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Editor’s Note


■ I am pleased to announce that the Executive Board has appointed Carol
Chapelle to a 4-year term as editor of the TESOL Quarterly beginning with the
summer 1999 issue. Carol has published widely in the areas of L2 testing and
computer-assisted language learning and served as an editorial advisory
board member and reviewer for a variety of journals. On behalf of the
TESOL Quarterly readership, I welcome her as incoming editor.


In This Issue


■ The two opening articles in this issue deal with the teaching of grammar,
with the first article exploring the grounds on which a teacher made
instructional decisions in his grammar class and the second addressing the
relationship between research in grammar teaching and its application to
the classroom. Together these articles provide a summary of the findings of
current empirical studies on the teaching of grammar and demonstrate the
importance of supplementing such findings with process-oriented research.
The third article examines how the practices of a first-grade classroom serve
to mark some students as less than full participants. Finally, the fourth article
documents a group of South African high school students’ perceptions of
the learning activities they are involved in.


• Simon Borg examines the cognitive basis of one experienced EFL
teacher’s instructional decisions in grammar teaching. Based on exten-
sive classroom observations and interviews, Borg highlights this teacher’s
personal pedagogical system, that is, the stores of beliefs, knowledge,
theories, assumptions, and attitudes that affect his instructional deci-
sions. In presenting his data, Borg illustrates how this teacher’s
classroom decisions were influenced by his pedagogical system, his
educational and professional experience, and the context of instruc-
tion. While not minimizing the importance of product studies that
examine the effectiveness of grammar teaching options, Borg argues


Founded 1966
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for the importance of undertaking more process research in the
teaching of grammar.


• Rod Ellis summarizes current research on the teaching of grammar in
order to explore the relationship between grammar teaching and
research. He begins the article by examining the research findings
regarding four approaches to grammar teaching: structured input,
explicit instruction, production practice, and negative feedback. He
then discusses how instructors might apply these findings to the
teaching of grammar by (a) treating the findings as provisional
conclusions that need to be experimented with in the classroom, (b)
doing action research, and (c) engaging in participatory research
involving teachers and researchers working collaboratively. He ends
with a call for more research that explores how teachers interpret and
personalize research findings as a way of linking research and peda-
gogy.


• Kelleen Toohey reports on her longitudinal ethnographic research of
a Grade 1 classroom of L1 and L2 learners. Employing a community-of-
practice perspective, Toohey delineates three classroom practices that
served to differentiate participants and contribute to community
stratification in which some learners were defined as deficient. These
practices included the notions of learners’ sitting at their own desk,
using their own things, and using their own words and ideas. Toohey
argues that these individualizing practices help establish a process of
community stratification that results in the exclusion of some students
from particular activities, practices, identities, and affiliations. Toohey
concludes by emphasizing the need for L2 educators to work to make
groups more inclusive, allowing all members active participation in the
group.


• Gary P. Barkhuizen describes his investigation of South African ESL
high school students’ perceptions of classroom activities in terms of
their feelings toward the activities as well their value in current and
future learning. Using questionnaires, interviews, and classroom obser-
vations, Barkhuizen found that the learners’ perceptions often sur-
prised their teachers, particularly their preference for more mechani-
cal learning activities. In general, students were resistant to participating
in more communicative activities, preferring traditional classroom
work. Barkhuizen maintains that teachers should constantly monitor
their students’ perceptions of activities and, when necessary, imple-
ment alternative practices.


Also in this issue:


• Teaching Issues: Geneva Smitherman and Denise Murray examine
Ebonics and its relevance to TESOL.


• The Forum: Scott Thornbury’s response to the Forum article, “Direct
Approaches in L2 Instruction: A Turning Point in Communicative
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Language Teaching?”, by Marianne Celce-Murcia, Zoltán Dörnyei, and
Sarah Thurrell, is followed by a response from the authors. Three
readers, Bruce Davidson, Simon Gieve, and Margaret Hawkins, react to
Dwight Atkinson’s article, “A Critical Approach to Critical Thinking in
TESOL.” Atkinson then responds to their comments.


• Brief Reports and Summaries: Alex Henry and Robert L. Roseberry
present the findings of their investigation on the effectiveness of a
genre-based approach to the writing of short tourist information texts
in an English for academic purposes class.


• Book Reviews: Mary McGroarty reviews Improving Schooling for Language-
Minority Children: A Research Agenda.


Sandra McKay
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Teachers’ Pedagogical Systems
and Grammar Teaching:
A Qualitative Study
SIMON BORG
University of Malta


Despite the centrality of grammar in L2 research and methodology over
the years, the cognitive bases of teachers’ instructional decisions in
grammar teaching are relatively unexplored. This interpretive study
focuses on this issue by analysing the teaching of grammar in an L2
classroom from the perspective of the personal pedagogical systems—
stores of beliefs, knowledge, theories, assumptions, and attitudes—that
play a significant role in shaping teachers’ instructional decisions. The
author examines the role of grammar teaching in the classroom
practice of an experienced teacher of EFL and discusses the nature of
the personal pedagogical system that influenced his practice. In particu-
lar, the study illustrates the manner in which the teacher’s instructional
decisions in teaching grammar were shaped by the interaction of his
pedagogical system, his educational and professional experiences, and
the context of instruction. The author argues that research into
teachers’ pedagogical systems can contribute to a fuller and more
realistic understanding of L2 grammar instruction.


In the last 15 years educational research has provided ample support
for the assertion that teachers’ classroom practices are determined to


a substantial degree by their personal pedagogical belief systems (Clark
& Peterson, 1986; Kagan, 1992; Pajares, 1992). More recently, the lead
provided by this work has been taken up in the field of L2 teaching, and
a handful of studies have investigated the impact these pedagogical
systems—the beliefs, knowledge theories, assumptions, and attitudes that
teachers hold about all aspects of their work—have on L2 teachers’
instructional decisions (Burns, 1996; Johnson, 1994; Smith, 1996;
D.␣ Woods, 1996). Compared with the work carried out in mainstream
education, however, “the unique filter through which second language
teachers make instructional decisions, choose instructional materials,
and select certain instructional practices over others” (Johnson, p. 440)
is still relatively unexplored. In particular, little attention has been paid
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to L2 teachers’ perceptions of the role of grammar teaching1 in their
work and to the manner in which instructional decisions regarding
grammar teaching are informed by teachers’ personal pedagogical
systems. Given the central position grammar has occupied in studies of
L2 acquisition (see Ellis, 1994, for a review) and in discussions of L2
teaching methodology (e.g., Batstone, 1994; Bygate, Tonkyn, & Williams,
1994), the lack of attention to the cognitive bases of teachers’ work in
grammar teaching represents a gap in the research agenda for L2
teaching.


Research into the psychological context (Munby, 1983) of grammar
teaching is also particularly important in view of the inconclusive nature
of L2 acquisition studies of the best way to teach grammar. L2 teachers
have been offered a range of pedagogical options, yet a major review of
these has suggested that “it is probably premature to reach any firm
conclusions regarding what type of formal instruction works best” (Ellis,
1994, p. 646). The teaching of grammar in the absence of well-founded
guidelines is like a landscape without bearings, and research into
teachers’ personal pedagogical systems suggests that to cope in such ill-
defined situations “teachers create and internalise their own maps”
(Kagan, 1992, p. 80). This article explores the nature of the maps L2
teachers utilise in determining the role and nature of grammar teaching
in their classroom practice.


PURPOSE AND CONTEXT


The initial aim of the study was to provide an emic perspective on the
manner in which an L2 teacher’s personal pedagogical system informed
his approach to grammar teaching. This involved describing how the
teacher approached grammar in his work and exploring the rationale
behind his decisions to do so. During the course of the study, however, it
became clear that the teacher’s pedagogical system could not be ad-
equately understood without reference to the factors that influenced its
development and application, and a focus on these factors was conse-
quently added to my research agenda.


The fieldwork was conducted in an English language institute in
Malta, a Mediterranean centre for TEFL that caters each year to over
30,000 students of a variety of European nationalities. The school
assigned students to levels (ranging from elementary to high intermedi-
ate) using an in-house placement test, and students on standard general


1 Throughout this article, grammar teaching refers to instruction designed to enhance
students’ awareness of the morphosyntactic features of a language.
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English courses received 3 hours of instruction a day, typically spending
2–3 weeks at the school. Classrooms were modernly furnished with desk-
chairs (which were generally organised in a horseshoe formation),
whiteboards, overhead projectors, and electric fans (Malta is a warm
country). Teachers at this school were not obliged to follow specific
syllabuses or textbooks; rather, they were free to decide on the shape and
content of their lessons and were encouraged to utilise the wide range of
contemporary and less recent teaching materials available in the school’s
resource room. The teacher whose practice is discussed here was a 40-
year-old native speaker of English who had been involved in TEFL for
over 15 years and who held qualifications in TEFL at both the certificate
and the diploma levels.2 He was one of the most highly qualified and
experienced teachers in his institute and was chosen for this study on the
basis of his reputation as a professionally committed L2 teacher. The
fieldwork for this study was conducted with a group of intermediate-level
18- to 35-year-old EFL students from Germany, Poland, Switzerland, and
Italy. During the fieldwork, the size of the class observed fluctuated
between six and eight students.


RESEARCH FRAMEWORK


The research I present here was conceived within an exploratory-
interpretive paradigm (Grotjahn, 1987). Within this framework, the goal
of research is to understand the inner perspectives on the meanings of
the actions of those being studied. It is characterised by an idiographic
conceptual framework (i.e., which focuses on the meaning of particular
events), by its aim to generate rather than to verify theory (i.e., it does
not set out to test a priori hypotheses), and by naturalistic rather than
experimental research designs. This approach to research views knowl-
edge not as an objective reality that the researcher describes scientifi-
cally; rather it acknowledges the personally constructed nature of all
knowledge (Bassey, 1991). A consequence of this epistemology is that,
from an exploratory-interpretive perspective, research is conceived as a
task of interpreting human action by understanding why people behave
in the way they do. Applied to the study of grammar teaching, this
paradigm allows an exploration of how teachers approach grammar in
their work and an understanding, from their perspective, of the factors
behind their instructional decisions.


2 Details about these qualifications are provided in the course of the article. Malta is a small
place, however, and in order to protect the teacher’s anonymity I am unable to provide any
additional specific information about his background.
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DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS


Data collection and analysis in the study were not linear but cyclical,
which called for a sequential form of analysis (Delamont, 1992; Tesch,
1990). In practice this means that data were collected and analyzed
throughout the period of fieldwork, with each successive stage of data
collection being influenced by the analysis of the data already collected
(in contrast, a linear approach to data collection and analysis would
collect all the data before beginning to analyse them). This interaction
between data collection and analysis emerges clearly in the description
below of the procedures I followed.
1. I first conducted a 1-hour preobservation interview with the teacher


in order to establish a profile of his educational background, reasons
for becoming a teacher, experience of teaching, and general views
about L2 teaching. I conceived of the interview as a semistructured
conversation (Kvale, 1996) that focused on particular themes (see
Appendix A) without being rigidly structured3 and in which my role
was to interact with the teacher in order to explore in as open-
minded a manner as possible the meaning he assigned to educa-
tional and professional experiences in his life. The interview was
recorded and transcribed.


2. The next stage of the study consisted of 15 hours of classroom
observations over a period of 2 weeks during which I obtained a
detailed account of classroom events through qualitative field notes,
audio recordings, copies of all instructional materials, and samples
of students’ written work. My role in the classroom was that of a
nonparticipant observer (P. Woods, 1986).


3. I analysed the observational data after each lesson for key instruc-
tional episodes—classroom incidents that generated questions about
the rationale for the teacher’s approach to grammar. The use of a
particular grammar teaching activity, the explanation of a grammar
rule, a response to a student’s question about grammar, or a reaction
to a student’s grammatical error, for example, were all seen to be key
episodes as they prompted questions through which I could gain
insight into the factors behind the teacher’s behaviour. An analytic
memo recording the questions generated by the observational data
was produced after each lesson (see Appendix B for an example).


3 In interviewing of this type, the researcher uses an interview schedule as a guide to the
themes that need to be discussed. Question order and wording, however, are adapted to fit the
specific manner in which the interview develops. In addition, the interview may also cover issues
that are not directly listed in the schedule but that may arise during the course of the
conversation.
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Through these memos conceptual categories in the data began to
emerge.


4. A study of the categories identified in the analytic memos provided
the framework for two postobservation interviews with the teacher,
each lasting about an hour (see Appendix C for information on the
interview schedule). In order to gain access to the teacher’s thoughts
about the issues included in these categories, I presented him with
key episodes from his lessons and prompted him to elaborate on
them through a form of stimulated recall (Calderhead, 1981). The
teacher talked about these episodes in a number of ways:
• by commenting on what he was trying to do at a particular stage of


the lesson and why,
• by responding to assertions I made about his practice on the basis


of what I had observed in the classroom,
• by talking about how a particular episode fitted into the structure


of his lesson, and
• by explaining his decisions to make use of particular instructional


activities and materials in his work.
5. These interviews were also recorded and transcribed in full, and all


three interviews were returned to the teacher, who was asked (a) to
check their accuracy (i.e., the extent to which the comments
reported in the interviews were his)4 and (b) to answer additional
questions asking him to clarify or elaborate on issues we discussed in
the interviews. The teacher turned in written answers to these
questions with the transcripts. These written responses were added
to the interview data and were of particular value in filling in what
would have otherwise been gaps in my understanding of the teacher’s
work.


6. At this stage the interview data became the focus of the analysis.
Through a combination of manual and computerised strategies,5


these data were initially coded according to a start list (Miles &
Huberman, 1994) of conceptual categories derived from the inter-
view schedules and the analytic memos based on the observations.
Data not accommodated by the start list generated several additional
categories, and through an iterative process of interview content
analysis a structured list of categories emerged (see Appendix D).
Summaries I wrote for each category provided at-a-glance access to


4 The teacher made some minor changes to the transcripts to clarify what he had said during
the interviews.


5 The coding, searching, and retrieval of the data was facilitated by the use of a qualitative
data analysis program called NUD*IST (Qualitative Solutions and Research Pty., 1995).
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the central issues in the teacher’s commentary on his work and
facilitated the analysis of the relationships between categories. These
summaries also reflected the crystallisation of many of the categories
that had emerged from the analytic memos earlier in the study.


PRESENTATION OF DATA


The presentation of the data in this article has been influenced by a
belief that interpretive research is best communicated in a format that
reflects the data collection and analysis procedures the research entails.
Above I outlined how in this study the analysis of teaching behaviour
generated interview data that provided access to the teacher’s cognitions;
what follows maintains this relationship between the behavioural and
cognitive components of the study. Thus the presentation of the data is
organised around teaching behaviours that characterised the teacher’s
approach to grammar work; I discuss these behaviours in turn with
reference to the teacher’s own analytic commentary on them, and it is
through an analysis of this commentary that the key features of the
teacher’s pedagogical system emerge.6 This form of presentation mirrors
and makes transparent to readers the inductive processes of data analysis
that were central to this study; it also ensures that all assertions in the
account are clearly grounded in the data from which they emerged.


Error Analysis


A recurrent mode of working with grammar employed by the teacher
involved the analysis of students’ grammatical errors. Episode 1 provides
an example of this strategy in action. The students had just finished an
oral group-work activity during which the teacher was taking note of the
language errors the students made. The teacher photocopied the sheet
on which he was writing, distributed copies of it to the students, and
asked them to discuss the questions on the sheet in groups. This is what
the students received.


6 See Appendix C for a list of areas of classroom practice that informed the selection of the
teaching behaviours I illustrate in this account. The features of the teacher’s pedagogical system
I discuss here are taken from Appendix D. A full discussion of all the categories listed in
Appendixes C and D is not possible in the space available; hence, this article focuses on
recurrent teaching behaviours that provide insight into the predominant features of the
teacher’s pedagogical system.
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Episode 1
1. If you had two wishes what would they be?
Can you analyse the structure?
Does ‘had’ refer to the past?
Is the structure similar in your language?


2. Which is correct?
(a) Could/Can you tell me what do you want?
(b) Could/Can you tell me what you want?


When do we use an interrogative form?
When don’t we use an interrogative form? (EO.1:164–167)7


Error analysis of this kind occurred in each of the lessons I observed, and
there are two issues to explore here: firstly, the rationale for basing
grammar work on students’ errors and, secondly, the factors behind the
particular instructional strategy the teacher adopted. With reference to
the first issue, the teacher’s reasons for using students’ errors as the basis
of grammar work were quite simple: Such errors provided the obvious
starting place for designing a student-centred language programme.
However, he added that


it’s also a little bit of a packaging exercise as well, in that if I can show them
visually, on a piece of paper, that they are having problems with certain areas,
that in some way validates even more the language focus stuff that they’re
going to do during the course. (EI.2:17)


Basing grammar work on students’ errors was thus a strategy the
teacher used to justify such work in the students’ eyes. In addition, the
teacher felt that error analysis of this type would allow him to validate the
fluency work in the course.


We do a lot of fluency work, and sometimes learners’ expectations of the
language classroom differ from this reality. Giving them opportunities to
focus on accuracy in language work that springs from (or is related to) these
fluency activities helps these types of learners to accept more enthusiastically
the fluency activities. (EI.3:245)


At least partly, then, his aim in providing a grammar focus based on
students’ errors was to preempt concerns students might have developed
about the course if such work had been absent from his practice. His


7 References to data follow these conventions: S1, S2, SS, and so on refer to individual or
groups of students; EO refers to observation data; EI refers to interview data. Each extract also
contains a reference to its location within the data corpus (e.g., EI.1:12 is Interview 1, Paragraph
12; EO.5:30–60 is Observation 5, Paragraphs 30–60). SB is myself.







16 TESOL QUARTERLY


beliefs about students’ expectations had a powerful influence on his
behaviour here and did in fact emerge in the study as a pervasive
influence on his approach to grammar teaching. Very interestingly,
though, the teacher also indicated that the grammar points he fed back
to students during error analysis activities were not simply limited to
errors they had made on the day.


Occasionally when I’m writing down errors they’re making during speaking
fluency, well first of all I’m discarding a lot of slips and a lot of errors which I
don’t think are especially important . . . and I occasionally slip in something
which they may not have made that day but is often made by students at that
level, and I know instinctively and from experience that that is something
which they need to come to grips with or they want to come to grips with.
(EI.2:109)


Deciding which grammar points to include in error analysis activities,
then, was not just a question of writing down students’ mistakes; it
involved professional judgments about appropriate issues to focus on,
judgments that the teacher felt he was able to make on the basis of his
experience as an L2 teacher.


In terms of instructional strategy, the error analysis activities in the
teacher’s work were designed to encourage students to investigate
grammar. The questions in Episode 1 prompted students to think about
grammar in different ways—to analyse the form and meaning of a
structure, compare the structure with their L1, make grammaticality
judgments, and inductively formulate a grammar rule. In discussing this
investigative approach to grammar teaching, the teacher articulated a
very clear rationale.


I think it’s all part of a learner-centred approach to teaching, based on the
belief that people have a brain, have a lot of knowledge, are able to work
things out for themselves, and the belief that if they are able to work things
out for themselves, it’s more likely to be internalised rather than having it
explained to them. . . . I think that gives them a sense of achievement, and
this sense of achievement that students acquire is for me perhaps another
factor of what a successful lesson is. (EI.2:101–105)


According to the teacher, thinking about grammar facilitates learning
because it addresses both the cognitive and the affective needs of the
students; cognitively, the teacher believed that inductively learned mate-
rial is etched deeper in students’ minds; affectively, he felt that learning
benefits from the sense of achievement thinking tasks can create in
students. In discussing his beliefs about inductive teaching, the teacher
also shed light on the contribution of his professional training as a
teacher to the development of his personal pedagogical system.
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In terms of the greatest influences on me in my development as a teacher
there were my two tutors on the CTEFLA8 and the Diploma courses. On the
CTEFLA, my tutor was so good at getting us to reach conclusions ourselves
without hardly saying anything himself. . . . The tutor on the Diploma likewise
possessed this ability of eliciting without hardly telling us anything himself. I
don’t think he used to have an answer in his head which he wanted us to
reach; he really did want us to reach our own conclusions. I think they were
the greatest influences on me, and I found that when I taught I even copied
the gestures they used to use, I was like a clone of them. . . . The CTEFLA was
the greatest learning experience I’ve ever had in my life. It emphasised
learner centredness and the importance of motivation, it taught me so much
about staying in the background and giving the learners their own space. It
helped me to change my concept of what a teacher should be doing in the
classroom. Inductive teaching was a revelation to me, and it really excited me.
It helped me to start listening to students. The Diploma was a refinement of
all we did in the CTEFLA. (EI.1:50–60)


This extract depicts vividly the powerful influence formal training had
on his development as a teacher. His tutors affected him deeply through
their skill at illustrating in their own work the methodological practices
they wanted to pass on to trainees. His beliefs in the value of student-
centred inductive work were thus firmly established during his initial
training and later confirmed by further professional education.


In discussing his use of grammar activities in which the students were
encouraged to investigate the language, the teacher also explained that


I actually think people enjoy the intellectual challenge sometimes, to think
about grammar, to think about how the language falls together, and to work
out possible solutions for themselves . . . and it’s also I find a useful way of
sometimes pacing a lesson. I think that’s quite important actually. I think one
of the main reasons why I have language focus sessions in a lesson is to pace
it a little bit as well, more reflective time. (EI.2:57)


Further reasons for using thinking tasks emerge here: Another
affective issue—that students enjoy thinking about grammar—had an


8 The Royal Society of Arts Certificate in Teaching English as a Foreign Language to Adults
(CTEFLA, now Certificate in English Language Teaching to Adults—CELTA) is an internation-
ally recognised initial TEFL qualification. The teacher did this as a 4-week intensive full-time
course. The diploma the teacher refers to is the Diploma in Teaching English as a Foreign
Language to Adults (DTEFLA, now Diploma in English Language Teaching to Adults—
DELTA). The teacher did this as a 1-year programme. The certificate program had a strong
practical bias, with daily practice teaching real L2 students, an emphasis on classroom
management skills, and practical demonstrations of communicative techniques of L2 teaching.
According to the teacher, the DTEFLA refined issues raised at the certificate level and focused
on more theoretical issues as well (e.g., cognitive styles and learning strategies). In assessing the
level of detail the teacher provides about these courses during this account, readers should
keep in mind that he completed them around 13 and 8 years respectively prior to this study.
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important bearing on the teacher’s decisions. An important concept is
also that of reflective time. This not only provided the cognitive and
affective benefits already mentioned; it also had a classroom manage-
ment role in that it allowed the teacher to vary the pace of a lesson.
Classroom management issues continue to surface throughout the
account as a shaping influence on the teacher’s work in grammar
teaching.


Reference to Students’ L1


Another strategy the teacher regularly used in teaching grammar was
to encourage students to refer to their L1. Question 1 in Episode 1 was a
minor case of this; Episode 2 below is a more extended example (the
students had just finished a pair-work speaking activity, and the teacher
had asked them whether they had had any problems).


Episode 2
S3 says she has a problem using a particular structure: “Have been,


continuous present, is it?” “The name doesn’t matter,” says the teacher, and
he proceeds to write the following on the board:


Je suis ici depuis deux jours
Ich bin hier seit zwei Tage
Sono qui da due giorni
I came here two days ago
I _______________ 2 days.


The teacher asks, “Can you complete the sentence?” S2 says, “I have been
here for 2 days.” “In many European languages,” the teacher explains, “a
present tense is used where in English the present perfect is used. We can say
‘I am here for two weeks,’ but it has a different meaning, it means ‘now and
in the future.’” (EO.1:98–133)


I asked the teacher for his opinion about the contribution to learning
English grammar the students’ L1 could make.


Well, when I started out, using the students’ mother tongue was just
anathema. . . . It was considered counterproductive. I like to see patterns
myself and in my own language learning. . . . often if I see something which
is similar to my own language, I just find it easier to take on board. And I
think at least as far as Western European languages are concerned, our
languages, in terms of patterns of grammar, have probably got far, far more in
common than what they don’t share. I’ve seen it so often, when students are
made aware, that, for example, conditionals exist in their language in almost
exactly the same way, often that’s just been an eye-opener for them as well. So
asking them to perceive, to look at patterns and relate them to their own
language, I’ve often found that very useful. (EI.3:131)
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The teacher joined the profession at the height of the communicative
boom (the late 1970s–early 1980s), a time when the use of students’ L1
in the EFL classroom was virtually outlawed. A number of factors,
though, had enabled him to change his position: His awareness of
learning strategies that worked for him seems to have been important
here; classroom experience had an equally important effect on shaping
his pedagogical system—“I’ve seen it so often” were his words—and he
expanded on this point when he explained,


I must say that a lot of this stuff regarding using the students’ own language,
I actually haven’t discussed with a lot of people, and I haven’t read much
literature about it . . . . a lot of it, I’ve arrived at conclusions on my own,
through experience . . . but it is an evolution, it’s where I am at the moment.
(EI.3:147)


This comment suggests that the teacher’s personal pedagogical system
was informed by his perceptions of what worked well in the classroom.
His observations here also indicate an awareness on his part of the
dynamic nature of this system. Further support for the notion of an
evolving, pragmatic pedagogical system that guided the teacher’s actions
in teaching grammar continues to emerge in the discussion below.


Grammatical Terminology


Explicit discussions of grammatical issues were another recurrent
feature of the teacher’s work. Both the teacher and the students used
grammatical terminology quite freely in these discussions, suggesting
that the teacher had positive feelings about the role grammatical
metalanguage played in L2 learning. However, there were two particular
incidents that questioned this initial assessment. The first occurred in
Episode 2 above, when a student asked about the name of a tense and
the teacher said, “The name doesn’t matter.” The second, culminating in
the statement, “It’s not necessary to know these words,” is presented
below. In this episode, the teacher was trying to elicit the correct form for
the sentence, “Do you want that I come back home?” (The students had
produced this incorrect sentence during an oral activity they had just
completed.)


Episode 3
T: What do you say if you offer someone a cup of tea?
SS: Do you want a cup of tea?
T: What do you say if you invite someone to the cinema?
SS: Do you want to go to the cinema?
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T: With a verb, want takes to and we can follow it with an object if there’s
someone else. [Some of the students look puzzled.]
So what’s the correct sentence?


SS: Do you want me to come back home? (The teacher now writes this
sentence on board.)


T: If I say subject, object do you understand?
[S1 says she does not, some of the other students say they do.]
T: Want is the verb. Who wants?
S: You.
T: So you is the subject. Me is on the other side of the verb. Me is the


object. It’s not necessary to know these words, just to understand
grammar books. (EO.4:90–93)


On the basis of these two incidents, I prompted the teacher to discuss
the factors that influenced his use of grammatical terminology.


I think the students actually enjoy an intellectual spot in the lesson where they
can reflect about language and consider language, and where they can
actually talk about grammar . . . if there is an opportunity to do so and the
majority of the people are included in the discussion, and nobody feels
alienated by it in any way, I think I would take opportunities to do that.
(EI.3:77–82)


The teacher’s comments here reveal his concern for the effect the use
of grammatical terminology may have on the students, and it is in the
light of this concern that the two incidents in Episodes 2 and 3 make
sense.


I think what was happening there was that I felt that they might have been
more confused or somehow threatened by the labels, and I just wanted to get
to the crux of the language point, without using terminology which would in
some way threaten or frighten them. (EI.3:83)


In telling the students that “the name doesn’t matter” or that “it’s not
necessary to know these words,” then, the teacher was not implying that
he felt terminology had no role to play in the L2 learning process; rather,
he was making real-time decisions in response to potential complications
he thought the use of terminology in those particular situations would
have caused. This illustrates how the teacher’s behaviour was interac-
tively shaped by his perceptions of the students’ cognitive/affective state
during grammar teaching.


In the course of our conversation, the teacher also identified ways in
which he felt that a knowledge of grammatical terminology in students
facilitated his work: It provided an economical and shared means of
communication about language, it facilitated diagnostic work, and it
equipped the students to function more competently as autonomous
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investigators of language. This final point was high on the teacher’s
agenda for his students, and he often assigned tasks such as those in
Episode 1 as optional homework research before students discussed
them together in class.


The pedagogical system that shaped the teacher’s approach to gram-
mar, then, included the above beliefs about the role of grammatical
terminology in the L2 classroom. His views on this aspect of L2
instruction, however, had not always been so positive. When he was first
trained,


We were told never to use grammatical labels and to tell students that it would
all come together naturally as a result of the communicative activities they
did. (EI.1:62)


Earlier in this account, the teacher commented on the profound effect
his initial training had on his practice, yet the views he held about
grammatical terminology were in stark contrast to those his training had
instilled. This radical change in the teacher’s views was sparked off by
further professional training.


When I did the Diploma, the work we did on learning styles helped me
become more aware of the fact that different learners may learn more
effectively in different ways . . . so that now I’m more aware of the need to take
into account the different learning styles a group of students are likely to
have. (EI.1:48)


A significant professional experience—becoming aware of the notion of
learning styles—provided him with the insight that enabled him to
review the “don’t worry about grammar, it’ll all come together approach”
(EI.1:144) he had adopted early in his career; it also enabled him to
make sense of negative experiences that he had had earlier in his
career—but that had no immediate effect on his practice—in which
students had complained about this approach.9


Grammar Rules10


The explicit discussions of grammar in the teacher’s work also
prompted me to investigate his beliefs about the role that grammar


9 Before he was aware of the notion of learning styles, the teacher actually thought that the
students who disagreed with his grammarless approach to teaching were simply being difficult.


