis, 1997; Lightbown & Spada, 1999; Mitchell & Myles, 1998) and Applied
Linguistics (Cook, 2003; Davies, 1999; Pennycook, 2001);

3. Understand language as discourse, and the role of discourse in society, in literacy
acquisition, in literary and cultural studies (Fowler, 1996; Hanks, 1996; Hasan &
Williams, 1996; Jaworski & Coupland, 1999; Scollon & Scollon, 2001); and

4. Understand culture as discourse, that is, as a differentiated, changing and conflictual,
actual and virtual, multimodal, symbolic, social semiotic (Halliday, 1978; Kramsch,
1993, 1998, 2002; van Lier, 1996).

As expert methodologists, teachers can be expected to:

1. Be familiar with the major methodological options in language teaching and their
theoretical rationales (Brown, 1994, Brown & Gonzo, 1995; Kumaravadivelu, 2003:
Richards & Rogers, 1986); and

2. Know which methodological options achieve which effects, which variety of tasks,
exercises, activities are appropriate for which subject matter and for the kind of students
teachers have in their class (Omaggio-Hadley, 1993; Nunan, 1989, 1991).

As expert professionals, teachers should:

1. Know the institutional context of schooling, the conditions of their own employment,
their portfolio, theirs and others” expectations; and

2. Know their room for professional and intellectual maneuver within their institution,
their professional association, their PTA (Parent Teacher Association), their funding
sources.
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Savoir Dire/Faire (Linguistic, Interactional Competence)

As interactional speakers of culture, teachers would ideally:

1.

Be able to produce speech appropriate to their interlocutors and the communicative
situation: for example, simplified talk when with students, near native speech when with
native speakers, and activate the appropriate strategic competence when in trouble
(Cohen, 1990; Swain, 2000);

Be able to realize appropriate speech acts in context (Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper,
1989; Rose & Kasper, 2001);

Be able to behave in the classroom alternately like native and like non-native speakers,
looking at the language from both inside & outside; and

Model the multilingual speaker, share their experiences with their students (how do/did
they deal with miscommunication in a foreign country?) (Kramsch, 2003a).

As interactional methodologists, teachers can be expected to:

1.

2.

Use multiple interactional formats in the classroom; and

Involve their students in the choice of teaching and testing methodology.

As interactional professionals, teachers should strive to:

1.

Shuttle across disciplinary readings (e.g., literature, psychology, education,
anthropology);

Get in touch with language teaching colleagues in other departments, other language
groups, at their institution. Observe other language teachers’ classes; and

Mediate between institutional constraints (e.g., testing) and educational values (e.g.,
teaching things that cannot and should not be tested).

Savoir Comprendre (Interpretive and Relational Competence)

As discerning speakers of culture, teachers need to:

1.

Recognize that culture is constructed through discourse, is both myth and fact, but
always real, even when imagined (Norton & Toohey, 2003);

Understand that culture is multiple, changing and always conflictual (Kramsch, 1998;
Norton, 2000);

Know their own and others’ discourse system: ideology, socialization, forms of
discourse, face systems (Scollon & Scollon, 2001);
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4. Be able to recognize established genres, registers, and styles (Bakhtin, 1986; Cook,
1994: Fowler, 1996; Kern, 2000);

5. Be able to analyze and interpret texts (Carter & McRae, 1996; Short, 1996); and

6. Be able to distinguish between the ideational, the interpersonal, and the textual levels of
meaning making in written texts (Fairclough, 1989; Halliday, 1978).

As cross-cultural methodologists, teachers should strive to:
1. Interpret the intended and potential meanings of their students’ utterances,
2. Relate what one student says to what others have said, to the on-going discourse;
3. Understand students’ motivations, their identifications and ‘desires’ (Ibrahim, 1999),
their need for play and creativity (Cook, 2000) but also what they are trying to escape,

to run away from; and

4. Be aware of the cultural relativity of their methodology and its ideological biases
(Kramsch, 2002).

As go-between professionals, teachers should:

1. Never cease to interpret concepts from one discipline, from one language in terms of
another; and

2. Use textbooks critically, understand and make students understand the commercial,
ideological, political interests at work there.

Savoir Enseigner (Methodological Competence)

As model speakers of culture, teachers ideally should:
1. Model the cosmopolitan, multilingual subjects they want their students to become; and

2. Position themselves both as insiders and as outsiders of the culture they identify with
and of the culture they teach (Kramsch, 1993).

As competent methodologists, they need to:
1. Remember the crucial value of timing, rhythm, (re-)accentuation, memorability;
2. Be overprepared to leave space for improvisation;
3. Berigorous in order to be flexible;

4. Be orderly/systematic so as to be judiciously disorderly; and
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5. Be predictable so as to be able to introduce surprise and awaken curiosity (Kramsch,
1993).

As bilingual/bicultural professionals, they should strive to:
1. See their society, their discourse, their institution both from the inside and the outside;
2. Teach the social order and how to subvert/change the social order (Fairclough, 1992);

3. Help students deal with the constraints of the institution, their parents’, the society’s
expectations; and

4. Create an intellectual community of cosmopolitan transcultural citizens, committed to

and dependent on but not indentured to the institutions they serve (Pennycook, 1991;
Luke, forthcoming).

Savoir Etre (Intercultural Attitudes and Beliefs)

As intercultural speakers, teachers can:
1. Understand that cultural relativity does not mean moral relativism;
2. Recognize the cultural relativity of their own linguistic and interactional behavior;

3. Adopt a “de-centered” stance, that sees events and persons in their full historicity and
social contingency; and

4. Seek out opportunities to go abroad, to see themselves through the eyes of others.

As reflexive methodologists, teachers ideally should:
1. Value their student evaluations, take them seriously, act upon them;
2. Keep a teaching log for self-reflection; and

3. Single out ‘telling events’ in the flow of the lesson and make them into research projects
(Kramsch, 2003b).

As life-long professionals, teachers ideally should:
1. Be prepared to continue learning over the lifespan;

2. Seek opportunities for intellectual, linguistic, pedagogic and professional development;
and

3. Be observer/ethnographers of their own classroom, of others’ classrooms.
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Savoir S’engager (Critical Cultural Stance)
As critical speakers of culture, language teachers can be expected to:

1. Ask big questions (“Why is worthwhile learning Russian?”), even if they don’t have any
simple answers;,

2. Engage critically with these questions and appreciate their political dimensions; and

3. Encourage their students to ask big questions and help them engage critically with
these questions.

As critical methodologists, they should:

1. Know what they believe in and have an answer for the fundamental question: “What is
the one thing you want your students to have learned in your class?”;

2. Know why they decided to become language teachers, and why they ‘fell in love’ with
that particular language; and

3. Be prepared to answer, for each activity: “Why this rather than that activity for this
intended outcome?”

As transcultural and transnational professionals, they ideally should:

1. Engage in the current debates related to language education: for example, high stakes
testing, literacy education, the role of literature, the value of study abroad, the use of
technology; and

2. Seek intellectual engagement with other language teachers not only in their own
American professional association, but across the world (e.g., American teachers of
French and Chinese, German, Italian, or Spanish teachers of French in China and in
Europe; see Kramsch, 1993, 2003b).

The savoirs charted above have fluid boundaries, and language teachers are constantly
drawing on their competencies in each of the areas. We would like to emphasize this movement
between and across areas of expertise, because it helps capture the complexities of language
teaching. Common to many teachers, for example, is the knowledge that their work as
professionals takes place within particular institutions of learning that can both constrain and
enhance the choices available for professional and intellectual maneuver (savoir). And yet, it is also
their domain to help make changes within these institutions as they engage with new disciplinary
ideas and learn from the expertise of others at home and abroad (savoir dire/faire). In this
professional capacity as go-betweens, they must keep constant watch on how concepts are

interpreted through their own culturally situated discourses while keeping a critical eye on how
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particular ideological positions are developed through language (savoir comprendre). This kind of
vigilance and de-centeredness provides a strong methodological stance from which teachers can
help teach their students to view themselves as the “other,” and can show them how to recognize
conventional views even as they take more critical stances on those views (savoir enseigner).

This endeavor to become professional mediators involves a lifelong commitment to seek
out opportunities for involvement in professional, intellectual, and pedagogic development and for
engaging in ethnographic research on one’s own classroom (savoir étre). As members of different
cultural groupings, teachers must learn how to teach culture as discourse and to embrace multiple
meaning-making systems from the typographical to the multimodal (savoir). This expertise
extends from knowledge about discourse systems, registers, and genres (savoir comprendre), and
also in knowing how to model their expertise for their students. Teachers can make their own
sociolinguistic and pragmatic choices about interaction and interpretation available to their
students, thereby providing models of the multilingual speaker (savoir dire/faire). Refracted
through all these competencies is a clear vision of one’s own work, of knowing why one chose

language teaching and what one hopes to impart to students (savoir s’engager).

What Would a Language Teacher Need to Know to Help Students Deal with
the Following Language Learning Situation On-Line?

The need for a new kind of language teacher is nowhere more urgent than in the increasing
use of computer technology to foster communication across cultures. (e.g., Belz 2002, 2003; Belz
& Muller-Hartmann, 2003). Paige Ware (2003) explored the technological and the discursive
parameters of cross-cultural telecollaboration between American students of German at a large
southwestern university and German students of English at a university in northeastern Germany,
in an effort to document the development of these students’ intercultural competence. In one typical
exchange, where the students have been given the choice to write in their native or in the foreign
language, Rob (U.S. university) and Marie (German university) enter into conversation about the
assignment in the presence of their other, on-line, classmates. All student names are pseudonyms.

For the duration of the telecollaborative project from which the following excerpt is taken,
students in the German and American classrooms were asked to write to one another in
asynchronous discussion groups a total of twelve times during the semester. Their writing was
organized around classroom assignments, to which they responded in German and in English in an
asynchronous format, or delayed time forum. They wrote in response to teacher-directed

assignments and to one another’s open-ended initiations of topics of personal interest. A typical

38

© 2013, Regents of the University of Minnesota. Permission to reprint must be sought from the CARLA office. For information see: www.carla.umn.edu. Originally published as: Bigelow,
M. & Walker, C. (Eds.) (2004). Creating teacher community: Selected papers from the Third International Conference on Language Teacher Education (CARLA Working Paper #24).
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition. Retrieved from www.carla.umn.edu/resources/working-papers/



exchange would start, for example, with a student in Germany posting a message to the small-
group bulletin board on one day, and her American partner responding the following day. This
asynchronous format for discussion, while not as spontaneous and immediate as real-time
(synchronous) interactions, alleviated logistical problems in scheduling incurred by the time
difference between the two countries. Students were held accountable, however, for posting their
messages by prescribed deadlines so that classroom instruction could utilize transcripts of the
student writing for in-class discussions.

Students were asked to initiate their on-line contact during the first week of the exchange
by commenting on the results of a language and culture survey they had filled out before the onset
of the telecollaborative project. This first assignment was a comparison of a language and culture
survey designed to have students produce text as the basis for comparing their own responses to
culturally loaded words such as “democracy” and “culture.” (cf. Furstenberg et al., 1999). In the
group from which the episode is taken, the initial part of the exchange for this group of five
students is not as fruitful as they had hoped and ends rather quickly in frustration and
disengagement on the part of one of the students. The exchange was actually so memorable for the
other classmates on line that they often referred to it later in the semester, but did not understand
what had caused the misunderstandings.

In the first turn of this episode between Rob (United States) and Marie (Germany), Rob
enters his first posting to the group, comprised of five students: two Americans and three Germans.
All members of the group have previously posted their first assignment, and they are waiting for
Rob’s contribution. Rob’s posting deviates slightly from the task, as he neither addresses the survey
nor his classmates’ responses to the survey. However, in his message he does provide the other
students in his group with some personal context:

Well, I guess it is already Wednesday the 6th for you guys. I am not sure to which

one of you I am supposed to be writing to, but I guess that will clear itself up in

time. I am not sure I will be able to hold an interesting discussion today because 1

have had a very bad and long day and have a lot of work to do. Are you guys

excited about doing the email exchange thing? Do you have much contact with

Americans? There was an American army base in the town [ was in [in former West

Germany| and so many people there thought that all Americans were so loud and

obnoxious. I soon learned that there were many American bases throughout

Germany and unfortunately many similar Americans. I learned German fast and

with a good accent just so I would not be related to them. But I am not sure how all

that is in der ehemaligen DDR, I mean, with the American bases. Do you dislike

being called that? If so, what do you prefer, if anything? Many people in the U.S. are

proud to be from certain states [like ours] or even from the North or the South. We
are such a big country that we need to divide ourselves up in order to define
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ourselves and relate to others. I remember, before I left Germany last summer there
was this horrible song on the radio about how everything in Osten was better than
everything in Westen. Do you recognize this song? There was also something about
how those in Osten could kiss better than those in Westen...I thought it was a
terrible song. (March 5, 2002)

Along the dimensions of savoirs, Marie’s language teacher would need to draw upon her
linguistic and interactional competence (savoir dire/faire) to help Marie understand the ambiguity
in Rob’s message. Drawing on the terminology of sociolinguistics, she might explain that Rob has
problems with footing, authorial voice and identity, as he attempts to establish “common ground.”
He makes an effort to align himself with them as a fellow peer who, as a student, is preoccupied
with a multitude of tasks and is willing to apologize in advance for what may come across as an
incoherent message: “I am not sure I will be able to hold an interesting discussion today because I
have had a very bad and long day and have a lot of work to do.” He also aligns himself as an
atypical American, someone who has learned German “fast and with a good accent” to establish
credibility with other Germans in face-to-face encounters. And yet, his attempts to relate to them
personally are somewhat undermined by his apparent lack of having read their previously posted
messages. He asks if they are excited at the “exchange thing,” even though Marie and her peers had
previously written that they were looking forward to it.

By helping articulate the interactional moves that Rob is making, the teacher might help
avert the potential for misunderstanding that German students might feel when reading this
message. From their perspective, Rob’s first message can easily be interpreted as inappropriately
informal: “I am not sure to which one of you I am supposed to be writing to, but I guess that will
clear itself up in time.” He indicates that he has not clarified his questions about the assignment
with his instructor. The overall tone of his message keys a lack of seriousness about the exchange.
He does not address the assignment, switches topics four times in seventeen sentences, and ends
abruptly with a negative evaluation of a former East German song,.

A language teacher would also need to draw on her competence in interpreting and relating
discourse (savoir comprendre). In Rob’s discourse system, he makes two moves which are seemingly
harmless attempts to demonstrate his knowledge about Germany. And yet, from a German
perspective, he has threatened their national identity. He code-switches into German when
referring to former East Germany, and he divides Germany in “Osten” and “Westen.” From a
discourse system that values directness and inquisitiveness, these moves position him as someone
interested in eliciting their perspective on how these labels are perceived: “Do you dislike being

called that? If so, what do you prefer, if anything?” However, the peers in his group are not all from
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East Germany, and further, they try to avoid labels that underscore national divisions along east-
west lines. A language teacher would need to help her students interpret Rob’s questions as open
invitations for information, not as pre-conceived assumptions about their fixed regional identity.
In her response to his questions, Marie demonstrates what can be seen as a critical cultural
stance (savoir s’engager). She addresses each of Rob’s five questions and elaborates on them in full

detail. In turn, she asks several “big” questions of her own:

Hi Rob,

this is Marie. I read you letter today and I have been a little suprised. You
have made the experience, that the Germans think or thought the Americans are
abnoxious? Why that? Because of the role they played after 2nd worldwar? Actually
the US was an occupation power after the 2nd worldwar. Do you experienced any
anger or something like that?

Now a little history lesson: After 2nd worldwar the former 3rd empire was
splitted up by the Allies into two parts. Western Germany was controlled by the US,
France and England. The Eastern was controlled by Russia. The ideas of order
weren’t not the same in each part of Germany. So they argued with each other, then
came the wall and the cold war (is this the right word?) So there can’t be any army-
base in the eastern part of Germany. Nowerdays there are also no army-bases in the
East.

Now about your question, if we are interested in having an one to one
email? I thought our group is the kind: small group discussion. Or didn’t I
understand you? Do you like to write email to private email account?

I have no contact to Americans. In former times I had a pencilfriend in
America. Her name was [Nancy] but I think we don't fit together. She had some
strange ideas about the world I couldn’t handle with.

Well, I was born in the former GDR. Now I'm just a German girl. We have
also federal states like you in the US. I live in the new federal state of
Mecklenburg/Vorpommern. It was created after the reunification. It is situated in
the northeast you might know.

Nowerdays there even several conflicts between East and West. The younger
generation is more progressiv than the older people in Germany. Many of the old
eastern and western people couldn’t handle with the new situation. After the wall
broke down many of eastern Germans lost their jobs. Today we have the highest
number of unemployed poeple. We never knew that in our former state. The social
system in the GDR was bad but there weren’t enemployed people. That’s just one
reason for bitterness here.

To my point of view the reunification was just fine. Now there are so many
abilities for me. I'm really happy and glad. Everything in the GDR was strictly
organized. You have to do this, you are going to work there, you won't have the
chance to do the A-level. Today it is possible to do what you want. Just having a
little American dream. For instance: go on holiday maybe to the non-social-states.
People from GDR were always controlled by our secret service: STASI =
Staatssicherheitsdienst. My boyfriend has relatives in the western part of Germany.
When his aunt send a package to his family in former times those packedes were
allways opened by others first. To see if there is anything hostile in it. He also told
me when he was about the age of 10, 4 years before the wall came down, the
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principal took his pullover away. On the pullover was an eagle, some football

players and the US flag. He had to go to the principal and to explain who gave him

the pullover. There are so many things like that.

Today it is like in America maybe. We are allowed to do what we want, to
go where we want and to say what we think. We are just glad. There are allways
good and bad things.

To my mind it was the best that could happen to us.

The song of Mr. Niemann is just a reaction to the snippy western people.

Some of them think they are better than the eastern ones. It’s a little revenge. He

said in an interview, that he couldn’t belive it, that 10 years after reunification so

many prejudices are still existing. I think he is right. Both sides of Germany (it is

stupid to think in sides) had pros and cons.

What do you think is Bush a warhawk. We had a little discussion in class
about. Write me you opinion.

Greetings Marie (March 6, 2002)

One of the keys to reading Marie’s message relies on one’s ability to interpret and relate
discourse (savoir comprendre). A language teacher would need to invite Rob to approach her
message, not as an email from which to extract information, but as a foreign language text rich in
contextualized meaning. Despite the length of her message—or perhaps because of it—the tone of
her posting is in no way easy to decipher. In this text, Marie presents herself as a Westerner,
suggesting alignments as an “American,” as free to voice her opinions and to ask others about their
opinions, and as free to criticize or at least to express the criticisms of others.