10 The previous section focused on the factors behind the teacher’s decision to use or not to
use grammatical terminology in his work; this section analyses the procedures through which
the teacher established grammar rules in his lessons and the extent to which he presented the
rules to students as definitive truths about the language.
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rules—descriptive generalisations about the form, meaning, and use of
grammatical items—played in his practice. Episode 4 provides the basis
of the discussion of this issue. The sentence When do you come back home?
was on the board, and the teacher had asked the students to correct it.


Episode 4
S3: Does the question refer to the future?
T: Yes, it does.
S3: When are you coming back home?
T: What does that mean?
S3: It’s a plan.
[On the board, the teacher writes]


When do you plan to come back home?
have you decided


S4: Is When will you come back home? correct?
T [to the class]: What do you think?
S3: I’m not sure. When you ask with will it means she has just decided.
The teacher explains that normally this is true but that the problem with


the future is that it is very complex. “As a help, not as a rule,” the teacher tells
her that when and will are not used together. “Another guide,” the teacher
says, “is that will is sometimes used to talk about the future, but perhaps there
are other, more common ways of doing so.” (EO.4:13–18)


One point that emerges here is that the teacher did not preempt the
discussion by telling the students what the rules are. He prompted
students to think about the issue under focus and redirected individual
students’ questions to the rest of the class. In keeping with the approach
to grammar illustrated above, the teacher aimed to elicit the rule
through an interactive class discussion rather than simply supplying the
rule himself.


I find that when I learn languages I like finding out about rules myself. It
helps me if I can perceive patterns, it really helps me. And I think that’s true
for many students, and I think it’s part of their expectations too. And I see it
as part of my role to help them to become aware of language rules, both
grammatical and phonological and lexical, whenever possible, yes. And lying
behind that is the rationale that if they can be guided towards a formulation
of a rule through largely their own endeavours it is more likely to be
internalised than if it was explained to them. (EI.1:55–57)


It is worth pointing out that the teacher’s belief in the value of
encouraging students to make sense of grammar “largely through their
own endeavours” did not imply an unwillingness on his part to provide
direct guidance where he felt it was needed. This emerges clearly in the
next extract, in which the teacher was responding to my query about the
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extent to which he felt responsible for providing students with knowl-
edge about the language.


I think it is part of my job [and] of course, it is normally part of students’
expectations. I think that also if I pointed them off in directions in which they
could investigate further the language and deepen their knowledge of the
language, then yes that would be helpful. But I think that at times the
classroom situation, having a teacher there who has been trained, perhaps, to
help it to become clearer for all the students, I think there is a place for that.
(SB: for giving knowledge?) For leading students to a situation where they
perceive that they need this knowledge and want this knowledge, and trying
to lead them to an awareness of it themselves, and providing the knowledge if
they can’t get to it themselves. Yes, that’s all part of providing knowledge.
Whether they discover it for themselves through tasks I’ve designed, or
whether I explain the grammar to them, I think it amounts to the same thing,
I am providing knowledge. (EI.3:42–43)11


The teacher’s commitment to discovery-oriented work in grammar
teaching did not prevent him from being responsive to the realities of
classroom life. Thus there were times when, notwithstanding his efforts,
students were not able to reach useful conclusions about grammar on
their own, and in such cases he was willing to assume responsibility for
providing this knowledge. There are clear examples of this in the
episodes from his practice cited above.


In Episode 4 the teacher provided the students with “a help, not a
rule”; he also used the term a guide in giving the students advice on when
to use when and will; on another occasion, he gave the students a “90%”
rule at the end of a discussion on embedded questions. I asked the
teacher to comment on his behaviour in these episodes, and he
explained the 90% case as follows.


I was covering myself. I think I made the rule up as formulated like that there
and then, I think based on something which had happened in class, and I
didn’t feel confident enough to say that is the rule without exceptions. So I
was just covering myself, if they came up with an example which that didn’t
apply to, so it was useful to term it in terms of a guideline and a help rather
than a rigid rule. (EI.3:63)


The teacher’s approach to grammar was largely unplanned; that is, he
took decisions about what language points to focus on interactively (as
opposed to preactively), usually on the basis of problems students had


11 The contrast between the conception of providing knowledge embedded in my original
question (i.e., directly explaining) and that explicated by the teacher (i.e., both eliciting and
explaining) is indicative of the potential of research of this type for revealing teachers’ personal
conceptions of what grammar teaching is and what it involves.
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during lessons (all the episodes presented in this account originated in
this manner). This approach to grammar teaching often led to im-
promptu discussions of grammar points for which the teacher did not
always have what he considered a watertight rule12—helps and guides
were a form of insurance in such situations. Guides were also useful, the
teacher explained, when rules had several exceptions that he did not
want to burden the students with as well as when he felt the whole rule
was beyond the students’ current level of understanding. He elaborated
on this last point in his next comment.


I think there is often a significant difference between the immediate aim of a
part of a live lesson and the written explanation of a grammar rule in a
grammar reference book. The teacher, who is under constraints of time and
who is well aware of what her/his students can deal with orally/aurally at a
moment in time, often needs to select and modify grammatical information
in a way that a reference book doesn’t need to. (EI.3:230)


The teacher’s perceptions of the students’ readiness for learning at any
point in the lesson, then, influenced his decision to provide them with
user-friendly versions of grammatical rules. The teacher talked about this
in terms of “conscious censorship” (EI.3:73) through which he avoided
exposing students to detailed explanations of rules if he felt these would
confuse them.


Practising Grammar


Another mode of teaching grammar that emerged in the teacher’s
work involved the use of practice activities, in which students were
encouraged to use (rather than investigate or talk about) specific
grammatical items. Such activities were an integral part of the teacher’s
approach to grammar.


The underlying principle of everything is that if you’re going to have a
language focus, and there’s going to be conscious language learning in the
classroom, then I think I would do practice activities as well. So they’ve
reached awareness, they’ve come to a conclusion about a rule, then they need
some kind of practice of that rule. That’s the underlying principle there. . . .


12 What he considered is the key phrase here; his behaviour was influenced by his own
perceptions of his knowledge about grammar, and knowing the answers gave him the
confidence to bounce students’ questions about grammar back to the class; when he was
uncertain, however, he used words like guide or help, asked students for some time to research
the issue, or else provided a direct response without encouraging students to discuss the issue
any further. This last kind of behaviour, though, was atypical, and I only observed one instance
of it.
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as a general principle I give learners controlled (if possible, communicative)
practice when it comes to accuracy work. (EI.3:203–248)


In discussing Question 2 in Episode 1 the students had analysed and
made explicit a rule about embedded questions (e.g., tell me what you
want as opposed to what do you want?). The episode below describes the
practice activity that followed this analysis.


Episode 5
“Choose someone you want to find out more about and write questions


without tell me which you want to ask this person,” the teacher explains. The
students work on their questions for a few minutes. The teacher moves
around and monitors what they are doing. He also assists students who ask for
help. When the students have finished writing their questions, the teacher
explains, “When you are asked a question, try to answer as fully as possible.
And try and ask the questions you’ve written by using phrases like tell me
before the question word.” The students stand up, find the person they want
to talk to, and ask and answer questions (e.g., “Tell me what your favourite
food is”). (EO.2:47–58)


The practice activities in the teacher’s work shared certain character-
istics that are illustrated in this episode. First of all, as the teacher noted
in his comments above, they occurred after a grammar item had been
discussed and a rule of some sort had been established. Second, the
practice was oral, not written.13 Third, the students had some choice of
what to say (i.e., they were never simply repeating sentences provided by
the teacher or by an exercise). Fourth, the practice revolved around
issues the teacher felt were of relevance to the students (e.g., in Episode
5 they practised questions while getting to know each other better).


One example of grammar practice in the teacher’s work occurred
after the class discussion of the object pronouns in Episode 3. The
teacher wrote the sentence, Do you want _____ to come back home? on the
board and did a very quick round in which students were asked to repeat
the sentence using different pronouns (me, him, her, us, them). The whole
activity lasted a minute or two. I asked the teacher about this episode
because it seemed somewhat traditional in comparison with the student-
centred, inductive, meaning-oriented approach to grammar I had seen
in his work. His comments threw further light on a basic factor behind
his approach to grammar.


13 There was one example of written grammar practice in the teacher’s work, but it was
assigned as homework. In discussing written grammar activities, the teacher identified three
reasons for using them—consolidation, diagnostics, and, importantly, giving the students
something that they felt comfortable with on the basis of their previous experiences of L2
learning.







26 TESOL QUARTERLY


What I also use is change of pace activities, and I remember the one about the
drill Do you want me? Do you want him?, it was a stimulus-response behaviourist
approach, and I just felt it was appropriate at that time to somehow jazz up,
increase the energy in the lesson, so I used that technique rather than giving
them a written exercise or something quieter to do. So considerations of
classroom pace are also primary there sometimes in the type of activity I get
the students to practise for a language point we’ve discussed. . . . I think that’s
one of the prime considerations for the type of activity I choose. (EI.3:203–
207)


Classroom management issues had a powerful influence on the teacher’s
instructional decisions in grammar teaching; thus, in this case, he felt an
energising practice activity was necessary even though the activity re-
flected a “stimulus-response behaviourist approach.” In discussing this
episode, the teacher provided further insight into the experiential
influences on the development of his personal pedagogical system.


I’ve come to look at certain aspects of the traditional methods I experienced
as a learner and today I’m willing to try them out with learners in my own
classrooms, which is something I wouldn’t have done a few years ago . . . .
Today I’m more aware of the fact that learners have different learning styles
and that some aspects of traditional language learning can be put to good use
in the communicative classroom. As long as I can put these traditional
activities into some kind of context, I’m OK. And for many students it’s
something they can relate to because it’s the kind of language learning work
they’re used to. It’s taken me a while to come to realise it, but there were
things that I enjoyed when I was a language learner which I feel more willing
to try out in my own work today. (EI.1:44)


The teacher’s own foreign language learning experiences were them-
selves of the traditional grammar translation type. “I enjoyed this
methodology, I was good at it” (EI.1:40), the teacher recalled, yet earlier
in his career close adherence to the communicative principles he had
been trained in meant that such activities were not part of his classroom
repertoire. A heightened awareness of learning styles and of his own
success as a language learner, however, over time had made him willing
to utilise more traditional activities in his work. In fact, a central feature
of his development as a teacher was the formation of a personal
pedagogy in which aspects of traditionally exclusive approaches to L2
teaching coexisted and were drawn upon according to his perceptions of
the demands of specific instructional contexts.


Grammar and Communicative Ability


Given that the overall focus of the teacher’s classroom practice was on
developing fluent, communicatively competent users of English, I asked
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the teacher what role he felt grammar teaching played in enabling him
to reach that goal.


I’m not entirely convinced that any focus on accuracy in the classroom has
any effect on students’ fluency in general. I’m trying not to exclude the
possibility, perhaps the probability, that formal language focus at some point
gets transferred into language which is acquired by the student. I wonder
sometimes whether I’m also not covering myself with the students, by saying
listen—if we do fluency activities all the time, I’m not sure how well that
would go down with the students, basically. So, I feel that these are their
expectations and I will do accuracy work. . . . I don’t necessarily believe that
it’s going to help them. I’ve done this present perfect umpteen times with a
million people. I still believe that nothing I’ve ever done in a classroom
consciously with students, language focus, has actually helped them to
acquire the present perfect, for example. (EI.2:45–53)


The teacher’s comment here may come as a surprise in the light of his
approach to grammar explored in this account. However, considering
the different reasons he gave for encouraging students to think about,
talk about, and practise grammar, the absence of any direct reference to
improved fluency does become clear. He seemed to believe there was a
possibility that formal language work did enhance students’ ability to use
the grammar studied in communicative speech, but the weight of
experience (“umpteen times with a million people”) suggested other-
wise. Similar sentiments were evident in the teacher’s comments on the
value of the written grammar exercises he occasionally assigned.


I think probably, unconsciously, now consciously, that the main reason why I
give it [written grammar] is, “Look, this is grammar, this is what you perceive
as grammar, we’re doing this too, as well.” (EI.3:195)


Appeasing students’ concerns by showing them he was doing some
grammar work was really what mattered for the teacher; classroom
management issues were also important. As for improving the students’
ability to use the grammar taught for communication, it might occur, but
the teacher was not very optimistic about this, and it was not the primary
motive behind his decision to focus on grammar.


DISCUSSION: THE PEDAGOGICAL SYSTEM


In this section I discuss the outcomes of this study in the light of the
educational literature on teachers’ pedagogical systems and examine the
implications of such research for expanding current understandings of
L2 grammar teaching.
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The Components of the Pedagogical System


The literature on teachers’ pedagogical systems has identified a range
of issues teachers have complex, interacting beliefs about. These issues
include beliefs about students, themselves (i.e., teachers’ self-percep-
tions), the subject matter being taught, teaching and learning, curricula,
schools, the teacher’s role, materials, classroom management, and
instructional activities (Burns, 1992; Carter & Doyle, 1987; Cronin-Jones,
1991; Dirkx & Spurgin, 1992; Doolittle, Dodds, & Placek, 1993; Grossman,
Wilson, & Shulman, 1989; Munby, 1982; Olson & Singer, 1994; Smith,
1996; Taylor, 1987). This study supported this notion of complex,
personalised pedagogical systems and illustrated the manner in which
such a system impinged on the work of an L2 teacher with specific
reference to the teaching of grammar.


In talking about his work, the teacher revealed a network of interact-
ing and potentially conflicting beliefs about a wide variety of issues
related not only to L2 teaching but also to teaching and learning in
general. Thus, despite his belief that formal grammar work probably
made no direct contribution to students’ communicative ability, he
included such work in his practice for the following reasons.
1. Especially early in the course, grammar work is a form of packaging


designed to preempt students’ concerns about the kind of course
they are getting.


2. Grammar work based on students’ errors makes it more relevant to
the students.


3. Grammar work based on errors the students make during fluency
activities validates the latter in the students’ eyes.


4. Students enjoy the intellectual challenge inductive grammar work
provides; this approach to grammar also enhances students’ sense of
achievement.


5. Grammar activities allow the teacher to vary the pace of the lesson.
6. Grammar work in which students can focus on their own errors


makes the students more aware of these errors and hence more
capable of self-correcting in the future.


7. Grammar practice consolidates students’ understanding of grammar
previously focused on; it can also serve as a diagnostic tool enabling
the teacher to identify grammar areas the students need more work
on.


8. Grammar work helps students perceive patterns in the language,
which can facilitate learning. Encouraging an awareness of grammar
rules or asking students to compare their L1 to English can thus be
useful in this respect.
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These findings provide the kind of insight into grammar-related instruc-
tional decisions that the field of L2 pedagogy currently lacks but that has
clear potential for broadening current conceptions of the processes
involved in L2 grammar instruction. I elaborate on this potential in the
final part of this article.


The Role of Experience in Shaping the Pedagogical System


This study identified ways in which a teacher’s pedagogical system was
shaped by educational and professional experiences in his life. In
contrast to the findings of several studies into the effects of training on
the beliefs and classroom practices of beginning teachers (Brookhart &
Freeman, 1992; Goodman, 1988; Weinstein, 1990), the teacher in this
study was profoundly influenced by his initial training. This experience
introduced him to communicative methodology and developed in him
beliefs in student-centredness that had an immediate and lasting impact
on his practice and that were powerful enough to blot out, at least early
in his career, beliefs about the value of explicit grammar work instilled by
his own experience as a learner. This, too, is interesting, in the light of
research suggesting that the power of pretraining beliefs is at least as
strong as, or even actually outweighs, the effects of formal teacher
education in defining beginning teachers’ classroom practice (Goodman,
1988). In this study, the beliefs instilled by the teacher’s initial training
were so firmly rooted that negative classroom experiences early in his
career (e.g., students’ complaints about the lack of explicit grammar)
led to no immediate change in his work.


The powerful impact of the teacher’s initial training on his personal
pedagogical system may have been due to a number of factors. One of
these may have been the nature of the course, which was an intensive,
full-time, 4-week programme (most of the literature I have cited is based
on longer programmes). A second factor was definitely the teacher’s
admiration for his trainers as well as their skill in blending course
content and training processes by practising what they preached (i.e.,
they were reflexive trainers—Britten, 1985). Thirdly, the course had a
strong practical orientation, with daily teaching practice sessions. In this
way, the precepts of communicative teaching were strongly reinforced.
The novelty the training experiences represented for the teacher, an
open mind, and a willingness to learn on his part also probably
contributed to making his initial training such an influential learning
experience. The teacher’s in-service training, especially by introducing
him to the notion of learning styles, also had an important formative
effect on his personal pedagogical system. An awareness of this concept
enabled the teacher to review and make sense of negative experiences
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earlier in his career. It also allowed him to become aware that the
strategies that functioned for him as an L2 learner could also be put to
good use in his work, even though they were generally not considered
appropriate in a communicative classroom. And it also initiated in him
the process of radically redefining the beliefs about grammar teaching
that had been instilled by his initial training. The process he went
through supports the claims made by studies that, drawing upon the
conceptual change hypothesis (Posner, Strike, Hewson, & Gertzog,
1982), have argued that in-service training will have a lasting impact on
teachers’ classroom practice only when it addresses their existing beliefs
(Briscoe, 1991; Crawley & Salyer, 1995).


Ongoing classroom experience continued the development in the
teacher of a personalised, pragmatically oriented system of pedagogical
beliefs and practical theories that was powerfully influenced by his
perceptions of what worked well, but that in turn served as a filter
through which he processed continuing experience. His beliefs about
the use of students’ L1 in grammar teaching, for example, were based
purely on experience. This system of beliefs also provided the teacher
with a form of expert knowledge (Berliner, 1987) about L2 teaching that
influenced his instructional decisions; for example, the teacher had
mental representations of typical students (schemata) that allowed him
to make predictions about students’ linguistic needs, expectations, and
experience even before he met them. Expert knowledge also informed
his interactive decisions about which grammar points to include in error
analysis activities and which to ignore. Such decisions called for knowl-
edge not simply about grammar (i.e., linguistic knowledge) but also
about the grammar that the students needed or wanted and, hence, were
most likely to benefit from.


Context and the Pedagogical System


It is also worth noting that despite numerous studies into “the social,
psychological, and environmental realities of the school and classroom
[which] mitigate or preclude the implementation of belief systems in
decision making” (Kinzer, 1988, p. 359), external contextual factors did
not appear to interfere with the implementation of the teacher’s
pedagogical system. He consistently discussed his work with reference to
his beliefs and his perceptions of the classroom and never rationalised
his behaviour in terms of external forces he had no control over, such as
parents, principals’ requirements, the school society, students’ character-
istics, curriculum mandates, classroom and school layout, school poli-
cies, standardised tests, and the availability of resources (Beach, 1994;
Brickhouse, 1990; Briscoe, 1991; Brown & Wendel, 1993; Carlgren &
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Lindblad, 1991; Konopak & Williams, 1994; Tabachnick & Zeichner,
1986; Taylor, 1987; Wilson, Konopak, & Readence, 1992). This is not to
deny, of course, that basic choices in the selection of content, for
example, must have been influenced by student-related variables such as
age and level.


Instructional decisions also need to be considered in terms of internal
contextual factors that, in contrast to external givens, surface during the
course of instruction itself. The teacher in this study was sensitive to such
factors, such as evidence of student understanding, and he seemed to
have built into his personal pedagogical system ways of responding to
these factors and even preempting potential complications they could
cause. A clear example of this was the packaging exercise he did early on
in the course; this was designed to appease students’ concerns about the
nature of the programme by showing them that during the course he
would pay attention to the accuracy of their language. Decisions about
how directive he needed to be when grammar was being analysed were
also influenced by the extent to which he felt students could usefully
reach inductive conclusions about the grammar under study. Similarly,
decisions about the use of grammatical terminology were also condi-
tioned by his perceptions of how positively students responded to
explicit talk about grammar. Of course, the notion that teachers’
instructional decisions are influenced by their real-time perceptions of
classroom events is nothing new in itself; however, with specific reference
to L2 grammar teaching it does raise interesting questions about the
basis on which teachers decide to explain or elicit, to provide compre-
hensive or simplified grammar rules, to respond to students’ questions
about grammar, and to react to their grammar errors, for example.


IMPLICATIONS


By focusing on teaching processes (rather than outcomes),14 this study
represents a conceptual shift in research on L2 grammar instruction that
gives new direction to the investigation and understanding of this facet
of L2 pedagogy. The insight this study has provided into the behavioural


14 In this study I did not investigate the relationship between the teacher’s practice and what
students actually learned about grammar. This does not imply that the analysis of such
relationships is not congruent with the kind of work I am promoting here or that the study of
teaching effectiveness is not important for the TESL profession. Data that document students’
perceptions of, or reactions to, the practices that derive from a teacher’s pedagogical system can
provide valuable insights into the processes involved in effective L2 grammar teaching. It is
important, however, for the study of learning outcomes not to become divorced from an
understanding of teaching processes, as it did in earlier process-product studies of L2 grammar
instruction.
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and psychological dimensions of grammar teaching—issues not ad-
dressed by traditional approaches to research in this field—suggests that
continuing work of this kind has a central role to play in providing
realistic accounts of what L2 grammar teaching actually involves.


Such accounts can be of particular benefit to L2 teacher educators,
who at present can at best introduce trainees to pedagogical options in
grammar teaching but cannot illustrate when, how, and why L2 teachers
in real classrooms draw upon these options. The current understanding
of this aspect of L2 teaching is so limited that L2 teacher educators do
not even know whether the pedagogical options presented to prospec-
tive teachers bear any resemblance to practising teachers’ understand-
ings of grammar teaching. The form of inquiry I have illustrated here
addresses this problem by providing teacher educators with detailed,
authentic descriptions of teachers’ thinking and action.


The stimulating portraits of L2 classroom practice that emerge from
studies like this one can also be used in professional development
contexts, not as prescriptive models of exemplary teaching but to inspire
other teachers to analyse their own beliefs (Clark, 1986) and to find
support for or review the practical arguments (Fenstermacher, 1986) on
which their own grammar teaching practices are based. The relationship
between research and practice in grammar teaching implied here is thus
no longer the unidirectional one assumed by process-product studies of
this area of L2 instruction (i.e., that research informs practice); rather, it
becomes a reciprocal relationship in which research is grounded in the
realities of classroom practice but at the same time provides teachers
with insights into teaching through which they can critically examine,
and hence improve, their own practice.


In conclusion, studies of the pedagogical systems on which teachers
base grammar instruction have much to offer the field of L2 teaching.
Such research can contribute much-needed descriptive data about what
teachers actually do in teaching grammar and clarify the processes it
involves; it can provide a vivid portrait of both teachers’ action and their
thinking that can serve as a catalyst in enabling teachers to examine their
own grammar teaching practices; and it can contribute to the develop-
ment of more sophisticated conceptualisations of L2 grammar teaching,
which will provide the basis for forms of teacher education and develop-
ment more in tune with the psychological context of instruction.
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APPENDIX A


Preobservation Interview
Section 1: Education
1. What do you recall about your experiences of learning English at school?


• What approaches were used?
• Was there any formal analysis of language?


2. Did you study any foreign languages? What do you recall about these lessons?
• What kinds of methods were used?
• Do you recall whether you enjoyed such lessons or not?


3. What about postsecondary education? University? Did the study of language play any role
there?


4. Do you feel that your own education as a student has had any influence on the way you teach
today?


Section 2: Entry Into the Profession and Development as a Teacher
1. How and why did you become an EFL teacher?


• What recollections do you have about your earliest teaching experiences?
• Were these particularly positive or negative?
• What kinds of teaching methods and materials did you use?


2. Tell me about your formal teacher training experiences.
• Did they promote a particular way of teaching?
• Did they encourage participants to approach grammar in any particular way?
• Which aspect(s) of the course(s) did you find most memorable?


3. What have the greatest influences on your development as a teacher been?
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Section 3: Reflections on Teaching
1. What do you feel the most satisfying aspect of teaching EFL is, and what is the hardest part


of the job?
2. What do you feel your strengths as an EFL teacher are, and your weaknesses?
3. Can you describe one particularly good experience you have had as an EFL teacher, and one


particularly bad one? What is your idea of a “successful” lesson?
4. Do you have any preferences in terms of the types of students you like to teach?
5. What about the students? Do they generally have any preferences about the kind of work


they like to do in their lessons?


Section 4: The School
1. Does the school you work for promote any particular style of teaching?
2. Are there any restrictions on the kinds of materials you use or on the content and


organisation of your lessons?
3. Do students come here expecting a particular type of language course?


APPENDIX B


Extract From an Analytic Memo for One Lesson
Observation data were transcribed and analysed after each lesson. Key episodes were identified,
and a list of questions generated by these episodes compiled. Questions were collated by
category and summarised in analytic memos. In the extract below, the terms in italics are the
categories that emerged from the lesson on which the memo was based.
1. The use of metalanguage: The teacher seems to expect a basic metalanguage from the students


(“What kind of word are you looking for when you use this clue?” [verb]) but does not
assume too much (“When I say infinitive, can you give me another example?”). How does he
feel about the use of grammatical metalanguage? Does he see any purpose in getting
students to develop their own metalanguage?


2. Analysis of structure: The teacher gets the students to analyse the structure of grammatical
items (e.g., “If I had two wishes, what would they be?” = If + past + would). What is the
teacher’s rationale for getting students to conduct such analyses? How does he feel this
helps the language learning process?


3. The teacher seems to imply that grammar books oversimplify complex issues. Is this what the
teacher believes? What are the teacher’s attitudes to grammar books? Is he suggesting that
students should be exposed to the complexities of English grammar in full (“there are about
76 conditionals in English”)?


4. What are the teacher’s beliefs about grammar practice, the role it plays in learning and the way
it should be handled? What about transformation exercises—“What is it?—Tell me what it
is?” What about “If you want to, try to use the information on the board” (the information
was that describing the structure of a conditional sentence like If I was a butterfly, I would fly).


5. The teacher elicits rules for the use of interrogative forms and the word order associated with
them by giving students a few examples, then getting them to complete an incomplete
sentence describing the rule. What is the teacher’s rationale here? How does he feel about
giving rules? What about “90%” or “normally” rules?


6. What about independent language research work outside the classroom? How does the
teacher see this as fitting into his overall approach to teaching? How does he see it as
helping the students?
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APPENDIX C


 Schedule for Postobservation Interviews
The schedule was divided into 12 areas of practice that emerged from the analysis of the analytic
memos based on the observation data. These issues were discussed over the course of two
interviews.


1. Accuracy and fluency 7. Small-group grammar tasks
2. Handling students’ errors 8. Grammatical terminology
3. Teacher role in grammar teaching 9. Analysis of grammar
4. Students’ expectations and needs 10. Grammar books
5. Grammar rules 11. Grammar practice
6. Selecting grammar content 12. Students’ L1 and translation


Each section of the interview schedule contained a lesson episode that prompted me to
investigate the area, together with the questions the episode generated. Below is an example.


Students’ L1 and Translation
The teacher calls on students to refer to their L1 many times during the lessons.
S3 says she has a problem using a particular structure, “Have been, continuous present, is it?”


“The name doesn’t matter,” says the teacher, and he proceeds to write the following on the
board:


Je suis ici depuis deux jours
Ich bin hier seit zwei Tage
Sono qui da due giorni
I came here two days ago
I _______________ 2 days


The teacher asks, “Can you complete the sentence?” S2 says, “I have been here for 2 days.”
“In many European languages,” the teacher explains, “a present tense is used where in English
the present perfect is used. We can say ‘I am here for 2 weeks,’ but it has a different meaning,
it means ‘now and in the future.’” (EO.1:98–133)


• What contribution to EFL can the students’ L1 make?
• With specific reference to grammar, how does reference to the L1 help?


During the same lesson, when he tells them to analyse the transcript, the teacher asks the
students to tick grammatical structures that are “the same in my language” or to put a question
mark next to items that look “very different to my language.” Students are asked to write
translations of words they do not know. The use of bilingual dictionaries is encouraged.


• What beliefs underlie the teacher’s position here?