Marie’s instructor would need to realize that Marie is attempting to take a critical cultural
stance (savoir s’engager) as she answers Rob’s questions and asks some “big” questions of her own.
Marie is direct, however, as Germans are often perceived, and in several specific passages of her
text, she comes across as conversationally more aggressive than the more relaxed conversational
partner Rob might expect to find in an on-line e-mail exchange. For Marie, this message is not to
be read as a simple email. Rather, she attempts to engage Rob in an exchange of questions and
answers with real political dimensions. For example, Marie’s asks about the U.S. president as a
“warhawk” because she had recently heard his speech regarding the “axes of evil.” However, from
Rob’s point of view, her lexical choice suggests an aggressive stance. Further, she introduces her
question rather abruptly and ends her request for his opinion in a way that comes across less as a
question and more as a command: “Write me your opinion.”

Rob, in his turn, responds with his opinion, although in such a way that he disengages from
the topic and shuts down a critical stance:

Dear Marie,

Thank you very much for the little history lesson, but unfortunately I was
already aware of that. My only question was whether the American army bases had
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moved into the old eastern part of Germany since die Wende. Maybe because you

did not grow up around any of these bases, you do not have the same experiences as

the people in West Germany do with the soldiers. And yes, I met many people that

did not like Americans at all....As I said, I learned to speak German very fast and

with a good accent, so that later I was able to avoid these problems. As far as Bush is

concerned, I would apologize for his being elected as our president, but, as I was in

Germany at the time of his election, I was not able to vote and therefore am not

guilty of his being elected. Now that he is president, all I can do is hope that he does

what is right instead of criticizing him. (March 6, 2002)

From Rob’s recasting of Marie’s phrase “little history lesson,” it is clear that he has been
offended. At this point, a language teacher would need to draw on her expertise as a professional
language educator (savoir—expert knowledge), well informed of second language acquisition issues.
In effect, Marie’s use of the phrase “Now for a little history lesson” is a problem of negative second
language transfer. In German, “klein” often serves to mitigate the face threat, but in English, the
lexical choice “little” incites a very negative reaction from Rob, as he perceives it as belittling and
certainly face-threatening. He feels obviously peeved at the history lesson, in part because he
interprets her intended mitigating use of the word “little” as derogatory. Rob could have been
instructed to recognize Marie’s “mis-use” of the term in English and might not have reacted as
strongly.

Marie interprets his message as having an offended tone, and she attempts to reconcile with
him in her next message:

Good morning Rob,

it's about 7 and it'’s my birthday.
Probably my English knowledges are to blame for the misunderstanding,

I'm sorry, I wouldn’t teach you. Your answer in order to Bush sounds a little bit

sulky. I don’t want to attack you. Or was it just ironic?

My English seems to be that bad that I maybe can’t hear those fine
differences.

Have a nice day. Marie (March 7, 2002)

Marie seems to be struggling with the truth value she is expected to attribute to Rob’s
statement. Surely he must be “sulky,” a word that she had looked up in the dictionary under
“schmollend.” She makes an attempt to apologize for the misunderstanding by pointing to her
control of English as the source of the difficulty. Pointing to language as the source of the problem
is a common strategy for both language students and language teachers. In this way, the culprit of
miscommunication is seen as language itself, not as an underlying individual difference in ideology

or a cultural difference in the pragmatics of interacting. Students often view the solution as
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improving their language skills so that they can, in Marie’s words, “hear those fine differences.” This
effectively neutralizes the conversation and clears a path for engaging in less controversial topics.

In the promotion of intercultural competence, however, neutralizing the conversation is
not always perceived as the best goal. In asking our students to become intercultural mediators
themselves, we want to encourage them to engage critically with questions that have no easy
answers (savoir s’engager). Rather than avert or avoid misunderstandings, we should encourage
them to explore their differences in respectful ways and to move through them as an opportunity
to take a critical stance on their own, and others’, perspectives.

In Rob’s final message of the week to Marie, however, he latches onto the opportunity to
pave over the misunderstanding, at least enough to save face for the remainder of the exchange:
“happy birthday, and no, your english is not bad at all” (March 7, 2002). Rob’s one-liner
acknowledges her previous message but disengages from a pursuit of any of the conversation
topics. However, the upshot of the exchange is that from this message on, Rob participates very
little in all subsequent weeks, and he distances himself interpersonally by using no more second
person pronouns to address his on-line peers. Marie, however, continues to write more prolifically
than any of her peers on either side of the exchange.

After the on-line exchange ended, one of the instructors attempted to clarify this
misunderstanding by asking Rob and Marie their perspectives. Rob did not respond to attempts at
clarification, but Marie replied over e-mail with this explanation:

...I'wanted to avoid misunderstandings. I felt like I had to explain everything,

because I wanted him to understand what I was trying to explain. I had a long time

to think about it and in the end I can’t say what made him angry. I read the letter

once, twice, again an again. [ cannot say....my big explanations maybe? My writing

sounds very teachful, don’t you think so? I wrote him so many things, he had

already known, because he had spend time in Germany before...Could this be the
reason? Write me your opinion. (Marie, personal communication, October, 2002)

This paper is a partial response to Marie’s request for the instructors’ opinion of “the reason.”
Clearly, we do not believe this episode of misunderstanding stems from a single reason. Rather, the
tension emerged not just through the turn-by-turn interaction, in which Rob and Marie
misinterpreted one another’s intentions. In addition to their different historical and cultural
subjectivities, it was brought about by their differing expectations of the exchange, their different
levels of investment in learning and using the target language, and their prior experiences as

language learners.
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We have presented this episode in order to illustrate the challenges language teachers face in
their roles of intercultural mediators, and to forward a vision of these roles as they serve the context
of technology-mediated learning. With the rapid exchange of information and the ease of
developing cross-cultural contact through the Internet, we expect that such conflictual encounters
as the one we presented may well be unavoidable in the context of technologically mediated
intercultural communication. Precisely because of the increasing turn toward on-line cross-cultural
communication as a classroom pedagogical tool, we believe language educators must develop new
kinds of expertise in their roles as intercultural go-betweens in these mediated environments,
because the resources available to instructors and their students differ significantly both in
proportion and in kind between the contexts of face-to-face encounters and on-line writing. The
teacher’s role is less to help students avoid misunderstandings, than to help them work through the
misunderstandings in ways that render them valuable learning experiences.

If we look back at our six savoirs, it is clear that the teacher will have to play a crucial role
in making this and other on-line experiences a learning experience for the students rather than just
a frustrating encounter. Not only would the American teacher of German have to know the
historical facts of the two German states (savoir), know the connotations of the expressions “the
former German Democratic Republic” or “East Germany” (savoir dire) but she would have to be
able to interpret the meaning of the pattern of German conversational style and American
teenager’s e-mail style (savoir comprendre). Moreover, the teacher would need to be sensitive to the
differences in the way recent German history has been written in the U.S. and in Germany, and how
Rob and Marie have been socialized into seeing the world, what ideologies underlie each student’s
discourse, what facework strategies he and she are putting in place to defuse the situation (savoir
comprendre). As a cross-cultural methodologist, she would need to know how to lead the students
to discover these things for themselves and to discuss them without taking things personally (savoir
enseigner). Furthermore, given the polarity that this excerpt invariably creates whenever we share
it with language teachers, the teacher would need to be aware of where her sympathies lie and why
(savoir étre), and to place her interpretation and that of her students into their larger social and

political context (savoir s’engager).

Conclusion
Language educators have been advocating a more critically aware pedagogy of foreign
languages and cultures. After the euphoria surrounding communicative and proficiency-oriented

pedagogies, in which the challenge was mostly mastery of the code and its appropriate use in
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circumscribed situations of everyday life, we now realize that cross-cultural understanding requires
a basic willingness to question one’s own and one’s interlocutor’s assumptions and beliefs, to
interpret intentions, and to engage worldviews that are different from one’s own. If the purpose for
teaching foreign languages is to help students gain a better understanding of other ways of making
meaning in the world, language teachers have to be prepared to go beyond linguistic form and to
discuss meanings of all sorts: grammatical, semantic, social, cultural, political, ideological
meanings, expressed in and through language as discourse.

Rather than pretending we all have the same communicative goals (e.g., exchange of
information and the solving of practical communication problems), we would do well to face the
fact that we very often do not share the same communicative goals, nor even the same definition of
the communicative situation. Teachers, therefore, together with their students, have to engage
critically with the material and be ready to discover new potential meanings as they go along.

Rather than merely facilitate learning, technological advances are raising the educational
stakes. The computer is problematizing the very knowledge base of language teacher education.
Teachers are needed to mediate communication across cultures, but the process requires quite a
different role for them than that of conveyors of linguistic or cultural information. The six savoirs
outlined in this paper might provide the beginning of a blueprint for the cross-cultural mediation

capabilities that will be required of language teachers in the future.
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The Role of Second Language Preservice Teachers’
Cognitive Processes and the Relationship
between Theory and Practice

Anne Dahlman, University of Minnesota

Introduction

Second language teachers draw from two sources of knowledge in their instructional
decision-making: theoretical and practical (Freeman, 1996; Freeman & Richards, 1996; Freeman &
Johnson, 1998; Wallace, 1991). Theoretical knowledge, or conceptual knowledge (Johnson, 1996),
entails “facts, data, theories, etc. which are either by necessity or by convention associated with the
study of a particular profession” (Wallace, 1991, p. 52). For language teachers, this includes second
language acquisition theory, methodology (pedagogical knowledge), and content knowledge. This
kind of public knowledge is typically available in research reports, books, and lectures (Roberts,
1998).

On the other hand, the more practical knowledge, also known as perceptual knowledge
(Johnson, 1996), is acquired through teaching experiences, classroom observations, and teachers’
experiences as learners. Clandinin and Connelly (1987) call this kind of knowledge teachers’
personal practical knowledge, which describes teachers’ experiential knowledge based on “the
narrative of a teacher’s life” (p. 490). As is evident from research, teachers typically rely more on
their practical knowledge in their instructional decision-making than on theoretical knowledge
(Drever & Cope, 1999; Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Golombek, 1998; Nelson, 1999). Freeman and
Johnson (1998) point out that “much of what teachers know about teaching comes from their
memories as students, as language learners, and as students of language teaching” (p. 401).

Teachers’ reluctance to use theoretical knowledge arises during the process of interpretation,
which entails mental processes that teachers engage in when faced with new information (Freeman,
1996; Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Roberts, 1998). During interpretation, teachers attempt to make
connections between their practical knowledge-base and the more theoretical information available
to them through professional literature and textbooks, lectures and seminars. More specifically, the
interpretation of theory involves a process where teachers engage in forming more “categorical and
conceptual” (Dalton & Tharp, 2002), yet personal, generalizations from the more context-bound
practical phenomena in the classrooms through reflecting on both the theoretical and practical

knowledge (Wallace, 1991). Woods (1996) draws from research in text comprehension to explain
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teachers’ interpretation processes. According to him, teachers’ interpretations of incoming
information, including “curricular information and directives, discussions of pedagogy and
methods, research reports and articles” (p. 58) can have an influence on their classroom practice.
This interpretation, however, depends on two factors, namely on a teacher’s background knowledge
and his/her belief system (Woods, 1996). Freeman (1996) refers to these two factors as the
“cognitive and affective dimensions” in interpretation. He further maintains that these dimensions
not only “accompany” but as a matter of fact “shape” teachers’ behaviors in the classroom (p. 94).
Teachers hold various beliefs that have a strong impact on how they evaluate the knowledge
available to them, both practical and theoretical, during interpretation. For example, teachers have
varying beliefs about teaching and learning (Johnson, 1994; Johnson, 1999; Pajares, 1992) and
beliefs about knowledge, both theoretical and practical (Woods, 1996). Furthermore, during the
interpretation process, teachers make connections between their personal practical knowledge and
theoretical knowledge based on their beliefs about teaching and learning on one hand and their
beliefs about knowledge, both theoretical and practical, on the other hand. For instance, the
participants in Woods’ (1996) study interpreted the theoretical and pedagogical concepts presented
to them based on their beliefs, assumptions, and background knowledge. Johnson (1994) describes
beliefs as a “unique filter” (p. 440), through which teachers make decisions concerning their
practice.

The disparity between theory and practice arises during interpretation for many reasons.
During interpretation, teachers take away from theory only what is meaningful and relevant for
them based on their personal practical knowledge and their beliefs about teaching, learning, and
knowledge. The problems with making meaningful connections with theoretical knowledge during
interpretation are varied. For example, practicing teachers often do not see theory as relevant to
their everyday classroom practice (Stigler & Hiebert, 1999). The underlying assumption of theory
is that teaching can be described. This assumption often results in abstract, “decontextualized,” and
“detemporalized” descriptions of practice that is significantly different from the “contingent” and
“extemporaneous’ (Roth, Lawless, & Tobin, 2000, p. 2) qualities of practice. In addition, there are
anumber of affective factors that contribute to the reluctance of using theory. For example,
teachers might be antipathetic to research because they perceive researchers as removed from the
classroom, or teachers may not be able to understand highly technical research articles, thus feeling
frustration. Also, many teachers feel disappointed in the improvements accomplished by research
(Wallace, 1991).
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Even though research has offered some explanations for teachers’ tendencies not to
consciously apply theoretical knowledge as described above to their teaching, little attention has
been directed to teachers’ cognitive processes or teacher beliefs as possible explanations for the
theory/practice discrepancy. In the area of second language education, the beliefs research has
mainly focused on the effects of beliefs on second language learning and teachers’ instructional
decision-making without exploring their possible role in theory/practice connections. Johnson
(1994) calls for investigations into how teachers “interpret new information” (p. 440). This paper
presents the results of a study examining the relationship between second language teachers’ beliefs
about theory and their cognitive responses to theoretical knowledge and how this relationship
might in part explain the disparity between theory and practice, that is, teachers’ reluctance to use
theoretical knowledge. The following research questions are explored:

1. What cognitive processes take place during preservice teachers’ interpretation of
theoretical knowledge?

2. What are second language preservice teachers beliefs about theoretical knowledge? In
what way are these beliefs connected to the teachers’ mental processing of theoretical
knowledge?

3. How might this relationship of preservice teachers’ interpretation processes and their
beliefs of theoretical knowledge in part explain the disparity of theory and practice, that
is, teachers’ reluctance to apply theoretical knowledge?

Method

The case-study research design was deemed to be the most appropriate for this study
because case studies pay careful attention to the context of the study and describe a “bounded
system” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000, p. 181). The three cases that this study describes
come from an intact cohort of preservice teachers working on their first teaching license in second
and foreign languages. Furthermore, this study sought to “analyze intensively the multifarious
phenomena that constitute the life cycle of the unit” (p. 185), that is, the perceptions of each of the
three second language preservice teachers in an initial licensure program at a large Midwestern

university.

Participants and Setting
The three cases described in this paper were selected from 12 participants, all who were
second language pre-service teachers enrolled in an initial licensure program leading to a Master of

education degree. The selection of the participants was based on their potential to reflect the
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differing profiles of the preservice teachers in the program on one hand and offer as insightful view
as possible of the phenomenon of focus on the other hand. For example, one of the participants
selected represented a preservice teacher who demonstrated a very successful relationship between
theory and practice, whereas another participant clearly struggled with drawing meaningful
connections between theory and practice. The third participant was selected based on the unique
features of her perception of theory and practice, which is a mixture of success and struggle and
sheds an illuminating light on the process of making those connections between theory and
practice.

The participants were in the process of becoming licensed to teach either English as a
Second Language (ESL) or a foreign language (Spanish, French, or German), or both ESL and a
foreign language. The initial licensure program is unique in that it is a fifteen-month integrated
program where preservice teachers conduct their university coursework and student teaching
simultaneously. The university courses focus on topics such as curriculum design, second language
methodology, Second Language Acquisition (SLA), standards, and teaching English grammar.
Students are in their student teaching placements in the morning and attend university classes in
the afternoon. The participants’ prior teaching experience ranged from volunteering in language
classes to teaching a language class independently for about a year. All participants had rich
experiences studying and traveling abroad. The study was conducted during an eight-month
period. The participants had been enrolled in the program for seven months, taking university
classes and student teaching, when the interviews were conducted.

Preservice teachers were chosen as the target population because they offer an excellent
opportunity for a “constructivist view” (Freeman & Johnson, 1998, p. 402) of teachers, that is their
developing cognitive responses to and beliefs about theoretical knowledge as they are introduced to
the theoretical foundations of teaching and learning. Because participants experienced simultaneous
immersion in both theoretical knowledge and practical teaching experiences through student
teaching, this program offered an excellent opportunity for a closer examination of the factors

involved in theory/practice connections.

Data Collection

Lesson plan assignments.

A content-based lesson plan assignment, a required assignment in the methods class,
comprised the first part of the data. The preservice teachers developed these lessons following the

principles of content-based instruction. The detailed, ten-page assignments consisted of the
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following required sections: students and setting, topic and theme, targeted modalities, time frame
(typically two class periods), materials, targeted ESL (English as a Second Language) standards,
lesson objectives, procedures, assessment, and reflection. In the reflection, preservice teachers were
asked to provide their rationale for the instructional decisions they made in planning the lesson
sequence and reflect on what informed them in their planning process including references to
outside readings and readings in seminars.

Lesson plans were selected as a data source because they typically reflect preservice teachers’
teaching philosophies describing their deeper, more fundamental convictions about teaching and
learning (Jensen, 2001). Thus, lesson plans were deemed useful in exploring teachers’ beliefs and

cognitive responses to theoretical knowledge.

Interviews.

The reflective interview was chosen as the method because it aims to provide a context
where participants have an opportunity to reflect on their experiences (Flowerdew, 1999). The
participants’ interview responses were used for “generating hypotheses, explaining meanings of the
research process and formulating conclusions” (p. 250). The interview questions were designed
based on the literature review, research questions, and the lesson plan assignments. The participants
were interviewed on two occasions during the study. Each interview took between 45 minutes and
1 hour and 15 minutes. The interviews focused on the preservice teachers’ lesson planning, their
experiences with theoretical knowledge, and teaching. The interviews started with “initial
questions” (p. 252), which were open-ended and descriptive (Spradley, 1979) and were designed to
elicit more general data on the preservice teachers” experiences with lesson planning, theoretical
knowledge, and teaching. Open-ended interview questions allowed the researcher to make “a truer
assessment of what the respondent really believes” (Flowerdew, 1999, p. 275). The initial questions
were followed by structural questions (Spradley, 1979), which were modified to the individual
participants’ responses to the initial questions “to test hypothesized categories, and to elicit
examples to fit into hypothesized categories” (Flowerdew, 1999, p. 252). Also, customized
structural questions following up on each preservice teacher’s lesson plan assignment were asked in
this section. These structural questions enabled a more in-depth interview by following up on the
themes and issues present in the responses to the initial questions and the preservice teachers’ lesson
plan assignments. The interviews were semi-structured in that the questions and the sequence of
questions had been determined in advance and all the respondents answered the same initial

questions (Patton, 1980).
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Data Analysis

The data consisted of a lesson plan assignment and two transcribed interviews with each
participant. The lesson plan assignment and interview transcriptions were coded both deductively
by using categories derived from the literature review and the research questions (Freeman &
Richards, 1996) and inductively by identifying additional themes and topics emerging from the
data. The goal of the data analysis was to look for both commonalities and differences between the
participants. Based on the analysis of the 12 participants, three cases were selected to represent the
distinctive attributes of the participants. This study employed a cyclical investigation of the
emerging themes and topics in the data (Miles & Huberman, 1984); that is, when a new theme or
topic was discovered in one of the data sets, the other sets were compared against that one to
identify similar or contradictory instances.

In its exploration of the preservice teachers’ cognitive processes during their interpretation
of new information (research question 1), the study utilized the categories established by Bloom,
Engelhart, Frost, Hill, and Krathwohl (1956). They created a taxonomy of educational objectives
in three distinct categories: cognitive, affective, and psychomotor, respectively. This study utilized
the principles of the cognitive domain as they were deemed suitable for analyzing second language
preservice teachers’ cognitive processing of theoretical knowledge based on their function as
describing the kinds of cognitive responses that individuals have toward new information. The
study used preservice teachers’ own definitions of theoretical knowledge. They defined theoretical
knowledge as information presented in the university courses, interactions with university
professors, commentary from university supervisors, (text)books and research reports.

The cognitive domain of Bloom et al.’s taxonomy (1956) consists of six basic educational
objectives, which can be understood as a hierarchy, that is, the first three are the lower-level and
the last three are the higher-level objectives (1956):

1. Knowledge: Remembering or recognizing something without necessarily understanding,
using, or changing it.

2. Comprehension: Understanding the materials being communicated without necessarily
relating it to anything else.

3. Application: Using a general concept to solve a particular problem.
4. Analysis: Breaking something down into its parts.

5. Synthesis: Creating something new by combining different ideas.
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6. Evaluation: Judging the value of materials or methods as they might be applied in a
particular situation.

Both the lesson plan analysis and the interview data were coded based on the kinds of
cognitive responses evident in them. For example, the analysis focused on what the interview
questions brought out both directly and indirectly about the kinds of cognitive processes
participants were engaged in when faced with new information, that is, whether they demonstrated
application of the theoretical knowledge they received or perhaps even synthesis and evaluation. It
is important to note that this study did not examine the participants’ cognitive ability but rather
the characteristics of their cognitive mindset or habits of mind. Thus, the main question was in
what kinds of cognitive processes the participants seemed to engage during their interpretation of
new information.

In addition to the preservice teachers’ cognitive processes following Bloom et al.’s
categorization, the study examined the preservice teachers’ beliefs about knowledge (research
question 2), both theoretical and practical, as evident from the interview data and the lesson plan
assignments. Given the fact that beliefs are difficult to investigate (Rokeach, as cited in Johnson,
1994), this study did not only consider the statements that the teachers made about their beliefs
but also what their statements in the interviews and the teachers’ lesson plan assignments
demonstrated about their “intentionality to behave in a particular way” (Johnson, 1994, p. 440).

The lesson plan assignments were analyzed by using critical discourse analysis as the
method. Critical discourse analysis is a text-linguistic analysis of discourse (Georgakopoulou &
Goutsos, 1997). Critical discourse analysts believe that “the process of linguistic articulation shapes
our perception of things” (p. 10-11); this means that texts consisting of language always come “pre-
packaged” (p. 10) with personal views and ideologies. The lesson plan assignments were analyzed
using critical discourse analysis concerning the preservice teachers’ cognitive responses to new
information (research question 1) and their beliefs of theoretical knowledge (research question 2) as
evident in the linguistic structures of the written discourse. Based on the principles of critical
discourse analysis, this qualitative analysis considered the structure and the stylistic value of the
utterances in the lesson plan assignment. For example, the analysis focused on the stylistic value of
the writers’ choices of vocabulary and the organization of the discourse and considered how these

items might reflect the writers’ personal views and beliefs.
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Results

The data used in this study revealed interesting features of the participants’ cognitive

processes during the interpretation process of new information as well as their beliefs about

theoretical knowledge. The following three cases from the data, Janice, Rose, and Karen, were

selected as exemplars to illustrate the distinctive attributes of the participants. Table 1 summarizes

the characteristics of the participants’ cognitive responses to and beliefs about theoretical

knowledge followed by individual discussion of each preservice teacher’s processes.

Table 1: The Participants’ Cognitive Responses to and Beliefs about Theoretical Knowledge

Cognitive responses Beliefs of Relationship to
Bloom taxonomy Unique Processing of theory theory
characteristics new
information
Janice Higher-level Rational Able to Theory as Informed by
(analysis, decisions based | assimilate, i.e., valuable theory. Positive
synthesis, on what makes modify background, relationship.
evaluation) sense incoming explaining
considering information. phenomena.
what else she
knows.
Rose Lower-level Trial and error, Forced to Theory as Not informed by
(remembering, little proactive | accommodate, providing theory due to
comprehension, analysis. i.e., change practical difficulty with
application) existing mental | classroom ideas comprehending
schemes due to and problem texts and
her inability to solutions. perception of
modify theory as a threat
incoming due to forceful
information. accommodation.
Negative
relationship.
Karen Higher-level Affective Able to Theory for Not directly
(analysis, decisions based | assimilate, i.e., personal informed by
synthesis, on how she modify inspiration, theory. Theory
evaluation) feels and what incoming adding to perceived as
she likes. information. professionalism confining her
and providing creativity. Relies
means to on intuition.
contribute to the | Positive/negative
profession. relationship.
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Janice: Rational Evaluator of Information

Janice’s cognitive responses to theoretical knowledge clearly reflect Bloom et al.’s (1956)
higher-level cognitive objectives (analysis, synthesis, and evaluation). For example, Janice
demonstrates a highly analytic approach to theoretical knowledge, which she is exposed to through
her university seminars and methodology classes, as well as to more practical knowledge, that is,
her teaching experiences during student teaching. Janice emphasizes that the readings make her
think and that she spends a lot of time processing the readings in her mind. Janice considers herself
a critical reader. When reading, Janice constantly analyzes the concepts and ideas in the readings
based on her previous knowledge and her experiences as a teacher and learner. During this analytic
reading process, Janice not only breaks down components, thus analyzes, but also evaluates the
information, thus judges the value of that information for her own teaching context. Janice
explained:

Usually when I'm reading something, whatever it is, I always think about relating it

to my experience of what other things I know. So I usually think about it a lot

when I'm reading unless I'm in a super super hurry. But for the most part, you know

if 'm taking time with something, when I'm reading, I'll make notes you know

things like “oh, I don’t know about that” and then “I really like this” or “I don’t

know about this” and then kind of think back over it: “Does this make sense? Would

this work for me? Is this true with my experience? Is this true with other things I've

learned?” You know what I mean, so I think I'm pretty critical when I think about

things.

Not only does Janice seem to analyze and evaluate the more theoretical knowledge that she
is exposed to through the readings in the university courses, but also she carefully analyzes and
evaluates her teaching practice by reflecting on her lessons after each class during her student
teaching. Janice describes:

Then after I get done [with a lesson] I write notes afterward just to jot down you

know "scratch this,” or “this works well,” “I would do this differently next time” or

you know that kind of thing.

The point of comparison in this evaluation process is multifaceted. When reading, Janice
reports comparing the issues and ideas discussed against her experiences in the classroom, as a
teacher and the feedback she gets from her students. She also says she gains a valuable “basis and
foundation” from the theoretical knowledge she is exposed to in her university classes and
discussions. She synthesizes all this information and creates a teaching philosophy reflecting all the
different sources. Janice describes the following when asked to reflect on what informs her intuition

as a teacher:
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I think a lot of experience. That’s a hard question. I don’t know, I think how I see
the students informs my intuition in dealing with them, my expectations what 1
think students should be expected to do, so I mean I think there’s some values in
there too, not just...I mean of course like we were talking about before, the
readings and the things that we learn in class, that kind of thing, but I also think
sort of if you want to say your philosophy I don't feel like I totally have a
philosophy together or anything but...yeah I think that also informs your intuition
about things.

Janice’s analytic and evaluative approach toward knowledge during instructional decision-
making is also evident from Janice’s content-based lesson plan assignment. First, her decisions are
consistently well-grounded in theory (see the references to theoretical sources in the following
examples). Second, the phrases that she uses, such as “I chose,” “I decided,” and so forth suggest
that after engaging in reading multiple theoretical sources, she analyzed and evaluated the
information available in them and made a rational, informed decision about which principles she
agrees with and which she does not agree with and what she will do in her own teaching context.
Third, she consistently motivates her choices. She always provides a rationale for her choices, which
also demonstrates her tendency to analyze in that she explains why she is doing something. The
following sentences are from Janice’s assignment and the phrases describing Janice’s analytic
decision-making processes are printed in bold:

I chose to focus on mapping/geography skills as well as putting events in

chronological order because they were cited as necessary throughout many of the
grades in the Minnesota Standards.

Although the students will not be formally studying landforms and explorers in
their mainstream classes until next year, I thought it important to prepare them
for the mainstream content (Chamot & O'Malley, 1994, p. 86).

I chose to use actual photographs of U.S. landscapes and of Lewis and Clark
because I thought they would qualify as valuable contextual cues to aid student
understanding of the content (Snow, 2001).

I included authentic texts, the Lewis and Clark journal excerpts, to provide
context and to “reflect the details of everyday life” as Lewis and Clark experienced it
(Shrum & Glisan, 2000, p. 58).

I decided to “capture students’ attention, activate students’ background knowledge,
and prepare students for the learning process” by using “photos and other visuals
and/or written language” as suggested in Shrum and Glisan (2000, p. 64).

The questioning process I suggested followed the process of IRF presented in
Shrum and Glisan (2000, p. 56).
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I included modeling (putting the pictures on the map) as a form of scaffolding

(Shrum & Glisan, 2000, p. 9). This was added to diminish students’ confusion with

the task.

One of the most interesting observations made regarding Janice’s relationship to theoretical
knowledge was that due to Janice’s analytic mindset and consistent tendency to analyze, synthesize,
and evaluate new information, Janice seems to be able to “assimilate” (Posner et al., as cited in
Pajares, 1992, p. 320) new information, that is, to modify it to fit the existing beliefs and schemes.
This is a less drastic cognitive procedure in that instead of modifying one’s existing beliefs and
mental schemes, called “accommodation,” one modifies the incoming information to fit the existing
mental models. Thus it can be that Janice’s positive attitude toward theoretical knowledge is partly
due to the fact that she is not forced to accommodate, which entails a process where existing beliefs
are modified or reorganized in response to new information. Individuals are typically more
reluctant to accommodate than to assimilate because accommodation involves changing one’s own
beliefs and mental schemes.

Yet another indication of Janice’s analytic mindset is her tendency to ask why certain things
happen in her classroom and to reflect on her own instructional decisions. Janice describes that the
more theoretical knowledge has a special value for her in that it provides the basis and foundation
for teaching and learning, thus partly answering the question why. The role of theory for Janice is to
help her understand what is going on in the classroom, the process of teaching and learning thus
informing her about the important factors involved in it. Janice explains what she means by
theoretical knowledge providing the “basis™

I think just the overall you know like the idea of contextualization and making

things meaningful and the whole you know flow of the lesson, using variety, all

these kind of lesson planning ideas. The overall ideas of curriculum in using themes

or you know topics or whatever to make it cohesive. All kinds...you know things

with classroom management and rapport with the students, just kind of background

ideas of what you...you know should try to incorporate into your teaching to make

it more meaningful, make it easier for the students to learn and all that kind of

thing.

Also, Janice stresses the importance of lesson planning. She says that planning assures that
every lesson has a clear focus and a meaningful goal, which are the foundation of every lesson for
her and which hold the lesson, or the activities, together. She accomplishes this by carefully
thinking about the objectives of her lessons, which constitute the “goal” for her lessons. Janice

describes the reasons why she considers lesson planning important for her:

61

© 2013, Regents of the University of Minnesota. Permission to reprint must be sought from the CARLA office. For information see: www.carla.umn.edu. Originally published as: Bigelow,
M. & Walker, C. (Eds.) (2004). Creating teacher community: Selected papers from the Third International Conference on Language Teacher Education (CARLA Working Paper #24).
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition. Retrieved from www.carla.umn.edu/resources/working-papers/



Because [ have to have some kind of goal. You know I have to have some sort of

focus. So, there has to be something in the lesson that kind of brings it all together

and is kind of the main piece. You know whether I'm doing a reading then I do

something pre and I do something post but it all has to come together. Like I don’t

like to have just disjointed, “this doesn’t relate to this.” Like it all has to relate some

way so the basic thing [ have to get a main thing and from there I can go into the

pre and post.

Janice’s commitment to assuring a clear goal for each of her lessons, that is, creating well
thought out lesson objectives again demonstrates her tendency to analyze her own teaching

practices and the information available to her to reach the set goals and objectives.

Rose: Trial-and-Error

In contrast to Janice, Rose’s relationship to theoretical knowledge can better be described
by the lower-level cognitive objectives in Bloom et al. (1956) educational objectives scale. Rose
describes that at times she struggles to understand the university readings, which points to the
difficulties with reaching Bloom et al.’s second level in the cognitive domain, which is
comprehension (“understanding the materials being communicated without necessarily relating it to
anything else”). For example, Rose explained how she perceived learning about Krashen’s “i+1”
hypothesis:

That was in my linguistics course in...and that class was so difficult for me. There

were [sic] so many [sic] new terminology and stuff that I was like I don’t know what

I'm getting myself into. The first time that I encountered it, I really didn’t

understand it. And it came up again in the seminar, the first seminar, and I read
another article where they were talking about that and I was like “oh, I'm getting it

”

now.

Also, in contrast to Janice, Rose demonstrates a lack of reflection on and analysis of
theoretical knowledge and her own teaching practices, which would entail higher-level cognitive
operations in Bloom’s taxonomy. It does not seem essential for Rose to ask why things happen in
the classroom or why she does certain things or why certain things work well in the classroom or
not. Rose describes that she goes through more of a trial and error process to reach successful
instruction. By trying out different kinds of activities and methodologies Rose learns which
activities work and which do not. Rose explains that she knows that she is doing the right thing if
“the kids are engaged and they’re excited and they’re talking.” If the activity does not seem to work
in the classroom, she knows that was not a good activity. Rose struggled with describing why she

felt that using visual aids in her classroom was important:
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I've probably heard millions of times in the classes here at the university and I think

that when students. ...I don’t know why, when students see things they’re able to

remember it better, write it the next time or I think through experience I've seen

over and over with the kids.

Rose admits that she has difficulty with writing objectives for her lesson plans, whereas
procedures come easily for her. She acknowledges the importance of coming up with clear
objectives but struggles with creating them. She explains that during lesson planning she usually
thinks about what activities she is going to be doing (“For me I think it is what I'm going to be
doing exactly”). Rose’s lack of analysis, asking the question why she is doing the activities is evident
from her responses. She describes herself as “a more procedural person,” who goes to her lessons
with a set of activities planned out and tries them out with a trial or error mentality to figure out
what works for her and the students in the classroom. Rose does not seem to engage much in a
proactive analysis of her lessons but rather makes changes retroactively. Rose explains:

I think I'm more a procedural person, so writing the procedures step-by-step is

easier and then sometimes after I do that I can look at...look at that and see what

the objectives are and work kind of backwards that way.

Rose’s objectives do not tend to arise from a thorough analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of
the information available for her; she does not seem to engage in a conscious process motivating
her choice of objectives. Rose describes her process of creating the lesson objectives:

Researcher: How do you decide what the objectives are? Where do you get those?

For you personally? When you actually write them down, where do they come from
for you?

Rose: I guess when I do lesson planning, I like my kids to learn the four modalities,
you know listening, speaking, reading and writing. And if I do any of those in class,
I'll make those an objective. So that’s how I make them up. I just kind of make
them up.

Researcher: Right, right, so I make them up based on what? How do you justify
them? How do you say ‘okay, this is a good objective, T'll use this?

Rose: I don’t know, I don’t know.

Furthermore, Rose does not seem to draw from a variety of knowledge sources as a teacher
and thus synthesize information by combining different ideas, which would entail higher-level
cognitive processing in Bloom et al.’s (1956) taxonomy. She does not feel that the theoretical

knowledge-base that she has received through the university particularly informed her. In her
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opinion, the best preparation for teachers in general and for her, in particular, is to be in the
classroom:
I think the best way to get prepared to be a teacher is to have experience in the
classroom, just see how different teachers act and how they teach and behave as a
teacher in the school being able to work with different populations of students,

different diversity students. Seeing different schools and district to district schools
are immensely different.

Rose’s lack of analytic, synthesizing, and evaluative relationship to knowledge is also
evident from her content-based lesson plan assignment. In her reflection on the instructional
decisions concerning the lessons she created, she referred to readings (in class and outside) only six
times, whereas there were 16 instances of references to sources in Janice’s assignment. It is typical in
Rose’s assignment that she does not substantiate her decisions or arguments in any way, that is, she
continues to demonstrate a lack of analysis (see examples A and B). Even when she cites a reference,
she does not evaluate that reference or explain why she agrees with that or not (see example C).
Furthermore, occasionally Rose engages in minimal analysis, that is, provides reasons for her
decisions, but she bases her evaluation on very limited reasoning, that is, local circumstances only
from her classroom, instead of synthesizing information considering more global phenomena and
arguments (see example D). There was one instance where Rose presented a more global
instructional decision that was motivated by a more global, synthesizing argument (see example
E). However, it is not clear whether this argument is something that Rose had come up with or

whether she is merely reciting an idea from a textbook.

Examples from Rose’s lesson reflections.

Example A. I chose to have ample activities to ensure the students understood the concept.