APPENDIX D


Structured List of Categories
The experiential category includes references to educational and professional experiences in
the teacher’s life that had some bearing on an understanding of his current grammar teaching
practices. The pedagogical category includes the teacher’s beliefs about a range of issues in L2
learning and teaching. The contextual category includes references the teacher made to the
effect of external (e.g., time) and internal (e.g., students’ understanding) contextual factors on
his practice.
1. EXPERIENTIAL


1.1 General education
1.1.1 Languages


1.1.1.1 First language
1.1.1.2 Foreign language


1.1.2 University
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1.2 Teacher education
1.2.1 Joining
1.2.2 Certificate/diploma


1.3 Teaching experience
1.3.1. Early
1.3.2 Ongoing
1.3.3 As basis of beliefs


2. PEDAGOGICAL
2.1 Language
2.2 Language learning


2.2.1 Facilitating
2.2.2 Hindering
2.2.3 Accuracy and fluency


2.2.3.1 Rationale behind accuracy work
2.2.3.2 Rationale behind fluency work
2.2.3.3 Relationship between accuracy and fluency work
2.2.3.4 Students’ attitudes towards accuracy and fluency work
2.2.3.5 Teacher’s role in accuracy and fluency work
2.2.3.6 Combining accuracy and fluency work
2.2.3.7 Use of L1 in accuracy work


2.2.4 Approach
2.2.4.1 Communicative language learning
2.2.4.2 Justifying approach to L2 teaching


2.2.5 Materials
2.2.6 Skills
2.2.7 Planning
2.2.8 Mother tongue


2.3 Grammar
2.3.1 Techniques
2.3.2 Rules
2.3.3 Books
2.3.4 Terminology
2.3.5 Students’ errors
2.3.6 Timing
2.3.7 Pacing the lesson


2.4 Students
2.4.1 Experience
2.4.2 Expectations
2.4.3 Needs and wants
2.4.4 Rapport with
2.4.5 Likes and dislikes
2.4.6 Learning styles
2.4.7 Fears


2.5 Language teacher
2.5.1 Role
2.5.2 Characteristics


3. CONTEXTUAL
3.1 Time
3.2 Students


3.2.1 Readiness for learning
3.2.2 Problems
3.2.3 Requests
3.2.4 Level and age







39TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 32, No. 1, Spring 1998


Teaching and Research: Options in
Grammar Teaching
ROD ELLIS
Temple University, Philadelphia


A substantial body of research has investigated how form-focussed
instruction contributes to language learning, but there has been very
little discussion of how the knowledge provided by this research can
inform language teaching. This article reviews research that addresses
how grammar can best be taught in terms of four theoretically moti-
vated instructional options: (a) structured input, (b) explicit instruc-
tion, (c) production practice, and (d) negative feedback. Given the
difficulty of reaching firm conclusions based on this research, a number
of possibilities for the pedagogic utilization of the information it makes
available are considered, based on the distinction between teachers’
practical knowledge and technical knowledge. These possibilities are (a)
treating the research findings as provisional specifications to be experi-
mented with through teaching, (b) conducting action research, and (c)
conducting participatory research involving teachers and researchers
working collaboratively. The need for research that investigates how
teachers integrate technical knowledge into their personal pedagogical
systems is also recognized.


This article addresses the relationship between language teaching and
research. It also examines what current second language acquisition


(SLA) research has to say about the effectiveness of different ways of
teaching grammar. These two purposes are related. An account of
instructional options serves as a basis for proposing how SLA research
and teaching might best inform each other.


The social worlds of the teacher and the researcher are often very
different (Crookes, 1997). Teachers operate in classrooms where they
need to make instantaneous decisions regarding what and how to teach.
Researchers, more often than not, work in universities, where a system of
rewards prizes rigorous contributions to a theoretical understanding of
issues. Teachers require and seek to develop practical knowledge; research-
ers endeavor to advance technical knowledge. This distinction, then,
encapsulates the divide that often exists between the two.
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PRACTICAL VERSUS TECHNICAL
PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE


The distinction between technical and practical knowledge1 is com-
mon in the literature dealing with the practice of professionals such as
doctors, lawyers, and teachers (see Calderhead, 1988; Eraut, 1994).
Technical knowledge is explicit; that is, it exists in a declarative form that
has been codified. For these reasons it can be examined analytically and
disputed systematically. Technical knowledge is acquired deliberately
either by reflecting deeply about the object of enquiry or by investigating
it empirically, involving the use of a well-defined set of procedures for
ensuring the validity and reliability of the knowledge obtained. Technical
knowledge is general in nature; that is, it takes the form of statements
that can be applied to many particular cases. For this reason, it cannot
easily be applied off-the-shelf in the kind of rapid decision making
needed in day-to-day living.


Over the years, SLA research has provided a substantial body of
technical knowledge about how people learn an L2. This is reflected in
the ever-growing set of technical terms used to label this knowledge—for
example, overgeneralization and transfer errors, fossilization, order and se-
quence of acquisition, input and intake, noticing, negative and positive evidence
(see the glossary in R. Ellis, 1994). This technical knowledge and the
terms that label it constitute goods that are constantly being produced by
SLA researchers.


In contrast, practical knowledge is implicit and intuitive. Individuals
are generally not aware of what they practically know. For example, I
know how to tie my shoelace, but I have little awareness of the sequence
of actions I must perform to do this and could certainly not describe
them very well. Practical knowledge is acquired through actual experi-
ence by means of procedures that are only poorly understood. Similarly,
it is fully expressible only in practice, although it may be possible,
through reflection, to codify aspects of it. The great advantage of
practical knowledge is that it is proceduralized and thus can be drawn on
rapidly and efficiently to handle particular cases.


Practicing professionals are primarily concerned with action involving
particular cases, and for this reason they draw extensively on practical
knowledge in their work. Freidson (1977), for example, describes how
medical practitioners operate:


1 The distinction between technical and practical knowledge, found in discussions of
professional expertise, is analogous with the distinctions between explicit and implicit L2
knowledge and between declarative and procedural L2 knowledge, both of which are common
in the SLA literature.
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One whose work requires practical application to concrete cases simply
cannot maintain the same frame of mind as the scholar or scientist: he cannot
suspend action in the absence of incontrovertible evidence or be skeptical of
himself, his experience, his work and its fruit. . . . Dealing with individual
cases, he cannot rely solely on probabilities or on general concepts or
principles: he must also rely on his own senses. By the nature of his work the
clinician must assume responsibility for practical action, and in so doing he
must rely on his concrete, clinical experience. (as cited in Eraut, 1994, p. 53)


Similarly, teachers, in the act of teaching, rely to a large extent on their
practical knowledge (Calderhead, 1988).


Of course, teachers do make use of technical knowledge in planning
lessons, choosing and writing teaching materials and tests, and deciding
what methodological procedures to utilize. This corresponds to what van
Lier (1991) has referred to as the planned aspect of teaching. However,
there is also an improvised side. To accomplish a lesson, teachers are
faced with the need to make countless unplanned decisions about what
and how to teach. As van Lier describes it, “In any lesson, planned and
improvised actions and interactions may be tightly interwoven” (p. 47).
Teachers, however, often experience difficulty in integrating technical
and practical knowledge. Pennington and Richards (1997), for example,
report on the failure of five novice Cantonese teachers of English in
Hong Kong to implement in their classroom teaching the communica-
tive teaching principles and practices they were taught during a BA
course. They suggest that one reason for this failure was the teachers’
preexisting schema for teaching based on their learning experiences as
students in the Hong Kong school system. In other words, faced with the
need to survive in the classroom, these teachers rejected their technical
knowledge and instead relied on their practical knowledge. More
experienced teachers may be more successful in interweaving the two
types of knowledge but, as the literature on professional activity makes
clear, this is no easy task.2


The crucial issue, then, is the nature of the relationship between
technical and practical knowledge. To what extent and in what ways can
the technical knowledge derived from research influence actual teach-
ing? How can technical knowledge be utilized in the creation of the kind
of practical knowledge with which teachers must necessarily work when
they improvise lessons? Can practical knowledge contribute to technical
knowledge? How? Before turning to these questions, I examine research
that has addressed the effects of form-focussed instruction on L2


2 However, other practitioners of language pedagogy (e.g., syllabus designers, test construc-
tors, and materials writers) may find it less problematic to integrate technical and practical
knowledge than do classroom teachers, as those practitioners’ activities rely more on planning
than on improvisation.







42 TESOL QUARTERLY


acquisition. I have chosen this area because it is one of obvious potential
relevance to language teaching.


OPTIONS IN FORM-FOCUSSED INSTRUCTION


Early focus-on-form studies (e.g., R. Ellis, 1984; Pienemann, 1984)
were primarily concerned with finding out whether form-focussed in-
struction worked (i.e., whether it enabled learners to acquire the
structures they had been taught). These early studies did not distinguish
different kinds of form-focussed instruction. Instead, they tended to treat
focus on form as a generic phenomenon to be contrasted with focus on
meaning. Subsequently, however, researchers have turned their attention
to another question—What kind of form-focussed instruction works
best?—that accords more closely, perhaps, with the teacher’s perspective.
It is this question that motivates the following survey of research.


One way of characterizing differences in instruction is in terms of
options. Stern (1992) sees the identification of options as a way of
proceeding beyond the concept of method, which is now generally
recognized as too crude a concept on which to base either research or
teaching (Kumaravadivelu, 1994). One set of options Stern considers is
what he refers to as teaching strategies. It is possible to describe a number
of such strategies for form-focussed instruction based on what is known
about how learners acquire an L2.


The particular model of L2 acquisition that will serve as a basis for
identifying these options is derived from a computational metaphor.
There are, of course, other metaphors, which doubtlessly suggest other
instructional options. However, the computational metaphor is currently
dominant in SLA (see Lantolf, 1996, for a discussion). According to this
metaphor, L2 learners are viewed as intelligent machines that process
input in a mental black box. This contains wired-in or previously
acquired mechanisms that enable learners to internalize new knowledge
for use in output tasks. The particular computational model that informs
the discussion of options below is shown in Figure 1.


The model indicates a number of points where form-focussed instruc-
tion can intervene in interlanguage development. In the case of Point A,
instruction is directed at input (i.e., attempts are made to contrive oral
or written texts in such a way that learners are induced to notice specific
target features as they try to comprehend the texts). Following VanPatten
(1993), this option will be referred to as structured input. Point B involves
explicit instruction (i.e., attempts to develop learners’ explicit understand-
ing of L2 rules—to help them learn about a linguistic feature). Point C
entails production practice (i.e., creating opportunities for learners to
practice producing a specific target structure). Point D consists of
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negative feedback, showing learners when they have failed to produce a
structure correctly. Whereas Point A provides learners with positive
evidence (i.e., examples of how a particular grammatical structure
works), Point D offers negative evidence (i.e., indications of erroneous
use and perhaps also corrections).


Two general comments are in order. The first is that form-focussed
lessons typically involve combinations of these options. For example,
explicit instruction, production practice, and negative feedback are
often combined. This makes good sense from the teacher’s point of view
as it optimizes the potential effect of the instruction. However, it is
problematic from the researcher’s point of view because it is difficult to
determine which specific option is responsible for any learning that takes
place.


The second general point is to emphasize that these four options
constitute macro-options. Each one can be broken down into more
delicate micro-options. For example, there are many ways of delivering
production practice depending on whether the pedagogic aim is to
carefully control learners’ output or to provide opportunities for rela-
tively free production using the targeted structure. Both teachers and
researchers have to decide what micro-options to use. The problem is
that although the choice of macro-options can be theoretically motivated
by the kind of computational model shown in Figure 1, there is often no
theoretical basis in SLA for selecting micro-options. For example,
structured input can require students to demonstrate their understand-
ing by matching sentences to pictures or by responding to commands
through actions, but there is no obvious rationale in SLA for preferring


FIGURE 1
A Computational Model of L2 Acquisition
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one micro-option over the other. Such options have a pedagogical status
but no obvious psycholinguistic justification.


Below the macro-options are illustrated with sample teaching materi-
als, and recent research relating to each option is reviewed. In the case of
the structured-input option, a fairly comprehensive review is included as
this is an area that has attracted considerable interest from SLA
researchers and that also offers an innovative alternative to traditional
grammar teaching. Research directed at the other options is examined
more selectively, for reasons of space. One of the purposes of this review
is to demonstrate some of the problems teachers may have in making use
of the technical knowledge provided by the research.


The Structured-Input Option


This option asks learners to process input that has been specially
contrived to induce comprehension of the target structure. Learners are
required to listen to or read texts consisting of discrete sentences or
continuous discourse and to indicate their understanding of them, for
example by carrying out a command, drawing a picture, ticking a box, or
indicating agreement or disagreement. The learners’ responses to the
input stimuli are nonverbal or minimally verbal; they do not involve
actually producing the structure.


Here is an example of a grammar task that makes use of this option.
The target structure is predicate adjectives (e.g., the distinction between
boring and bored). L2 learners have been observed to confuse these,
producing sentences such as *I am boring with you (Burt, 1975). In this
task, the learners have to simply indicate whether they agree or disagree
with a series of statements.


An Example of a Structured-Input Task


Do you agree or disagree with these statements?
1. Quiet people are boring.
2. I am bored when someone tells a joke.
3. People who gossip a lot are very irritating.
4. I get irritated with small talk.
5. It is interesting to talk about yourself.
6. I am interested in people who always talk about themselves.
[etc.]


The psycholinguistic rationale for the structured-input option is that
acquisition occurs when learners attend to the new structure in input
rather than when they try to produce it. A number of recent studies have
investigated the relative effects of structured input and production
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practice on the acquisition of specific linguistic features. In interpreting
the results of these studies it is important to consider the kinds of tests
used to measure the learning outcomes. All the studies examined below
used both comprehension-based tests, which favor the structured-input
group, and production tests, which favor the production-practice group.
However, most of the studies to date have not incorporated any test of
the learners’ ability to use the target structure in communicative speech.
A further issue in this research is whether the instruction included
explicit explanation of the target feature in addition to practice involv-
ing structured-input or production activities.


VanPatten and Cadierno (1993) compared traditional production-
oriented practice with oral structured-input practice directed at groups
of university students. Both groups also received explicit instruction in
the target structure. The focus of this study was the positioning of object
clitic pronouns in Spanish (e.g., Te invito para el sábado). The subjects
were tested by means of a discrete-item listening test and a discrete-item
written production test. The results showed that the structured-input
group outperformed the production-practice group on the listening
comprehension test and did just as well on the written production test.
These results were repeated in follow-up tests administered 1 month
later. VanPatten and Cadierno suggest that whereas the production-
based instruction only contributed to explicit knowledge, the compre-
hension-based instruction created intake that led to implicit knowledge.
Cadierno (1995) reports almost identical results in a study that focussed
on a morphological feature (Spanish past tense forms).


Similar results were also obtained by Tanaka (1996), who compared
the relative effects of structured input and production practice on the
acquisition of English relative clauses by 123 high school students in
Japan. In this study, both groups again received explicit instruction
relating to the target structure but were given different kinds of practice.
A comprehension test and a controlled production test were adminis-
tered before the treatment, 5 days after the treatment, and again 2
months later. On both the immediate and the delayed comprehension
posttest, the structured-input group outperformed the production-prac-
tice group. In fact, the production-practice group showed hardly any
improvement on pretest scores. On the production tests, both groups
showed gains on their pretest scores. The production-practice group
obtained significantly higher scores than the structured-input group on
the immediate posttest but not on the delayed posttest. This suggests that
structured input in conjunction with explicit instruction resulted in
durable learning that was available for use in both comprehension and
production tasks. In contrast, production-based instruction in conjunc-
tion with explicit information resulted in learning that was available for
use only in production and that atrophied markedly over time.
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A limitation of these studies was the kinds of tests used to measure
production. The discrete-point tests they used do not show convincingly
that the comprehension treatment was effective in developing the
implicit knowledge needed for communication. To address this issue,
VanPatten and Sanz (1995) compared a group receiving explanation of
object clitic pronouns followed by structured-input practice with a
control group that received no instruction directed at the target struc-
ture. This study incorporated a number of different tests (e.g., sentence
completion and video narration) in written and oral versions. The
structured-input group significantly improved their accuracy in produc-
ing the target structure (clitic pronouns in L2 Spanish) on all the written
tests, outperforming the control group, which showed no improvement.
This confirmed the results of the earlier study. However, no statistically
significant difference was found between the structured-input group and
the control group on the oral video narration test—an integrative test
involving unplanned production and, therefore, arguably a measure of
implicit knowledge. The study thus does not provide convincing evi-
dence that input-processing instruction led to changes in implicit
knowledge.


In all of these studies, the instruction involved two focus-on-form
macro-options—explicit explanation combined with structured input. A
question of some importance, then, is whether the advantage found for
the input-processing groups in these studies was due to explicit explana-
tion, structured input, or a combination of the two. VanPatten and
Oikkenon (1996) set out to investigate this using fourth-semester high
school students. The focus was again object pronoun placement in
Spanish. There were three experimental groups: Group 1 received a
grammatical explanation together with structured-input practice, as in
the earlier studies, Group 2 received just explicit instruction, and Group
3 received just structured-input practice. On a discrete-item comprehen-
sion test, Groups 1 and 3 both performed better than Group 2, but there
was no difference between Groups 1 and 3. On the production test,
Group 1 but not Group 3 performed better than Group 2, but the
difference between Groups 1 and 3 was not statistically significant.
VanPatten and Oikkenon conclude that “significant improvement on the
interpretation test is due to the presence of structured-input activities
and not to explicit information” and that even on the production test
“the effects of explicit information are negligible” (p. 508). Note,
however, that explicit instruction did lead to better performance on both
tests and also that the tests used in this study did not include a measure
of communicative performance.


Two recent studies have produced very different results. Salaberry
(1997) set out to replicate the VanPatten and Cadierno (1993) study with
similar subjects and the same grammatical focus (clitic pronouns in
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Spanish). He used three tests—a comprehension test, a discrete-item
production test, and a free-narration test based on a video. These tests
were administered before the instruction, immediately after the instruc-
tion, and 1 month later. Both experimental groups improved on the
comprehension tests with the production-practice group performing as
well as the structured-input group. No improvement in either group was
evident on the discrete-item production tests, but Salaberry acknowl-
edges that this may have been because all the subjects achieved high
scores on the pretest, thus leaving little room for improvement. Also, as
in VanPatten and Sanz’s (1995) study, the two groups did not differ on
the free-narration test, although Salaberry notes that this test produced
few obligatory occasions for object clitic pronouns.


Finally, the results of DeKeyser and Sokalski’s (1996) study also failed
to show an advantage for structured input. The grammatical focus was
clitic pronouns (as in the previous VanPatten studies) and the condi-
tional form of the verb in Spanish, a structure that the researchers argue
is easy to perceive but difficult to produce. In the case of object clitic
pronouns, the immediate posttests (which were highly controlled in
nature) showed that the structured-input group did better on the
comprehension test whereas the production-practice group did better
on the production test. However, on the delayed posttest no difference
between the groups on either test was evident. For the conditional,
production practice resulted in better scores on both the comprehen-
sion and the production tests, but again there was no difference between
the groups on the delayed test. However, the pretest scores for both
structures were high, leaving little room for further learning.


It is not easy to reach firm conclusions based on these studies as (a)
the results of the different studies are not in agreement, (b) there are
obvious design differences in the studies (e.g., in the level of knowledge
of the target structures displayed by the subjects in pretests), and (c) to
date the research has not shown that structured input has any effect on
unplanned language use. Thus, the technical knowledge afforded by the
research on structured input is ambivalent. Perhaps the most that can be
said is that it suggests that structured-input practice may provide a useful
alternative to production practice.3


Explicit Instruction


The principal choice regarding explicit instruction is whether to teach
explicit rules directly or to develop activities that enable learners to


3 It is also worth noting that, to date, no study has investigated whether combining
structured input and production practice results in better learning than using these options
separately.
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discover the rules for themselves. Direct explicit instruction takes the
form of oral or written explanations of grammatical phenomena. They
can stand by themselves or can be accompanied by exercises in which
learners attempt to apply the rule they have learned. In indirect explicit
instruction, learners complete consciousness-raising tasks in which they
analyze data illustrating the workings of a specific grammatical rule.
Here is an example of a consciousness-raising task directed at helping
learners discover when to use at, in, and on in adverbial time phrases.


An Example of a Conscious-Raising Task


1. Underline the time expressions in this passage.
I made an appointment to see Mr. Bean at 3 o’clock on Tuesday the
11th of February to discuss my application for a job. Unfortunately, he
was involved in a car accident in the morning and rang to cancel the
appointment. I made another appointment to see him at 10 o’clock on
Friday the 21st of February. However, when I got to his office, his
secretary told me that his wife had died at 2 o’clock in the night and
that he was not coming into the office that day. She suggested I
reschedule for sometime in March. So I made a third appointment to
see Mr. Bean at 1 o’clock on Monday the 10th of March. This time I
actually got to see him. However, he informed me that they had now
filled all the vacancies and suggested I contact him again in 1998. I
assured him that he would not be seeing me in either this or the next
century.


2. Write the time phrases into this table.


at in on


at 3 o’clock


3. Make up a rule to explain when to use at, in, and on in time expressions.


Fotos and Ellis (1991) investigated the relative advantages of direct
and indirect consciousness-raising. We found that both options resulted
in statistically significant gains in understanding the rule for dative
alternation in two groups of college-level Japanese students. In one
group, direct explicit instruction resulted in higher scores on a
grammaticality judgement test, but in the other the consciousness-
raising task proved equally effective. In a more elaborate follow-up study,
Fotos (1994) found that indirect instruction worked as well as direct
instruction in teaching explicit knowledge of three different structures
(adverb placement, dative alternation, and relative clauses) to 160
Japanese university students.


There are a number of reasons for favoring the indirect option. An
invitation to discover rules for themselves may be more motivating to
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learners than simply giving them the rules. Also, if consciousness-raising
tasks are performed in groups and the target language is used as the
medium for solving the problems they pose, the tasks double as
communicative tasks. Learners can as well talk about grammar as talk
about any other topic.


Other research has investigated the relative effects of teaching gram-
mar deductively by means of direct explanation versus teaching it
inductively through controlled production practice. This comparison
underlay the global method studies of the 1960s (e.g., Scherer &
Wertheimer, 1964; Smith, 1970), which failed to demonstrate whether
one method (e.g., the grammar-translation or the audiolingual method)
was better than another. Early small-scale studies (e.g., Hammerley, 1975;
Seliger, 1975), however, found some advantage for explicit instruction,
particularly when the target structure was relatively simple.


A number of recent experimental studies, based on studies in cogni-
tive psychology using artificial languages (see Reber, 1989) confirm these
early results. For example, Robinson (1996) investigated 104 adult
students of English (mainly Japanese) learning both an easy rule
(subject-verb inversion after an adverbial of location as in Into the house
ran John) and a complex rule (pseudoclefting as in Where Mary and John
live is in Chicago not New York). The subjects viewed the sentences on a
computer screen under varying conditions. One group (labelled the
implicit group) was simply asked to remember the sentences. A second
group (called the incidental group) was given comprehension questions
about the sentences, to which they answered yes or no. A third group (the
rule-search group) was asked to identify the rules illustrated by the
sentences, and the fourth group (the instructed group) first received direct
explanations of the rules and then tried to apply them to the sentences.
The group receiving explicit explanations outperformed all the other
groups on a grammaticality judgement test administered immediately
after the treatment. Other recent studies (e.g., DeKeyser, 1994, 1995;
N.␣ Ellis, 1993) have produced similar results in favor of explicit instruction.


However, there are obvious problems in applying the results of these
studies to language pedagogy. One is that the studies often did not
include a delayed test. It is not clear, for example, whether the advantage
Robinson (1996) found for the group that received explicit instruction
was maintained over time. More seriously, the studies did not include
tests of communicative behaviour. For example, it can be argued that the
grammaticality judgement test in Robinson’s study favored the explicit
instruction group because it could be answered using explicit knowledge.


Once again, then, the results of the research do not afford conclu-
sions that can be readily applied to language pedagogy. Fotos’ (1994)
research suggests that if explicit knowledge is the goal, it may be
effectively taught via consciousness-raising tasks. However, there is no
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clear evidence to date that explicit instruction of any kind leads to
greater grammatical accuracy in communicative language use.


Production Practice


Devices for eliciting production of target structures range on a
continuum from highly controlled text-manipulation exercises (e.g., a
substitution drill) to much freer text-creation tasks, in which learners are
guided into producing their own sentences using the target structure
(see the example below). A well-established methodological principle in
current grammar teaching is to begin with text-manipulation and then
move to text-creation activities. In this way teachers hope to push the
learner from controlled to automatic use of the target structure.


Examples of Production-Practice Tasks


A. Text manipulation
Fill in the blanks in these sentences.
1. Mr. Short was born ___ 1944 ___ a Tuesday ___ May ___


two o’clock ___ the morning.
2. Mr. Long was born ___ 1955 ___ a Saturday ___ November ___


five o’clock ___ the afternoon.
[etc.]


B. Text creation
Find three people who know
• the year they were born
• the day they were born
• the time of day they were born
Complete this table about the three people.


Name Year Day Time


1.


2.


3.


Now tell the class about the three people you talked to.


Learners require time to integrate new grammatical structures into
their interlanguage systems. Many structures involve learners passing
through a series of transitional stages before they arrive at the target
language rule (see R. Ellis, 1994, chapter 3). It is uncertain, then,
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whether production practice directed at such structures in the course of
a lesson, or even a series of lessons, can enable learners to construct the
kind of knowledge needed for communication. Furthermore, learners
have their own built-in syllabus (Corder, 1967), according to which they
acquire some structures before others. If the production practice is
directed at a structure the learners are not yet ready to acquire, it is likely
to fail (Pienemann, 1984) or to result in some misrepresentation of the
rule (Eubank, 1987). It was problems such as these that led Krashen
(1982) to reject any major role for form-focussed instruction in L2
acquisition.


There may still be a place for production practice, however. Schmidt
(1994) notes that there is a skill aspect as well as a knowledge aspect to
L2 learning. Thus, although production practice may not enable learn-
ers to integrate entirely new grammatical structures into their
interlanguages, it may help them use partially acquired structures more
fluently and more accurately. Indeed, the results of the DeKeyser and
Sokalski (1996) study discussed earlier could be interpreted as demon-
strating precisely this. Other focus-on-form studies (e.g., Harley, 1989;
Spada & Lightbown, 1993; White, Spada, Lightbown, & Ranta, 1991),
which have included plentiful production practice (albeit in conjunction
with other macro-options), have also shown that clear and sometimes
durable gains in knowledge can occur.


An interesting question is whether production practice based on text
manipulation or on text creation is best suited to improving learners’
control over structures. Castagnaro (1991) examined the effects of two
kinds of production practice on Japanese college students’ ability to
produce complex noun phrases. A control group was given a picture of
a kitchen and simply practiced labelling the objects in it. One experi-
mental group took part in a repetition and blank-filling exercise based
on the same picture and designed to practice complex noun phrases.
The second experimental group was asked to work in pairs to produce
their own sentences describing the various kitchen objects. The learners
in this group did best in a posttest that measured their ability to produce
complex noun phrases.


The results of the studies reviewed in this section suggest that it would
be premature to abandon approaches to teaching grammar that empha-
size production practice. The task facing teachers is to decide when
production practice can assist their students and when it is not likely to
succeed—a task that calls for considerable technical knowledge. Teach-
ers also need to consider what kind of production practice to provide. To
date, there is insufficient evidence to show that one kind of practice
(e.g., free practice) works better than another (e.g., controlled practice).
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Negative Feedback


Negative feedback shows learners that an utterance they have just
produced is incorrect. It serves, therefore, to help learners notice the
gap between their own deviant productions and grammatically correct
productions. Negative feedback often occurs in conjunction with pro-
duction practice. However, there are reasons for believing that it may
prove more effective if it takes place in the context of activities in which
the primary focus is on meaning rather than on form. Johnson (1988)
has argued that “learners need to see for themselves what has gone
wrong, in the operating conditions in which they went wrong” (p. 93).
Below is an example of the kind of correction that arises naturally in
communication.


Negative Feedback as a Recast


A: I born on 1944.
B: Oh, you were born in 1944.
A: Yeah, in 1944.


This type of correction is known as a recast. It involves an interlocutor
(such as the teacher) reformulating a learner’s utterance or part of an
utterance in accordance with target-language norms. Lyster and Ranta
(1997) found that recasts were the most common form of correction in
French immersion lessons. They also identified five other types of
feedback: (a) explicit correction, in which the teacher provides the
correct form; (b) clarification requests, in which the teacher indicates an
utterance has not been understood; (c) metalinguistic feedback, in
which the teacher uses technical language to refer to an error (e.g., “It’s
feminine”); (d) elicitation, in which the teacher attempts to elicit the
correct form from the student; and (e) repetition, in which the teacher
simply indicates an error has been made by repeating all or part of a
learner’s utterance. A question of obvious interest to teachers is which of
these types of feedback is most effective. One way of answering this is by
examining learners’ uptake (i.e., learners’ attempts to repair their own
errors). Lyster and Ranta found that recasts were the least likely type of
feedback to elicit student repair. Elicitation led to the most uptake,
evenly divided between successful (i.e., the student repaired the error)
and unsuccessful. Metalinguistic feedback produced slightly less overall
uptake but had a similar success rate.


Of course, uptake does not show that students have learned the
correct feature. To demonstrate this, it is necessary to find out whether
students avoid making the same error on subsequent occasions. Here,
the results of the research are mixed. In a review of research into the
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effects of corrective feedback on learners’ written compositions, Truscott
(1996) concluded that feedback did not help learners eliminate errors
from their subsequent written work. However, a number of recent
classroom studies suggest that negative feedback in the context of
communicative activities may promote interlanguage development.