Example B. 1 feel it is important to provide students with plentiful activities to take home and
have more practice.

Example C. I agree with Jenson [sic] when she says, “Good teachers error [sic] on the side of
over planning and/or have some useful five to ten minutes supplementary activities
available.” (Jensen, 405).

Example D.  This lesson came about as I was talking with my cooperating teacher about ideas for
a content-based lesson. Of all of my ideas, she liked this lesson the best because she
felt that it would help her students to better understand that numbers have number
names. She thought it would be valuable because number names are often used in
story problems in their grade-level math classes and found when reading stories.
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Example E. I believe focus on content-based instruction is crucial and important for learners and
teachers. Adding academic content to the ESL curriculum prepares students for
content in their grade-level classrooms.

Rose’s evident disconnect with theoretical knowledge can partly be explained by the
consequences of her tendency not to engage in higher-level cognitive responses to knowledge
(analysis, synthesis, and evaluation). Because Rose is not effectively modifying the incoming
information through analysis, synthesis, and evaluation, it is more challenging for her to assimilate
new information into her existing knowledge base. This seems to leave her only with the option of
accommodation, where she needs to reorganize and adjust her existing beliefs and knowledge-base
to process the new information. Rose resists accommodation since, as commonly is the case, her
existing personal beliefs of teaching and learning are very deeply rooted. She explains that she has
known that she was going to be a teacher since she was five years old. She also believes that she has
the knowledge in her that she needs for teaching (“I have the ideas in my head and if I just went to
the classroom just with my ideas I would be fine”).

Due to her apparent struggles with analyzing, synthesizing, and evaluating, Rose perceives
information in more of a ready format and thus she either approves of an idea as such and
accommodates it by reorganizing her existing beliefs, which she seems very reluctant to do, or she
rejects the new idea without seeing the possibility of assimilation. As is evident from the next
comment, Rose explains that when reading, she usually looks for examples in a ready, already
applied format that she can compare against her experiences: “I kind of look at examples, kind of
how I would look at my own lesson plans again and kind of use different examples in the book.”

She also explains that when reading in the university courses about different philosophies,
teaching techniques, models, and ideas, she “get[s] to pick out what [she] like[s] and what [she]
agree[s] with and use those.” In the following, Rose describes that when writing her lesson
objectives, she looks at sample objectives that provide her a ready model to follow:

Yeah, I kind of look at like sample objectives. Like sometimes I go and look in the

POLIA-handbook and sometimes like taking examples of writing lessons like my

lesson plans and reading through other people’s and making and how they word

things and different things helps me go back to my computer and start writing my

objectives again.

The following example from Rose’s content-based-instruction lesson plan assignment is
especially interesting in that Rose demonstrates the same mindset, either approving of or rejecting
a ready format. In this excerpt she explains the decisions she made concerning the ideas for the

lesson:
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[ was going to use the eight-page book idea from Routman, but decided against it
for three reasons. The first reason being that it would be too small for second
graders to write and draw on each page. Secondly, making the book would take
valuable time away from my short thirty-minute lesson. Lastly, it was only an
eight-page book and it would make more sense to chunk number names in groups
of ten. Therefore, I decided to make a plain ten-page book using half sheets of paper
to avoid the obstacles of creating the eight-page book.

The interesting point about the quote above is that Rose in fact did use this instructional
technique in her lesson, thus modified Routman’s eight-page book idea (assimilation), but
according to Rose’s thinking, she had rejected Routman’s idea (accommodation) and created
something entirely different (“a plain ten-page book using half sheets of paper to avoid the
obstacles of creating the eight-page book”) even though it clearly was an extension of Routman’s

idea.

Karen: Affective Evaluator of Information

Similarly to Janice, Karen engages in the higher-level cognitive responses to theoretical
knowledge based on Bloom et al.’s educational objectives scale. She has no problems with
comprehending the assigned readings. Karen explains that she really “enjoy][s] theory and the
academic setting.” Also, she synthesizes information to which she is exposed; for example, she
explains that in addition to classroom ideas, she has learned about “assessment,” the “community-
oriented” classroom, and “the whole-language approach” from the different readings, which are
more global pedagogical issues and require a synthesis of ideas and sources. Karen sees the
university courses and readings as a valuable background: “I feel like it’s the foundation you know
like here’s the theoretical background and exposure to academics through experts in teaching.”

However, Karen does not perceive this theoretical background as directly informing her
teaching as was the case with Janice. Rather she feels that the issues presented in the readings are
important background for her to know as a teacher, and she struggles with implementing the
information in her own teaching. Karen’s perception seems to be that even though the university
courses and the readings provide her with a valuable background or foundation, this background
does not directly inform her teaching. The main value of this theoretical background is to add to
her professionalism as a teacher and provide her with the means to make a personal contribution to
the profession. Karen described:

You know one thing I really have gained from X [one of her professors] in

particular...She’s very professional. I mean X really talks about us being

representatives of our profession like you know thinking on upon things that affect
us, and about, you know, second language learning processes and like really the
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academic center of our profession. That’s really motivating for me because I enjoy it
and would like to play a role in it.

Theoretical knowledge plays a very personal role for Karen. She enjoys doing the assigned
readings, not as much to be informed by them, but for inspiration and ideas. Karen described one
of the readings that was assigned to them: “I don't feel like she’s [the author’s] instructive like how
to do this but I feel like she’s a great place to go for inspiration and for ideas about how to approach
a theme.”

Karen demonstrates a tendency to evaluate information also in her content-based lesson
plan assignment. Her arguments are well-grounded in theory citing twelve references to theoretical
sources. The difference between Janice and Karen is that Karen’s own voice in the reflection section
is very strong and she adds her commentary on the ideas she uses or the references she cites. The
interesting point is that whereas Janice’s evaluation of the sources she used or the ideas for a lesson
are based more on her careful rational analysis of the readings, which are based on her experience as
a teacher in the classroom and on her existing knowledge-base, Karen’s evaluation is more
affective-based. She gauges the value of a certain idea or information source by how she feels about
it, whether she personally likes it or not. Karen’s personal, affective motivations are written in bold.

I have always loved the idea of situating smaller lessons within a larger unit or
theme.

I knew that I wanted to teach a Service Learning project during my student
teaching.

After talking with the third grade classroom teacher, I discovered that maps were a
part of the third grade social studies curriculum, along with “Community Ties- a
perfect fit with what I had envisioned.

Another component of Routman’s learning theory that I particularly like and tried
to include in this lesson is her orientation towards the process of learning.

I like what CALLA stands for as well.

This affective orientation of Karen is also evident in her description of herself as a teacher.
She is highly intuitive. She explains that she enjoys spontaneity and goes by what she feels. She
admits that lesson planning is important and could be helpful, but she does not think that she will
write lesson plans when she is in her own classroom because she perceives that they limit her
creativity. She feels like she is “cornering” herself when planning lessons. Karen describes that it is

difficult for her to follow the lesson plan and to keep her objectives in mind because she notices that
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she gets “so wrapped up in the activity” or “takes a tangent” during the lesson that she easily forgets
what her objectives were.

Nevertheless, Karen says she feels that lesson objectives are important. It is important to
know what the “end goal” of each lesson is, why certain activities are done (“it helps like really
think through the end, what do I really want them to be able to do in the end”). However, Karen
struggles with writing objectives because she needs the freedom to be able to be creative and be in
the moment and act based upon her instincts and intuition.

But I'm realizing now that that [being spontaneous| might be successful even better

if T can like structure a little bit and wing some of the parts in the middle, so like

maybe have... I think the objectives are really important, especially in this

placement, like the more clear that my objectives are then I can kind of fandangle

how I reach the objectives and then I can like have some creativity how I get to the

end goal. Once I have the end goal clear but up until now my end goal has been
kind of hard to define so...

Discussion

This study set out to investigate the relationship between second language preservice
teachers’ beliefs about theory and the teachers’ cognitive responses to theoretical knowledge during
interpretation and how this relationship might in part explain the disparity of theory and practice,
that is, teachers’ reluctance to use theoretical knowledge. The study portrayed three different
consumers of theoretical knowledge. Janice and Karen both demonstrated consistently higher level
cognitive responses to theoretical knowledge. Janice is a critical reader who analyzes, synthesizes,
and evaluates incoming theoretical information based on her personal knowledge-base. She engages
in a rational evaluation process of information, that is, she gauges the value of information
comparing and contrasting it to what else she knows. The interesting difference between Janice and
Karen was that Karen’s evaluation of information was more affective-based, in contrast to Janice’s
more rational assessment of information. Karen based her judgments about readings on how she
felt about the ideas, topics, and issues in the readings and what she liked or did not like.

This difference in evaluating information is also reflected in Janice and Karen’s beliefs of
theoretical knowledge. Janice’s apparent ease with and rational approach to analyzing theoretical
knowledge has surely contributed to her belief of theoretical knowledge as a valuable foundation
and background for teaching and learning. Janice’s knowledge-base is a balanced sum of her
practical experiences as a teacher and learner and theoretical information, between which she
constantly draws connections and which she continuously organizes in her mind into a logical

representation. On the other hand, Karen, who frequently engages in cognitive processing of the
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incoming information and who feels that she has learned from theoretical knowledge and gained
classroom ideas, maintains that the main purpose of theoretical knowledge for her is not as much
informing her practice but self-fulfillment, that is, to be inspired by theory and to make a personal
contribution to the profession.

One of the most interesting patterns that emerged from the data was the differences
between the cognitive processes between Karen and Janice on one hand and Rose on the other hand
and their implications for theory/practice connections. Janice and Karen’s consistent tendency to
analyze, synthesize, and evaluate new information allowed them to assimilate new information, or
to modify it to fit their existing beliefs and mental schemes. In contrast, it was more challenging
for Rose to assimilate new information into her existing knowledge-base. This left her only with the
option to accommodate, which involves a more drastic reorganizing and adjustment of her existing
beliefs and mental schemes. Rose demonstrated her attempts to accommodate new information by
her approach to ready-made lessons, which she either approved as such and accommodated by
reorganizing her existing beliefs or rejected without seeing the possibility of assimilation.

Given Rose’s struggles with understanding theoretical texts and the fact that she is forced to
change her existing mental schemes and beliefs to fit new information into her mental models, it is
not surprising that Rose explained that she often shied away from theoretical readings. She did not
believe that theoretical knowledge was the primary means for her development as a teacher but
believed that the best preparation for teachers is to spend time in the classroom. Rose turned to
theoretical knowledge mainly to get practical teaching ideas and problem solutions.

Research has suggested that one of the main reasons why practitioners do not perceive
theory as useful is because they feel that theory is not relevant for them (Stigler & Hiebert, 1999;
Freeman & Johnson, 1998) and because theory is often perceived as abstract, “decontextualized”
and “detemporalized” descriptions of practice (Roth, Lawless & Tobin, 2000, p. 2). This study
hypothesizes that this perception could be a result of teachers’ struggles to make those categorical
and conceptual (Dalton & Tharp, 2002), yet personal, generalizations from the more context-
bound practical phenomena (Borg, 2003) in the classrooms. The ability to generalize requires
analyzing and synthesizing information in order to consider one’s local teaching context through a
more global perspective. Generalizing pulls together many teaching contexts to form common
principles which are free from the detailed, unique characteristics of the “contingent” and
“extemporaneous” (Roth, Lawless & Tobin, 2000, p. 2) qualities of the local contexts. This study
supports the belief that the ability to see one’s own teaching context as one of many contexts is

critical in easing the theory/practice tension. Successful theory consumers, such as Janice, do not
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expect the ideas in the readings to provide a ready model for them that can be implemented in
their classroom “as is,” but rather these ideas can be adopted to differing extents, ranging from
using a model, idea, or principle to applying a variation of a suggested model in one’s own context.

This study did not examine the participants’ cognitive ability but rather their cognitive
mindset or their tendencies to engage in cognitive functions. The study raises an interesting
question, namely whether teachers who do not seem to engage with theory analytically can be
taught to engage with it in more analytical ways. Clearly there are ways in which teacher education
programs and teacher educators can support their teachers’ engagement in the higher-level
cognitive processes during interpretation of new information. First, in order to achieve this,
teachers should be encouraged to engage in reflective practice (Wallace, 1991; Richards & Nunan,
1990). Teacher education courses should include activities that promote the ability to analyze by
having preservice teachers constantly consider how the issues in the reading and discussions relate
to their own teaching context. The reflection should be rich, that is, preservice teachers should be
encouraged to reflect not only on what happens in their classrooms but they should be encouraged
to draw connections between everything they know, such as, readings, student teaching, students,
other teachers, supervisors, cooperating teachers, and university assignments. In order to enable
this kind of reflection, an integrated teacher education program, where university studies and
student teaching take place side-by-side, is undoubtedly ideal because preservice teachers have the
opportunity to analyze theoretical knowledge immediately upon exposure based on their
experiences in the classroom. As the findings of this study indicate, lesson planning, especially
creating the lesson objectives, is another effective way to promote the ability to analyze because it
forces teachers to analyze their teaching and decision-making and ask themselves why they are
doing certain things and why certain activities should be done in a given manner.. It also makes
teachers evaluate information by having them describe the choices available for them, comparing
the different options through synthesizing various information sources. Teachers like Rose, who had
a difficult time creating lesson objectives and felt more comfortable writing the procedures, should
be given practical tools to identify the objectives embedded in the procedures they have chosen.
This can be accomplished by having preservice teachers describe how the activities of their choice
support the learning goals described in the various standards, the school curriculum, SLA theory,
and the language learning needs of their students evident from needs analyses conducted.

Second, the findings of this study emphasize the importance of preservice teachers’ ability
to see the various components of a teacher education program as parts of a united whole instead of

as seemingly unrelated isolated pieces. Clifford, Friesen, and Jardine (2003) call this kind of
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fragmented view “basics-as-breakdown” (p. 11), which entails teachers’ perception of instructional
decisions and curricular issues as unrelated fragments. In order to overcome this kind of fragmented
mind-set, a meta-level discussion with the preservice teachers of the connections between the
various components of second language teachers’ knowledge-base should be conducted. Instead of
considering the university courses as competing with the more practical experiences in the
classrooms during student teaching, as was the case with Rose, preservice teachers should be helped
to understand the different functions of the various components of their teacher education, that is,
to treat these components “as a part of some longstanding whole to which it belongs” (Clifford,
Friesen & Jardine, 2003, p. 12). When doing one thing, one is actually the whole thing “from a
particular locale” (p. 12).

Third, the findings of this study prompt us to realize that the ability to engage in higher-
level cognitive processes during interpretation alone does not guarantee that a teacher is directly
informed by theory, as was the case with Karen. Karen had the mental ability to effectively process
incoming information but nevertheless did not feel significantly informed by theory. Karen raises
an important issue to be considered in the discussion of theory and practice discrepancy, namely
the role of “ownership” (Borg, 2003, p. 1). Borg (2003) describes that teachers often feel research to
be a “top-down affair” (p. 1), in which teachers do not have an equal role to play. Karen is a highly
intuitive and creative teacher and felt confined by theoretical principles established by others.
Following guidelines and suggestions from theoretical sources meant for her limiting her ability to
express her creativity and intuition. In order to assist teachers like Karen in benefiting from
theoretical knowledge, thus moving from relying solely on intuition to relying on informed
intuition, teacher educators should place the teacher at center stage (Freeman & Johnson, 1998) by
recognizing the importance of teachers’ personal practical knowledge and taking into consideration
“the individual experiences and perspectives of teachers” (p. 399). Karen explained that she
appreciated a mixture of freedom and structure in lesson planning, which meant that she was asked
to define the lesson objectives, thus motivate her instructional decisions for the lesson but allowed
the space and freedom, during the lesson, to spontaneously create the means and ways to meet
these objectives. Karen also valued choices in terms of readings and suggestions, which made her
feel that the outside information complemented her intuition rather than confined it. Second
language teacher education programs should welcome teachers to have the courage to invest the
more personal qualities of themselves into teaching as did Karen, for whom teaching was a creative
act. Preservice teachers should be assisted to realize that good teaching is not an exact reproduction

of the directions provided in the university courses, but that teachers need to use their intuition

71

© 2013, Regents of the University of Minnesota. Permission to reprint must be sought from the CARLA office. For information see: www.carla.umn.edu. Originally published as: Bigelow,
M. & Walker, C. (Eds.) (2004). Creating teacher community: Selected papers from the Third International Conference on Language Teacher Education (CARLA Working Paper #24).
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition. Retrieved from www.carla.umn.edu/resources/working-papers/



since the core of every teacher’s authentic self is a critical component of a well-informed teacher.
Teachers’ personal qualities are pivotal in the formation of a positive relationship with theoretical
knowledge.

The results of this study lead me to argue for teachers taking an active role as consumers of
theoretical knowledge. Many of the papers discussing the theory/practice relationship focus on the
failure of the theoreticians to provide comprehensible and relevant input. Many of the teachers’
problems with theoretical knowledge can surely be attributed to the apparent miscommunication
between researchers and practitioners as described by Borg (2003). However, instead of waiting for
others or academic cultures to change, this paper hopes that by better understanding teachers’
cognitive processes during their interpretation of theoretical knowledge, we can positively influence
teachers’ beliefs of theoretical knowledge and consequently support them to grow into confident
readers of theory, who have a positive mind-set toward theory allowing it to inform their teaching

practice.
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Sharing the Stage: Beliefs and Interactions in an ESL Class'

Colleen Maloney Berman and Lynne Yang
State University of New York at Buffalo

Branko:* But I have this one student, Jed, you know Jed? Oh my gosh, he wants me
to correct every single mistake that he makes, and I can’t. I just don’t have the time
to do that. I don’t have the energy to do that. I don’t even have the willpower. You
know, I just don’t want to. He wants me to correct everything. Every
mispronounced word. Everything that’s spelled incorrectly...And I just can’t do
that. Not for every student. Not even for him.

Colleen: I wonder why he wants to have that.

Branko: I don’t know...And plus, I think that would just interrupt. Personally, I
think it would interrupt his communication. I don’t want to stop him every time.

Colleen: Have you told him that?
Branko: That I would interrupt his communication?
Colleen: Yeah.

Branko: If I corrected every pronunciation error? I didn't tell him, no.

What does this teacher, Branko, believe about error correction? What does his student, Jed,
believe? How do their beliefs about correction affect their expectations and actions in class? What
are their beliefs about other aspects of language teaching and learning? Both Branko and Jed seem
to have clear beliefs about error correction, but it appears that neither of them is aware of the
reasons underlying the other’s expectations. What are the sources of their different beliefs? If they
understood the sources and contexts of each other’s beliefs, would they have a better appreciation
of each other’s expectations and actions?