Lightbown and Spada (1990) report that when teachers corrected
learners’ errors during communicative lessons, the frequency of at least
some errors (e.g., it has . . . instead of the correct there is . . .) was reduced.
Doughty and Varela (1995) investigated the effects of negative feedback
on learners’ communicative output. Sixth- to eighth-grade ESL learners
were given negative feedback (in the form of recasts) focussing on past
tense errors in their oral and written lab reports of scientific experi-
ments. Doughty and Varela report that over a 6-week period the learners
given this feedback showed gains in terms of both their use of correct
target language forms and their use of various interlanguage forms used
to mark pastness (e.g., they used the incorrect toke where before they had
used take). These gains were evident in both their oral and written lab
reports. In contrast, a control group showed gains only in the use of
interlanguage markers of pastness in their written lab reports (i.e., there
were no overall gains in the use of target forms and no gains in the use
of interlanguage past forms in their oral production). This research
demonstrates that negative feedback directed at errors made in commu-
nication can accelerate interlanguage development.


There remains considerable uncertainty regarding the value of nega-
tive feedback. According to some theorists (e.g., Krashen, 1982), correc-
tion does not contribute to interlanguage development. However, as we
have seen, there is growing evidence that negative feedback can contrib-
ute to the kind of implicit knowledge used in communication. Yet very
little is known about which kind of feedback is most effective. Here is an
area, then, where teachers have no choice but to rely on their practical
knowledge. Indeed, given that error correction involves attending to a
variety of social and affective factors (see Allwright, 1975), technical
knowledge about what works best for language acquisition can never
provide a complete basis for correcting errors.


BRIDGING THE GAP


The preceding brief discussion of four macro-options for delivering
form-focussed instruction together with examples of recent research
provides a basis for examining more closely the relationship between
research and teaching. How can the gap between technical and practical
knowledge be bridged?
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Is the Gap Worth Bridging?


Educational researchers are committed to establishing a solid knowl-
edge base through research that is valid, reliable, and trustworthy. The
assumption is that this knowledge base can inform and improve lan-
guage pedagogy. There are problems with such a view, however, concern-
ing both the quality of the research and the nature of the relationship
between researcher and teacher.


The research examined in this paper is fairly typical of the kind of
focus-on-form investigations currently being undertaken. The studies
generally demonstrate a sophisticated awareness of the requirements of
experimental research (e.g., the importance of pretesting and the need
for control groups). Nevertheless, there are reasons for exercising
caution about the findings. There are methodological problems. For
example, not all the studies used random sampling, a standard require-
ment of experimental research, for the simple reason that it is often not
possible or ethical in educational research. Also, many of the studies
investigated combinations of instructional options, making it difficult to
determine which option was responsible for the effects observed. But
even if these methodological problems were to be overcome, doubts
about the generalizability of the research would remain. It does not
follow that the results obtained for a specific group of learners being
taught a specific grammatical structure apply to all the individuals in a
group, to other groups, or to other grammatical structures. Given the
enormous complexity of both teaching-learning situations and L2 acqui-
sition, it is simply not possible to advocate general solutions on the basis
of 1, 2, or even 20 studies. Furthermore, the conflicting nature of the
results so far obtained, itself a reflection of the complexity referred to
above, precludes firm proposals.


The assumption that research can provide a knowledge base for
making pedagogical decisions is also dangerous because it commonly
implies a particular power relationship between researcher and teacher.
It places researchers at the top of a social hierarchy, giving them the
responsibility for making decisions, and teachers at the bottom, con-
signed to implementing research-driven curricula, a state of affairs
commonly criticized in the educational literature (e.g., Carr & Kemmis,
1986). Clarke (1994) has inveighed against such a state of affairs in
TESOL, arguing that communication becomes dysfunctional when teach-
ers are placed in a position of receiving “proclamations” from research-
ers. He argues teachers should “keep their own counsel regarding what
works and does not work” (p. 23).


It might be argued, therefore, that if the research cannot afford
general solutions and if the utilization of research findings implies an
inequitable relationship between researcher and teacher, teachers might
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do better to rely on their own practical knowledge, as Clarke (1994)
advocates. Yet this conclusion is not warranted. It derives from a failure
to address how practical knowledge and technical knowledge can
interact.


Models for Relating Research to Teachers’ Practice


Weiss (1977) outlines three models for relating research-based knowl-
edge to professional activity. According to the decision-driven model, the
starting point for research is not a theory of L2 acquisition or a previous
piece of research but rather some practical issue of direct concern to
teachers. The form-focussed research examined in this article was
theoretically driven, but it was also motivated by issues of practical
importance to teachers. How best to teach grammar is a question that
many teachers feel the need to address. Investigating different options is
a better way of tackling the problem of grammar teaching than simply
abandoning it in favor of communicative language teaching, as some
have suggested (e.g., Krashen, 1982). Williams (1995) points out that the
current research suggests ways in which a focus on form can be
incorporated into communicative activities. However, research findings
do not provide a basis for proclaiming solutions to practical problems.
Rather, as Cronbach (1980) has argued, such findings should be used
interpretatively rather than applicatively.


Weiss’s second model is the knowledge-driven model, in which the
primary goal of research is to advance the knowledge base of a discipline
by constructing and testing explicit theories or by developing research
methodology. The research on options in grammar teaching was partly
undertaken with this function in mind. The specific options that have
been studied were based on theoretical accounts of how learners acquire
an L2. The research on structured input, for example, is premised on the
hypothesis that interlanguage development occurs as a result of process-
ing input, not output. Krashen (1983) has argued that it is not research
per se that should be used to address pedagogical issues but rather the
theory derived from the research. Theory, he claims, provides teachers
with “an underlying rationale for methodology in general” (p. 261) and
thus helps them to adapt to different situations.


The knowledge-driven model has been a major influence in the
development of teacher education programs in TESOL. Stern (1983),
for example, has argued the case for developing a foundation of
knowledge in applied linguistics, which includes SLA. He argues
commonsensically that judgements that are based on “sound theoretical
foundations” (p. 2) will produce better results than those that are not.
Most teacher educators, myself included, would concur. Thus, teachers
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who are familiar with the research on options are better equipped to
develop valid theories of their own (Williams, 1995) and, therefore, are
more likely to become effective teachers of grammar. There is, however,
a major problem. The knowledge-driven model assumes that teachers
will be consumers of research-based knowledge but does not address how
this consumption will take place. How can/do teachers make use of the
research on form-focussed options?


The third of Weiss’s (1977) models—the interactive model—addresses
this crucial issue. Here technical and practical knowledge are interre-
lated through the performance of some professional activity. The way in
which this achieved is highly complex. One way of facilitating this
process is for teachers to treat the results of research they find interesting
as provisional specifications to be tested out in their own classrooms. As
Stenhouse (1975) has put it,


The crucial point is that the proposal (from research) is not to be regarded as
an unqualified recommendation but rather as a provisional specification
claiming no more than to be worth putting to the test of practice. Such
proposals claim to be intelligent rather than correct. (p. 25)


In a sense, then, the research serves as a heuristic to guide teachers’
experimentation in their own classrooms.


An example of a provisional specification is the finding that the
structured-input option for teaching grammar may result in deeper and
more durable learning than traditional production practice. To date,
however, the research on this option has investigated only a few popula-
tions of learners and only three or four grammatical structures. Are the
findings of this research applicable to other groups of students and other
structures? Accepting that the findings of such research are no more
than provisional obviates the problems of generalizing research findings,
referred to earlier. Teachers can investigate the relevance of research
findings to their own classroom either informally by simply trying out
new ideas or systematically through action research, using their own
practical knowledge of teaching to operationalize technical constructs
(such as structured input). The case for using action research in this way
in our field has been made by, among others, Crookes (1993), Nunan
(1990), Widdowson (1990), and Williams (1995). Action research is seen
both as a way of improving teaching and as a way of overcoming the
“dysfunctions of the theory/practice discourse” that Clarke (1994)
objects to.


A second way of interrelating the two kinds of knowledge is for
researchers and teachers to work collaboratively. However, collaboration
often takes the form of researchers co-opting teachers into working on
questions derived from theory or previous research. In other words, it is
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the researcher’s perspective that is paramount, which reinforces the
hierarchical divide between researchers and teachers. However, there
are other forms of collaboration. Louden (1992) describes a longitudi-
nal project he undertook with Joanna, an elementary school teacher.
Louden’s goal was “to understand from the inside how reflection
contributes to the action teachers take in their own classroom” (p. 178).
He sought to blur the distinction between himself as researcher and his
subject as teacher. Thus, although he drew on his technical knowledge to
propose solutions to problems that arose in the course of teaching, it was
Joanna who decided what to accept and what to reject. Louden’s work
provides an example of how Weiss’s (1977) interactive model might be
effectively implemented. It suggests a profitable line for applied focus-
on-form research.


CONCLUSION


In this article, I have suggested that the notion of options provides a
basis for both researching and conducting form-focussed instruction.
However, the identification of a common framework for research and
teaching does not ensure their symbiosis. To achieve this, it is necessary
to consider what kinds of research are most likely to lead to
interdependence.


I have discussed three types of research. One is theoretical-pedagogical
research, in which the goal is to develop technical knowledge by address-
ing theoretical issues of potential practical relevance to teachers. This
type of research is researcher led (although it may also involve teachers).
It is manifest in all the studies of form-focussed instruction referred to in
this article. Such research is of value to teachers in that it is a source
(although not the only one) of provisional specifications that individual
teachers can test out informally through their own teaching. The second
type of research is action research, in which teachers take responsibility for
identifying their own research questions and conducting their own
investigations. Action research provides a more systematic means by
which teachers can investigate the provisional specifications provided by
theoretical-pedagogical research. Finally, there is participatory research, in
which a researcher and a teacher collaborate inside the teacher’s
classroom, pooling their expertise in a manner that gives the teacher
control over decision making.


Surprisingly, very little research has explored how teachers arrive at
decisions about what grammar to teach and when and how to teach it, a
notable exception being Borg (this issue). That study documents the
personal pedagogical system evident in one teacher’s teaching of gram-
mar. This system was derived in part from his training as a language
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teacher and in part from his own experience as a language learner and
teacher. Such studies can also illuminate in what ways teachers interpret
and personalize research findings in their teaching. For, as Eraut (1994)
points out, teachers do not simply act on technical knowledge but
transform it through action. Very little is known about how this takes
place in the grammar class.
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“Breaking Them Up, Taking Them
Away”: ESL Students in Grade 1
KELLEEN TOOHEY
Simon Fraser University


This article describes a longitudinal ethnographic research project in a
Grade 1 classroom enrolling L2 learners and Anglophones. Using a
community-of-practice perspective rarely applied in L2 research, the
author examines three classroom practices that she argues contribute
to the construction of L2 learners as individuals and as such reinforce
traditional second language acquisition perspectives. More importantly,
they serve to differentiate participants from one another and contribute
to community stratification. In a stratified community in which the
terms of stratification become increasingly visible to all, some students
become defined as deficient and are thus systematically excluded from
just those practices in which they might otherwise appropriate identities
and practices of growing competence and expertise.


I said: “Some people do know more than others. That contributes to the impression
that someone, somewhere, knows the whole thing.”


“Neapolitans know a lot,” said Gianni. “But they know it collectively. Break
them up, take them away, and they’re hopeless, just as stupid as anyone else. It’s
the city, the phenomenon of Naples itself, that knows something.” (Hazzard,
1970, p. 38)


In a recent special-topic issue of TESOL Quarterly devoted to qualitative
L2 education research, Davis (1995) argues that most second lan-


guage acquisition (SLA) studies typically investigate L2 learning from
the perspectives of “mentalism, behaviorism, and individualism” (p.
428).1 In such work, the concern is to investigate the processes by which
individuals internalize aspects of the target language, and the notions
of␣ individual, internalization, and target language are taken to be


1 Wertsch (1991) similarly observes that much contemporary research in psychology
“examines human mental functioning as if it exists in a cultural, institutional, historical
vacuum” (p. 2).
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unproblematic and uncontested.2 Willett (1995) notes that this individu-
alistically oriented SLA research has neither given conclusive results nor
adequately accounted theoretically for the “complex social context that
interpenetrate individual functioning” (p. 474). Davis notes that there
has been a “dearth of socially situated SLA studies” that would view
acquisition “not only as a mental individualistic process, but one that is
embedded in the sociocultural contexts in which it occurs” (p. 432).


Like Willett, Davis, and others, I am interested in how the learning of
L2s can be conceptualized and investigated as situated cultural, institu-
tional, and historical practices. My research, using a perspective based on
sociocultural theories of children’s development, investigates Canadian
public school classrooms in which young children learn ESL over time. I
wish to contribute to a discussion in which L2 learning and teaching are
investigated in such a way as to include centrally the “social, cultural and
political dynamics of second language classrooms” (Pennycook, 1990, p.
16). Using a community-of-practice perspective (Lave & Wenger, 1991;
Rogoff, Baker-Sennett, Lacasa, & Goldsmith, 1995) rarely applied in L2
learning research, I see the children in my study adopting community
practices for using and interpreting oral and written English through
participation in the social life of the classrooms in which they spend their
time.


In this article I illustrate how three classroom practices I observed in a
specific context constructed L2 learners as individuals and, as such,
reinforced the traditional SLA perspective. I argue that the individualiz-
ing practices of this classroom, as they differentiated participants from
one another, contributed to practices of community stratification. Fi-
nally, I argue that in a stratified community in which the terms of the
stratification become increasingly visible to all, some students become
defined as deficient and are thus systematically excluded from just those
practices in which they might otherwise appropriate identities and
practices of growing competence and expertise.


LEGITIMATE PERIPHERAL PARTICIPATION IN
COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE


Lave and Wenger’s (1991) examination of learning and social prac-
tices begins with what they call communities of practice : the relations
between groups of people engaged in specific, local, historically con-


2 Here I will deal mainly with problems associated with a focus on individuals. Clearly,
important future work will focus on problems with the notions of language and internalization
that have heretofore informed such work. Lave and Wenger (1991) take up the matter of
internalization, as does Packer (1993).
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structed, and changing practices. From their perspective, communities
of practice include old-timers and newcomers, and learning is a process
whereby newcomers to a community participate in attenuated ways with
old-timers in the performance of community practices. The notion of
“legitimate peripheral participation” (p. 29) is suggested by Lave and
Wenger to describe the engagement of participants who have varying
degrees of familiarity with the practices of the community in those
practices.


Recognizing that participants in any specific community might well
have unequal access to particular identities, practices, and community
resources, Lave and Wenger (1991) note that the “social structure of the
community of practice, its power relations, and its conditions for
legitimacy define possibilities for learning (i.e. for legitimate peripheral
participation)” (p. 98). Despite their recognition of the varieties of
power relations (instantiated in community practices) that are possible
in communities, their discussion of legitimate peripheral participation
includes an analysis of only two sorts of participants: newcomers and old-
timers, involved in “learning trajectories” (p. 36), by which they move
toward “full participation” (p. 37) as they engage in community practices
over time. Possible difficulties with this characterization, at least in the
contexts with which I am familiar, are discussed later.


In the classrooms in which I observed, I examined participants
(including myself) as members of communities of practice. From this
perspective, L2 learners are seen as participants situated in one or more
particular local communities and engaging in the practices of those
communities. The practices of any particular local community might
differ from those of other local communities. In a kindergarten commu-
nity in which I observed, the identities, social practices, and resources
available to two L2 learners appeared to be distributed such that their
active verbal participation in the classroom was not essential and even
could be seen as detrimental to their obtaining desired social ends there
(Toohey, 1996).3 Conceptualizing L2 learning as a process of moving
from being an outsider to being an insider (marked either centrally or
coincidentally by growing individual proficiency in the L2) was much too
simple a way to describe at least these children’s experiences in their
classroom. These children were inside by virtue of their presence in the


3 It is impossible to engage in this discussion in any detail here, but I believe it important to
examine how students are assigned to ESL identities as well as to other stigmatized identities. In
the classroom in which I observed, not all students who were designated as speakers of
languages other than English were deemed to require special help. Randy, who spoke Punjabi
as an L1, was considered one of the highest achieving of all students (including Anglophones)
in the classroom I focus on here. In November, Randy moved to another school, in which his
teacher considered him one of the most “dramatically affected ESL students” she had ever
taught.
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classroom (as legitimate peripheral participants), but inside was not a
place wherein participants moved inexorably toward fuller and more
powerful participation.


Mehan (1993) proposes a way of working from this perspective: “In
this line of work, people’s everyday practices are examined for the way in
which they exhibit, indeed, generate, the social structures of the relevant
domain” (p. 243). Examining specific community practices in situations
wherein some participants are a priori defined as L2 learners may allow
one to see in more useful detail the social structures of these domains. In
addition, L2 educators might examine these everyday practices to assess
their social justice and to consider whether they might or should be
accepted, resisted, or changed by particular participants over time.


SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM COMMUNITY


The school in which this study was conducted was located on a busy
four-lane suburban street near a large shopping mall in western Canada.
The streets around the mall area were considered to be fairly dangerous
because of youth violence at night, but during the day people considered
the area simply busy because of the mall, other businesses, and a great
deal of vehicular traffic leading to and from a nearby highway. The
school catchment area residences were mixed: Low-rent, well-main-
tained townhouses lined the busy street with similarly well-kept single
family dwellings located on the streets behind. The school itself was old
and run-down; its demolition and the construction of a new school
building had been delayed because of a government funding freeze.
Most classrooms enrolled children from a wide range of L1 backgrounds:
There were children who spoke Polish, Persian, Kurdish, Spanish,
Japanese, Cantonese, Punjabi, Tagalog, Vietnamese, and other Southeast
Asian languages as L1s. In almost every classroom in the school, about
half of the enrollment consisted of children whose home/first languages
were other than English.


I closely observed initially six and finally four children in this school
from the beginning of their kindergarten year in October 1994 until the
end of their Grade 2 year in June 1997. Selected as subjects in
kindergarten were Harvey,4 whose parents spoke Teochew as an L1; Amy,
whose L1 was Cantonese; Julie and Adam, whose L1 was Polish; and
Surjeet and Randy, whose L1 was Punjabi. In September 1995 these
children were placed together in a Grade 1 classroom of 22 children, 11


4 To protect the confidentiality of the subjects and teachers, all proper names used in this
account are pseudonyms.
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of whom were designated as ESL students.5 The bilingual students in the
Grade 1 classroom at the beginning of the year spoke Polish (three
students), Tagalog (one student), Cantonese (four students), Punjabi
(two students), and Hindi (one student). The children’s classroom
teacher, Ms. Jones, was bilingual in English and French, was in her third
year of teaching, and had had most of her previous public school
teaching experience in teaching ESL pullout classes. Five of the bilingual
students (Surjeet, Amy, Adam, and two others) were removed from the
classroom for about 40 minutes two mornings a week for instruction by
an ESL specialist. Another student, the Tagalog speaker, had not
attended kindergarten in Canada and was deemed to have such severe
English deficiencies that he was pulled out on his own. In an interview,
the ESL teacher said that she had decided to work with her ESL charges
outside of their classroom because “there [were] such dramatic behaviour
difficulties on the part of the other children, they [the ESL students]
needed a break.” Ms. Jones’ class had a reputation among some of the
other teachers in the school as a particularly difficult group of children,
and four of the students in the class saw the school counselor regularly.6


I visited this school for 3 school years, observing the same group of
subjects in kindergarten, Grade 1, and Grade 2. I kept field notes of my
observations and tape-recorded the children’s conversations during my
weekly, half-day visits. I very rarely interacted with the children and tried
hard to be an unobtrusive observer. Tape recordings of the children’s
interactions with one another were selectively transcribed. Once a
month, the class was videotaped by a professional technician. The
children’s classroom teacher was interviewed formally three times over
the course of the year. The ESL teacher was interviewed formally once in
December, and informal discussions with the classroom and ESL teach-
ers took place throughout the year.


Like the children and the teacher, I was a legitimate peripheral
participant in the classroom community. I became dramatically aware in
this classroom of the importance of the observer’s location or position,
not only in terms of my identity as an adult and a researcher (and the
freedom and power these entail) but also in terms of the positioning of
my body vis-à-vis the positioning of the bodies of the children I was
watching. The Grade 1 classroom was furnished with individual desks for
all the students, unlike their kindergarten classroom, in which they had


5 Harvey’s parents asked for him to be removed as a subject in the study at the end of
kindergarten. Randy moved in November of Grade 1.


6 One of the students, Harvey, decreased his verbal participation in the classroom over time,
apparently learning that his presence in desirable social play events with peers was more likely
to be tolerated if he talked less and took a less empowered position in these events. In the case
of the other learner, Amy, it was evident that her silence and passivity were no impediment to
her access to desirable social play episodes.
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selected seating for themselves at round and rectangular tables. The
boundaries of the desks were perceptually distinct, the spaces between
desks were regulated, and joining a child at a desk felt much more
intrusive to me than joining a group of children at a table, where the
boundaries of each child’s individual space were much less distinct. The
desks were strung out in three rows across the room. As an adult and a
researcher, I could legitimately move around the room with much more
freedom than could any of the children. However, the aisles between the
desks were very narrow, and it was difficult for an adult to move quickly
or easily between them and to hear children who were at any distance. In
addition, because of an injury that made it difficult for me to move easily,
I became even more acutely aware that a classroom’s spatial arrange-
ments affect the movement and activity (and thus the knowledge) of
participants who are not legitimately or physically able to move with ease
and to choose freely their physical location with respect to others.


Classrooms are busy arenas, and even with limited participation such
as mine, field work yielded very rich and extensive data. Observations
about the children’s physical arrangement, their borrowing and lending
practices, and their oral and written copying are foci in this article, but
there are, of course, many other ways of describing the data. Physical
arrangements were an initial focus for me during the field work as I
attempted to understand how activities in this Grade 1 classroom were
the same as and different from what I thought I had seen in the
children’s kindergarten. My growing sense that the community had been
broken up to some extent, as well as my own short-lived immobility, made
me alert to patterns of placement and mobility. I kept detailed notes on
the children’s physical location throughout the field work. At the same
time that I was developing the conviction that the children were isolated
from one another, I began to see examples of actions that contradicted
this interpretation: It became apparent to me that some children were
actively using the act of borrowing to sustain frequent interactions with
one another. I also made detailed notes on borrowing excursions
(described below). As I observed the borrowing and lending of material
goods, I began also to think about the borrowing and lending of
intellectual property in the classroom, and this led me to document
copying practices in the field observations.


Subsequently I examined field notes with regard to these matters, and
I isolated, classified, and analyzed borrowing, lending, and copying
episodes. In addition, the very high quality of the videotapes allowed
repeated and systematic analysis of incidences of the practises of inter-
est.7 Both my research assistants and I examined the videotapes to see if


7 The video technician had videotaped the study children since their kindergarten year and
had had a great deal of experience videotaping classrooms.
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the interaction on them corroborated or contradicted the patterns I
believed evident in the field notes. In the descriptions of the practises
below, I provide examples in which a particular practise was suspended
or contradicted by other practises in the room. In addition, I solicited
the teacher’s opinions about the accuracy of the observations.


The researcher’s view from the back and sides of the classroom, where
one bears no responsibility for maintaining order or accomplishing
legally binding educational objectives, can be, I believe, radically differ-
ent from the teacher’s view. In addition, a researcher’s perspective is
often constructed a good deal later in time than the teacher’s, whose
work with (different) children continues. Informal conversations through-
out the field work allowed me to check impressions and matters of fact
with the teacher as they came up, and I solicited Ms. Jones’ overall
impression of my perspective in response to a draft of this article.


Ms. Jones believed that my descriptions of the children’s behaviour
and the classroom practices were accurate. She felt that the specific
practises of her classroom had been necessary because of its specific
circumstances, which she interpreted somewhat differently than I did.
She mentioned that she had been acutely aware that her classroom was
located immediately adjacent to the school library and to an intermedi-
ate classroom, and she felt this placement meant she had to be extra
vigilant in making sure her students were not noisy or disruptive. She
also thought that the particular combination of children in her class-
room presented extra challenges.


1. If you’re teaching an ESL group of kids . . . you want them in groups
where there’s a lot of talking and dialogue going on. And as encouraging
as much language use, even if it’s like sharing, getting up out of your desk
and running around the classroom. But for a regular Grade 1 classroom,
when you have such a mix and behaviour problems, if you allow that kind
of freedom, you know . . . it’s chaos. So that’s why I didn’t allow it to
happen. But ideally, if you have the right combination of kids and it’s an
ESL classroom, by all means, groups and talk, talk, talk. But when you
have behaviour problems, ADHD [attention deficit hyperactivity disor-
der] kids who are disruptive, you’re asking for trouble, because those kids
need as much structure as possible. (IN, Gr1T, 1997)8


The teacher also felt that, because she was relatively new to the school
and was to be evaluated internally that year, her practices needed to be
congruent with those of the other teachers in the school. These
constraints were not salient to me as I focused closely on the group of


8 Interview transcripts are identified by IN, followed by a brief description of the individual
interviewed and the date. Field notes are indicated by FN, followed by the date on which they
were taken and the page number from which the excerpt is taken.
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children in the room, and they underline the differences in our
perspectives. Nevertheless, feeling more comfortable in her milieu, after
that school year Ms. Jones was planning instruction for the next year’s
students that she felt would more closely reflect her own beliefs, and she
expressed an interest in exploring alternative practices especially with
regard to management of the physical and intellectual resources of the
classroom.


PRACTICES IN GRADE 1


I believe three practices of the classroom community in which I
observed contributed to the breaking up of the children; that is, the
reinforcement of the conviction that each child was an individual learner
who, on his or her own, negotiated classroom life and internalized more
or less efficiently the intellectual (and linguistic) resources provided by
the classroom teacher. The practices examined here include (a) the
location of participants, (b) the management of the material, and (c) the
source of the intellectual resources needed to complete school tasks.
None of these practices is in any way unusual in the primary classrooms
with which I am familiar, although they are somewhat different from the
practices in the children’s kindergarten classroom. I wish to explore my
perceptions of how these practices in this particular locale affected the
group of students I observed.


Sitting at Your Own Desk


The physical placement of participants in a classroom is one of those
everyday practices “which . . . exhibit, indeed, generate the social
structures of the relevant domain” (Mehan, 1993, p. 243). Figure 1 shows
the placement of furniture in the Grade 1 classroom and the seating
arrangement of the children with regard to the L1s of the children and
the placement of the students. Students who are referred to in this article
are identified by name in the figure. Although the teacher had enacted
several other arrangements, this one was the most long lived, prevailing
from the end of February to the end of the school year in June. The
teacher’s customary position is also noted, and it was her position and
the direction in which the children faced that established the “front” of
the room. As an observer, I moved around the room at will, sitting or
standing beside the children I was observing. In Grade 1, at the
beginning of the year the teacher assigned the children to individual
desks, and when the children were engaged in many classroom activities,
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FIGURE 1
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the understanding was that they were to remain at those desks unless
otherwise directed.9


Commonly in classrooms, teachers assign seating to children on the
basis of matters to do with management (e.g., they do not put two noisy
friends beside one another, they put a noisy child beside a quiet one,
they keep children who are unlikely to complete assignments or who
might be suspected of daydreaming closer to the teacher’s customary
position). Ms. Jones remarked that such considerations guided her
decision making in this Grade 1 classroom, and as she received new
information about children, as new children joined or left the class, and
as she devised new strategies for encouraging them to complete tasks,
she announced and enacted new seating arrangements. The children
collaborated with the teacher in enforcing the classroom practice with
regard to staying at one’s own desk.


2. Luke: Can we work at somebody else’s desks?
Ms. Jones: No, you work at your own desk. That’s why you have one. (FN


2.1.96.11)
3. [Surjeet goes over to Amy’s desk.]


John: Surjeet, get in your desk! (FN 2.8.96.29)


Figure 1 shows that many of the children learning ESL in this
classroom were seated near the front of the room and that no children
speaking the same L1s (other than English) were seated together.10 Some
of the Anglophone children were seated beside and among the bilingual
children; these Anglophone children were perceived by the teacher not
to be managing well the demands of the Grade 1 curriculum. With these
children closer to the position she most commonly occupied at the
central hexagonal table, the teacher felt she was more easily able to help
them. It was evident that she was able to monitor the conversations and
actions of those children closely. The Anglophone children whom the
teacher perceived to be clearly in no danger of difficulties in school were
seated on the right at the back of the room. They were observed
engaging in lengthy conversations with one another, conversations that
mostly went uninterrupted by the teacher. Natalie, for example, fre-
quently read and described to her neighbours the plots of the chapter
books she was reading.


9 Early in the school year, one of the children in the classroom was diagnosed with head lice.
The children’s desks were moved farther away from one another for a couple of weeks, in the
same arrangement, in an attempt to inhibit the spread of the mites. Later, the desks were
moved closer together so that adjoining desks were touching one another (as illustrated in
Figure 1).


10 In June, the teacher moved a Cantonese-speaking girl behind Amy, but she had not been
placed there previously. Except for the movement of this girl, Figure 1 shows the placement of
the children from the end of February to the end of June.
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 Julie (L1 Polish) was seated in a back row; on either side of her were
boys with whom she very seldom interacted. Julie was perceived by the
teacher to have only minor problems because of her ESL learner status,
and she was also perceived to be well behaved. Indeed, Julie was very
quiet in the classroom that year, although, as in kindergarten, she
continued to appear lively, socially active, and verbal on the playground.