[t is not often the case that we “lift the curtain” in order to examine the beliefs of the
participants in the uniquely constrained social interactional setting we call a language classroom.
This is what we aim to do here: to examine the interplay of a teacher’s and his students’ beliefs bout
communicative language teaching in light of the interactions that play out in the particular setting

of the language classroom they share.
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Review of the Literature

Many previous studies have identified teachers’ and learners’ beliefs about teaching and
learning languages, beginning with the formative studies of Horwitz (1985, 1987, 1988), who
designed the Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI).

Several studies have pointed out areas of difference between language teachers’ and students’
beliefs, including their expectations about error correction, the importance of grammar and
vocabulary, the length of time it takes to learn a language, and the usefulness of various classroom
activities (Green, 1993; Horwitz, 1985, 1987, 1988; Kern, 1995; McCargar, 1993; Peacock, 1998,
1999; Truitt, 1995). However, few studies have examined how these differences affect classroom
interactions.

Some studies have focused on ESL/EFL (English as a Second Language/English as a Foreign
Language) learners’ beliefs. Wenden (1986, 1987) and Yang (1999) discovered links between
students’ beliefs about language learning and their subsequent choices and uses of learning
strategies. Other studies have focused on ESL/EFL teachers’ beliefs. Many have found that teachers’
beliefs have a strong effect on what they say and do in class. Johnson’s (1994) research revealed that
the pre-service teachers in her study wanted to teach very differently from the ways they had been
taught. Peacock’s (2001) study with pre-service EFL teachers led him to surmise that their
“mistaken beliefs” could have negative consequences in their future teaching. Borg (1998), Burns
(1992, 1996) and Woods (1991) all examined experienced ESL teachers who entered their teaching
assignments with firm beliefs, but due to various constraints, had to re-consider their stands on
curriculum and course content.

Whether they have focused on students, teachers or both, most studies have implied that it
is important to understand how differences and commonalities in teachers” and learners’ beliefs
might affect classroom interactions. An important question that is often raised is what might
happen when beliefs clash. Horwitz (1988) warned of “negative outcomes for many language
learners” (p. 292) who believe, for example, that they can learn a language in two years or that
mastering a language is mostly a matter of memorizing grammar rules and/or vocabulary. These
students might become frustrated and disappointed at their lack of achievement in two years or
their lack of communicative ability even though they know some of the formal features of the
language. In Peacock’s (1998) study with Hong Kong EFL teachers and students, he concluded that
differences between their beliefs about the effectiveness of class activities had “a negative effect on
these learners’ linguistic progress, satisfaction with the class, and perhaps also on their confidence in

their teachers” (p. 245). For example, we were interested to know if learners with language learning
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experiences in an Audiolingual or Grammar Translation classroom would experience frustration
when placed in a classroom with a teacher (like the one in our case study) who adheres to
communicative language teaching methods.

To avoid such negative outcomes, and to better appreciate the underlying reasons for one
another’s expectations, choices and actions in class, many researchers have proposed that teachers
and students actually discuss their beliefs about language teaching and learning (Horwitz, 1987,
1988; Kern, 1995; McCargar, 1993; Peacock, 1998, 1999; Truitt, 1995; Wenden, 1986, 1987).

Several studies acknowledge that it is important to identify the sources of beliefs in order to
appreciate the depth of their influence. The pre-service teachers in Bailey, et al. (1996) kept journals
in which they cited their previous formal and informal language learning experiences as providing
the basis for many of their beliefs about successful teaching and learning. The pre-service teachers in
Johnson (1994) identified their informal language learning experiences as a powerful force in
shaping how they aspired to teach, and their formal language learning courses as sources of their
beliefs about how they did not want to teach. Borg (1998) studied a teacher whose beliefs had been
profoundly shaped by his teacher training in the communicative approach, and the teachers in
Woods (1991) cited their years of teaching experience as the source of their beliefs about how to
implement a new curriculum. The two novice ESL teachers in Campbell (1999) cited personal
experiences as having shaped their professional personae.

Very few studies have investigated the sources of learners’ beliefs. In his 1999 study,
Peacock (1991) conducted brief interviews with 121 university EFL students in Hong Kong to ask
about the origins of their language learning beliefs. Peacock described the interviews as “not very
successful” because “many learners did not seem to know the origin of their beliefs” (p. 257). Half
the students gave no response, and the other half cited a variety of sources, from formal language
learning to family, friends, media, and living abroad. Some studies suggest, but do not explicitly
question, the sources of students’ beliefs. Cotterall (1995) inferred that international university
students’ confidence correlated with their “belief in one’s ability to influence the outcome of
learning and derives from perceptions of previous learning experiences” (p. 201). Cotterall
cautioned that the confidence the students developed from language learning in their home
countries might unduly influence their belief in their ability to succeed in an English language
university, and noted a “need to explore with learners their ‘myths’ about themselves” (p. 201).

Rarely has research in this area utilized in-depth interviews with teachers and students in
order to discover the roots of their beliefs. No studies, to our knowledge, have examined an entire

ESL class—teacher and students. The aim of this study, then, is to investigate the beliefs about

77

© 2013, Regents of the University of Minnesota. Permission to reprint must be sought from the CARLA office. For information see: www.carla.umn.edu. Originally published as: Bigelow,
M. & Walker, C. (Eds.) (2004). Creating teacher community: Selected papers from the Third International Conference on Language Teacher Education (CARLA Working Paper #24).
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition. Retrieved from www.carla.umn.edu/resources/working-papers/



Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) of an ESL teacher and his students, to identify the

sources of their beliefs, and to examine the effects of their beliefs on their classroom interactions.

Methodology
Data Collection

The participants in this study are the teacher and students of an ESL class in an Intensive
English Program (IEP) at a public university in the northeastern United States. The teacher-
participant in this study, Branko, has a master’s degree in TESOL (Teaching English to Speakers of
Other Languages) and 12 years’ teaching experience. The student-participants in this study (11 of
14 in the class) come from around the world (see Appendix A), and most of them intend to pursue
academic studies at American colleges or universities.

Classes in the IEP are composed of students at the same language proficiency level, and
each class has 4.5 hours of lessons together daily. The students in this study are at the high-
intermediate proficiency level, and they were observed in one of their four courses—Reading and
Discussion—which they attend for two hours daily.

The IEP assigns texts for each course, and teachers are free to supplement these books with
materials of their own design. Branko is known for his innovative teaching units, such as ESL
Survivor (where teams of students compete to out-read, out-write, out-scan and out-summarize
one another) and Century 21 (where aspects of life in the future are discussed using readings from
such journals as The Futurist). He adheres to a communicative approach in teaching and aims to
make class activities appealing to his students and applicable to their academic and social language
needs.

Data were gathered from the teacher and students throughout the spring 2002 semester.
Sources of data included classroom observations, two questionnaires on beliefs, and in-depth
interviews with the teacher and students. There were 10 observations, beginning in the second
week of the semester and ending in the last week. The questionnaires were administered after the
fifth observation, during two class sessions at which the teacher was absent by arrangement. During
these two sessions, Colleen discussed Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) with the students,
as well as their EFL experiences and some results of previous studies about ESL teachers’ and
students’ beliefs. The purpose of these discussions was to familiarize the students with terminology
on the questionnaires and to help them to see that language teachers and learners hold a wide
variety of beliefs about language learning and teaching.” The questionnaires were used as a first step

for identifying participants’ beliefs. The first questionnaire was based on Horwitz’ (1985) BALLI; we
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composed the Beliefs about Communicative Language Teaching and Learning (BACLTL)
questionnaire because several items on the BALLI were too broad for purposes of this study. The
second questionnaire contained four open-ended questions on sources and effects of the students’
beliefs as well as their views of their teacher’s beliefs (See Appendix B). Both the teacher and
students were interviewed about the meaning of their responses and the sources of their beliefs.
Colleen undertook this study as part of her doctoral degree requirements; she conducted all
observations, questionnaires and interviews. Lynne collaborated on the design of the study, its

theoretical base and literature reviews as well as the analysis of its findings.

Data Analysis

As we read through the findings, we looked for evidence of beliefs about communicative
language teaching and learning. We noted each episode of apparent evidence of beliefs, and coded
each into a category (Creswell, 1998) such as teachers’ roles, students’ roles, error correction, pair
and group work, fluency versus accuracy, and so forth. As Creswell (1998) advocates in his
approach to case study analysis, we then searched through the categories looking for “issue-relevant
meanings” (p.154). That is, we attempted to interpret the categories in terms of the participants’
apparent beliefs about language teaching and learning- what their beliefs are, where they originated,
and how they might affect interactions in the classroom.

Through the analytical process described above, we combined categories into three themes:
participation in class, accuracy/error correction, and affect. We chose to explore these particular
themes because they represent areas where the participants’ beliefs converge (participation), where
their beliefs diverge (accuracy/error correction), and lastly, where differences in their beliefs are

mediated (affect).

The Three Themes and the Participants’ Beliefs

In this section, we examine each theme in detail. First, we present the participants’ stated
beliefs as they relate to the theme. Next, we discuss theories from the language learning literature
that support the participants’ beliefs about the theme. Then we attempt to confirm the participants’
beliefs and identify the effects of their beliefs through interview findings and through observed

interactions in the classroom.
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Participation—A Case of Accord

Stated beliefs about participation.

Four of the BACLTL items relate to student participation in ESL classes. The participants

generally agreed to these items (see Table 1).

Table 1: Student Responses to BACLTL Items Related to Participation

Questionnaire Item

Agreed/
Agreed strongly

Neutral

Disagreed/
Strongly disagreed

Item 9: Students in ESL classes taught

12

0

through CLT have more opportunity to
participate.

Item 10: Students in ESL classes taught 12 0 0
through CLT participate more than
students in teacher-fronted classes.

Item 15: In CLT, it is important for a 11 1 0
teacher to encourage students to
participate from the very beginning of a
course.

Item 20. In CLT, the role of the ESL 12 0 0
teacher is to give students opportunities to
express themselves in English.

Note. (N=12)

One of Branko’s strongest beliefs is that his students must participate in class. He attributes
this belief to an idea that he learned in his master’s program in TESOL, and which has affected his
teaching ever since. As he explains, “Right from my graduate program, I've really tried to have,
like, 90 percent student, you know, having the students speak for 90 percent of the time and me 10
percent of the time.” Branko says that he reminds himself of this guiding ratio constantly.

Branko also believes that student participation must begin from the first day of class. He
ascribes this belief to his own nervousness on meeting a class for the first time. He reasons that if he
is nervous, there is a strong possibility that his students are, too: “The first time you speak in front
of a group of people, youre going to be nervous...no matter how long you've known them.”
Hence, he dismisses the idea of waiting until later in the semester to have students dominate class
talk: “I want them immediately to start talking...and then it becomes easier each time.”

The students take to this dominant role in class with alacrity, in spite of—or perhaps
because of—EFL backgrounds that many of them claim were very restricted in terms of

participation. All of the students spoke of EFL experiences that offered them limited opportunities
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to speak English. Jong, from Korea, said his EFL classes were very big and it was “difficult for

student to contact teacher personally”

and also “difficult for students to show their opinion.” Jong
added that when he did succeed in asking a question, the teachers did not always “explain my
answers or show his or her opinion.” He described his experience of trying to participate in his EFL
classes in Korea as “some difficult” with the effect that a student could “easily give up, yeah.” When
asked if he did, indeed, give up on the idea of participation, he replied wistfully, “Yeah.”

Surprisingly, this discouraging experience is the source of Jong’s strong belief that “the most
important factor in teaching and in studying is participation.” Jong is not deterred by his former,
limited experiences with participation. He adds that in his class with Branko, “we had better speak
more and more even if we don’t know the exact way.” Based on his experience of limited
opportunities for participation in EFL in Korea, Jong developed an appreciation of the value of
student involvement in his class with Branko.

Another student, Lila, concurs with Jong on the lack of participation in previous EFL
classes. She said that in Japan she did not “need to say something in class...we just listening teacher
saying, and take a note without say anything.” As a result, she says, she could “become
more...passive.” However, in Branko’s class, being passive is not an option. Lila says that if she does
not participate Branko “gave me some question or...he asks.” Lila thinks that in this class, students
“have to express ourselves something to the teacher,” and she adds, “I think it’s American style.”
She believes that as a result, “we can talk more and more, yeah, without hesitation,” so she, too,

values participation in Branko’s class.

Theories about participation.

Much research supports the belief that participating in class benefits language learning (Gass
& Varonis, 1993; Krashen, 1981; Long, 1991; Pica, 1991, 1994; VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993;
Young, 1993). The Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1981) proposes that students need to be pushed to
understand meaningful messages in the target language without focusing on form. Branko attempts
to do exactly this when he speaks with the students and when he provides them with authentic
readings from newspapers, magazines and the Internet.

Swain’s Output Hypothesis (1985, 1993) argues that learners need to be pushed to convey
messages in the target language. Swain reasons that output can provide learners with opportunities
to try out their own hypotheses about language. This is part of what Jong describes doing with his
classmates: he tests his own hypotheses of English, then checks with his classmates and Branko.

Swain adds that output “may force the learner to move from semantic processing to syntactic
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processing [which] forces learners to recognize what they do not know or know only partially”
(1993, p. 159). This “noticing the gap” (Schmidt & Frota, 1986) between what one can say and
what one wants to say appears to be what Jong is doing intuitively when he participates in class.

One way to encourage participation is through group work. Brown (2001) stated that
group work increases opportunities for interactive language use, helps create a more positive
affective climate in the classroom, encourages learners to assume more responsibility for their own
learning, and helps teachers meet individual students’ needs.

Increased student participation and language practice are frequently mentioned among the
many benefits of cooperative learning (Crandall, 1999; Olsen & Kagan, 1992). In order to succeed
at cooperative learning tasks, students must participate through speaking and listening with others.
Hence, by their nature, these tasks motivate students to participate.

The role of the teacher in a communicative class is to manage student participation.
Richards and Rodgers (2001) have referred to this role as “group process manager” (p. 168), and
they say it includes organizing communicative activities such as group work in which the students

participate.

Confirmation of beliefs about participation and their effects on interactions.

Branko’s strong belief in student participation is evident in his classroom practice, where he
consistently tries to implement the 90:10 ratio of student-talk to teacher-talk. Often in our
observations, especially on days when students were giving individual and group presentations, this
ratio was even exceeded. On one such occasion, our field notes record: “Branko arrived. He walked
right to the back, smiling at students as he did so, took off his coat and took out some notebooks.
He smiled hello to me. Students were chatting quietly amongst themselves.” It was interesting that
Branko did not try to attract anyone’s attention as he entered the class. The students continued
their quiet conversations until the student-presenter for the day was ready. Branko limited his
involvement to brief introductions, nods of approval and softly voiced encouragement to the
presenters. Branko’s adherence to his student-talk to teacher-talk ratio is consistent, and it
demonstrates the lasting influence that teacher education programs can have on individual’s beliefs.

The effects of Jong’s belief about participation were apparent in his interactions in class. He
often enjoyed asking questions and verifying answers with other students and Branko. As Jong
describes it, “even if [Branko] answered the question, we talk, we continue to talk about the answer,
it is correct or not.” In accord with his 90:10 ratio of participation, Branko does not object to such

prolonged discussions; he encourages them.
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In his interview, when Jong spoke of the importance of participation in class, he also
described improving his English by way of “noticing the gap” (Swain, 1993). Jong said that when
the students try to “speak more and more...talk with our classmates more and more, we can
correct each other, our mistakes.” Jong’s belief that participation can help improve his English is
directly related to Swain’s Output Hypothesis and Schmidt and Frota’s theory of noticing the gap.
Another Korean student, Sung, echoes Jong’s and Lila’s beliefs about participation: “If we talk,
we talk to other people, we have to use our own words. So that is very good to improving, improve
my English.” Sung seizes opportunities to improve his English in genuine communication with

others, and he values participation in Branko’s class as a way of improving his English.

Accuracy and Error Correction—A Case of Relative Discord

Stated beliefs about accuracy and error correction.

Five of the BACLTL statements (items #3, 4, 5, 6, and 18) relate to accuracy and error
correction. There was much disagreement on these items between Branko and the students, and

also among the students themselves (see Table 2).

Table 2: Student Responses to BACLTL Items Related to Accuracy and Error Correction

Questionnaire Item Agreed/ Neutral Disagreed/
Agreed Strongly Strongly Disagreed

Item 3. Grammatical accuracy is very 1 4 7

important in CLT.

Item 4. Error correction is very important 6 4 2

in CLT.

Item 5. Correct pronunciation is very 4 5 3

important in CLT.

Item 6. Correct intonation is very 7 3 2

important in CLT.

Item 18. ESL students should not speak 0 0 12

very much until they know how to say
everything without error.

Note. (N=12)

Branko believes that a focus on accuracy and correction can distract students from
expressing themselves freely in English, so he disregards students’ errors in grammar, pronunciation
and intonation as long as they do not impede communication. He credits this belief to his own

experiences as a student of Japanese, Russian, and Serbian. When he attempts to speak in these
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languages, Branko says, “I don’t want somebody stopping me every time I make a pronunciation
mistake...I lose my train of thought.” To illustrate the intensity of his belief, he adds that ever since
a Russian acquaintance began to correct his spoken Russian, Branko has “refused to speak a word of
Russian with him.”

The students have varying beliefs about accuracy and error correction. Six of the twelve
disagreed with item #3 (“Grammatical accuracy is very important in CLT”). Dina, from Venezuela,
believes that self-expression is more important than accuracy. Dina admits that her grammar could
be better, but she claims, “I can communicate very well without my grammatical skills.” In
contrast, she argues, some students are “expert in grammar” but they do not know how to express
themselves.

Another Korean student, Young, was neutral on the importance of grammatical accuracy
and error correction in CLT “because communication itself is important so grammatical accuracy is
not strongly required.” However, Young further explained that if Branko’s class—and the
questionnaires—were not based on CLT, he would “strongly agree” that grammatical accuracy is
very important. We see that Young has firm beliefs about accuracy and correction, which were
formed in the context of his EFL learning in Korea. However, he was able to expand on these
beliefs in the communicative context of Branko’s reading and discussion class.