Adam (L1 Polish) was placed at the front corner of the room beside
Ricardo, a student who had arrived in September from the Philippines
and who was perceived to have the most serious English language
deficiencies of all the students in the classroom. Adam was so placed
because the teacher felt that she could monitor his completion of tasks
more effectively if he were closer to her. It is my impression that Adam
spoke very little after he was moved beside Ricardo, who had difficulty
both understanding and responding to Adam’s initiations.11


Surjeet (L1 Punjabi) was seated beside an Anglophone girl who,
although verbally active, seldom spoke with Surjeet. Surjeet interacted
more with another Anglophone girl seated across the aisle from her to
her left (Tiffany) and with another Anglophone girl seated in the same
row on the far left (Mary). Surjeet’s interactions with Tiffany were mostly
friendly, but Mary frequently initiated unfriendly conversations with or
about Surjeet.


4. Mary [to Tiffany]: Don’t go to Surjeet’s birthday. It would be Indian
smell. [wrinkling nose]


Tiffany: I won’t.
Mary: Will you come to my birthday? I’m Irish.
Tiffany: OK.
[Surjeet covers her ears and turns away.] (FN 2.8.96.28)


Randy (L1 Punjabi) moved away in November, but before his move he
was seated at the back of the classroom between two Anglophone boys
with whom he had apparently enjoyable, sustained conversations. As
mentioned earlier, Ms. Jones considered Randy to be one of her highest
achieving students.


Amy (L1 Cantonese) was seated at the front of the room beside an
Anglophone girl who was frequently absent. Amy talked to this girl when
she was present and to the Polish L1 boy in her row. Her borrowing
excursions (described below) afforded her more opportunities to talk to
children to whom she wished to talk.


11 Typical of their sometimes difficult interactions was this one, recorded on audiotape in
March:


Adam: Ricardo, where you got your ruler?
Ricardo: [pause] I got this from store. [shows an “action” figure]
Adam: No! [angry] Ruler!
[Ricardo goes to the back of the room.] (TR 04.14.95.17)
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None of the children who were primary subjects of my study was
seated beside children with whom they typically chose to play at playtime.
None of them was placed beside children who spoke their L1. By placing
Adam, Amy, and Surjeet close to her, the teacher could monitor and
sometimes terminate conversations with the peers with whom the three
did sit. Their seating facilitated conversations with the teacher, but I did
not see her holding extended conversations more often with these
children than with others.


The children did not always sit at their desks. They also sat daily on the
floor at the back of the room for the teacher’s readings of stories,
discussions, and sharing time. Although Adam, Randy, and Julie were
relatively immobile during such times, maintaining what looked like
close attention to the speaker, Amy and Surjeet were very mobile, with
Surjeet often moving seven or eight times during a 10-minute reading.
By the end of the year, both girls were observed to start on the floor but
to move to their desks quite soon after the group had assembled itself on
the floor, occupying themselves with tidying their desks, drawing, or
watching other children.12


During the previous year, in kindergarten, the Chinese- and Polish-
speaking children I observed had sustained L1 subcommunities within
the larger kindergarten community (Toohey, 1996). I wondered if the
different physical arrangements of the Grade 1 classroom, as well as
other factors, had contributed to the fact that, at least publicly within the
classroom, the children very infrequently spoke their L1s except when
they were so addressed by their parents when visiting the classroom at
school opening or closing.


One of the objectives and effects of placing the children in this way
was apparently to restrict some children from conversing with some
other children and for the teacher to watch some children more closely
than others. On the other hand, as described in the next section, the
ways in which the children managed their material resources appeared
to provide them with opportunities to resist their physical separation
from one another to some extent at least.


Using Your Own Things


The second practice of interest here has to do with the distribution
and management of material resources in the classroom. The children in
this classroom (unlike some other primary classrooms, in which re-


12 Ms. Jones remarked, on reading a draft of this article, that she found this a common
pattern for many of the ESL children she had taught and that she believed it reflected the
children’s lack of understanding of the stories.
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sources are stored and utilized communally) were individually respon-
sible for keeping their resources for task completion (crayons, scissors,
rulers, glue sticks, notebooks, and the like) in box-shelves built under
their individual desks. The teacher frequently reminded the children of
the classroom rule to use their own materials, and some of the children,
as well, reminded others.


5. Surjeet: Adam, use your own things, not other people’s. (FN 11.15.95.4)


The children in this classroom also engaged in a home reading
program in which every day each child took home one of the collection
of early literacy readers provided by the school. These books were taken
home in addition to those the children selected at the school library
once a week.


6. Ms. Jones: Boys and girls, it’s silent reading. You each have to have your
own book. (FN 2.1.96.14)


The box-shelves in which materials were stored were short vertically,
deep, dark, and placed so that the children had to huddle low in their
chairs or get out of their chairs and squat on the floor to see inside. The
children frequently lost or misplaced their individually owned materials
in or outside their desks. In addition, when the children lost or used up
some or any of their supplies, they were responsible for telling their
parents to replace them. Many children’s supplies were incomplete fairly
soon after school opening.


Many of the children in this classroom solved their problems with
keeping and managing their own inventory of materials by asking other
children to lend them materials. Borrowing and lending led to social
interaction, some conflict, and physical movement in the classroom.
Whereas some children most frequently borrowed from the children
sitting next to them, others would move to other children’s locations to
borrow. The teacher did not always tolerate this movement around the
classroom, and the children knew she could terminate their movements.


 Julie’s and Adam’s lending and borrowing practices are somewhat
simpler to describe than are those of the other two subject children. Julie
and Adam borrowed relatively infrequently, and in no example in the
data was Julie asked to lend her materials to others. Adam borrowed
reciprocally with Ricardo and occasionally moved across the room to ask
the L1 Polish boy sitting at the opposite corner to lend him felt crayons.


Surjeet’s and Amy’s patterns of borrowing were more complex. Amy
initially did not move much around the classroom to borrow, as for some
months before the arrangement noted in Figure 1 she was seated by two
boys who borrowed reciprocally with her. Later in the year, beginning in
February according to the videos and my field notes, Amy began to range
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further afield to borrow. She would move around the classroom, lean on
the desk of the potential lender, and engage him or her in short
conversations. In kindergarten Amy had engaged in a great deal of
friendly and affiliating behaviour with other children, and the girls in
her kindergarten especially had treated her initiations positively (Toohey,
1996). Small, physically adept, and attractive, Amy had been a welcome
peripheral participant in the activities of her kindergarten classmates.
Her habits of soliciting connections with other children appeared to
survive her physical separation from them, and she borrowed even when
she had her own materials easily available. She seldom lent anything to
others (and was seldom asked to lend anything); on those infrequent
occasions when other children used her things, they went into her desk
on their own, with her tacit permission, and retrieved the materials
themselves.


Surjeet, unlike Amy, was not always a welcome participant in the
activities of other children, either in kindergarten or in her Grade 1
classroom. I have already described Mary’s occasional hostile initiations
with her. From the middle of February, Surjeet sat beside another
Anglophone girl, Carla, who also was occasionally unfriendly toward her.
Carla was observed rebuffing Surjeet’s conversational advances and
refusing to lend her materials. After a few refusals, Surjeet did not solicit
the loan of materials from Carla. However, she often borrowed felt
crayons from Mary (who was also occasionally hostile) as well as from
Tiffany, seated closer beside her. Surjeet had to move a little away from
her desk to borrow, especially from Mary, but I did not have the sense
that the purpose of her solicitation was primarily to engage the lender in
friendly conversation, as it appeared to be with Amy. Rather, Surjeet
sometimes seemed fairly tense when borrowing from Mary, as if, I
surmised, she was aware that her presence or her request might lead to
a hostile remark. She was not apparently tense when exchanging
materials with Tiffany; these interactions seemed friendly and easy.
Surjeet was an enthusiastic lender and was alert to occasions on which
the children seated near her could use one of her resources. Despite
Carla’s unfriendliness, Surjeet continued to offer to lend her materials.


The Anglophone children in this classroom also borrowed and lent
materials. In particular, it was evident that several of the Anglophone
boys roamed quite freely around the class on borrowing excursions. The
Anglophone girls moved less, but their choices about whom to lend to
and from whom to solicit loans, like the boys’, was reflective of their
changing social allegiances. Items that were particularly attractive were
often solicited by many children. The Anglophone children who sat at
the back of the room often appeared to have the most attractive
materials in terms of other children’s requests to borrow them.
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From the above description, it seems evident that borrowing and
lending practices in this classroom were reflective of the social relations
of the children therein. Two of the subject children lent and borrowed
little; these particular children were also relatively quiet verbal partici-
pants in their classroom. One of the subject children borrowed a great
deal from other children in what appeared to be attempts to solicit
enjoyable affiliations with them. For the final subject child, borrowing
and lending did not appear always to lead to enjoyable interactions with
other children.


In this classroom borrowing and lending, material resources were
practices that intersected with the social relations of the community
participants. These issues are also evident with regard to how some of the
intellectual resources of the classroom were managed.


Using Your Own Words and Ideas


In this Grade 1 classroom, as in many other classrooms, the teacher
frequently enjoined the children to “do their own work,” and the
children quickly learned the “rule” and enforced it themselves.


7. [Amy (L1 Chinese) is drawing a picture on a piece of paper on Adam’s
(L1 Polish) desk.]
Ms. Jones: Oh no, Amy, you’re supposed to do that on your own.


Everybody needs to do this sheet on their own. I need to know
what everybody can do on their own. (FN 10.96. 13)


8. Luke: Ms. Jones, can I help Rita?
Ms. Jones: No.
[Luke goes to Rita’s desk.]
John [classmate sitting next to Rita, to Luke]:  Ms. Jones said no.
[Luke sits on a bench near Rita.]
John: Luke, I’m keeping my eye on you. (FN 2. 8.96. 29)


9. [Linda comes up to teacher, who is talking to an aide.]
Linda: Ms. Jones, Surjeet was helping Tiffany.
Ms. Jones: Thank you Linda. Surjeet, do your own work. (FN 6.17.96.4)


10. Natalie: Ms. Jones, Terry and Amy are looking at our work!
Ms. Jones: Maybe you could move. (FN 3.6.96.70)


Another example of the management of intellectual resources in the
classroom was the customary response of the teacher and the children to
oral “copying.” Frequently in this classroom, the children were asked
individually to speculate on answers to mathematical estimations or were
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required to ask questions or make comments on one another’s sharing-
time contributions. Both the teacher (gently) and the children (often
forcefully) made it known that repetitions were illegitimate contributions.


11. [Natalie (L1 English) shows the class a book she has produced at home.]
Natalie: Any questions or comments?
Surjeet:  You like it?
Natalie: (Nods.)
May [L1 Cantonese]: How did you make that picture?
Natalie: Like this.
Amy: You like that book?
Luke: We’ve already had that question, Amy. (FN 10.4.95.3)


12. [Children estimating how many pumpkin seeds are in the pumpkin. Ms.
Jones writing the numbers on chart next to their names.]
Adam: One zillion.
Ms. Jones: I don’t know how to write that.
Adam: One and a lot of zeros.
Ms. Jones: Pick a smaller number.
Adam: One million.
May: One thousand!
Surjeet: One million.
Ms. Jones: Somebody already guessed that. You can choose a number


above or below.
[Surjeet turns away.] (FN 10.12.96.31)


At the beginning of the year, there were many instances when the
bilingual students orally repeated like this, but there are no such
instances in my field notes or in the videotaped data from after
Christmas. It appeared that the children had learned effectively not to
repeat in this way.


In the kindergarten year, it was apparent to me that some children
sometimes used oral and written (drawing) copying as an affiliative
practice of flattery. The children would repeat the statements of their
friends in language play; they would copy one another’s drawings and
make explicit statements about the similarity of their pictures as evidence
of friendship. However, in Grade 1 the bilingual children who were the
specific focus of the study appeared to learn quickly that oral repetitions
were not welcome and that copying the written work of others was also
seen as illegitimate.


However, there were times in this classroom when a kind of copying or
helping in this classroom was not illegitimate. On some occasions,
helping was regarded positively. From time to time the teacher organized
the children in small groups to complete a task. These small-group
interaction tasks suspended the usual classroom practice of doing one’s
own work, and the children, unsurprisingly, appeared to require some
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negotiation time, especially at the beginning of such activities, to decide
how to manage their contributions. Another task that required helping
was associated with journal writing: Before the children wrote in their
journals about their weekend activities, for example, they were encour-
aged to speak with an assigned classmate about what they were going to
write. Most children refused this help.


In summary, it was apparent that for children to help other children
with their tasks was commonly a prohibited practice and that for
children to “help themselves” (by copying or repeating) was similarly
negatively regarded. “Helping” was not always so regarded, however, and
some tasks were set up explicitly so that the children might help each
other.


DISCUSSION


I have described three practices in a Grade 1 classroom, practices so
commonplace in classrooms as to be almost invisible. I now examine how
these practices contributed to the social structures of that site and what
effects they may have had on the students who were the specific focus of
my research.


Requiring the children to work at desks assigned by the teacher is a
very common practice in primary classrooms. In the classroom I have
described it is obvious that the effects of this practice were to control
which children were in proximity with one another as well as to bring
some children under close teacher surveillance and to disrupt verbal
interactions for some but not all of the children. Those children defined
as needing help because they spoke English as an L2, as well as
Anglophone children perceived to be having some difficulty with school,
were so placed as to make chatting between them more difficult than it
was for other children. Children perceived to be coping well with the
requirements of Grade 1 were seated together toward the back of the
room, farther from the teacher, and were thus able to engage with one
another in lengthy, obviously enjoyable conversations.


Postmodern philosophers have called attention to the purposes and
effects of surveillance. Foucault (1979) writes about 18th-century innova-
tions in French education, envisioned by Jean-Baptiste de la Salle,
directed toward improving the efficiency of schooling.


By assigning individual places it made possible the supervision of each
individual and the simultaneous work of all. . . . It made the educational space
function like a learning machine, but also as a machine for supervising,
hierarchizing, rewarding. Jean-Baptiste de La Salle dreamt of a classroom in
which the spatial distribution might provide a whole series of distinctions at
once: according to the pupils’ progress, worth, character, application,
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cleanliness and parents’ fortune. . . . “Pupils attending the highest lessons will
be placed in the benches closest to the wall, followed by the others according
to the order of the lessons moving toward the middle of the classroom. . . .”
Things must be arranged so that “those whose parents are neglectful and
verminous must be separated from those who are careful and clean; that an
unruly and frivolous pupil should be placed between two who are well-
behaved and serious. . . .” (p. 147)


Foucault (1979) observes that classroom spatial arrangements that place
individuals in separate locations facilitating supervision, hierarchy, and
rewards can be historically traced to about the time of the Industrial
Revolution in Europe. Perpetual observation of individuals under this
system provided for the establishment of norms and rank.


In the eighteenth century, “rank” begins to define the great form of
distribution of individuals in the educational order: rows or ranks of pupils in
the class, corridors, courtyards; rank attributed to each pupil at the end of
each task and each examination; the rank he obtains from week to week,
month to month, year to year. (pp. 146–147)


As Ryan (1989) notes with regard to the same time,


Workers, prisoners, patients, students and citizens were compared, differenti-
ated, and ranked according to where they stood in relation to the “good” and
the “bad.” . . . Sanctions were universally employed to “normalize” deviants
who by their actions departed from accepted standards. (p. 400)


It may be that students who enter school speaking languages other than
English are defined as something like benignly deviant, in Foucault’s
terms, in that their language departs from accepted standards, and that
as a group these students constitute a rank that requires normalization.
McDermott (1993) and Mehan (1993) point out the ways in which the
rank of learning disabled has a reality in public schools independent of the
individuals assigned to the rank. Thinking about ESL status as a similar
rank, requiring normalization, could be helpful in disrupting taken-for-
granted notions of what learning an L2 in schools might be.


The children whose desks were placed close to the teacher’s custom-
ary position in the classroom were seen as appropriately interacting only
or at least primarily with the teacher and then working on their own on
the completion of teacher-assigned tasks. When they were removed from
the class for ESL instruction, they came under the very close supervision
of another teacher, as members of a much smaller group of children. In
this way, relative to the children whom the teacher saw as capable
students, the bilingual children I observed had relatively few unob-
structed (or unsupervised) opportunities to speak to peers with whom
they customarily chose to interact during unsupervised times at school.
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Therefore, the opportunities of the bilingual children who were seen as
having difficulties to interact with more capable, English-speaking peers
were curtailed. The legitimate verbal interaction for the children sitting
at the front of the room was with the teacher. In one way, one might see
this circumstance as facilitating their L2 learning by encouraging them
to interact primarily with the most expert old-timer (in terms of English)
in the room. Shuy (1981) points out a particular difficulty with this
arrangement, however, in noting the sociolinguistic inappropriateness of
students speaking like teachers.


Amy’s and Surjeet’s voluntary removal of themselves from large-group
sessions, combined with their removal from the class for ESL, contrib-
uted to the impression of their increasing marginalization. Marginalization
is the customary but, in this case, inapt metaphor. In truth, being on the
margins, farther from the teacher’s surveillance, could be seen in some
ways as a more powerful position in that one’s autonomy in choosing
activities and verbal participation is greater than it is when one is more
centrally located with regard to the teacher. Amy’s and Surjeet’s removal
of themselves to their desks might be seen, therefore, as a practice of
resistance to the centrally defined classroom activities.


A second practice in this classroom had to do with individual
management of material resources. The children had desks in which
they stored their individually purchased materials and were reminded
frequently of the need to use their own materials, bring their own books,
and so on. For a variety of reasons, many children did not always have
available the resources they needed for task completion, so they bor-
rowed from other students. Borrowing subverted in some ways the intent
of the first classroom practice: keeping the children at their separate
desks. Roaming for borrowing was risky because the teacher could and
did stop the children from doing so and reprimand them for it, and
other children could legitimately complain about it. The lessons rein-
forced in the performance of this borrowing practice were that some
children had more resources than others, that some had “better”
resources than others, and that individual children had the power to
decide whether or not they would share their resources. Lending was not
stigmatized; borrowing was. In addition, of course, the children learned
that whereas borrowing was not a teacher-legitimated practice, they
could engage in it surreptitiously.


Finally, the practice of requiring that the children not copy one
another’s written or verbal productions was enforced by both the teacher
and the children. Throughout the year, all the children became more
physically vigilant about protecting their written productions from
others (e.g., by leaning over their notebooks or covering their writing
with their hands). The children learning ESL copied (repeated) other
children’s verbal productions more frequently than did Anglophone
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children at the beginning of the year. By the end of the year, I observed
very little of this kind of verbal copying on the part of any of the students.
Its unequivocally negative valuation might have been responsible for its
disappearance from the data. Hull and Rose (1989) note that


A fundamental social and psychological reality about discourse—oral or
written—is that human beings continually appropriate each other’s language
to establish group membership, to grow and to define themselves. . . . [Our
own] clearly documented writing may let us forget or even, camouflage how
much more it is that we borrow from existing texts, how much we depend on
membership in a community for our language, our voices, our very argu-
ments. (pp. 151–152)


Learners of English in this classroom, as they were discouraged from
explicit appropriation of others’ words, were taught that words, like
things, were individually owned and were not community resources.


Lave and Wenger (1991) write that “learning is an integral and
inseparable aspect of social practice” (p. 31). What do children learn in
these three social practices? It seems to me that these practices of
classrooms contribute to instantiating the notion that the individuality of
the children must be established, reinforced, and protected. Children sit
at their own desks, use their own materials, do their own work, and use
their own words. Knowing and staying in your place, having good
materials in your own place, keeping track of and taking care of them,
and having your own “things” to write and draw and say establish each
child as an individual who, on his or her own, negotiates classroom life.
The community learns to see some children as more or less adept at
these practices, more or less privileged with regard to their acquisitions,
and more or less autonomous in deciding their activities and verbal
participation.


In the same way that some children may have more or fewer crayons in
their desks than others, these practices contribute to children’s being
seen by the whole community as having more or less English, literacy,
mathematics, or whatever. One of the required tasks of a teacher is to
ascertain how much any one individual has and report that to parents
and authorities. In the classroom in which I observed, I noted the
teacher’s particularly frequent reminders to the children to work on
their own just before she wrote and distributed report cards.


This individualizing of the children starts a process of community
stratification that increasingly leads to the exclusion of some students
from certain activities, practices, identities, and affiliations. Teachers
“break them apart, take them away.” L1 subcommunities do not survive;
L2 learners become systematically excluded from just those conversa-
tions in which they legitimately might peripherally participate with child
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experts, English old-timers. They cannot speak like teachers, but teach-
ers are the only experts with whom they are to interact legitimately.


Of course, many other practices of classrooms and their wider context
reinforce the notion that individuals come to own knowledge. Certainly,
the practices of researchers who have investigated L2 learning, as well as
those of most educational psychologists (as discussed by Wertsch, 1991),
also contribute to reinforcing this notion. I have identified here three
locally observable practices that I believe contribute to the beginning of
a process by which children who speak languages other than English at
home begin to acquire school identities as persons whose inventory is
smaller than the inventories of others. They begin to acquire identities
that, in some very problematic and contradictory ways, require
normalizing.


CONCLUSION


Lave and Wenger’s (1991) discussion of learning as participation in
communities of practice is offered as a way to “extend . . . the study of
learning beyond the context of pedagogical structuring, includ[e] the
structure of the social world in the analysis, and tak[e] into account in a
central way the conflictual nature of social practice” (p. 49). If one takes
a community-of-participation perspective on this classroom, it is a
community whose practices contribute to constructing children as
individuals and their acquisitions as the salient points of analysis, a much
different sort of analysis than if one begins by looking at individual
children and examines how they negotiate a largely unexamined social
milieu.


The children with whom I worked were 6 and 7 years old when I
observed them in Grade 1. Any long-term effects of their positioning in
their Grade 1 classroom are impossible, of course, to determine. Never-
theless, I find that a quote from a Toronto secondary student, a Japanese
learner of ESL, portrays a disturbing and possible future for the children
I observed.


You go to [a non-ESL class] and sit with White people. You understand the
content of the class, but when you have to find a partner and work on a group
project, you can’t get into a group. You feel too embarrassed to ask someone
to be your partner. You feel like you’re gonna be a burden on them. So you
don’t ask them; you wait until they ask you. (Kanno & Applebaum, 1995,
p.␣ 40)


Kanno and Applebaum also cite research by Brislin (1981), Furnham
and Bochner (1986), and Klein, Alexander, and Tseng (1971) showing
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that “many students from the Far East have difficulty developing a viable
social network with North Americans” (p. 41). How does this happen?
My research suggests that the everyday, almost invisible practices of
classrooms beginning very early might contribute to these long-term
effects.


To reverse these effects will not be a simple matter of putting the
children back together again. As Kanno and Applebaum (1995) remark,
“Perhaps it is high time we discarded our romantic notion that if we put
children of all ethnic/linguistic backgrounds in one place we will witness
the development of true cross-cultural understanding” (p. 43). Mary’s
comments about birthday parties serve as a reminder that patterns of
exclusion and domination persist. Paley (1992) describes her attempts to
build resistance to “the habit of rejection” by instituting the classroom
rule for children “You can’t say you can’t play” (p. 3). She observes in her
classroom work that some children are positioned as outsiders and notes
that


The [traditional] approach has been to help the outsiders develop the
characteristics that will make them more acceptable to the insiders. I am
suggesting something different: The group must change its attitudes and
expectations toward those who, for whatever reasons, are not yet part of the
system. (p. 33)


Certainly the approach to the education of children who go to North
American schools speaking languages other than the majority language
has been to attempt to help them “develop the characteristics [i.e., the
language] which will make them more acceptable to insiders.” Paley asks
how those groups can be made more inclusive; that is, how can the group
change to allow those outsiders in? Freire (1970) sees the problem of
outsider/insider somewhat differently.


The truth is that the oppressed are not “marginals,” are not people living
“outside” society. They have always been “inside”—inside the structure that
made them “beings for others.” The solution is not to “integrate” them into
the structure of oppression, but to transform that structure so that they can
become “beings for themselves.” (p. 55)


This perspective, which sees educational structures (communities/prac-
tices) as particularly oppressive to some, is perhaps more critical than we
as L2 educators are accustomed to seeing in L2 educational literature.
Coming to understand how our research practices as well as our
classroom practices collaborate in constructing ESL students as individu-
als who, on their own, acquire or do not acquire the capital of the
classroom (the language) may go some way toward helping us find
alternative practices that will permit those students to become and be
seen as beings for themselves.
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Packer (1993) cites Cazden’s (1993) argument that coming “to
‘participate’ in a linguistic community is not a process without conflict: It
involves the meeting and clash of divergent interests and the points of
view to which these interests give rise” (as cited on p. 259). Although
much SLA research is concerned with assessing how individual L2
learners move progressively (and more or less quickly) toward a more
extensive acquisition of the L2 and, presumably, fuller participation in
the activities of the L2 community, here the practices of a particular
community appear in effect to prevent the increasing empowerment and
active participation of some of those defined as L2 learners. Clearly, if
educators are to understand how to transform the social structures in the
milieus for which they have responsibility—classrooms—so as to prepare
students effectively for the conflicts to which Cazden refers, investigation
of the social practices in those situations must be ongoing, critical, and
broad. Looking at furniture, crayons, and copying will be only the
beginning.
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Discovering Learners’ Perceptions of
ESL Classroom Teaching/Learning
Activities in a South African Context
GARY P. BARKHUIZEN
Rhodes University


Every day, ESL teachers make many decisions in their classrooms about
language teaching/learning processes. These include decisions about
which activities their learners might possibly enjoy, which are most
effective, and which would provide learners with skills that they could
use for academic and communicative purposes. The learners, however,
are seldom involved in this decision-making process. I argue in this
article that they should be. I report on a study that investigated high
school ESL learners’ perceptions of the language teaching/learning
activities they encountered in their classes. Using multimethod, qualita-
tive research procedures, I discovered that the perceptions of these
learners often surprised their teachers. I recommend that teachers
constantly monitor their learners’ perceptions of classroom life. Once
they are aware of them, they can, if necessary, plan and implement
alternative practices. Finally, I suggest ways in which this can be done.


Afew years ago I read a report on the findings of a nationwide survey
that aimed “to get a preliminary picture of the teaching and


learning of English in various South African contexts [elementary and
high schools in the separate education departments of the apartheid
era] with a view to informing curriculum planning” (Jessop, 1993, p. i).
I could not help noticing that many of the statements, with which
practicing teachers were asked to agree or disagree, referred to the
feelings and thoughts of the English learners, for example, “My students
enjoy writing essays, poems, and stories” and “Students find the level of
language used in textbooks easy to understand” (p. 6).


Why, I wondered, were the learners themselves not asked? Whatever
the response to this question would have been, I began to suspect that
language learners are hardly ever asked in any overt systematic way about
their language learning experiences. Allwright (1984) says that “very
many teachers seem to find it difficult to accept their learners as people
with a positive contribution to make to the instructional process” (p.
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167), and Rudduck (1991) refers to ignoring learners’ views as “our
blind spot” (p. 30). One often hears teachers commenting on a lesson
that their learners enjoyed or on a unit of work that their learners found
irrelevant. These types of comments raise three questions. Firstly, how do
teachers know what their learners think or feel? Is it simply intuition, or
is some evaluation procedure used? Secondly, how does one know
whether the teachers are accurate in their assessments? Research has
shown that the perceptions of teachers and their learners do not always
match (e.g., Block, 1994; Kumaravadivelu, 1991). Thirdly, what do
teachers do as a result of their observations? Do they make any changes,
or do they just repeat what they have done and hope that the same or
different learners will respond differently the next time?


In this article, I report on a study that investigated high school ESL
students’ perceptions of their experiences of learning and being taught
English at school, specifically the language teaching/learning activities
they encountered in their classes. Before doing so I present a brief
overview of related research and explain what I mean by activity types and
perceptions within the context of my study. Finally, I discuss the implica-
tions of the findings for curriculum development within the classroom. I
argue that it is important for teachers to discover their learners’ feelings
and beliefs about their language learning experiences and consequently
to review and possibly change their teaching processes.


RESEARCH ON LEARNERS’ PERCEPTIONS


In the past, L2 teachers were often perceived as mere implementers of
various language-in-education policies (in terms of their interaction
with—usually—externally produced policy statements) and of various
teaching methodologies (in terms of their interaction with school
syllabuses and teaching approaches adopted by a particular school).
More recently, however, teachers have been portrayed as experts who not
only are supposed to be able to make informed decisions about effective
classroom practice (Clarke, 1994; Freeman, 1989, 1991; Richards &
Nunan, 1990; Wright, 1990), but who also have the ability to undertake
reliable research in order to facilitate such decisions (Ellis, 1993; Nunan,
1988; Ramani, 1987). Furthermore, as Cray and Currie (1996) point out,
“to deal effectively with individual language classrooms, they should be
able to take into account not only the pedagogical but also the social and
personal complexities influencing classroom processes” (p. 114). I would
include here learners’ perceptions of their experiences in these class-
room settings.


With the advent of learner-centred (see Nunan, 1988; O’Neill, 1991)
and outcomes-based (Musker & Nomvete, 1996; South African Applied
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Linguistics Association, Language and Learning Across the Curriculum
Special Interest Group, 1997) teaching approaches, a greater emphasis
has been laid on learners’ perceptions of classroom aims and events.
Nunan (1989a) claims that “no curriculum can claim to be truly learner-
centred unless the learner’s subjective needs and perceptions relating to
the processes of learning are taken into account” (p. 177). In order to
take them into account, teachers need to discover what they are. They
certainly do exist. Kumaravadivelu (1991) says that both teachers and
learners bring with them their own perceptions of what constitutes
language teaching and learning, and Breen (1989) states that “all
learners already critically evaluate the tasks they undertake” (p. 205).
Learners therefore interpret tasks and other classroom events from their
own perspectives.


I argue below that L2 teachers should be encouraged to explore and
examine the perceptions of the learners in their classes. Meanwhile, over
the years researchers and academics have conducted extensive research
on learners’ perceptions. Most recently, Block (1994, 1996), for example,
has found that “teachers and learners operate according to quite
different systems for describing and attributing purpose to tasks” (1994,
p. 473). He concludes that learners do have an awareness of what goes
on in class and that teachers should therefore make an attempt to align
their task orientation to that of learners. Two studies show what sort of
mismatches could arise between teachers’ aims and learners’ interpreta-
tions. Wright (1987) shows how learners in a secondary class manipulate
the task process in order to make it manageable in their own terms, thus
not achieving the expected effect of the task. Kumaravadivelu (1991,
1993) identifies 10 potential sources of mismatch that could lead to
similar consequences. Luppescu and Day (1990) warn researchers that
data obtained from questionnaires about teachers’ and learners’ atti-
tudes and beliefs should be properly validated.


Other studies have focused on learners’ perceptions of whether or not
they have learned anything as a result of participating in the English class
(in my study I refer to these as judgements). Slimani (1989) examined
learners’ reports on uptake, which she defines as “what learners claim to
have learned at the end of a lesson” (p. 223). Horwitz (1987) describes
the development and use of a language learning belief inventory
(BALLI) that, when put to the test, revealed that learners had clear ideas
about which learning and communication strategies facilitate or inhibit
learning. Leki and Carson (1994) investigated university students’ per-
ceptions of what elements of their ESL writing instruction they found
useful and available to them as students in content courses, and
Zimmerman (1997) noted students’ views on how best to learn words.


There are also studies that coincide fairly closely with the one
described in this article in examining learners’ perceptions (sometimes
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referred to as attitudes) of specific teaching/learning activities or pro-
cesses they experience in their language classes. Breen (cited in Block,
1996) shows that students were able to identify specific techniques
adopted by the teacher that helped them with the new language. Nunan
(1989a) describes two Australian studies that show that learners favor
traditional learning activities over more communicative activity types.
The first (by Alcorso & Kalantsis) asked learners to nominate the “most
useful” parts of their lessons, and the second (by Willing) surveyed the
learning preferences (e.g., teacher behavior, learning group, sensory-
modality options) of over 500 learners. Nunan’s own study (1986), using
an adaption of Willing’s instrument, found clear mismatches between
learners’ and teachers’ opinions about which activities were important in
the learning process.


There is also a large body of research on language learners’ attitudes,
especially within the field of second language acquisition (SLA) (see
Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993, for a review and, for an example, the large-
scale study of Portuguese-Canadian students by Harley, Allen, Cummins
& Swain, 1990). In Gardener’s socioeducation model of SLA (Gardner,
1983; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993) he discusses language attitudes and
motivation under individual learners’ differences. He argues that lan-
guage attitudes (to the target language group, to the target language, to
learning the language, and to the language learning situation) deter-
mine the level of motivation, which in turn leads to various linguistic and
nonlinguistic outcomes as a result of acquiring language in formal and
informal contexts. One of the nonlinguistic outcomes is the learners’
attitude to the language learning situation: what and how they learned
and how they were taught, including classroom activities, materials, and
the teacher’s presentation. Gardner and MacIntyre conclude in their
review of the research literature that


Teachers, instructional aids, curricula, and the like clearly have an effect on
what is learned and how students react to the experience. . . . Non-linguistic
outcomes are expected in turn to have direct effects on language attitudes,
motivation and language anxiety. (p. 9)


It is this variable, attitudes as a nonlinguistic outcome (attitudes
developed as a result of formal instruction and learning), that is the
focus of this article and of the research project discussed below. My
research explores the attitudes, as nonlinguistic outcomes, of ESL
learners to the classroom language learning and teaching activities in
which they participated in their high school classrooms. Instead of
attitudes, I call them perceptions. My reasons are discussed in the next
section.
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THE STUDY: BACKGROUND DEFINITIONS


Asking learners to relate their thoughts about their language learning
experiences gives rise to some confusion as to whether they are being
asked about their perceptions (e.g., Block, 1994, 1996; Leki, 1995), their
attitudes (e.g., Gardner, 1983; Harley et al., 1990; Smit, 1994), or their
evaluations (Murphy, 1993; Sharp, 1990). In this study I use perception to
mean a “process of apprehending through sensory input” (Holahan,
1982, p. 24) the teaching/learning situation in which learners find
themselves, particularly the language teaching/learning activities that
they encounter. Once learners have experienced certain activities and
made sense of what they have perceived, there are a number of things
they can do (see Figure 1). In a questionnaire, I asked the ESL learners
in this study to consider a list of 15 classroom activities and then to do
three things for each of the activities:
1. Express a feeling. The question asked was, “Do you enjoy doing this


activity in class?” The answer would be the expression of a favorable
or unfavorable feeling or attitude towards the activity.


2. Make a judgement. The question asked here was, “Do you think this
activity helps you to learn more English?” To answer would require
respondents to evaluate the activity by relating it to their own
progress in learning and then to make a judgement about its
effectiveness.


3. Make a prediction. The question was, “Do you think that doing this
activity in class will be useful to you one day when you have finished
school?” In order to answer this question, learners would have to
project themselves (and their prospective needs) into the future and
to predict whether or not doing a particular activity would benefit
them in some way after they have finished school.


FIGURE 1
Learners’ Actions on Their Perceptions of Classroom Activities


Classroom activities Perceptions


Levels of motivation
and receptivity


Attitude as an
outcome


1. Express a feeling: enjoyment
2. Make a judgment: learning English
3. Make a prediction: usefulness after school
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These three actions do not operate in isolation from one another.
They are instead very much interrelated. As a result of doing all three
(and no doubt countless others), learners develop either a negative or a
positive attitude towards any language teaching/learning activity. This
broad attitude, as an outcome of the learning process, then has signifi-
cant implications for levels of motivation (Gardner, 1983; Green, 1993)
and receptivity (Allwright & Bailey, 1991).


For a number of reasons, I use the term activity rather than task in this
article. Firstly, the teachers and students in the research site talked about
the “activities” they did in the classroom. Secondly, the ESL classes in the
school did not follow a task-based syllabus (see Long & Crookes, 1993;
Sheen, 1994) in the sense that it was a learning-centred approach
(Kumaravadivelu, 1993). The activities, unlike tasks, did not constitute a
“range of workplans” (Breen, 1987, p. 23), they were not a “set of
differentiated, sequenceable” activities (Candlin, 1987, p. 10; Swales,
1990, p. 76), and their attention was not “principally focused on
meaning” (Nunan, 1989b, p. 10). More on this latter point follows in the
discussion below.


DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS


The setting chosen for the research was a former House of Represen-
tatives1 (so-called coloured) high school in the Eastern Cape Province in
South Africa. The language of learning and teaching in the school was
Afrikaans, the home language of the majority of students in the school.
About 10 percent used Xhosa as their home language. All students
(about 600) did ESL as a subject.2 The English classes varied in size from
25 to 40 students.3


In order to discover the perceptions of the students, I employed a
multimethod, qualitative approach to data collection and analysis (Agar,
1985; Smith, 1992; Watson-Gegeo, 1988).


1 The House of Representatives (HOR) was one of a number of houses within the former
Department of Education and Culture that administered racially segregated education in
apartheid South Africa until 1994. The HOR was responsible for the so-called coloured
population.


2 At the time of writing, there is both an English First Language and an ESL syllabus in South
African high schools. Some schools offer one or the other, and other schools (less typically)
offer both. English (whether first or second language) is studied as a school subject up to Grade
12. The final, school-leaving assessment is an externally administered examination.


3 In this study I refer to the ESL learners as students because this is the term used by the
school.
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Questionnaire


A questionnaire, the ENLEAS-Q,4 was designed and randomly distrib-
uted to 60 students from each of Grades 8–11 (access to the Grade 12
students was not possible because they were heavily involved with their
final examination preparation). The ENLEAS-Q was distributed to the
students in their English classes by their teachers, who explained exactly
what to do, sometimes in Afrikaans. All students were assured that their
answers were for the eyes of the researcher only and were encouraged to
be as honest as possible. After incomplete and inaccurately filled-in
questionnaires were rejected, 50 were randomly selected from each
grade (N = 200). All questionnaires were completed on the same day
during the last term of the school year. The distribution of home
languages and the average age for the students in each grade are shown
in Table 1.


An extract from Section B of the ENLEAS-Q can be found in
Appendix A.5 This format was repeated for each of the 15 selected
activities (see Figure 2). The selection was guided by my own experience
as a teacher and researcher in high schools, consultation with the
teachers in the school, and an examination of the ESL syllabus for high
schools. The wording of the activities on the ENLEAS-Q was the same as
that used by the students and the teachers in the school (e.g., “doing
orals”). The activities can be roughly broken down into the macroskills
of writing (1–4), reading (5–8), language work (9–11), and oral activities
(12–15), as in the syllabus.6


4 The name of the questionnaire, ENLEAS-Q, is derived from the three responses given to
each activity: enjoyment, learn English, a fter school.


5 Section A asks for biographical details, and Section C concerns students’ perceptions of
various classroom learning arrangements, such as pair work, teacher-fronted lessons, and
working alone.


6 Business letter writing is introduced into the syllabus only in Grade 10. The Grade 10 class
of this particular year had not specifically been taught, not had they practiced, summarizing
skills.


TABLE 1
Grade, Gender, Home Language, and Average Age of the ENLEAS-Q Respondents


Gender and home language


Boys Girls


Grade Afrikaans Xhosa Afrikaans Xhosa Average age n


8 29 8 12 1 14.4 50
9 22 2 24 2 16.4 50


10 23 0 26 1 16.7 50
11 26 1 22 1 17.6 50
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The percent of students choosing each option on the rating scale
(definitely, quite a bit, just a little, not at all) for each activity was calculated
for each of the grades as well as for the total number of students (see
Appendix B for an example of such an analysis). In order to make more
sense of the data, the percentages for definitely and quite a bit were added
together to form a positive perception percentage (PPP), and those for
just a little and not at all were added to give a negative perception
percentage (NPP). The PPPs were then ranked for each activity. Cross-
tabulations were carried out for grade level versus response (PPPs and
NPPs), and a Karl-Pearson chi-square test was used to test for homogene-
ity. This procedure was repeated for each of EN, LE, and AS. In this
article I focus mainly on the PPPs for the total number of students, not
for each grade.


Composition


One class from each grade was asked to write a one-page composition
with the following title: “What I like and dislike about English classes at
school.” I received between 25 and 40 compositions from each grade.
Almost no students filled in the comment space on the ENLEAS-Q, so
the compositions were extremely helpful in explaining some of what the
questionnaire revealed. All comments relating to the 15 activities in the
compositions were noted, and their contents categorized thematically
(for a similar procedure in using dialogue journals for research pur-
poses, see Barkhuizen, 1995a; Murphy-O’Dwyer, 1985).


Observation


I observed five English classes in action, one each in Grades 8–12
(there were five English teachers in the school, each responsible for a


FIGURE 2. Activities Selected for Inclusion in the ENLEAS-Q


1. Writing compositions
2. Writing friendly letters
3. Writing business letters
4. Writing summaries
5. Reading the set books
6. Reading poetry
7. Doing comprehensions
8. Using a dictionary


9. Learning about nouns, verbs, and adjectives
10. Learning correct English spelling
11. Learning about the English tenses, like past


and present
12. Doing orals, like speeches
13. Having class discussions
14. Having class debates
15. Reading aloud in class
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different grade). The following term, I taught the two Grade 12 classes
for 3 weeks while the regular English teacher was on leave. This gave me
the opportunity to discuss English teaching and learning with the senior
students and talk informally to the English teachers. Heath (1982)
explains that one task of the ethnographer is to “understand the
practical dimensions of daily language use in the school setting” (p. 39).
My 3 weeks of teaching, together with my many research visits, enabled
me to achieve this understanding. I was able to communicate more
effectively in the school setting and thus gained a better understanding
of what was going on. Furthermore, speaking the same language brought
me closer to the people in the school. I was still an outsider, but I felt that
the distance between us decreased somewhat as a result of my speaking
their language (see Johnson, 1992; Spindler & Spindler, 1987, for
descriptions of an emic—an insider’s culture-specific—view).


Individual Interviews


I conducted qualitative, in-depth interviews (see Taylor & Bogdan,
1984) with all five English teachers. They were questioned generally
about English teaching in the school, their teacher education, and their
approach to teaching English and their familiarity with the ESL syllabus,
and specifically about the language teaching/learning and testing activi-
ties in their classes—what their perceptions of activity types were and
what they thought their students’ perceptions of the various activities
were. The interviews were audiotaped and transcribed.


Group Interviews


A research assistant conducted group interviews with six students from
each of Grades 8–11 (two each from the top, middle, and bottom of the
class, positions being based on grades for work done throughout the
year). Besides engaging in general discussion about learning English and
the types of activities they experienced in their classes, the students were
asked to elaborate on some of the points raised in the compositions and
to comment on the ranking revealed by the ENLEAS-Q. These interviews
were also audiotaped and later transcribed.
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION


Communicative Language Teaching


The April 1984 Core Syllabus for English Second Language for use in
South African high schools (Department of Education and Culture,
1984) introduced the idea of teaching English for communicative
purposes. It states,


This syllabus is concerned with English as a means of communication in our
multilingual society. . . . the over-riding concern of this syllabus is communi-
cative competence for personal, social, educational and occupational pur-
poses. . . . However language is used, it should be seen in relation to context:
i.e. to purpose, audience, and circumstance. (p. 1)


The syllabus document does not refer directly to the communicative
language teaching (CLT) approach. The 1995 Interim Core Syllabus for
English Second Language (Department of Education, 1995) does. It says,
“The approach recommended in this syllabus is based on the principles
informing communicative language teaching” (p. 2), and goes on, very
briefly, to explain what this means. The syllabus espouses what Howatt
(1984) would call a weak version of the communicative approach, one
that “stresses the importance of providing learners with opportunities to
use their English for communicative purposes and, characteristically,
attempts to integrate such activities into a wider program of language
teaching” (p. 279).


In spite of the length of time that CLT has been discussed in South
Africa, in the syllabus and supposedly in teacher education colleges and
language classrooms, the implementation of CLT has been even weaker.
Not much CLT takes place in ESL classrooms around the country. The
Grade 12 teacher in the school in this study, for example, told me what
had happened since he had joined the staff 10 years before.


You got to school where over the years the initial emphasis was on grammar
and the formal teaching, but in sort of over a period it slid into the
background and there was this whole idea of the communicative approach.
But we [the teachers in the school] have never had an opportunity where you
actually had formal training in that, so you had to pick that up as you went
along.


The four other English teachers in the school shared his opinion. None,
in either their preservice or their in-service teacher education, had done
a course in ESL teaching methods, including CLT, although all had
heard of it (usually through the syllabus). Their approach, instead,
appeared to be one in which, in the words of the head of the ESL
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Department, “We are all, you know, doing what we think should be
done.” This approach could be described as, firstly, “teach the way we
were taught” and, secondly, teaching the skills and prescribing activities
similar to those listed in my selection of 15 (an approach that would have
formed the basis of their teacher preparation programs and that reflects
the structure of the typically non-CLT, externally administered school-
leaving examination). Because of their underlying awareness of CLT,
some teachers made the effort to include more CLT-type activities (e.g.,
class discussions and debates). They also encouraged their students to
speak as much English as possible. Despite the Grade 8 teacher’s English-
only policy (“I don’t allow them to use Afrikaans in my English class. I
told them”), this was usually very difficult to achieve (see the discussion
on oral activities below).


The students’ resistance to participating in communicative-type activi-
ties, and their preference for more “traditional” classroom work, are
evident in their ranking of the 15 activities selected for this study (see
Table 2). A discussion of these findings follows.


Mechanical Language Skills


The teachers and I were very surprised to find that the more
mechanical aspects of language study (Activities 8–11) were rated so


TABLE 2
Rank Order of Positive Perception Percentages for Activities, All Grades


Enjoyment Learn English After school


Activity Ranka % Ranka % Ranka %


1. Writing compositions 11 69.5 9 82.0 8 77.5
2. Writing friendly letters 9 77.0 10 81.5 5 79.5
3. Writing business lettersb 15 43.5 14 72.7 3 82.8
4. Writing summariesc 13 67.3 15 70.7 14 70.0
5. Reading the set books 6 81.5 6 85.5 5 79.5
6. Reading poetry 7 80.5 7 82.5 12 71.5
7. Doing comprehensions 10 75.0 11 80.5 13 71.0
8. Using a dictionary 5 83.0 1 89.0 4 81.5
9. Learning about nouns, verbs,


and adjectives 8 78.9 4 87.0 10 76.3
10. Learning about correct spelling 1 93.0 2 88.5 2 84.0
11. Learning about the English tenses 2 85.5 3 87.5 1 84.5
12. Doing orals, like speeches 14 60.0 13 76.0 14 70.0
13. Having class discussions 4 83.4 5 86.0 9 77.4
14. Having class debates 3 84.0 7 82.5 7 78.0
15. Reading aloud in class 12 67.5 11 80.5 11 73.5


a1 = most valued; 15 = least valued. bGrades 10 and 11. cGrades 8, 9, and 11.
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highly on all three variables: enjoyment (EN), learning English (LE),
and usefulness after school (AS). Learning correct English spelling, in
particular, we found hard to explain. It was ranked first under EN (with
a 93% PPP, the highest PPP of all activities across all three variables) and
second under both LE and AS. The Grade 11 teacher told me that she
“doesn’t worry about teaching spelling; it should come naturally” and
added that “our children are not good spellers.” This comment, together
with the following remarks by students in their compositions about likes
and dislikes in ESL classes, adds to the difficulty of interpreting these
rankings.


1. They don’t know how to spell and when they write a compesition or
something they receive low marks because of poor spelling. (Grade 11
student)


2. I do not like writing English essay because I always have a problem with
punctuation and spelling. (Grade 9 student)


3. I don’t like letters because I can’t spel very good. My spelling is not
sicesfull. (Grade 9 student)


Furthermore, during interviews the students added that when they
received their graded compositions back from teachers, they were
covered with red pen marks indicating grammar, punctuation, and
spelling errors. Taking the above comments into account, how does one
explain the positive perceptions that students had with regard to
spelling? One reason could be that their ESL classes paid much attention
to the mechanical aspects of language. This makes sense considering the
teachers’ lack of experience with CLT. Students therefore felt that if they
spelled correctly in their compositions, they were learning English, and
enjoyment usually accompanies the rewards of achievement (Allwright &
Bailey, 1991; Horwitz & Young, 1991). In other words, the fewer errors,
the fewer red marks and consequently a feeling of achievement (learn-
ing) and enjoyment, hence the high ranking. The same reasoning might
apply to the consistently high ranking across all three variables for
learning about the English tenses, like past and present, and the fourth place
ranking for learning about nouns, verbs, and adjectives (“parts of speech”)
under LE.


The Grade 10 teacher described an activity that her students did
regularly. She would call out 10 words to her students, who would “look
these up in the dictionary and write them down.” She would then give
them an impromptu spelling test “just for them to check, and if they get
it wrong they write it out three times.” At a later stage the teacher would
review these words in class. (She was the only teacher to predict that the
students would say they enjoyed spelling and dictionary work more than
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other activities.) Using a dictionary also ranked consistently high and was
first under LE. This is probably a result of teachers’ frequent instruction
to “Look it up in the dictionary” whenever students asked questions
about vocabulary items, their meaning, and their spelling. When stu-
dents do so, there is the sense of immediate, tangible learning (LE) and
the accompanying feeling of satisfaction (EN) (see Ur, 1996).


These findings are compatible with my observation that the students
in this school were exposed to a more traditional rather than a
communicative or critical approach to teaching English. They therefore
preferred this approach, believing that it taught them more English and
that it would benefit them more than other approaches when they had
finished school (see Leki & Carson, 1994, for similar findings). Interest-
ingly, there were almost no statistically significant differences across the
grades with regard to Activities 8–11. One difference worth mentioning
concerns the EN ranking of the using a dictionary activity. Grade 11
scored a PPP of only 68% as opposed to 88%, 90%, and 86% for Grades
8, 9, and 10 respectively, χ2(3) = 10.91, p < .05. The reason for this may be
that in Grades 11 and 12 students started to pay more attention to
literature set for examination purposes, and the dictionary was fre-
quently used to “decipher” the English texts that were prescribed for
them; no doubt an arduous task, as one Grade 11 student pointed out:
“What I dont like is all those highly words that you dont understand and
always have to look up in the dictionry and find out what the meaning of
the word is.” For LE and AS in reference to using a dictionary, the Grade
11 students had much higher PPPs, similar to those for the students in
the other grades.


Reading Activities


In this school, whereas in the junior years literature was read and
studied for enjoyment and personal reaction (with minimal assessment),
in the senior years most of the class time was spent reading, critically
analyzing, and writing about the set books and poems (see Protherough,
1983, for a discussion of what he calls the broken-backed curriculum). In the
ESL school-leaving examination that students wrote at the end of Grade
12, one of the three examination papers was devoted to the set literature.
This examination paper, which usually counted less than a third of the
aggregate percentage for the ESL course (Department of Education,
1995), took on an unrealistically inflated status. There were two main
reasons for this. Firstly, the students generally struggled with understand-
ing and interpreting the prescribed texts, which often included
Shakespearean plays and difficult, pre-20th-century, non-African poetry
(Reid, 1982). Many class activities were, as a result, in some way
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connected to the literature texts. The Grade 11 teacher, for example,
said that she worked out her lesson plans “around the set books” and that
“all other activities stem[med] from the book.” The Grade 12 teacher
said that he spent “a lot of time on literature because of the exams, but
it is only a small proportion of the marks, so it’s not justified. But I have
to; the ESL students struggle to understand the text.” A second reason
for the perceived importance of literature, as opposed to the other
components of the syllabus, was that it had a certain amount of
learnability associated with it. This was probably partly due to the nature
of the literature examination, which usually has a high proportion of
fact-recall-type questions.


Because so much time was spent on the literature, and because the
teachers themselves enjoyed teaching it (and saw it as important for
examination purposes), they were surprised to discover that it did not
rate very highly across all three variables (EN, LE, and AS) with their
students: The rank positions of reading the set books and reading poetry were
very much in the middle (see Table 2). The only deviation from this
average result was the AS ranking for reading poetry (position 12 out of the
15). Students obviously saw no connection between reading poetry and
life after school.


The following student comments suggest reasons (such as difficult
and uninteresting texts) for the poor showing of the literature activities.


4. I do not like poems. I do not really understand it. I can not really fegur
out what the characters are doing and who they are. I just read through
the poems. (Grade 10 student)


5. Another thing is the book we discussing is very boring and I don’t
understand it. (Grade 10 student)


6. The last two periods on a Friday was boring, because she was reading our
Lord of the Flies, a book. And she forced us to listen. (Grade 11 student)


This last comment, “And she forced us to listen,” may hint at another
reason for the students’ dislike of literature study: teaching methods. In
some classes students played a passive role. In the Grade 10 lesson that I
observed the teacher sat on the front desk and read a short story aloud,
stopping only to explain what she thought was difficult vocabulary. No
wonder one student remarked, “I dont like to read books it makes me
lazy.”


On the other hand, some students were enthusiastic about literature
lessons. One Grade 11 student wrote, “I love reading the setwork books,
it is quite interesting and you learn a lot of new words as well,” and
another proclaimed, “Poems break my heart because of the words, like
that poem they read at Valentines Day, it was such wonderful words”
(Grade 8 student).
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There were no statistically significant differences between grades for
the two activities reading the set books and reading poetry. There were,
however, for doing comprehensions (reading comprehension exercises and
tests). Although this activity was unpopular across all grades for the three
variables, EN (ranked 10), LE (ranked 11), and AS (ranked 13), it
ranked particularly low for the senior grades. The PPPs for EN, for
example, are 84% (Grade 8), 96% (Grade 9), 62% (Grade 10), and 58%
(Grade 11), χ2(3) = 26.13, p < .01. The probable reason for this trend is
that the comprehension exercises and tests set for the higher grades
began to resemble those on the external, school-leaving examination in
terms of difficulty and structure. A Grade 11 students summed up the
feelings of her colleagues: “When we write examinations we get a
comprehension to answer. When I read throug it I bump in to words I
dont no that makes me confuse and dont understand the hole thing.”


Oral Activities


The rank order of the listening and speaking (or oral communica-
tion) activities (Numbers 12–15 on Table 2) at first appears somewhat
contradictory, especially for EN: two high rankings (class discussions and
class debates) and two low rankings (doing orals, like speeches and reading
aloud 7). The research data (particularly the student compositions and
interviews) reveal obvious reasons for this clear distinction. Organizing
class discussions and holding debates were attempts by the teachers to
make their ESL classes more CLT oriented. These activities provided
opportunities for the students to practice speaking English, be more
actively involved in class work, and possibly also relax and have fun
(Courtney, 1996; Nation, 1989). Although the students enjoyed these
exercises, they were ranked low in LE and AS. After observing a debate
and a number of discussions, I could see why. Only a handful of students
actually participated in the activity; the others sat back and enjoyed the
show, not practicing any English and not acquiring any specific speaking
skills. The data show that the students were aware of this. There were no
statistically significant differences across grades for these two activities.


Oral Activities 12 and 15, doing orals, like speeches and reading aloud in
class, ranked very low across all three variables. Students’ compositions
clearly reveal the reasons for this.


7 Being scripted, reading aloud is obviously a reading activity, but I have grouped it with the
oral activities because it is usually performed in “oral” lessons, and students’ oral assessment
incorporates a grade for reading aloud a written text, sometimes with and sometimes without
rehearsal.
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7. I don’t like to read aloud. When you read and there’s a difficult word and
you cant say it, everybody is looking at you. They laugh at you and you feel
very shy. (Grade 9 student)


8. I also find it very difficult in a sense when it come to oral. This is so shocky
because if your boyfriend or someone you loved is in the same class with
you, you find it difficult to talk. After that you see she’ll blush. (Grade 11
student)


9. In front of the hole class if you talk a word rong they began to laugh at you
as if you were a fool that why I hate oral. It is my nightmare. In the English
lesson oral is my most problem. (Grade 11 student)


10. I like the English class sometimes, because when it comes to oral I like to
listen to other pupils because of their faults that they make. (Grade 10
student)


Similar sentiments were repeated over and over again in the student
interviews, and the Grade 10 teacher agreed with them. She said that
doing oral presentations, or any oral activity for that matter, “is quite
traumatic for them. The bigger the classes are the worse it is, and the
more boys there are the worse it is.” Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986)
describe anxiety in the language classroom as a complex experience
related, in part, to communication apprehension, social evaluation, and
test anxiety. The students in this study certainly were concerned about
the accuracy of what they said and read aloud, and they were well aware
of the critical evaluation taking place when they performed (see the
Grade 10 student’s comment above). Because the students experienced
such high levels of anxiety, it is no wonder that they did not enjoy oral
activities (an EN PPP of 60% for doing orals, like speeches is the second
lowest PPP for all activities across all variables) and that they ranked
them so low for LE and AS.


Although no statistically significant differences were found between
grades for doing orals, like speeches, such differences were found for reading
aloud. For EN, χ2(3) = 14.47, p < .01, and for LE, χ2(3) = 11.82, p < .01.
The PPPs were lower for the senior grades (e.g., the PPP under EN was
78% for Grade 8 and 56% for Grade 11), suggesting perhaps that older
students were less willing to take the risk of publicly humiliating
themselves in class.


Writing Activities


The low rank order of the writing activities (Numbers 1–4 on Table 2)
did not surprise the teachers. The Grade 12 teacher provided a reason:
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“It exposes them. It puts their weaknesses on paper.” The students’
comments about spelling, grammar, and punctuation errors mentioned
above support this claim. In addition to this, they found the writing tasks
set for them to be rather uninspiring.


11. For example writting compositions about the worst topics. I like writting
compositions, but the fact that we must write about such crab really upsets
me. I like to express myself very clearly when writting a composition.
(Grade 8 student)


12. What I hate about English is to write essays because I am a adventures man
and we don’t get topics that suit my life. (Grade 10 student)


During the interviews, however, a number of students indicated that
they enjoyed writing compositions. One said that “they are interesting
because you don’t have to tell the truth,” and another said that when
teachers corrected their errors, “we learn from our mistakes” (see Ferris,
1995, for students’ reactions to how teachers respond to their writing).


When I interviewed the teachers, they all agreed with the Grade 8
teacher who said that when her students finished school, she would like
them “to be fluent in writing and speaking English.” Despite this wish,
not enough time was spent on writing activities in class. The senior
teachers blamed the pressure of getting through the literature work for
the examinations, some complained of large classes, and the Grade 12
teacher said that he hated reading and grading written work: “It’s really
a nightmare. But I have no choice.”