There is, seemingly, an inconsistency in some students’ beliefs about grammatical accuracy
and error correction. For example, on the BACLTL, Lila was neutral on the importance of
grammatical accuracy. In her interview, she said, “too much care about the grammar is not good
to speak, to improve speaking ability.” However, on the BACLTL, Lila agreed that error correction
is very important in CLT. Lila offered an explanation for this acceptance of struggling grammar and
an expectation of correction: “If student doesn’t know their error, they can’t prove, improve...if
they didn’t know their mistake, they can't correct their mistake.” So Lila, like several other
students, accepts errors as unavoidable, but she also believes in the importance of error correction

from her teacher and fellow students.

Theories about accuracy and error correction.

Branko adheres to the CLT approach, which has been the prevailing methodology in ESL
(but not EFL) instruction for over 20 years. The goal of CLT is to help learners develop their
communicative competence in the target language. In CLT, “errors are tolerated during fluency-
based activities and are seen as a natural outcome of the development of communication skills”

(Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 132). This is how Branko and several of the student-participants view
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errors- as a natural part of the language learning process. As long as errors in grammar, vocabulary
and pronunciation do not hinder comprehension of a student’s message, Branko does not correct
them even though he acknowledges that students want correction.

CLT is clearly more fluency-oriented than accuracy-oriented. As Brown (2001) states,
“current approaches to language teaching lean strongly toward message orientation with language
usage offering a supporting role” (p. 269). Richards and Rodgers (2001) affirm that the “correction
of errors may be absent or infrequent” in CLT (p. 166). Teachers might make notes about student
errors and return to them later, after the student has finished speaking.

CLT is widely practiced in North America, but the most widely used methods in the
student-participants’ home countries are Grammar-Translation and Audiolingualism (Larsen-
Freeman, 2000; Li, 1998; Maloney-Berman, 2000). Accuracy and error correction are key features
of these two methods. Accuracy is of the utmost importance in Grammar-Translation, and
mistakes are corrected immediately. Indeed, one of the Grammar-Translation teacher’s main tasks
is to judge the correctness of students’ written work (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Accuracy is also
very important in Audiolingualism. Errors are believed to lead to the formation of bad language
habits, so one of the teacher’s main duties is to correct all errors immediately. This includes errors
in grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Therefore, it is understandable
that a number of the students believe their errors should be corrected. This is what their former
teachers have done, and this experience has shaped their beliefs about the role of the teacher in the
classroom.

Branko’s emphasis on meaning is advocated by research into focus on form (Fotos, 1993;
Izumi, Bigelow, Fujiwara, & Fearnow 1999; Kowal & Swain, 1997; Long, 1991; Swain, 1993). The
purpose of language lessons with a focus on form is to “overtly draw students’ attention to linguistic
elements as they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning, or
communication” (Long, 1991, p. 46). Branko’s lessons- whether based on the course texts or on his
own materials, such as ESL Survivor- are all clearly aimed at increasing students’ ability to
comprehend and use English in meaningful communication. When the content of his lessons leads
students to notice linguistic elements about which they are not certain, Branko encourages

students’ questions and discussion about them.

Confirmation of beliefs about accuracy and error correction and effects on interactions.

An aversion to correction clearly affects Branko’s treatment of errors in his ESL classes. For

example, in reference to the student Jed in the opening vignette, Branko said, “If T keep stopping
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him every time he mispronounces a word, that’s going to inhibit the communication, the
conversation.” As a result of his belief, Branko does not interrupt Jed to offer corrections. Instead,
Branko focuses on the content of the message, and he wants his students to do the same.

An example of this emphasis on meaning occurred when one student, Rafi, gave a
presentation on the drug Ecstasy. Rafi mispronounced chemical as shem-ickle and muscle as musk-
ul, but Branko did not correct either mistake. In a later interview, Branko said that he had not
noticed the errors, presumably because he was focusing on the content of Rafi’s presentation.
Branko added that if he had noticed the errors, he “would not have corrected [Rafi] in front of
everybody. I think I would have, maybe afterwards, said something.” However, he did not notice
these mistakes, so no correction was offered. Moreover, none of the students seemed to notice these
mistakes or be confused by them; no one asked for clarification during or after Rafi’s presentation,
and they all proceeded to animated discussions on the topic of illicit drug use in their respective
countries.

While our classroom observations did not include any instances of overt correction by
Branko, the students expressed a variety of opinions about what they saw happening in class. Jong
thought that Branko believed that error correction is important because, he said, “Sometimes I
gave an answer to Branko about some question, it is some incorrect sentence or incorrect word. He
said to me the correct answer.” Based on his own experience with Branko and error correction, Jong
felt that Branko considered it an important feature of his teaching practice.

Jong referred to mutual corrections and clarifications between himself and his Latino
classmates. Jong said that he has “more vocabulary than the Latino, Latinos” so he is often able to
“correct their answers.” Conversely, Jong said that the Latinos” aural comprehension is better than
his is, so when he does not understand what Branko or another student says, he asks his “Latino
friends...so I can understand.” Hence, the students recognize one another’s strengths and use them
to organize their own system of accuracy checks and error corrections.

During her interview, Lila also referred to this inter-student correction system. She referred
to some of her classmates as “good at grammar people,” and she said, “if they use different
grammar, I can ask them, and then we can maybe discuss, or we can correct our grammar
mistake.” In particular, Lila admired Young’s grammar skills, which she described as “perfect” and
“amazing!” Lila was one of the students who had deemed error correction important in order to

improve her English.
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Affect—A Case of Mediation
Stated beliefs about affect.

The third theme that emerged from the findings was the important role that affective factors
play in this classroom. Three items on the BACLTL relate to the theme of affect (Items # 7, 8 and
11). All participants unanimously agreed that CLT promotes cohesion and that it is easier to learn

English when there is a feeling of belonging (see Table 3).

Table 3: Student Responses to BACLTL Items Related to Affect

Questionnaire Item Agreed/ Neutral Disagreed/
Agreed Strongly Strongly Disagreed
Item 7. Use of CLT promotes a feeling of 12 0 0

cohesion amongst students.

Item 8. It is easier to learn ESL in a class 12 0 0
where there is a feeling of belonging
amongst the students.

Item 11. Students in ESL classes taught 12 0 0
through CLT seem to have more
confidence in speaking.

Note. (N=12)
Branko’s belief about the role of affect in class is reflected in this comment:

[ want the students to always feel relaxed in my class...I hope whatever I'm doing is

not, you know, intimidating, or frightening them. I just hope they’re always

relaxed, and feel comfortable, where they’ll be able to speak in class.

Clearly, Branko is aware that students can be apprehensive about participating in class. He
knows from his own experience how intimidating it can be to express oneself in front of other
people in another language. He is aware that his students might feel self-conscious, and he
understands that making them feel comfortable, and developing a sense of group cohesion, can
help the students feel more relaxed and encourage participation.

Dina summed up her beliefs about the benefits of communicative language teaching when
she said, “CLT...increases the cohesion, yes! Of course! Because communicating and discussing
bring, bring them [students] together... They might notice that they're interested in some topics,
or they have a lot in common.” Dina’s feelings about the role of cohesion are in concordance with
her beliefs about participation and accuracy. She values participation—regardless of inaccurate
grammar and other errors—for the opportunities it gives students to learn more about one another

and to develop a sense of cohesion.
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Dina also believes that the teacher should be “one more classmate” who participates and
interacts with the students. She claims that this makes the students “feel comfortable” because there
is not “a wall between the students and the teacher.” In Dina’s estimation, Branko does this
“perfectly” because, she said, “he’s always asking us our opinion, and he gives his opinion, too. We
also ask him his opinion about this, the things we're talking about.” Dina’s statements seem to
reflect Branko’s beliefs about the value of a positive affect in class.

Taif echoed Dina’s description of the role of affective factors in CLT. He said that CLT aided
ESL learning because “a social classroom, a socially interactive classroom, I think really makes it
easy, a lot easier for you to just, you know, learn and all that. Because, you know, you feel
comfortable.” Taif credited Branko for managing this: “He makes everybody, you know, connect to
each other.”

Young claimed that this “feeling of belonging” leads students “to participate more and

more,” underscoring the links between the emerging themes in this study.

Theories about affect.

According to Armold (1999), affect comprises both positive and negative “aspects of
emotion, feeling, mood or attitude which condition behavior” (p. 1). Arnold asserts that affect is an
important consideration in education because its negative aspects (anxiety, fear and stress) can
impede learning, and its positive aspects (motivation and empathy) can lead to more effective
learning. Amold claims that language learning can be one of the most anxiety-prone of all
disciplines because students need to express themselves “in a shaky linguistic vehicle” in front of
their classmates and teacher (p. 9).

Various studies have explored the positive and negative influences of affect on language
learning (Armold, 1999; Crandall, 1999; Horwitz & Young, 1991; Krashen, 1981; Schumann, 1997;
Tsui, 1996). Krashen’s (1981) theory of an affective filter posits that when students’ affective filters
are low, they will be more likely to acquire language through comprehensible input. Schumann
(1997) examined the neurobiological link between cognition and emotion and argued that affect
plays a central role in language learning.

In communicative classes, where students are engaged in disclosing personal preferences,
opinions and feelings with one another, affect is an important consideration. The abundance of pair
and group work in CLT requires co-operative and supportive relationships among group members
in order to succeed (Hadfield, 1992). In communicative classes, Hadfield asserts, a positive affective

atmosphere “can have a beneficial effect on the morale, motivation and self-image of its members”
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(p. 10). For CLT instructors, then, it is important to try to enhance positive affective factors and
decrease negative affective factors.

Hadlfield (1992) suggests a number of ways for teachers to create a positive affective
climate: organize ice-breaker activities when students first meet one another; organize information-
sharing tasks that involve exchanging personal information about one another’s interests and
backgrounds; provide activities that help students understand one another’s points of view and that
require compromise; and ensure that groupings are “fluid” so that students mix and work with
different classmates.

In working with adult ESL learners, Hilles and Sutton (2001) affirm that personal
characteristics such as “warmth, compassion, empathy, and kindness. ..along with a keen ability to
observe and respond” all contribute to a positive affective climate (p. 391). It is impossible to
mandate these or any other qualities in a teacher, but their importance in decreasing students’
anxieties deserves mention.

Yang and Lee (2001) examined the role of pedagogical caring in the language classroom
and found that adult Asian students were motivated to participate more frequently and to take
more risks when they perceived that their teachers cared about their students and about their work.

According to Crandall (1999), one way to increase positive affect is to incorporate co-
operative learning in the classroom. Co-operative learning reduces anxiety, promotes interaction,
increases self-confidence and motivation, and provides opportunities for the development of cross-
cultural understanding, respect and friendships. Moskowitz (1999) argues that humanistic language
learning exercises benefit learners by improving their attitudes toward the target language,
increasing their self-esteem, and developing a greater appreciation and understanding of their
classmates.

In contrast to the above research, Tsui (1996) examined the consequences of negative
affective factors in EFL classes and discovered that teachers unwittingly contributed to the negative
environment. They constantly insisted on grammatical excellence; they allowed students only one
or two seconds’ wait-time for an answer before moving on to another student; they corrected
students immediately, in front of their peers; and they spoke for most of the class time. (One
teacher observed by Tsui spoke for nearly 80 percent of the class time.) The students in Tsui’s study
claimed they felt so anxious, and so susceptible to criticism in front of their peers, that they
avoided participating in class.

Many of the students in the present study described EFL classes in their home countries that

were similar in nature to the classes Tsui (1996) described. The students spoke of needing to
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quickly produce grammatically accurate answers and of receiving prompt and insensitive error
correction. Considering these past experiences, the students’ strong beliefs about the importance of

a positive affect in language learning are even more understandable.

Confirmation of beliefs about affect and their effects on classroom interactions.

Branko establishes the positive, co-operative tone of the class from the first day when he
organizes ice-breaking activities that require the participation of all group members. Indeed, group
work was a feature of every class we observed. Group membership is fluid, as Hadfield (1992)
suggests, so that students have the chance to work with everyone in the class on several occasions
during the semester.

Branko demonstrates concern for his students and interest in their cultures (Hilles &
Sutton, 2001; Yang & Lee, 2001) by linking class activities to their home countries. For example,
during a lesson on reading and writing headlines, as Branko circulated, he quietly asked Rafi (from
Mexico) if he had heard about the recent phone call between Vicente Fox and Fidel Castro. He then
asked Sami and Carlos (both Colombian) what they knew about the kidnapping of the governor of
Carlos’ state. Rafi, Sami, and Carlos all eagerly shared with Branko what they knew about these
events. On other occasions, we observed earnest discussions of topics such as cell phone use in the
participants’ countries, international air travel safety, and manifestations of racism all over the
world. (This last topic was inspired by Branko’s choice of the novel Snow Falling on Cedars as a class
reader.) By allowing the students to share their personal and cultural knowledge, Branko increases
their self-esteem and fosters their appreciation and understanding of one another (Moskowitz,
1999; Yang & Lee, 2001).

An unexpected finding in this study was the nature of Branko’s voice. He speaks softly and
quietly to the students, raising his voice only when he wants everyone’s attention. Several times
during our observations, we closed our eyes and tried to discern Branko’s voice from the general
buzz of conversations in the room; we could not do it. This was a surprise, and we believe that
Branko’s voice has a considerable effect on student participation and classroom affect. Because
Branko does not dominate interactions in the class, the students seem to feel free to converse
among themselves both during group work and in between class activities. In a later interview, we
asked Branko if he was conscious of how he spoke in class. He was completely surprised by our
observation; he had never considered this aspect of his teaching and its apparent effect on his

students.
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Another characteristic of Branko’s class is the gentle sense of humor that marks many
interactions. Branko often jokes about his own foibles and, at the same time, includes impromptu
lessons on American culture. One day, he asked the students if they knew the meaning of the word
“stranded” and proceeded to describe how he had been stranded at his parents” house the night
before due to a sudden, severe snowstorm. The students guessed the meaning of “stranded,” and
then one of them asked how often adult Americans visit their parents. Branko revealed that he
visited his parents about five times a week because his mother is such a great cook.

Another day, while Branko was collecting homework, he got into an amusing exchange
with a student who had either confused the homework with a reading assignment or perhaps had
not done the homework. The conversation started off quietly, but became louder and funnier as it
went in circles, rather like Abbott and Costello’s “Who’s on First” routine. It was not clear who was
enjoying it more—the student and Branko, or the rest of us.

The findings also included confirmation of the students’ beliefs about affect. Lila, the student
who had reported feeling closer to her classmates as a result of participating in class, described the
special respect that she developed for her Korean classmates:

Because I can know their different opinion, and I can feel more close, close, closely

with them...Especially Korean. My, for me, brother. Big brother...when I talk with

them, or when I stay with them, I feel very, very comfortable. They are, they teach

me a lot of things, like teach me grammar, grammar, English how to study or

everything.

Due to the positive affective climate in the class, and constant interactions in and out of
class, Lila was able to improve her English and develop good friendships with other students. As we
observed this class over the semester, we saw a number of indicators of positive affect: gestures,
smiles, laughter, personal conversations, friendliness, and respect among the participants. Our field
notes illustrate these indicators:

There are smiles and nods of agreement between Miki and Sami as they compare

their answers [about an article on euthanasia]. Then they high five! I think of this as

a rather overdone and typically American gesture, but it looks so joyful and sincere

here, between this young Japanese woman and this young Colombian man.
(Observation #6)

The noise level is quite high, and it is not all about the homework. Lila [an
engineer] is explaining nuclear power plant accidents to Joe. Rafi approaches
Branko. They talk at Branko’s desk about Rafi’s paragraph summaries. Rafi has
questions about his main ideas. I close my eyes. There is laughter in one corner of
the room, mock protest in another corner, Rafi and Branko discussing paragraphs
and two other conversations about the homework. I must force myself to focus on
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any one conversation. There is a lot of talk happening in this class...Students are
searching through the text for answers and comparing their answers. I overhear, “I
say ‘false’. You said ‘true’ already! Make up your mind!”...Class is taking up the
true/false answers, about burying nuclear waste in the Yucca Mountains. ..an
excellent site for nuclear waste because they're arid. Sami jokes that Saudi Arabia
would be a good place to bury nuclear waste. Taif laughs at this. (Observation #8)

After break, the students are reading some of their paragraphs—based on headlines
only—to one another. Yumi reads a paragraph about a teacher named Branko who
was caught napping at work and lost his job. Then he got caught stealing food—he
had no money to eat—and he was sent to jail. Everyone thinks it’s hilarious.
(Observation #9)

These comments and observations are evidence of the participants’ beliefs about affect and
its influence on classroom interactions. In Questionnaire #1, they unanimously agreed that it is
easier to learn ESL when there is a feeling of belonging among the students, that communicative
classes cultivate this feeling of cohesion, and that students’ confidence in speaking increases in such
environments. The participants’ reflections also show an awareness and appreciation of one

another’s backgrounds, cultures and abilities. There is an unmistakable esprit de corps in this class.

Conclusions and Implications
Conclusions

In this study, we examined the relationship between what is believed—usually unsaid and
unseen—and the observed interactions between a teacher and his ESL students. We found that this
teacher and his students share many beliefs about communicative language teaching (CLT). They
believe that student participation is very important in a communicative class. The students believe
that the more they participate in communicative activities, the more they improve at doing so. It
is notable that these activities, such as stating opinions, sharing observations about topics that
interest them, and agreeing and disagreeing with one another are culturally appropriate in many
Western settings, but they can be unfamiliar—even uncomfortable—for students from cultures
where group harmony is more important than individual stances. Nevertheless, these students take
personal and linguistic risks to participate in class.

We found that the participants have varying beliefs about the importance of accuracy and
error correction in communicative language learning. When asked directly about this issue in
interviews, the students did not complain about the lack of correction from Branko. In fact, they
stressed how Branko’s exhortations to use their own words to express themselves had led them to

feel more confident in speaking English. Those students who favored accuracy and correction
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turned to their peers for verification. Those students who preferred to concentrate on meaning were
comfortable with the teacher’s avoidance of correction.

The participants unanimously agree on the importance of positive affect in communicative
language learning. The positive affective factors in this class lead to a sense of cohesion and
confidence among the students. The more confident they become, they more they participate. This
is consistent with findings that suggest that group events are responsible for (a) student confidence
and satisfaction (Dornyei & Malderez, 1997), (b) participants’ affective perception of the learning
process (Ehrman & Dornyei, 1988) and (c) the quantity and quality of interaction between group
members (Levine & Moreland, 1990).