The ranking of letter writing is interesting. Both friendly letters and
business letters received low ratings in terms of EN (business letters was
ranked last with a very low PPP of 43.5%) and LE (see Jenkins & Hinds,
1987, for possible reasons), but for AS they jumped to fifth and third
respectively. The students obviously realized the functional importance
of these skills. Writing summaries was ranked consistently very low across
all three variables. During informal discussions senior students remarked
that not much summary writing was taught or practiced in class,
although examination papers always contained summary writing ques-
tions. Furthermore, students did not see the relevance of this skill for
after-school employment or further education.


In terms of EN, for both writing compositions and writing summaries,
statistically significant differences existed between the grades. For writing
compositions, for example, the PPP was 86% for Grade 8 and 48% for
Grade 11, χ2(3) = 24.41, p < .01. For writing summaries, the PPP was 78%
for Grade 8 but only 44% for Grade 11, χ2(2) = 18.61, p < .01. This
difference is probably due to the tighter and more structured, examina-
tion-oriented approach to doing these activities as the students got closer
to writing their school-leaving examination.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS


Although comparing the perceptions of the ESL learners with those of
their teachers was not an aim of this study, it became quite clear when I
interviewed the teachers and when I shared the findings of the study with
them that they were frequently surprised to learn about the thoughts and
feelings of their students. In other words, the students’ perceptions did
not always match their own. The teachers, for example, could hardly
believe the high ranking given to the mechanical language skills. They
were obviously not aware of the students’ and their own focus on these
skills in their classes and would hardly have predicted that their students
see the acquiring of these skills as the most effective means of learning
English (especially in the light of the communicative slant of the ESL
syllabus and the teachers’ own attempts to be more communicatively
minded).


Kumaravadivelu (1991) says that “the more we know about the
learner’s personal approaches and personal concepts, the better and
more productive our intervention will be” (p. 107). By this he means that
if we, as teachers, are aware of where our learners are coming from (how
they approach language learning, what they feel about their language
learning experiences, and how they act upon these feelings), we will be
able to facilitate desired learning outcomes in the classroom. It is
important to remember that all learners already critically evaluate what
they do (Breen, 1989). I am suggesting that they be encouraged to
express their perceptions overtly, both for themselves and their teachers.
Doing so would allow learners to consider why they are participating in
certain activities, how these activities help them learn English, and what
use they can make of them both for academic purposes and outside of
the classroom. Once teachers are aware of their students’ perceptions,
they can, if necessary, plan and implement alternative behaviours and
activities in their classes (see Breen, 1989; Fanselow, 1992; Nunan, 1988).
Better still, the teacher and learners could together negotiate alterna-
tives. This would certainly get learners more involved in their English
classes and could, therefore, lead to more positive attitudes towards
them. Areas that could change include (a) planning lessons and learning
activities (if alternative activities are unfamiliar to the learners, it would
be useful for teachers to discuss the goals of the activities with their
learners); (b) the content of lessons and the materials used; (c) teaching
methods and techniques; (d) classroom management and control; and
(e) affective factors, including monitoring the classroom atmosphere,
levels of anxiety in students, and empathy shown by the teacher and
learners towards each other.


The research project discussed above is far too big for any one teacher
to undertake while teaching full time. However, there are a number of
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ways in which teachers can become aware of their learners’ perceptions
of their learning experiences in ESL classes, and I conclude with a few
suggestions.
1. Ask the learners to keep journals. These can take a variety of forms


(see Anderson, 1993; Moulton & Holmes, 1994; Peyton & Reed,
1990). In my experience, learners often write spontaneously about
their perceptions of their ESL classes even if I do not ask them to.
This feedback is often enlightening and usually constructive. Some-
times I ask my learners to write specifically about a certain activity, for
example, “How did you enjoy the way we did group work when
reading Macbeth yesterday?” They can answer this in addition to
writing their usual entry, or their answer can be the entire entry for
the day.


2. Ask the learners to write letters to the teacher (Barkhuizen, 1995b).
When I ask my learners to write letters to me, they are allowed to
write about anything and often write about my teaching or what they
do in class. Sometimes I ask them to comment specifically about
some activity or unit of work in addition to writing what they want.


3. Ask the learners to write compositions or paragraphs about their
language learning experiences with and attitudes to, for example,
English, English classes, or English as the language of learning and
teaching in their school. This activity could be preceded by class
discussions on the topic (class discussions and debates could, by
themselves, function as a form of feedback).


4. Listen for suggestions from the learners. One of the learners in my
study, for example, suggested in an interview that one-on-one orals
be conducted at the teacher’s desk or some other private place
instead of in front of the whole class. This also would create an
opportunity to talk to them about their English classes.


5. At the end of test papers (weekly or end-of-unit) or even examina-
tions, include a question about the work covered in the test, for
example, whether the learners enjoyed doing it, whether it could be
done in a different way, or whether it was covered too fast or too slow.


6. More traditionally, administer course evaluations at the end of a unit
of work or at the end of each term. These could take the form, for
example, of simple questionnaires or short written paragraphs about
specific areas of work (see Murphy, 1993).


7. After an activity or exposure to materials, ask the learners if they
enjoyed themselves, if they feel that they learned anything, and how
useful they think the activity or the materials were.


Finally, during their preservice preparation, student teachers should
be introduced to and encouraged to practice action research procedures
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(including encouraging the participation of language learners; see Cray
& Currie, 1996). And once they start teaching, they should continuously
explore their classes, particularly their learners’ perceptions. It is not
always easy for teachers to hear what learners think about their teaching.
Often learners are very critical. But a worse option, I believe, is to have
learners sitting in class day after day not enjoying themselves and
believing that they are not learning anything.
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APPENDIX A


Extract From Section B of the ENLEAS-Q
In this section you will be asked to think about some of the activities you do in YOUR English
classes. When answering the questions think about ALL the English learning you have done at
high school. If you have been at high school for more than one year think about all the English
classes you have been in; not only your class this year. For each activity you must give THREE
responses:
a. ENJOYMENT: Do you enjoy doing this activity in class?
b. LEARN ENGLISH: Do you think this activity helps you to learn more English?
c. AFTER SCHOOL: Do you think that doing this activity in class will be useful to you one


day when you have finished school?
Space has been provided for you if you wish to comment briefly about an activity.
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1. Writing Compositions


ENJOYMENT


definitely  quite a bit just a little  not at all


LEARN ENGLISH


definitely  quite a bit just a little  not at all


AFTER SCHOOL


definitely  quite a bit just a little  not at all


Comment:


APPENDIX B


Analysis of Responses to the
Writing Compositions Activity (%)


Response


Grade Definitely Quite a bit Just a little Not at all Total


Enjoyment


8 26.0 60.0 12.0 2.0 100.0
9 48.0 36.0 14.0 2.0 100.0


10 26.0 34.0 32.0 8.0 100.0
11 10.0 38.0 28.0 24.0 100.0


8–11 27.5 42.0 21.5 9.0 100.0


Learn English


8 42.0 52.0 6.0 0.0 100.0
9 54.0 32.0 14.0 0.0 100.0


10 56.0 20.0 22.0 2.0 100.0
11 48.0 24.0 26.0 2.0 100.0


8–11 50.0 32.0 17.0 1.0 100.0


After school


8 54.0 36.0 6.0 4.0 100.0
9 54.0 16.0 26.0 4.0 100.0


10 48.0 28.0 20.0 4.0 100.0
11 54.0 20.0 12.0 14.0 100.0


8–11 52.5 25.0 16.0 6.5 100.0
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Comments on Marianne Celce-Murcia,
Zoltán Dörnyei, and Sarah Thurrell’s
“Direct Approaches in L2 Instruction: A Turning
Point in Communicative Language Teaching?”


A Reader Reacts . . .


SCOTT THORNBURY
International House


■ In their overview of current communicative language teaching (CLT)
practice (Vol. 31, No. 1, Spring 1997), Marianne Celce-Murcia, Zoltán
Dörnyei, and Sarah Thurrell argue that CLT is at a crossroads and that
the profession is experiencing a paradigm shift toward a more direct
approach. They assert that “explicit, direct elements are gaining signifi-
cance in teaching communicative abilities and skills” (p. 147). However,
in a footnote to their article, the authors make the point that “in foreign
language learning contexts where the dominant form of language
attainment is instructed SLA, teachers have never really abandoned the
use of direct methods in teaching grammar” (p. 147).


This, I believe, understates the case. Not only have teachers never
abandoned a grammar-driven approach, but there seems to be little
evidence that the alternatives, such as a task-based pedagogy (Long &
Crookes, 1992), have made any lasting impression on the current
practice of English language teaching (ELT).


The distinction, invoked by the authors, between direct and indirect
approaches to the teaching of speaking skills (Richards, 1990) echoes an
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earlier distinction made by Howatt (1984) between the weak and strong
versions of the communicative approach, the latter being predicated on
the belief that “form can best be learned when the learner’s attention is
focused on meaning” (Beretta, 1989, p. 233). Celce-Murcia et al. suggest
that there has been a move away from strong (indirect) CLT to a weaker
(more direct) version “whereby new linguistic information is passed on
and practiced explicitly” (p. 141).


My own observations of EFL classrooms and of initial and in-service
training courses in a wide range of contexts (i.e., western Europe, Egypt,
the U.S., Australia, and New Zealand) over 20 years suggest that, far from
experiencing a return to a direct approach, CLT has never been
anything but direct and that strong CLT—apart from its one moment of
glory in Bangalore (Prabhu, 1987)—has been and remains a chimera. In
fact, from a communicative perspective, CLT is not only weak but very
weak. As Legutke and Thomas (1991) maintain, “In spite of trendy
jargon in textbooks and teacher’s manuals, very little is actually commu-
nicated in the L2 classroom” (p. 8). Analysis of transcripts of classroom
interaction tends to confirm this verdict (Johnson, 1995; Kumaravadivelu,
1993; Nunan, 1987; Thornbury, 1996b). Display questions and IRF
(initiate–respond–follow-up) sequences dominate, and if learners inter-
act at all, it is more often so as to exchange language tokens than to
communicate meanings in which they have a personal investment—a
level of communication that can best be described as small-c (Thornbury,
1996a).


In fact, apart from the absence of pattern practice drills, the addition
of information-gap activities, and a greater tolerance of error, the
current approach is virtually indistinguishable from its predecessors,
such as weak audiolingualism and situational language teaching (Richards
& Rodgers, 1986).


Why is this the case? I suggest there are at least three reasons: (a) the
constraints imposed by grammatical syllabi, (b) novice teachers’ need for
low-risk teaching strategies, and (c) the expectations of learners.


GRAMMAR RULES


Apart from the brief flirtation with functional-notional syllabi in the
1970s (Wilkins, 1976), CLT is still shackled to a largely grammatical
syllabus, with the result that the linguistic tail is wagging the communica-
tive dog. The phenomenal success, for example, of courses such as
Headway Intermediate (Soars & Soars, 1986), virtually every unit of which
begins with a grammar presentation, or of Murphy’s English Grammar in
Use (1985), of which 7 million copies have been sold to date (“Record
Numbers,” 1997), indicates the extent to which the ELT industry has
colluded in maintaining the view that language learning means learning
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the grammar.1 When the objectives of a programme are described
primarily in linguistic terms (and relatively narrow ones at that), it is
unsurprising that so many allegedly CLT classes should show so little
evidence of authentic language use. As Willis (1990) has pointed out,
there is a basic contradiction in a methodology that is organised around
a syllabus of preselected, discrete grammatical items while purporting to
be driven by the meanings the learners wish to express. Sooner or later,
these two agendas are going to part company. It is inconsistent to say to
learners, on the one hand, “Say whatever you mean,” and on the other,
“Use the third conditional.” Whereas it may be theoretically possible, as
Widdowson (1987) argues, “for a grammatical syllabus to be actualized
by a methodology which develops a genuine capacity for communica-
tion” (as cited in Nunan, 1988, p. 96), in reality, where there are
grammar rules, grammar rules.


LEARNING TO TEACH


But, arguably, the grammar bias in ELT materials simply reflects the
needs of the market. The persistence of the grammar-driven paradigm
may owe as much to the need on the part of most practising teachers, at
least initially, for a method. By method I mean a set of non-context-
specific, routinised classroom procedures that target preselected, nar-
rowly defined, easily testable objectives. This need for simple solutions to
complex problems may be partly attributable to teachers’ initial con-
cerns when faced with the multidimensionality, simultaneity, and
unpredictability of the classroom environment (Doyle, 1977). Research-
ers who have tracked these survival concerns (Fuller, 1969; Ryan, 1986)
have noted that control—of the students, of the direction and flow of the
lesson—is a primary developmental goal, such that for novice teachers
“class control and instruction appear to be inextricably interrelated
pedagogical tasks” (Kagan, 1992, p. 145). Beginner teachers’ preference
for lockstep activities (Harmer, 1991), such as choral drilling, reading
aloud, and dictation, is evidence of the need for workable routines that
impose order on potential chaos. This need for measures that will reduce
unpredictability is particularly acute for teachers whose L1 is not English
(Britten, 1988).


Grammar offers such teachers a life raft. By its very nature, grammar
imposes order on chaos. Not only does grammar provide content for the
language lesson itself (in the form of “the structure of the day”; Skehan,


1A quick glance at the course books that feature in the English Language Gazette’s list of the
10 top-selling ELT books (June 1997) shows that 8 have, as their primary organising principle,
a grammatical syllabus, whereas only two (both examination courses) are primarily organised
thematically.
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1996, p. 17), but it also lends itself to the formulation of syllabus and test
specifications. Any pedagogical alternative that relegates grammar to a
merely mediating role—rather than an end in itself—is potentially
disempowering. It is not surprising, therefore, that many teachers are
less than enthusiastic about claims, such as Kumaravadivelu’s (1991),
that in a task-based pedagogy “the teacher and the learner have a
remarkable degree of flexibility, for they are presented with a set of
general learning objectives and problem-solving tasks, and not a list of
specific linguistic items” (p. 99). The methodological implications of a
fluency-first pedagogy (Brumfit, 1979), in which the focus on form is
reactive rather than preemptive, require of the teacher the ability to
respond spontaneously to the learner’s unpredictable, “in-flight” linguis-
tic needs. Far from reducing unpredictability, strong CLT seems actually
to increase it. No wonder that Medgyes (1986) characterised the CLT
teacher as “a multi-dimensional, high-tech, Wizard-of-Oz-like superperson”
(p. 107).


Once in place, the grammar-driven classroom routines that offered
initial security become more fluid and automatic as the teacher achieves
mastery (Ryan, 1986), especially if endorsed by the culture of the
teacher’s institution, as realised in its choice of course books and tests,
for example. Worse, grammar-focused instruction serves to maintain the
unequal power relationship existing in many classrooms, since, as Wright
(1991) warns, “One great danger of acquiring specialist knowledge
about language is the possible desire to show learners that you have this
knowledge” (pp. 68–69).


The direct teaching of grammar, then, offers the teacher order,
security, and power. In contrast, CLT suggests chaos, risk, and subversion.
It is not surprising that it has conspicuously failed to gain a foothold.


LEARNERS’ EXPECTATIONS


In their defence, many teachers will attribute their supposed conserva-
tism to the conservatism of their learners, who, unfamiliar with the
theoretical underpinnings of CLT, expect, even demand, what Celce-
Murcia et al. term “direct, knowledge-oriented” (p. 148) approaches to
the teaching of English. For better or worse, many educational traditions
prioritise knowledge-oriented instruction over skill-oriented instruction.
The compatibility of CLT with such traditions has been strongly chal-
lenged recently (Holliday, 1994; Phillipson, 1992). But irrespective of
contextual and cultural factors, it is difficult if not impossible for teacher
educators, course designers, school administrators, and course book
writers and publishers to promote indirect CLT in the face of the
argument “my students want grammar.” Indeed, Ur (1996), for example,
believes that if they want it, they should get it (p. 78). (One wonders what
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the state of education would be if this principle were to be applied
indiscriminately.) The fact is, they do get it. And how.


PUTTING THE C BACK IN CLT


I have argued that CLT—both in its weak and in its strong version—
has had little impact on current classroom practice and that to talk about
a return to direct approaches to language instruction is like talking
about a return to the use of private transport. But what, then, of CLT?
Was Swan (1985) perhaps right when he predicted that CLT would one
day be seen “as little more than an interesting ripple on the surface of
twentieth-century language teaching” (p. 87)?


I hope not. There are many reasons to believe that the principles on
which CLT was formulated are as valid today as they ever were. Where
once there was a paucity of CLT learning theory (Richards & Rodgers,
1986), there has recently been a felicitous convergence of theory and
practice, such that “the research strand of SLA now underpins neatly the
range of classroom activities imaginatively devised by practitioners of
CLT” (Skehan, 1993, p. 17; for an overview of recent CLT learning
theory, see Lightbown & Spada, 1993; Lynch, 1996).


Celce-Murcia et al. wish to retain the C in CLT, and so they should. I
would go further and argue that communication should not just be the
goal of CLT, it should be the process of instruction itself. The most
exciting development in the recent literature on CLT has been the
claims advanced for the formative role of teacher-learner talk. The role
of conversation as a scaffold for language development, as proposed by
Hatch (1978), now finds support in the social interactionist theories of
Lev Vygotsky (see, for example, Lantolf & Appel, 1994; Moll, 1990). Van
Lier (1996) argues persuasively for a conversational pedagogy, citing the
notion of instructional conversation proposed by Tharp and Gallimore
(1988), who write,


“Instruction” and “conversation” appear contrary, the one implying authority
and planning, the other equality and responsiveness. The task of teaching is
to resolve the paradox. To most truly teach, one must converse; to truly
converse is to teach. (p. 111)


This is big-C communication (Thornbury, 1996a), requiring of teachers
not so much the learning of new pedagogic skills but the accessing of the
interpersonal communication skills that characterise real talk. These are
skills that, curiously, teachers with no prior training often resort to,
especially in small-group settings (Stevick, 1980). “I sit and talk with my
students and I correct their mistakes” is a premethod method. It is an
approach that, at the preservice level, is relatively easily inculcated but
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that, at the in-service level, is often deeply buried in layers of ritualised
teaching behaviours, surfacing only, if ever, as the prelesson chat. The
deskilling process requires a fundamental change in values and beliefs.
As Kramsch (1993) argues, “A dialogic pedagogy is unlike traditional
pedagogy. Not only can it not be pre-programmed, but it is likely to
question the traditional social and political tenets of foreign language
education. . . . Such a pedagogy should better be described, not as a
blueprint for how to teach foreign languages, but as another way of being
a language teacher” (p. 31).


In the light of the resistance to nonpreprogrammed learning that I
have cited—at the level of publishers, teachers, and learners—such a
fundamental change in approach—tantamount to a rehabilitated strong
CLT—seems a tall order. Nevertheless, it would be defeatist, I believe, to
consign CLT to the status of a passing methodological curiosity. Teacher
educators occupy a pivotal role here, as they are well placed to mediate
a methodological compromise between the intransigence of publishers,
the insecurities of teachers, and the expectations of learners. We as
TESOL professionals should therefore welcome Celce-Murcia et al.’s
principled (albeit weakened) CLT in the spirit that it is offered, as a
catalyst for discussion and professional self-appraisal. But we should also
be wary of making claims about classroom practice that are unsupported
by classroom observation and research.
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On Directness in Communicative Language Teaching


MARIANNE CELCE-MURCIA
University of California, Los Angeles


ZOLTÁN DÖRNYEI AND SARAH THURRELL
Eötvös University


■ We have read with interest Scott Thornbury’s reaction to our commen-
tary on communicative language teaching (CLT) (Vol. 31, No. 1, Spring
1997). Colleagues in the EFL/ESL profession work in very diverse
linguistic, cultural, and institutional contexts, and therefore we specifically
invited comments on our essay, in which we highlighted a new trend in
CLT that involves a gradual shift within communicative teaching meth-
odology towards a more direct approach that we called the principled
communicative approach. Thornbury’s response is thus a welcome contri-
bution to the discussion, and it is particularly interesting in that he
adopts an EFL perspective; that is, he considers the type of language
instruction that takes place primarily in a classroom setting in which
learners do not experience any significant regular contact with L2
speakers. This type of language teaching is probably the most common
form of L2 instruction in the world, yet we believe that it is often
underrepresented in the professional literature and at international
conferences.


Thornbury’s main argument is based on his observation that gram-
mar-based instruction tends to prevail in actual classroom practice in
spite of all the theorizing on the values of CLT in professional books and
journals. He takes a strong and rather thought-provoking position when
he writes, “Not only have teachers never abandoned a grammar-driven
approach, but there seems to be little evidence that the alternatives, such
as a task-based pedagogy (Long & Crookes, 1992), have made any lasting
impression on the current practice of English language teaching.” He
then gives his analysis of why this should be so. We are in full (and
somewhat sad) agreement with some of Thornbury’s statements; indeed,
grammar-based syllabi and grammar-centered teaching practices appear
to be firmly entrenched in many parts of the world—this is certainly the
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case, for example, in Hungary, where a great deal of our teaching
experience comes from. Where we disagree with Thornbury is the way he
further develops his argument when he states that “far from experienc-
ing a return to a direct approach, CLT has never been anything but
direct,” which leads to his conclusion that “to talk about a return to
direct approaches to language instruction is like talking about a return
to the use of private transport.”


We do not think it is valid to say that CLT has “never been anything
but direct.” The prevailing grammar-dominated situation Thornbury
describes (correctly, in our view) is not so much direct CLT but rather
non-CLT. Indeed, we believe that a great deal of language teaching
around the world follows, to a large extent, traditional grammar-
translation principles (for reasons many of which are well summarized by
Thornbury). Yet it does not follow from this that these approaches are
examples of direct CLT; rather, they would fall under the category of
direct L2 instruction (a difference Thornbury himself must have noticed
as in the concluding statement, quoted above, he talks about a “return to
direct approaches to language instruction” [italics added] rather than
direct approaches to CLT).


In our commentary we were writing specifically about CLT, and
shifting to greater directness within this approach is very different from
adopting direct, grammar-based instruction and grammatical syllabi in
the traditional sense. Let us quickly reiterate our main arguments.


Although we personally find the explicit focus on grammar in
language instruction important (see Celce-Murcia & Hilles, 1988), in our
commentary the emphasis was not so much on teaching grammar as on
developing awareness of conversational grammar, that is, of the higher
level rules and regularities within language that go beyond the sentence
level and thus fall outside the scope of most of traditional grammar
teaching. As we wrote,


Language classes following this [direct] approach adapt various features of
direct grammar instruction to the teaching of conversational skills [italics
added]; that is, they attempt to provide focused instruction on the main rules
of conversational or discourse-level grammar (e.g., pragmatic regularities and
politeness strategies, communication strategies, and various elements of
conversational structure such as openings, closings, and the turn-taking
system). (pp. 141–142)


That is, we were talking about direct approaches contributing to the
development of the learners’ communicative competence, of which
grammatical competence is only one, although a major, constituent. In
fact, because grammatical knowledge has traditionally been a prominent
feature of actual language instruction, a key distinguishing feature of
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communicative classrooms is the emphasis on the other-than-grammar
components of communicative competence, such as discourse, sociocul-
tural, actional, and strategic competencies (see Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei, &
Thurrell, 1995). Thus, the meaning we assigned to the term direct was
largely related to the directness of the teaching of non-sentence-bound
L2 rules, and in this respect modern language teaching has been almost
universally indirect: Even in formal classroom contexts where direct
teaching is the standard practice (or in course books geared toward
various age groups in various environments), explicit and direct discus-
sions of, say, cohesion, communication strategies, or the principles of
politeness are typically nonexistent. And these three points are only a few
of the best-known topics in an extended content base of the principled
communicative approach, with the list of other important and relevant
conversational grammar points being a fairly long one. (The interested
reader should refer to our pedagogically motivated taxonomy in Celce-
Murcia et al., 1995, and to the list of actual teaching points accompanied
by specific classroom activities in Conversation and Dialogues in Action,
Dörnyei & Thurrell, 1992.)


The main point we would like to emphasize, then, is that the
increasing directness of CLT that we have observed cannot be equated
with a back-to-grammar tendency; rather, it involves recent attempts on
the part of several applied linguists and methodologists to extend the
systematic treatment of language issues traditionally restricted to sen-
tence-bound rules (i.e., grammar) to the explicit development of other
knowledge areas and skills necessary for efficient communication. Thus,
the principled communicative approach would also focus on regularities
that go beyond the sentence level by considering language as discourse
in its micro- (i.e., textual) and macro- (i.e., sociocultural and pragmatic)
context. As we argued in our commentary, an explicit description of such
issues was not available at the genesis of CLT (in the mid-1970s) and,
therefore, the rather indirect pedagogical approach that expected
learners to master conversational grammar through participatory experi-
ence in communicative tasks—rather than through focused practice—
was understandable and innovative at that time. Since then, however,
conversational grammar has been the target of a great deal of research
(e.g., see McCarthy & Carter, 1995), and this has created the possibility
of developing specific language tasks that allow presentation and prac-
tice of the relevant points in a more direct manner.


In our view, what is needed now is for methodologists to develop a
repertoire of such direct communicative tasks. After the development of
the original principles of CLT in the mid-1970s, it took almost a decade
to produce a good number and variety of teaching activities for putting
those principles into practice. In terms of developing direct tasks for the
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principled communicative approach, the language teaching profession,
we believe, has taken only the first few steps.
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Comments on Dwight Atkinson’s “A Critical
Approach to Critical Thinking in TESOL”


A Case for Critical Thinking in the
English Language Classroom


BRUCE W. DAVIDSON
Gakuen University


■ In his article (Vol. 31, No. 1, Spring 1997), Dwight Atkinson does a
service by directing attention to two important questions: (a) What is this
critical thinking that some educators want to bring into the English
language classroom, and (b) is it really appropriate in English language
teaching? Both these issues have been missed by those who have used the
term like a slogan or buzzword and by some who want to charge ahead
with some program of instruction that they label critical thinking. But if
critical thinking is worth anything, it should not be promoted like a fad
or chanted like a mantra without much attention to its meaning or
practicality.


Ironically, however, to embark on a critical look at critical thinking is
already an admission of its value. Atkinson can find no other tools
besides the ones that critical thinking provides for his critique. He tries
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to give reasons and evidence to prove his case that critical thinking may
not be appropriate for the ESL/EFL class. So one might wonder why he
would want to deny to ESL/EFL students and teachers the tools that he
himself uses. From this phenomenon Siegel (1989) has culled an
argument in favor of critical thinking, which he calls the “self-reflexive
justificatory strategy” (p. 9), meaning that even the opponents of critical
thinking must presuppose its validity in making a case against it.


THE DEFINITION ISSUE


The definability of critical thinking is a pillar of Atkinson’s critique.
Most of his argument rests on his own definition of critical thinking as a
social practice. He also offers the aphorism “critical thinking is cultural
thinking” (p. 89). If these definitions are suspect, then his argument
collapses. What causes Atkinson to doubt that critical thinking is definable
in terms more specific than these? Two facts: (a) that many who use the
term cannot seem to define clearly what they mean by it and (b) that a
variety of definitions have been offered by those in the critical thinking
movement. I will examine both facts for their bearing on his case.
Neither has been missed by those in the critical thinking movement
itself.


Atkinson argues that if a large number of professors believe critical
thinking is important but seem unable to define it clearly, then critical
thinking exists more as a social practice than as a clearly definable
educational concept. However, this is a little like saying that because a
large number of professors do not know what the acronym TESOL
stands for, then TESOL does not exist as an understandable acronym.
The fact proves nothing more than a lack of understanding or clarity in
some minds about what critical thinking is. Ruminski and Hanks (1995)
found in a survey of 172 college journalism and mass communication
educators that the majority had no clear concept of what critical thinking
was, though 89 percent of them believed themselves to be teaching it. In
contrast to Atkinson, Ruminski and Hanks concluded from this not that
the concept of critical thinking is indefinable but that instructors should
have a clear concept of critical thinking in mind for the purposes of
teaching and evaluation.


Atkinson also points out that a variety of definitions of critical
thinking have been offered and that they differ to some degree.
However, here Atkinson misses the forest for the trees. If one looks
closely at these definitions, it is difficult not to notice large areas of
overlap. In fact, the definitions are often simply paraphrases of the same
idea. The definitions usually connect critical thinking to rational judg-
ment. Siegel (1988) has called critical thinking “the educational cognate
of rationality” (p. 32), but on the same page he calls the critical thinker one
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who is “appropriately moved by reasons.” Lipman (1991) has defined it
as healthy skepticism, whereas Norris and Ennis (1989) call it “reason-
able and reflective thinking that is focused upon deciding what to believe
and do” (p. 3). There is very little essential difference in these definitions.


THE CULTURAL ISSUE


Another interesting aspect of these definitions is that none of them
mentions anything about sociology or culture, the very things that
Atkinson equates with critical thinking. Moreover, he portrays it as a
Western, masculine, individualistic, adversarial, and coldly rational ap-
proach to life. Many question the accuracy of each of these modifiers, so
this image of critical thinking appears to be a kind of straw man. For
example, Lipman (1991) rejects the idea of the critical thinker as “a self-
sufficient cognitive macho type, protected by an umbrella of invincibly
powerful arguments. In reality, the reflective model is thoroughly social
and communal” (p. 19). Ennis (1996b) concurs that critical thinking is
just as applicable to group decision making as it is to individual decision
making. The Western modifier has also been disputed in observations
about the basic rationality of Japanese people (Davidson, 1995). It is an
obvious fact that many societies discourage criticism in some contexts,
such as the religious and political spheres. This does not mean that
critical thinking is entirely absent from these societies. Ennis (1996b)
argues that the problem for the educator is really one of how and when
to introduce critical thinking, not whether critical thinking has value for
people belonging to other cultures. Indeed, Ennis (1996a) observes that
the alternative to doing critical thinking to some degree is to “believe
everything that you read and hear” (p. 1). Few people anywhere seem to
do that.