The three findings in this study are firmly linked. It is our view that the strong, positive
affect in this class is a mediating factor in the potentially contentious issue of error correction.
Although several students disagree with Branko on the importance of error correction, and even
though they have firm ideas about the role of correction in language learning, they seem to accept
Branko’s reluctance to correct them. They value the feeling of belonging in this group, and the
opportunities to participate, to express themselves and to discuss personally meaningful topics.
They also feel a sense of confidence that perhaps they did not experience in previous language
classes. These benefits outweigh the students’ desire for correction from Branko. Moreover, the
students have devised their own correction networks, capitalizing on their peers’ proficient
grammar and aural skills. Aoki’s (1999) students developed similar autonomous capacities when
the teacher removed herself from roles that are typically afforded to the teacher. She also argues
that in order for students to develop autonomy, they need a socially supportive atmosphere like
that we observed in Branko’s class.

We believe we have shown evidence that this teacher and his students’ beliefs affected their
class interactions, but we would also like to consider the possibility that their interactions in this
class influenced their beliefs. We know that many of the students had limited experience in
participatory language classes prior to entering Branko’s class, yet they still espoused a firm belief in
the importance of participation. They may not have known specifically the ways in which
participation in a communicative class could enhance their language learning; nevertheless, it is
likely that their experience in using the language for meaningful communication in Branko’s class
strengthened their beliefs about the value of participation. Following this line of thinking, students
who came to the class firmly believing in the necessity of error correction, likely due to their past
familiarity with constant correction, seemed to adjust their beliefs when they received almost no

correction from Branko. With regard to affect, most of the students had limited prior experience in
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developing relationships in language classes, but they still believed in its importance. Perhaps
because of their previous experience, they appreciated the specific benefits of their interactions in
Branko’s class. It is our contention that the positive affective factors in this class likely mediated any
disagreements that might have arisen about error correction. In addition, these positive affective
factors likely strengthened the students’ beliefs in the importance of participation in a

communicative language class.

Implications

The findings of this study include implications for ESL teachers and students, language
teacher educators and researchers. ESL teachers and students could benefit from examining their
own—and one another's—beliefs about language teaching and learning. In a textbook that is
widely used in language teacher education, Richards and Lockhart (1996) devote two chapters to
teachers’ and learners’ beliefs. As the authors point out, teachers and learners have a wide range of
beliefs about the nature of English and the best ways to teach it and learn it. The consequences of
not clarifying one another’s beliefs “are likely to be misunderstanding and mistrust” (p. 35).
Learning about one another’s beliefs could lead to greater understanding of teachers’ and students’
preferences for participation, correction, explanation, evaluation, and so forth. When we consider
ESL students’ backgrounds, it seems likely that their home cultures will have some influence on
their beliefs about teacher and student roles. Discussing students’ and teachers’ beliefs about what
should happen in the language class could allay much possible frustration and misunderstanding.

Language teacher educators could include in their programs an examination of beliefs about
language teaching and learning. Such an inquiry could provide new and experienced teachers with a
firmer understanding of their own teaching practice. Through careful consideration of their beliefs
about language teaching, teachers can develop a deeper understanding of the basis for their
decision-making. They can become better equipped to make sense of their own stances in relation
to conditions imposed upon them at the institutional and classroom levels.

Moreover, this study offers researchers an example of practical research that can be
undertaken in ESI/EFL classes. As Borg (2003) indicates, there seems to be a gap between teachers
and researchers in ESI/EFL. Three important ways to bridge that gap are to make research more
“conceptually, linguistically” accessible to teachers, to refer to “local knowledge” that is “specific,
contextualized [and] experiential” (p. 1) with which teachers can identify, and to share ownership of

the research with classroom teachers. This study is a good example of such accessible research,
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involving local knowledge, and which depends on classroom teacher implementation and

ownership.

Limitations and Future Research

We have already detailed the findings of this study and the ways that these findings can be
applicable to the field of language and language teacher education. It is clear that the beliefs of the
participants in this study affected their interactions in class. What cannot be concluded from this
study is how beliefs about language teaching and learning might affect interactions in any other
classroom. Beliefs and personal interactions are as individual as the people who hold them.
However, we see this limitation as further support for the need for more examination of beliefs
about language teaching and learning. There can be no quick and easy application of the findings of
this case study to other teachers and students. Each class requires its own careful study of its
participants’ beliefs in order to better understand its teacher’s and students’ interactions.

This study has discovered that affective factors can mediate the differences between a
teacher’s and his students’ beliefs. In future research, it would be interesting to learn how classroom
experiences influence beliefs. For example, we wondered afterwards if any of the participants in this
had changed their beliefs about whose job it was to correct errors. We did not see direct evidence of
changed beliefs among our participants. However, when changes in beliefs do occur, it would be
interesting to understand what factors cause such changes. An in-depth case study, such as the one

we described above, might be one avenue for examining such change.
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Appendix A
Profile of Student-Participants

Name Country of Origin Name Country of Origin
Carlos Columbia Sung Korea

Dina Venezuela Sami Columbia
Jong Korea Taif Saudi Arabia

Lila Japan Young Korea

Miki Japan Yumi Japan

Rafi Mexico
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Appendix B

Questionnaire #2:
Open Questions on Beliefs about Communicative Language Teaching and Learning

1. 'What do you think are your teacher’s beliefs about English language teaching? Why do
you think so?

2. How have the lessons and activities in this class influenced your beliefs about language
learning?

3. How have your beliefs about language learning influenced your opinion of the lessons
and activities you have experienced in this class?

4. What do you think are the sources of your beliefs about language teaching and learning?
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Notes

" We wish to thank the participants in the study for their time and willingness to take part in this
study. We also wish to thank an anonymous reviewer and Constance Walker for their helpful
comments.

* We use pseudonyms for all participants in the study. We refer to ourselves using first names.

> It should be noted that the questionnaires were the first step in discovering participants beliefs
and were followed by in depth interviews and observations. They were not the sole basis for
understanding the participants’ beliefs. In the two class sessions with students, the investigators
took care to provide examples from studies in which participants held varied beliefs and to show
that it was normal for teachers and students to sometimes disagree. It should also be noted that the
first questionnaire asked students about their beliefs about Communicative Language Teaching, not
specifically about Branko’s class. However, in the interviews the participants did state clearly when
they referred to their experiences in Branko’s class.

* All quotes from interviews appear unedited.
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Language Teacher Education as Critical Practice

Bonny Norton, University of British Columbia

Introduction

An increasing number of scholars in the field of language education have noted that “teacher
education has been much done but relatively little studied” Freeman and Johnson (1998, p. 398).
In the field of English as a second language (ESL), they make the case that while much published
research does conclude with “implications for the classroom,” these insights to not necessarily
extend to the professional preparation of ESL teachers. Indeed, the publication of Freeman and
Richard’s (1996) collection, “Teacher Learning in Language Teaching,” represents the first formal
collection of research on teacher learning in the field of language teaching. Further, in the field of
foreign language education, certainly in North America, it is the struggle for legitimacy that
dominates the research agenda, rather than a focus on foreign language teacher education, per se.
Reagan and Osborne (2002) for example, focus their book on an “attempt to explain why foreign
language education is relatively unsuccessful in contemporary American society” (p. 2), making a
persuasive argument that we need to understand the broader sociocultural context in which foreign
language education takes place.

Notwithstanding the relatively brief history of the field of language teacher education, there
has been in recent years an increase in momentum, particularly with respect to Osociocultural
approaches to language teacher education. Johnson and Golombek (2002), for example, have
drawn on teachers’ narrative inquiry as a form of professional development; Johnston (2002) has
brought issues of values to the fore in language teacher education; and Hawkins (in press) examines
diverse sociocultural approaches to language teacher education. This paper seeks to contribute to
this emerging literature by examining language teacher education from the perspective of a diverse
set of language teacher educators, working with language teachers in different parts of the world.
Furthermore, extending the work of Reagan and Osborne (2002) and Hawkins (in press), I wish to
better understand the sociocultural context in which these language teacher educators are working,
focussing in particular on their attempts to engage critically with teacher education practices in
their respective programs.

[ use the term “critical” here in the sense in which it is used by such educators as Alastair
Pennycook (2001, 2004) who describes three uses of the term “critical” in language education, only

one of which focuses on power and possibility. “Critical” in the sense in which it is used in
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discussions of “critical thinking,” suggests an attempt to create objective distance in pursuit of
rational questioning procedures. Because such a view fails to link questioning to a broader social
agenda, it is unhelpful in my work in language teacher education. A second view of “critical” is
concerned with issues of social “relevance.” As Pennycook notes, while such a view has greater
potential, it does not have a larger vision of social critique, and thus fall short of the analytical
framework needed for this paper. The third notion of “critical” is centrally concerned with
incorporating explicit social critique into pedagogy and research, seeking to change inequitable
social conditions and people’s understanding of them. It is this third view of “critical” that I have
found most helpful in my work in language teacher education, and which informs the model of
critical language teacher education that I have developed.

In this paper, I focus on the teacher education practices taking place in six sites with which I
have, through my work, become particularly familiar (Kanno & Norton, 2003; Norton & Toohey,
2004; Norton & Pavlenko, 2004). The first three sites address innovative practices in the curricula
of language teacher educators in Hong Kong, Canada, and the U.S., respectively. I examine the
work of Angel Lin (2004), who has introduced a critical pedagogical curriculum in her MA TESL
program at the City University of Hong Kong; Tara Goldstein (2004), who has developed what she
calls “performed ethnography” as a teacher education resource in Toronto, Canada; and Sarah
Rilling and Rebecca Biles (2004), who have worked collaboratively on innovative uses of
technology in teacher education. The other three sites to be examined are centrally concerned with
diverse communities of practice in language teacher education, focussing on the practices of
student teachers (Pennycook, 2004), graduate students (Pavlenko, 2004), and experienced
language teachers (Toohey & Waterstone, 2004).

The practices at each of these six sites offer different perspectives on what it might mean to
be a “critical” language teacher educator. Further, it will be evident from the discussion that my use
of the term “teacher educator” refers not only to work with preservice teachers, but also to work
with inservice teachers. Indeed, I suggest that the commonalities within these two groups may be
more extensive than their differences. Many “preservice” teachers in language education programs
have had much experience teaching, while many inservice teachers frequently take professional
development courses to keep up to date with innovative practices in the field. In this paper, both
preservice and inservice teachers are referred to as “student teachers” in the context of the language
teacher education programs discussed. I conclude the paper with a model of language teacher

education as critical practice, drawing on the insights from the six sites of practice.
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Innovations in Curriculum Development

The following teacher educators, working in China, Canada, and the United States, have
sought to introduce innovation and social change in their teacher education programs. Their work
is a reminder that innovations in teacher education practices that are centrally concerned with
social change require sober reflection, rigorous analysis, and creative action. The common theme
that runs through the work of Lin, Goldstein, and Rilling and Biles is the attempt by these teacher
educators to encourage student teachers to relate to the world from a position of strength rather

than weakness and to utilize diverse resources to effect educational and social change.

Critical Pedagogical M.A. TESL Curriculum: Angel Lin, City University Hong Kong

Angel Lin, a teacher educator at the City University of Hong Kong, has introduced an
innovative critical pedagogical curriculum in her M.A. TESL (Teaching English as a Second
Language) program, with mixed results. The challenges she has experienced include student teacher
frustration with the academic language of critical pedagogical texts as well as feelings of pessimism
and powerlessness. Lin makes the argument that schoolteachers, unlike academics, are situated in
contexts in which cultural capital is determined not by mastery over academic language, but by
the ability to make learning meaningful for students. In this context, the inaccessibility of some
critical texts serves simply to alienate the very teachers who seek insight from these texts. Such
frustration, she notes, is exacerbated by pessimism arising from a teaching context which is largely
undemocratic and in which labor relations are unfavorable to teachers. Lin’s work highlights the
tensions arising from the unequal relations of power between teacher educators and student
teachers, noting, in particular, the challenges faced by education workers in Hong Kong who are
both junior and female.

Lin has sought to address these challenges, in part, by developing course assignments that
are designed for a wider educational audience. As she notes:

To be honest, I was caught up in this sense of frustration and helplessness myself

What rescued me from such a depressing mode of thinking and helped me to see

the value (albeit limited) of the critical curriculum I put into the course was the

publication of the teachers’ writings (i.e., their critical project reports in my course)

in TESL-HK (a newsletter for English language teaching professionals in Hong

Kong) and some of my students dropping by my office telling me how proud and

happy they felt about the publication of their writings and the opportunity to voice

their views and share them with other English teachers in Hong Kong. (Lin, 2004,
p. 280)
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What Lin has sought to do in her innovative curriculum is to encourage her student
teachers to see themselves as part of a range of communities, which includes not only language
learners but professional colleagues. Through the publication of their writing, the student teachers
can imagine different ways of relating to the profession, and gain inspiration from being part of a

larger professional community.

Performed Ethnography: Tara Goldstein, Canada

Another powerful tool in teacher education, according to Tara Goldstein (2004), is what she
calls performed ethnography. In seeking to prepare student teachers to work across linguistic,
cultural, and racial differences in multilingual schools, she has found that ethnographic playwriting
and performed ethnography offer a unique set of possibilities for addressing learning and teaching
challenges. To this end, Goldstein has written a play called “Hong Kong, Canada,” which addresses
some of the tensions that arise in multilingual/multicultural school contexts. Material for the play
was drawn from a four-year (1996-2000) critical ethnographic case study of an English-speaking
Canadian high school that had recently enrolled a large number of immigrant students from Hong
Kong.

In her teacher education program, Goldstein draws on this play to help student teachers
explore issues associated with identity politics prior to confronting such issues in schools. The play
also addresses the complex interplay between speech and silence in multilingual schools and offers
the opportunity for student teachers to consider alternative endings to the play. Goldstein cautions
that teacher educators need to work actively and critically with student teacher responses to
performed ethnography and to draw attention to the linguistic privileges of target-language
speakers. She suggests that ethnographic playwriting and performed ethnography will help student
teachers engage in conflict resolution and anti-discriminatory education that will, in turn, help to
create safe and equitable learning environments for language learners in multilingual schools.

The following excerpt from the script is illustrative of the rich material that can be drawn

upon for discussion and analysis.
Sarah: Hey...were you at the Talent Night on Friday? I didn’t see you there.

Joshua: No, I couldn’t make it. My cousins from Montreal were in for the weekend
and my mother wanted me home for dinner. How was it? I heard it was pretty
good.

Sarah: Yeah. Some of it was good. Like, the teachers’ band, “P.E.T. School Boys,”
they were good. And the dance numbers by the Jazz Dance class were great. But,
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there were so many people who sang songs in Chinese and you couldn’t understand
a word of them. And all the people who do understand Chinese—most of our
school—went crazy. Clapping, whistling. But, like, if you didn’t understand any of
the words, it was boring. It made me mad.

Joshua: What made you mad?

Sarah: All those songs in Chinese. This isn’t Hong Kong. This is Canada. In Canada,

people should sing in English. You know what I mean? And I'm not the only one

who was mad. Some of the girls from Iran were mad too. Nobody performed in

Persian. So how come so many people performed in Chinese? (Excerpt from Scene

5)

Ethnographic playwriting and performed ethnography hold exciting possibilities for
preparing language teachers to effectively respond to the complexities of working across linguistic,
cultural, and racial differences in multilingual schools. Goldstein argues convincingly that
performed ethnography provides language teachers with the possibility of entering new

communities, trying out new identities, and imagining new possibilities for the language classroom

with the use of a relatively safe pedagogical resource.

Gender and Technology: Sarah Rilling and Rebecca Biles, USA

Another innovative course for an M.A. TESL/TEFL (Teaching English as a Foreign
Language) program has been developed by Sarah Rilling in a U.S. institution. In a recent research
study, she and Rebecca Biles (Rilling & Biles, 2004) describe a graduate technology course that
examines the relationship between gender and technology from their respective positions as
instructor and graduate student. Their action research project was based on the premise that a
technology course is an ideal site for student teachers to learn how gender can affect teacher-
student and student-student interactions and that insights from such a course will help student
teachers create safe learning environments for their ESL students.

In their recently published chapter, “Explorations of language and gender in a graduate
technology course,” Rilling and Biles (2004) outline the technologies used in the course, such as
Syllabase, E-chatting, and Tapped In, describe the prompts Rilling used to promote discussion on
gender and technology, and summarize the responses Biles made to each of these learning
opportunities. Two central concerns for both Rilling and Biles was the extent to which technology
could either enhance or compromise the safety of the learning community, and how issues of

gender and language learning/teaching could be productively examined. They found that the
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course successfully helped students to increase their computer skills while simultaneously providing
greater insight into gender, technology, and the language learning classroom. As they said,

In a language learning classroom, self-expression is important because it allows

teachers and students to learn from their classmates’ experiences and ideas. Self-

expression raises critical questions and highlights commonalities in human

experience. Creating different types of spaces for ESL learners to discuss issues and

explore language could motivate a variety of students. These spaces might be used

for authentic discussion, role play, and simulations—spaces where students could

explore both their own and alternate personae. (Rilling & Biles, 2004, p. 121)

Rilling and Biles note further that a particularly significant finding was the realization that
the virtual world, while being an imagined reality, nevertheless evoked emotions that were real.
The challenge for the language teacher educator is to ensure that this imagined community

remains a safe community, in which student teachers can explore ideas, negotiate difference, and

take risks.

Communities of Practice in Teacher Education

While the pedagogical practices of Lin, Goldstein, and Rilling and Biles highlight the
challenges and possibilities of incorporating innovation in language teacher education programs,
the pedagogical practices of Pennycook, Pavlenko, and Toohey and Waterstone provide insight
into the challenges and possibilities of working with diverse student teachers, whether novices,
graduate students, or experienced practitioners. These diverse communities offer important insights

for a model of language teacher education as critical practice.

The Practicum as Praxicum: Alastair Pennycook

In recent work, Alastair Pennycook (2004) reminds us that a great deal of language
teaching does not take place in well-funded institutes of education, but in community programs,
places of worship, and immigrant centers, where funds are limited and time at a premium. Of
central interest in his work is a consideration of the way in which teacher educators can intervene in
the process of practicum observation to bring about educational and social change. Pennycook’s
quest is for critical moments in the practicum: “a point of significance, an instant when things
change” (Pennycook, 2004, p. 330).

In his review of a student teacher, Kath, in a practicum experience in Sydney, Australia,
Pennycook identifies three such critical moments in Kath’s class. These critical moments arise from

the actions of a disruptive male student; the use of practice dialogues for calling technicians; and
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the recognition of nonstandard English in the classroom. Each of these critical moments,
Pennycook argues, raises larger questions of power and authority in the wider society and provides
an opportunity for critical discussion and reflection. In this spirit, in his after-class discussion with
Kath, Pennycook examines these critical moments with respect to complexities of gender politics,
authentic language, and the ownership of English. As he notes,

Having finished our talk and wished [Kath] well in the rest of her teaching, I reflect

that we seem to have covered three critical moments: turning the discussion of the

difficult student into a broader consideration of gender, culture, power, and rights;

looking at how consensual dialogues not only fail to prepare students for the world

outside but also potentially construct passive, consensual roles for them in the face

of more powerful others; and the notion that it may not be the so-called standard

versions of English that are the most common or useful for students. (Pennycook,

2004, p. 340)

By locating these critical moments in a wider social context in which there are ongoing
struggles over language, identity, and power, Kath can better understand her practicum experience.

Pennycook makes the case that while the analysis of critical moments may not change the world, it

does provide a window on central issues in critical teacher education.

Imagined Communities and Language Teachers: Aneta Pavlenko, USA

Aneta Pavlenko’s (2004) study of pre- and in-service ESL and EFL (English as a Foreign
Language) teachers enrolled in one TESOL (Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages)
program in the U.S. provides insight into the way in which theory can provide empowering
options for graduate students of language education. Pavlenko found that a discursive analysis of
the students’ positioning in their linguistic autobiographies suggests that the traditional discourse of
linguistic competence positions students as members of one of two communities, native speakers
or non-native speakers/L2 (second language) learners. Pavlenko thus introduced the student
teachers to more contemporary theories of bilingualism and second language acquisition, in
particular Cook’s (1992, 1999) notion of multi-competence. In doing so, she opened up an
alternative imagined community for her student teachers, that of multi-competent, bi- and
multilingual speakers. This option allowed some teachers to construct themselves and their future
students as legitimate L2 users, rather than as failed native speakers of the target language.

The comments of Tkuku, a female Japanese student, and Meredith, a female American
student, illustrate the power of theory to provide a larger set of identity options for student

teachers:
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Ikuku: Every day, I learn a new insight about English and sociocultural aspect of the
language, which knowledge empowers me. For instance, I hesitated to see myself as
a bilingual person until recently, and I kept thinking that my English was not good
enough and ultimately I should be able to speak or write like native person until I
learned the concept of multicompetency by Cook.

Meredith: Although I can communicate well in these three languages [Italian,
French, and Spanish], I have never liked when people refer to me as “fluent” in them
or “bilingual.” These terms make me very uncomfortable, and I have always
corrected those who use them in regard to me. For me, these terms could only be
used for those who were able to communicate equally well in their first and second
languages. 1 felt that these could never apply to me because it requires growing up
with two languages, or spending many years in the target language environment, to
reach that level. Although my understanding of these terms has now changed, and I
realize that a bilingual can know very little of a second language, I still don't feel
comfortable using them to describe myself. And although I have always rejected
these terms, I have never known what to replace them with, until now. The term
multicompetent, as described by Cook, seems to accurately fit the way I perceive
my language abilities....It is a term that accurately and positively describes the
majority of second language learners, and a term I can finally be comfortable with.
(Pavlenko, 2003, pp. 262-263)
What is particularly significant about the power of theory is that, as student teachers
negotiate a wider range of identity options for themselves, they may also re-evaluate the identity

options available for the language learners in their own classrooms.

Teacher/Researcher Communities: Kelleen Toohey and Bonnie Waterstone

The relationship between theory and practice is also central to the teacher education
research of Kelleen Toohey and Bonnie Waterstone, but has a very different focus from that of
Pavlenko’s study. In Toohey and Waterstone’s study, the challenge for the student teachers was
how to translate their own practice into a wider theoretical framework.

In their study, “Negotiating Expertise in an Action Research Community,” Toohey and
Waterstone (2004) describe a research collaboration between teachers and researchers in
Vancouver, Canada, with the mutual goal of investigating what practices in classrooms would
make a difference to the learning opportunities of minority-language children. While teachers were
comfortable discussing and critiquing their educational practices, they expressed ambivalence
about translating their practice into publishable academic papers. Like the student teachers in Lin’s
study, the teachers in the research group felt little ownership over the academic language

characteristic of many published journals. Marcy, one of the teachers, raised the concern that a
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paper that is “too journalized up” would no longer be appealing to teachers, while Donna, another
teacher, noted as follows:

[ had an interesting [unintelligible], just driving home last week when we were

talking about my question and I don't tend to talk in really academic type

language. It was interesting because Kelleen very helpfully reworded what I had said

her way. (Whole group laughs) Those aren’t my words. And yes, it sounded great

and wonderful but I won’t be using those words now. I might, maybe next year, but

right now they are not my words. (Toohey & Waterstone, 2004, p. 299)

Toohey and Waterstone draw on this experience to suggest that writing which respects
both teachers’ and researchers’ ways of knowing might artfully blend narrative with analysis and tell
dramatic stories of classroom incidents enriched by a consideration of theoretical insights. The
crucial question in collaborative research, Toohey and Waterstone argue, is not, “Is power equitably
shared amongst participants?” but “What should participants do with the diverse sources of power
they have?” The acknowledgement of different sites of expertise renders collaborative research a

powerful tool in teacher education.

Towards a Model of Language Teacher Education as Critical Practice

Drawing on the insights of the language teacher educators discussed in this paper, and
reflecting on my own experience as a language teacher educator, I would like to propose a model of
language teacher education as critical practice (see Appendix). When student teachers enter
language education programs, the two central questions they ask are as follows: “What do I teach?”
and “How do [ teach it?” The research examined in this paper suggests that teaching is not just
about “content” and that teaching is not just about “methods”. We have to ask the question, “Why
do we teach what we teach?” and “Why do we teach the way we teach?” Of central interest is who
the student teachers are, what histories they bring with them to the classroom, which communities
they desire to be part of, and what learners they will have to teach. It is clear from the research
discussed that learners, teachers, student teachers, and teacher educators are part of wider
sociocultural communities in which there is frequently unequal access to power and possibility. The
challenge for us as language teacher educators is to better understand the communities of practice
in which we work, and to incorporate innovative practices in our language teacher education
programs. The work of language teacher educators in Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, and the U.S.,

as discussed in this paper, serves as an inspiration to us all.
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Appendix

Language Teacher Education as Critical Practice

Language Teacher Education
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Is ESL Just Good Teaching?

Ester de Jong and Candace Harper
University of Florida, Gainesville

Introduction

Changing demographics dictate that teachers be prepared as effective teachers of native
English speakers and of non-native speakers of English. The growth in the number of English
language learners (ELLs) greatly outpaces that of the general school population throughout the
United States (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2003). Over 40% of all teachers in the
U.S. report teaching English language learners (ELLs) but few (12.5%) have received eight hours or
more training specifically related to ELLs (NCES, 2002). These trends make it imperative that
teacher education programs prepare their students to become effective educators in classrooms that
include ELLs.

As teacher educators, we often encounter the response that little change is necessary in
current teacher education practices to address the educational needs of ELLs because they do not
differ significantly from those of native English-speaking students from diverse racial or
socioeconomic backgrounds. We refer to this position as the “just good teaching” approach, which
views teaching ELLs as a matter of pedagogical adaptations that can easily be incorporated into a
mainstream teacher’s existing repertoire of instructional strategies designed for native English
speakers, such as activating prior knowledge, cooperative learning, process writing, and using
graphic organizers or hands-on activities.

We question the adequacy of the “ESL is just good teaching” approach for preparing
teachers to work effectively with all students, including ELLs. We argue that there are ELL-specific
knowledge, skills, and dispositions related to language and culture that must be explicitly addressed
if teachers are to be prepared to teach linguistically diverse populations across all subject areas. The
purpose of this position paper is to first identify the general nature of the gap between effective
practices for native English speakers and effective teaching for ELLs. Next, we discuss the
complexity of the relationship between these two approaches by examining the role of individual
learner characteristics in mediating the extent to which teachers must deviate from a native-

speaker-based approach in order to be effective teachers of ELLs.
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“Just Good Teaching”: Not Quite Good Enough

Being prepared to teach a diverse group of native speakers is important but will not be
sufficient to meet the educational needs of ELLs. When it comes to preparing prospective teachers
for integrated native English speaker and ELL classrooms, teacher preparation programs must

provide additional knowledge and skills related to two domains, language and culture (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Effective Teaching for ELLs

Preparation for diverse classrooms, including ELLs

Mainstream Teacher Preparation: Specific ELL-related Effective teaching for
Preparation for diverse classrooms. knowledge and |y native English
skills speakers and ELLs

Because of space limitations, we will focus our discussion on the language domain (for a
complete discussion of both domains, see de Jong & Harper, 2004). By considering “best practices”
for native speakers and by analyzing how these practices match or fail to meet the linguistic and
academic needs of ELLs from an L2 or bilingual development perspective, we can identify the
knowledge and skills that teachers need in order to bridge the gap between the teaching of native
English speakers and that of native English speakers and ELLs. We will describe this knowledge and
skill gap along three dimensions. The first dimension considers how second languages are learned
(language as a process). Our discussion here focuses specifically on language and literacy
development. The second dimension focuses on the role of language as a medium of instruction
across subject areas and the third dimension emphasizes the importance of making language a goal
of instruction for ELLs, particularly in the content areas. The following sections provide examples

of each dimension.

Beyond Similarities: L1 Learning is not the Same as L2 Learning
There are significant similarities between first language (L1) and second language (L2)

development. Both are developmental in nature and involve constructive and social processes in
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which input and interaction are central components. When English language and literacy
instruction is grounded in constructivist and interactionist approaches (Bruner, 1986; Vygotksy,
1978; Wells, 1981, 1986), many suggested classroom practices for L1 learners correspond with
those recommended for ELLs. For example, a teacher guiding a class discussion of authentic
literature or teaching new vocabulary in context (Peregoy & Boyle, 2001) will assist oral language
development for both L1 and L2 speakers. Similarly, literacy practices for native speakers of
English, such as guided reading, process writing, or the use of graphic organizers to scaffold reading
comprehension can also benefit 1.2 learners (Freeman & Freeman, 2000). The “ESL is just good
teaching” approach emphasizes these similarities and, by extension, considers L1 practices sufficient
for L2 learners. The first dimension of the gap between this approach and effective teaching of ELLs
emphasizes the importance of including differences between L1 and L2 language and literacy
development when planning curriculum and instruction.

In the area of literacy development, the “ESL is just good teaching” perspective takes for
granted a strong foundation in oral English, i.e., the sound system, vocabulary, grammar, and
discourse structure. Oral language skills are important resources for L1 literacy development,
including phonemic and phonological awareness, reading comprehension, and vocabulary
development (Snow & Burns, 1998). Assumptions of oral competence can lead to misdirected L2
reading instruction (e.g., using nonsense words to teach sound/symbol associations) or
inappropriate assessment (e.g., interpreting lack of fluency as lack of reading comprehension).
Additionally, ELLs native languages may differ from English in a number of important ways that
affect their 1.2 language and literacy development. For example, the type of grammatical
information carried in the structure of words varies across languages. In English, past tense is
signaled through “-ed” suffixes on verbs whereas many Asian languages indicate tense by using
separate words. At the clause and sentence level, the order of words (e.g., subject/verb/object) is
fixed and extremely important in English, whereas the order and consistency are more flexible in
other languages, such as German or Russian. Finally, the organization of larger units of written text,
such as the canonical English paragraph structure involving a general statement followed by
supporting details, can also vary for students who are literate in their native language. Such cross-
linguistic differences can alter and limit the effective use of important cuing systems in reading in
English (Birch, 2002; Grabe & Stoller, 2002).

In addition to differences in language competence at the word, sentence, and discourse
levels, ELLs frequently do not have the same control over the sounds of English. If a teacher uses a

picture of a nail on a phonics cue chart to represent the vowel sound in the word “nail,” she may fail
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to see that this example is meaningless if ELLs do not already know the word “nail.” When a
student comes across an unknown word, the recommendation to “sound it out” is of little use if s’he
does not already know the meaning of the word orally. In a similar vein, tasks for building
phonemic awareness that use minimal pairs to isolate contrasting consonant and vowel sounds
(e.g., “bark-park” or “cop-cope”) become ineffective if an ELL does not perceive or produce these
distinctive contrasts in English (e.g., /I/ may not sound different from /1/, or the vowel sound in
“sick” is not distinguished from the vowel sound in “seek”).

Finally, assumed intuitions about the English language can also lead to ineffective teacher
feedback. For instance, comments used with native speakers during teacher-student writing
conferences such as “Does this word make sense here?” or “Does this sentence sound right?” or
comments at the discourse level stating that a paragraph is “awkward” will be inadequate for ELLs.
There are important differences between ELLs’ L1 writing experiences and expectations for English
writing that teachers need to consider for students who are literate in their L1 (Ferris & Hedgecock,
1998). In their feedback, teachers cannot assume that ELLs share the same vocabulary base or
facility with English language structure as native speakers. They must be prepared to provide clear
explanations for aspects of the English language that are unnecessary for native speakers, such as
rules of word order at the phrase or sentence level (e.g., placement of adjectives before nouns, the
formation of negatives and questions in English), or the use of articles and prepositions.

Mainstream teachers’ understanding of the process of language learning and the implications
for classroom practice needs to expand beyond what they already know about L1 acquisition and
L1 literacy practices. They also need to understand what makes learning a second language different
or difficult for ELLs. This implies that teachers need to understand language variation and the effect
it may have on their ELL learners. Explicit instruction of word formation and patterns of sentence
and paragraph structure may be necessary for ELLs who do not have the linguistic competence in
English or the instructional experience in U.S. schools to draw upon in developing their literacy
skills in English. Teachers must also be able to embed literacy activities, such as building phonemic
and phonological awareness, in contexts where ELLs have access to meaningful vocabulary. Finally,
teachers must be able to identify the specific writing development needs of ELLs and adjust their

instruction and feedback accordingly (Reid, 1998).

Beyond Invisibility: National Content Standards
The second dimension focuses on English as a medium of instruction. Over reliance on good

practices for native English speakers to meet the needs of ELLs conceals the role of language in
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curriculum planning. The mediating role of English is invisible because its presence is assumed
rather than made explicit. The national standards for core content areas are good examples of how
this invisibility permeates curriculum planning and implementation (see for example, National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 2000; National Council of Teachers of English, 1996;
National Academy of Sciences, 1995, National Council for the Social Studies, 1994). The national
standards provide a comprehensive overview of the disciplinary knowledge base of the content area
and describe effective instructional practices, such as cooperative learning, encouraging critical
thinking, and building on student’s prior knowledge. Though claiming to address “diverse” learners,
these standards are primarily directed at a diverse native English-speaking student population
(Dalton, 1998). They tacitly assume that students have mastered sufficient levels of oral language
and literacy skills in English to participate meaningfully in content classrooms. Students in these
effective content classrooms are expected to learn new information through reading texts, to
actively participate in discussions, and to demonstrate their learning by presenting oral reports and
preparing research papers. Such demands on the students’ ability to manipulate sophisticated
language and literacy skills remain invisible in the national standards documents. While there is an
emphasis on creating classrooms where students will “talk to learn,” there is no consideration of
how students will “learn to talk,” which is the additional task facing the L2 learner.
Recommendations do not specify the pedagogical tools necessary to provide ELLs with access to
these high-quality content classrooms (Dalton, 1998).

The national standards documents show the invisibility of the English language as a
medium of teaching and learning in K-12 schools. What distinguishes a classroom that explicitly
addresses the needs of ELLs from the “just good teaching” classroom is that “English is very much
present and accounted for...teachers extend practices of good teaching to incorporate techniques
that teach language as well as content” (Diaz-Rico & Weed, 2002, p. 117). Mainstream teachers
therefore need to develop an awareness of the role of language in their classrooms so that they can
effectively mediate the language demands of instruction for ELLs across all subject areas. For
instance, one important adjustment that teachers of ELLs must make is in their vocabulary choice
and in the use of idiomatic language when addressing the class. Further, they need to be able to

anticipate linguistic challenges in literature or textbooks.

Beyond Content: Setting Language Obijectives
The third dimension, language as a goal, focuses on the relation between language and

content teaching. An awareness of language in content classrooms generally focuses on the
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specialized vocabulary of an academic subject. Teachers who organize their instruction based on
expectations for native English speakers may attempt to mediate these language demands by
explicitly teaching the content-specific vocabulary or by using graphic organizers to reinforce the
students’ use of the academic register.

However, as Gibbons (1998) points out, unlike curriculum planning for native English
speakers, for L2 learners “the construction of new curriculum knowledge must go hand-in-hand
with the development of the second language” (p. 99). To meet their content goals for ELLs,
teachers must therefore also take on the responsibility of second language development by
explicitly including language objectives in curriculum planning. For instance, a focus on content
mastery and cognitive development without attention to the language through which the learning
takes place may result in overlooking linguistic demands that are particularly challenging for

” «

second language learners. Everyday vocabulary terms such as “table,” “crust,” or “seat” carry special
meaning in the content areas and may confuse L2 learners. The same concept or operation may be
expressed through many synonyms that are familiar to the native speaker but are unknown to the

L2 learner. In math, for example, addition can be signaled through a range of different words, such

” o« ” ” o«

and,” “increase,” “gain,

” «

as “add,” “plus, more,” or “sum” (Dale & Cuevas, 1987). Content area
texts typically use syntactic structures beyond the 1.2 learners’ level of proficiency (e.g., the use of
passive voice, or conditionals) and ELLs may be unfamiliar with the multiple ways that authors
create cohesion and coherence in their texts (through the use of transition words and phrases such

” «

as “nonetheless,” “moreover,” or “consequently.”) Whereas native speakers may not need such
extensive scaffolding in the grammar and discourse structures of the language, ELLs need consistent
instruction that will facilitate L2 development in these areas while learning the content of the
discipline (Chamot & O’Malley, 1994; Gibbons, 2003).

By understanding the academic language demands of their content areas, teachers can
purposefully attend to the underlying “linguistic register” (Short, 2002, p. 20) of their discipline
and include the development of these language skills in curriculum planning (Gersten & Baker,
2000). Focusing on language as a goal implies that content teachers are able to identify the

academic language demands in their classroom and accept responsibility for the language

development of ELLs.

More Than Just Good Teaching
In the examples above we have defined the gap between “ESL is just good teaching for

native English speakers” and effective teaching of native and non-native speakers for the language
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domain along three dimensions: (a) an understanding of the second language learning process and

how it is similar to and different from L1 learning, (b) an understanding of how language is