Even if one grants the point that critical thinking is less practiced in
cultures that value silence, imitation, submission, and conformity, this
fact does not preclude the teaching of critical thinking to members of
these cultures. Part of the English teacher’s task is to prepare learners to
interact with native speakers who value explicit comment, intelligent
criticism, and intellectual assertion. Maybe even more than the L1
teacher, we as L2 teachers have good reason to introduce higher level
students to aspects of critical thinking. If we do not, our students may
well flounder when they are confronted with necessity of thinking
critically, especially in an academic setting. One Japanese student study-
ing in Great Britain once wrote me about this problem: “I know a lot of
Japanese students saying, ‘It’s so difficult for me to discuss it because I
haven’t ever thought of this kind of things’ . . . . Also, what is worse, our
ability of analysis or thinking deeply is totally paralyzed because of
Japanese social condition that is regarded as ‘peaceful society’ by many
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people.” Far from being an argument against importing critical thinking
into the ESL/EFL classroom, such cultural differences are a strong
argument for its explicit introduction.


Atkinson casts doubt on the prospects of success for critical thinking
in the ESL/EFL classroom by referring to the lack of empirical
confirmation of the transferability of critical thinking skills; however,
there are also empirical indications that critical thinking can be applied
with encouraging results in ESL/EFL contexts. Among these indications
is the Seventh International Conference on Thinking, held June 1–6,
1997, in Singapore. At the conference I heard presenters from Malaysia,
Singapore, the Philippines, and other Asian regions reporting how they
have been able to bring critical thinking approaches to their own
teaching situations. Developed largely by Matthew Lipman and sharing
many characteristics with critical thinking, Philosophy for Children has
also been successfully transplanted into a number of non-English-
speaking settings (“Philosophy,” 1992).1 Finally, in a pilot study using a
commercially available critical thinking essay test, a treatment group of
Japanese college students (n = 17) receiving supplemental instruction in
critical thinking skills significantly outperformed a control group (n =
19) receiving only content-based, intensive academic English instruction
(p < .001) (Davidson & Dunham, 1997). The results seem to confirm that
critical thinking can be taught to ESL/EFL students.


CONCLUSION


In short, critical thinking appears to be something more universally
relevant than just a social practice. If some cultures differ in their present
ability to appropriate the tools of critical thinking, it is probably only a
difference in the degree to which critical thinking is tolerated in certain
spheres of life. In any case, part of the task of the ESL/EFL teacher is to
prepare students for the world outside their societies. There is even
evidence that many students are ready for and in need of critical
thinking. However, as Atkinson’s comments show, it should certainly be a
clearly defined and culturally adapted version of critical thinking that is
presented in the TESOL classroom.


1Philosophy for Children is a program for introducing philosophical study in grade-school
teaching. The program puts greater emphasis on philosophical inquiry than on critical thinking
and promotes a collaborative classroom in which students and teachers explore issues in a
cooperative spirit similar to that of a group of scientific researchers. The Institute for the
Advancement of Philosophy for Children is located at Montclair State University in Upper
Montclair, New Jersey. Philosophy for Children has attracted worldwide attention in educa-
tional circles, and programs have been implemented in many places, such as Mexico, Brazil,
Australia, Iceland, Spain, and Bulgaria.
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A Reader Reacts . . .


SIMON GIEVE
Lancaster University


■ Dwight Atkinson’s views (Vol. 31, No. 1, Spring 1997) on the critical
thinking movement as it bears on TESOL are to be greatly welcomed, as
he shows a clear appreciation of the nature of critical thinking as a social
practice rather than as a decontextualised cognitive skill. His valuable
contribution to the literature on critical thinking has inspired me to add
some further comments on points that I think stand in need of some
development, clarification, or correction.


In particular I feel that there is something of a contradiction between
his comments on the extent to which critical thinking is culturally
located, which I take to be advocating a cultural relativity position, and
his advocacy of the cognitive apprenticeship model as, it appears, a more
efficient way of socialising culturally diverse, nonmainstream groups
(which seem to include women, working-class children, non-Whites,
immigrant communities, and overseas students—especially Chinese and
Japanese) into the mainstream, White male, U.S. critical thinking
culture. I also suggest that an appreciation of the difference between
monological and dialogical views of critical thinking may help to clarify a
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number of problems and apparent inconsistencies. Finally, I suggest that
it is necessary to locate the debate on critical thinking within a wider
social-theoretical landscape before one can make principled practical
decisions about how to deal with the issue of critical thinking in
educational situations, with particular reference to cross-cultural class-
room situations that are part and parcel of TESOL.


Critical thinking is a social practice, as indeed are language itself
(Kress, 1985) and, of course, education, and whereas some cognitivists
may choose to conceive of critical thinking purely in terms of higher
order thinking skills, some influential academics speaking from the
heart of the informal logic movement recognise that it has one foot
firmly in social practice. Thus Blair (1988), for example, defines critical
thinking as both an “intellectual virtue” including skills and understand-
ing and a “virtue of character” including “the habit of critical reflection
on one’s own and others’ problematic assumptions and the valuing of
reasoned support for beliefs and actions” (p. 25). Siegel (1988) also
emphasises the disposition aspect as having equal standing with the skills
aspect of critical thinking. But these social practices are not necessarily
tacit, unconscious, or unreflective behaviours, as Atkinson suggests.
Sociologists such as Giddens (1991) have recognised that modernity is
increasingly characterised by reflectivity on its own practices, and indeed
he offers the particular example of the application of institutionalised,
abstract, research-based expert systems to the child-raising practices
cited by Atkinson. One might add feminist consciousness-raising about
child raising as an example of a reflective social practice. The invisibility
of everyday life as described by Atkinson amounts to not being able to,
not having to, or not being disposed to supply reasons for one’s actions;
as societies become detraditionalised, reasons are increasingly subject to
scrutiny, and it is this practice that, according to Siegel at least,
constitutes critical thinking. There is a case, then, for identifying the
practice of critical thinking with the processes of modernity itself.


I referred above to language as also being a form of social practice,
and if it is so regarded, one would not be surprised, as Atkinson seems to
be, that there is a deal of contestation around the meaning of the term
critical thinking, a contestation that marks it as a site of struggle between
competing discourses (Fairclough, 1992). Far from bemoaning the lack
of agreement over the meaning of the term, one can find in its ambiguity
evidence of tension between practitioners with different social interests:
those like Ennis (1962, 1987, 1992), who wish to make education a
matter of accumulating decontextualised cognitive skills; those like Paul
(1990), who advocates a strong-sense critical thinking, or self-critical
thinking, for whom education is a project of self-emancipation; or those
like Benesch (1993) and the critical pedagogy school, for whom critical
thinking is an opportunity and a challenge for students to examine social
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structure, with its inequalities and systems of power relations. Atkinson
appears to be assuming a particular (cognitivist) definition of the
meaning of critical thinking, berating commentators for not being clear
about “what it simply or actually is” (p. 74, footnote 3) and then
critiquing it for not being sufficiently social; he might rather have
adopted the strategy of discovering alternative meanings within the idea
of critical thinking, which are far from amounting to “a commonly
agreed-upon, explicit, and a priori understanding” (p. 74), as he expects
there to be. With regard to Atkinson’s dismissal of critical pedagogy as a
minority Marxist movement, for which the use of the term critical is
“largely coincidental” (p. 74, footnote 3), I would not be quick to concur
with him. It seems to me that Habermas’s new Frankfurt School
reworking of the Marxist tradition of ideology critique (and it often
seems as if ideology critique is exactly what Atkinson is himself engaging
in) in Theory of Communicative Action (1984) amounts to a convincing
redefinition of critical thinking as a form of dialogical discourse in which
the taken-for-granted assumptions and presuppositions that lie behind
argumentation are uncovered, examined, and debated (White, 1988).
This dialogical view of critical thinking stands in contrast to the
monological views assumed in the informal logic tradition.


Atkinson’s ready adoption of Fox’s (1994) conclusion that critical
thinking, or analytical writing, is “based on assumptions and habits of
mind that are derived from Western—or more specifically U.S.—culture,
and that this way of thinking is considered the most sophisticated,
intelligent, and efficient by only a tiny fraction of the world’s peoples” (p.
75, footnote 4) perhaps warrants a little more thought. For one thing,
analytical writing is not quite the sum of what is meant by critical
thinking, bearing in mind what has been said about the critical attitude
or critical spirit and about the dialogical approach to critical thinking.
For another, it is rather presumptuous to appropriate for the U.S. alone
the Enlightenment heritage of analytical thought. And, for another, to
talk in terms of percentages of peoples alone is to deny the enormous
power of this use of language and the power that it brings to those
capable of using it for their own ends. Analytical precision and critical
insight massively enhance the power of dissent, whether the argument is
against the location of a nuclear power station in the U.S. by local
citizens or against human rights abuses in China or Iraq by aggrieved
minorities, and the critical attitude is by no means restricted to the West.
To accept that the academic mode of writing taught in and required by
universities in the U.S. and other highly modernised nations is not one
shared by or within the capacities of the many is to say neither that
critical thinking does not exist outside of that context nor that it is not
highly valued.


As regards the favouring of mainstream (White, middle-class) culture
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by literate language socialisation practices in Western schooling and the
findings of Heath (1983) and others, Atkinson presents this as evidence
for the proposition that critical thinking is a social practice “rather than
being a well-explicated and educationally usable concept” or “a rational,
transparent, and—especially—teachable set of behaviors” (p. 72), which
he seems to suggest are equivalent. This seems rather a straw-man
argument; he seems to be saying that to be “educationally usable” a
concept must be reducible to a set of transparent “behaviours” (p. 72)
that can be broken down into pieces and popped into children’s minds
one by one like mathematical routines. The only alternative is a murky
sea of social practices, highly specific to particular subcultures and
bearing no relation at all to any cognitive skills, in which children can
swim unreflexively as best they can but that cannot be demonstrated,
discussed, nurtured, or otherwise passed on by teachers “in more than an
anecdotal or hit-or-miss way” (p. 77). Surely this is not the only choice of
educational procedures that exists? As it turns out, after this early
pessimism, it is not—Atkinson later offers the cognitive apprenticeship
model on Vygotskian principles, which seem much less radical and more
mainstream to us on this side of the Atlantic. After all, by many accounts
the primary effect of schooling is to be seen not in passing on skills and
knowledge at all but in socialising children, inducting them into the ways
of the culture. There already exists a variety of widely available materials
devoted to teaching the skills of critical thinking, as defined by the
informal logic movement. Granting that the essence of critical thinking
does not just amount to a set of thinking skills but is also, or even
primarily, a social practice—which I would certainly agree with—and,
what is more, that such teaching generates little generalisability or
transferability means that the use of such materials and the methods that
go with them should be regarded with some suspicion. Abandoning this
monologic approach to the idea of critical thinking, and seeing it instead
as a social practice involving the rational, dialogic examination of
reasons, opens the way for such Vygotsky-inspired pedagogy. One does
indeed have to get away from the logicism of the monologic approach to
critical thinking.


In my own study, many members of a group of Malaysian students
undertaking BEd in TEFL degrees in a British university reported that
the most striking demand made on them was that of critical thinking.
None of their courses contained any thinking skills materials at all. What
they were referring to was a style of teaching that persistently asked them
to examine the reasons for their actions, their beliefs, and their knowl-
edge claims, requiring them to defend themselves and question them-
selves, their peers, their teachers, experts, and authoritative texts, both in
class and in writing. This is what critical thinking meant to them. This
dialogic process allowed, potentially at least, for the examination of all
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three types of Habermas’s (1984) validity claims—not just claims to truth
underlying statements, but ethical claims to normative rightness inher-
ent in actions and human relationships and claims to sincerity or
truthfulness made by speakers, in the course of critical reflection.
White’s (1988) analysis of the implications of Habermas’s framework
amounts to a reinterpretation of critical thinking as a critical (reflective
and self-reflective) dialogue in which the taken-for-granted is opened out
for examination. In my view this process avoids the problems raised by
the feminist critique of critical thinking as “logicism”—that it leads to
“separate knowing,” detachment, and an impersonal stance—in that it
requires seeing through the eyes of the other (White, 1988, p. 71), and it
is this that I consider should properly be the goal of teaching critical
thinking. The second feminist critique of critical thinking Atkinson
refers to, that from the point of view of feminist epistemology, claims that
the distancing effect of technicist rational thought may lead to ethically
questionable judgements. I believe that this objection is also avoided in
the Habermasian intersubjective, dialogical version of critical reflection
in Diskurs, in which normative issues of rightness can be raised on an
equal basis with truth issues, as well as issues of sincerity.


This leads to the question of cultural relativity: whether cultural
groups outside the Western mainstream may depend on assumptions
other than those underlying critical thinking and Western modes of
thought and expression. It seems at first that Atkinson is adopting a
postmodernist relativism in his descriptions of Japanese, Chinese,
Athabaskan, and Native North American attitudes to the individual and
ways of using language. In the final section of the article, however, he
claims for the cognitive apprenticeship model a pan-cultural acceptabil-
ity and efficacy, which implies universalist beliefs about culture without
explaining how or why the cultural differences described earlier are no
longer relevant or problematic. This is an important contradiction.


Atkinson’s analysis would have been enhanced for me if he had not
relied so heavily on such a narrow range of case study evidence. There is
after all a considerable literature and a developed body of theory on
comparative cultural characteristics (e.g., Hofstede, 1982), intercultural
communication (e.g., Asante & Gudykunst, 1989), and cultural change
under conditions of modernity and globalisation (e.g., Featherstone,
1990). There also are sociological accounts of sociocultural change,
including those by Giddens (1991) and Habermas (1984), whose theory
of social evolution and the progressive rationalisation of the “lifeworld”
and the colonisation of the “lifeworld” by “systems” worlds of money and
bureaucratic power is part and parcel of his theory of communicative
action. By setting his rather piecemeal account of cultural diversity
within one of these theoretical frames, Atkinson might have been able to
find a surer path through the contradiction referred to above. Atkinson
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is to be congratulated on getting the cultural relativity issue onto the
agenda and recognising that critical thinking is not simply a matter of
skills learning but may require a wholesale reorientation of students’
cultural norms, values, beliefs, and attitudes, but he falls short of
providing principled ways of working through the dilemmas this ap-
proach entails.


Finally, Atkinson says that “argument is a major mode of discourse from
the lowest to the highest levels of the academy, and verbal evidence of
critical thinking is the surest sign that someone is a critical thinker”; he
then pitches his critique at “the assumption that one learns substantially
from casual talk” (p. 84) and the idea that verbal interaction equates with
gaining knowledge. I confess to finding a gap in my understanding here,
for in Britain at least we do not consider casual talk to constitute
argumentation. The cocktail party approach to education is not one that
I recognise. Similarly, whatever the advantages of silent reflection, and
there are indeed many, they do not constitute an argument against
critical thinking. The fact that Chinese students in U.S. high school
classrooms bring with them from Taiwan their belief that “‘being quiet is
good’” because “the school [in Taiwan] wanted the students to keep
quiet in the classroom” (p. 85, quoting Harklau, 1994, p. 251) should not
be accepted uncritically. Are all the gains won against transmissive
educational practices, in the name of education for democracy, to be
thrown away so easily for the sake of maintaining cultural diversity?
Maintain sensitivity to the ways of others, certainly, but not abject
submission. Debate can be played out within the minds of listeners also,
but only when the terms of the debate, the questions, are laid out;
individuals cannot all be silent. Also, in the paragraph following that
quotation, I am afraid Atkinson loses me once again. Is he saying that it
is a good thing or a bad thing that native speakers receive a different type
of writing instruction than ESL students do? Are the latter being badly
prepared, or is it a matter of due recognition being given to cultural
differences in the ESL programme?


I do not wish to end on a negative note, however, for I feel that
Atkinson’s contribution is to be welcomed. His article has set the agenda
for a much closer examination within TESOL of the sociocultural
locatedness of what are often taken to be neutral technologies. My own
comments are intended only to develop the debate further and promote
thought and discussion within the TESOL profession, with a view
especially to broadening its vision to encompass social and cultural
theory in examining the nature of social practices masquerading as
decontextualised skills technologies.
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Apprenticing Nonnative Speakers to
New Discourse Communities


MARGARET R. HAWKINS
University of Wisconsin–Madison


■ In the Spring 1997 edition of TESOL Quarterly (Vol. 31, No. 1), Dwight
Atkinson offers a fascinating article on critical thinking and its application
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to the field of TESOL. In essence, Atkinson advocates caution in
embracing this sort of pedagogy for ESL learners and explores four main
areas in which he finds the cross-cultural applications problematic.
Although I agree with all of the issues and findings Atkinson presents,
the conclusion I draw from this exploration is significantly different from
his. I offer this response in the hopes of building on the initial
framework he has provided and extending the conversation because I
agree wholeheartedly that this topic is immensely relevant to L2 learners
and thus far significantly underdeveloped by those in TESOL.


Atkinson’s arguments rest on the premise that learning is a sociocul-
tural process—in his words, “that complex cognitive skills are . . .
ultimately learned in high-context, inherently motivating situations in
which the skills themselves are organically bound up with the activity
being learned and its community of expert users” (p. 87). This premise
underlies my vision of learning as well, and I will use it to frame my
arguments. This view has been developed by the cognitive psychologist
Rogoff (1994), among others, who talks about the “ongoing transforma-
tion of roles and understanding in the sociocultural activities in which
one participates” (p. 210) and by Lave (1996), whose notion of learning
is also social and collective, in which “learning is an aspect of changing
participation in changing ‘communities of practice’ everywhere” (p.
150). By these accounts, learning happens between people (through
social interaction), not as an isolated individual process, and by definition
it embraces more than skills, extending to a view of classrooms as
communities of practice, where learners are apprenticed into the
culturally privileged and valued ways of using language, thinking, and
behaving (including, but not limited to, the acquisition of culture-
specific skills). It is this apprenticeship into new discourse communities
that seems to me to be the ultimate goal of L2 teaching practices.


This is where Atkinson and I differ: He juxtaposes what he terms
cognitive apprenticeships (p. 87) and critical thinking skills and advocates
the former over the latter. I see cognitive apprenticeships (and, by
extension, apprenticeships to new discourse communities) as a useful
notion for designing learning environments, with critical thinking being
one (of a number) of the crucial skills that make up the content and style
of the learning within these environments. They are not mutually
exclusive, and I will argue that critical thinking is a complex of
indispensable skills and behaviors for nonnative English-speaking stu-
dents to encounter and acquire. To do this, I will follow Atkinson’s lead
and show exactly how his four issues of concern substantiate my claims.


Atkinson’s first point highlights critical thinking as a social practice
and claims that it “may be an organic part of the very culture that holds
it up as an admirable achievement—more at the level of common sense
than a rational, transparent, and—especially—teachable set of behav-
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iors” (p. 72). He convincingly argues that critical thinking skills are a
form of tacit, unexamined, culturally learned behaviors and that experts
have not been able to produce an agreed-upon definition, thereby
rendering such skills unteachable. I agree. I have not seen the term
consistently defined in the literature; in fact, definitions vary based on
the particular view of mind and thinking being invoked. These skills are
certainly learned, or picked up, usually early in life, through cultural
apprenticeships.


But the understated theme underlying this view is a political one—
that is, that these skills are currently employed by, and privileged in,
mainstream (middle-class) U.S. classrooms and communities. And stu-
dents who can display competence in their use do well in school—that is,
they are evaluated and judged on their ability to engage in these sorts of
practices, and this fact is reflected in their status and their grades.
Therefore, it is precisely these transparent systems and behaviors that
learners need in order to become members-in-good-standing of these
new communities; by denying access and exposure to students already
marginalized by virtue of not having mainstream language and cultural
behaviors, teachers are complicit in ensuring their failure.


Perhaps these skills cannot be taught, but certainly students can be
apprenticed to this sort of community of practice and come to be able to
take on the requisite language and behaviors, eventually enabling them
to become participating members (in lieu of perpetual exclusion).


Atkinson’s second issue is the “exclusive and reductive nature” (p. 72)
of critical thinking. Again, he ably shows that critical thinking entails a
specific, privileged “way of knowing,” one that devalues other, culturally
based ways of knowing and may further “marginalize alternative ap-
proaches to thought” (p. 72), especially those more appropriate to and
representative of culture and gender differences. Yes—but so is any
single mode of reasoning, if it is used in isolation. People do reason,
speak, and behave in culture-specific ways, and often assume that their
way is the right way. And their institutions, including educational ones,
reflect these beliefs. It is by being presented with (and immersed in)
other cultural ways that individuals begin to be able to recognize
differences and come to understand not only others’ ways but also their
own.


Atkinson, citing Weinstein (1993), argues as well that “the critical
thinking movement may well be part of educational reform on a
conservative, upper-class model” (p. 77). Weinstein wonders, “Just what is
critical thinking’s policy on the thinking of the urban under-class, of the
disenfranchised and oppressed, of non-literate, non-technological cul-
tures?” (pp. 77–78). I agree that critical thinking represents the privi-
leged modes of thought of a culturally and socioeconomically specific
group of people. So my advice would be to open access to all—but not
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only through tacit apprenticeships to classroom communities. Critical
thinking skills should be part of the curricular content as well. Why not
explicitly address critical thinking skills as a cultural property, with some
metathinking about the relationships among power, knowledge, and
language (critical thinking in another sense—see Apple, 1985; Freire,
1970)? In this way, we as L2 teachers prepare our students to fully
participate in our educational (and other community and cultural)
institutions while mitigating against cultural hegemony.


The last two issues that Atkinson addresses are that critical thinking is
foreign to other cultural “modes of thought and education” (p. 72) and
that critical thinking has proven to be neither generalizable nor transfer-
able (p. 85). Again, I agree. In response I can only reiterate my previous
points. It is precisely because critical thinking is foreign to other cultural
modes of thought and ways of being in the world that L2 learners need
exposure. This is not a reason to shy away; it is in fact a reason to directly
address these issues. Critical thinking can be introduced in critical ways;
that is, L2 teachers need not assume that to apprentice students to and
explicitly teach (i.e., discuss and critique) other ways of knowing means
silencing other cultural ways. And these skills do not need to be
generalizable or transferable if they are taught as specific cultural
properties. What L2 teachers are doing, after all, is giving their learners
access to new cultural discourses and communities; teaching about
cultures and cross-cultural awareness and differences; and rendering
transparent the workings of status and power through cultural and
educational practices, language use, and behaviors.


These seem to me important goals, attainable through viewing class-
rooms as communities of learners and viewing learning as the sum of
what happens when these learners, who vary linguistically, culturally, and
educationally in their beliefs, viewpoints, and ways of interacting and
behaving, come together to discover and explore the richness and
diversity of a language and its world.
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The Author Responds . . .


DWIGHT ATKINSON
Auburn University


■ I appreciate this opportunity to examine further the role of critical
thinking in TESOL. My respondents raise important issues that need to
be considered and lead me to see where my own arguments must be
further or differently developed and explained. Although I accept some
of their criticisms, I concentrate here on the areas where I believe we still
seriously disagree.


The core claim I make is that critical thinking is a social practice. To
my mind neither Gieve nor Davidson appreciates the implications of this
point or the full power of the notion of social practice. Thus I find
Gieve’s citing of Blair (1988) and Siegel (1988), who state that critical
thought is, respectively, a “virtue of character” (p. 25) and a disposition, to
reflect my position only very weakly, if at all. Hawkins, on the other hand,
clearly grasps the notion’s import. She agrees with me that much social
life is lived in an unexamined way on the basis of commonsense, taken-
for-granted knowledge—resulting typically in what anthropologists call
“the invisibility of everyday life” (Erickson, 1986, p. 121). Beyond
repeating the content of my article, my strongest defense of this concept
is to ask skeptics to undertake the following informal experiment: Begin
an active campaign of openly questioning and critiquing the everyday
habitual actions of those around you and then observe what happens.
Sociolinguists (e.g., Ferguson, 1981) and ethnomethodologists (e.g.,
Garfinkel, 1967) who have engaged in such activities report socially
disastrous consequences; mundane life can proceed only when its vast,
tacit machinery remains by and large under wraps.


Given its importance in the living of everyday life, the notion of social
practice also has profound consequences for the understanding of
learning. In a discussion of how native speakers acquire the subtle
nuances of intonation and other conversational contextualization cues,
Gumperz (1982) notes that “since the signalling mechanisms involved
are covert, highly context bound and learned only through intensive . . .
contact under conditions allowing maximum feedback such as we find in
home and peer settings, they tend to reflect commonality of family or
ethnic background” (p. 139). If this description is extended to social
practices in general, it presupposes that they can only be learned in
situations that are maximally unlike those of the typical classroom and in
ways that are maximally unrelated to typical school learning. I offer this
point with the knowledge that, just as Hawkins advocates and I propose
in my article, many educators are doing their best these days to make
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classroom learning more like what goes on in homes and among peers.
But there may be real limits to this enterprise given the fundamental
nature of the school as a place apart from the ebb and flow of society, an
institution whose traditional power comes precisely from the fact that it
can inculcate certain types of knowledge by massively decontextualizing
them, as opposed to letting children and young adults learn about life
through immediate, no-holds-barred participation—for example, by
being apprenticed (in a literal sense) to a skilled worker. But more on
this below.


If critical thinking is indeed a social practice—and none of my
respondents takes serious issue with this point even if they may not fully
appreciate it—then educators must worry about its supposed teaching in
schools and universities. It gives real cause for concern when the
individuals who are supposed to be teaching it, and who confidently use
the term in their lessons and assignments (Fox, 1994), have trouble
explaining what it is. Nor does Davidson’s description of Ruminski and
Hanks’ (1995) findings—that although 89% of college journalism and
mass communications faculty believed themselves to be teaching it, most
“had no clear concept of what critical thinking was”—give further cause
for optimism; so much the less for those authors’ anemic conclusion that
teachers “should [therefore] have a clear concept of critical thinking in
mind for the purposes of teaching and evaluation.” Serious questions
need to be asked here: Who then can clarify the concept of critical
thinking for college faculty—who can teach the teachers? The ultimate
question is, of course, How can teachers teach what they do not know
themselves?


Related to the foregoing, both Gieve and Davidson raise what the
latter calls “the definition issue.” Both also avoid my main point here—
that a substantive understanding of critical thinking is lacking and, partly
as a result, the concept is rarely defined—to deal with one that is
subsidiary, if I actually make it at all: that there is a lack of agreement
among those who do attempt to define it. Davidson, for his part, takes
me to task for finding differences in definitions of critical thinking where
differences do not actually exist. In response to the latter I would simply
note that terms like skepticism (McPeck, 1981), disciplined thinking (Paul,
1990), and correct assessing of statements (Ennis, 1962) can be widely
interpreted and are in no way necessarily synonymous. Other research
(e.g., Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1997) in fact finds that critical thinking has
been widely and variously characterized, and it is likewise well known
that influential definitions of critical thinking, such as Ennis’, have
changed markedly over time.


Regarding what Davidson calls “the cultural issue,” both he and Gieve
cite personal experiences with Asian ESL students suggesting that such
students have real problems dealing with the demands of critical
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thinking in their classes. I take this as further (if anecdotal) evidence
supporting the already well-supported position that different cultures
may value more or less different approaches to thought, including in
academic settings. Although both authors seem to have problems with
this position, neither does much to refute it. Both do go on, however, to
adopt versions of what I will call rationality theory, equating critical
thinking with some apparently universal rationality. Feminist researchers
in particular (e.g., Gilligan, 1982; Harvey & Okruhlik, 1992; Lloyd, 1984)
have convincingly exposed the culture and gender specificity of rational-
ity theory, including its attempted rehabilitation by Jürgen Habermas
(e.g., Fleming, 1992).


Let me return now to the issue of cognitive apprenticeship, consider-
ing whether it really can deliver what it promises: better, more equitable
opportunities for the development of academic-cognitive skills in stu-
dents of all stripes. I find little to disagree with in Hawkins’ defense of
this approach; if only I had her confidence in its realizability. As
mentioned previously, I fear that the very idea of the school militates
against its becoming a site of learning as situated practice; what with a
35:1 (or even 15:1) ratio of apprentice/students to expert/teachers—
and the widespread ability and age grouping of students effectively
preventing good peer teaching—how can the intensive, person-to-
person learning described by Gumperz (1982) take place? Similarly, how
fully can habits of thought like those learned as social practice from
infancy be taught to older children or adults in a more or less formal
learning environment, and how would someone thus taught perform vis-
à-vis the “natural” acquirers? Finally, although theories of cognitive
apprenticeship fully acknowledge the social practice nature of all learn-
ing, where does that leave students in regard to the all-important
declarative knowledge that studies (e.g., Gee, 1990; Luria, 1976; Scribner
& Cole, 1981) suggest distinguishes formal from nonformal learning and
cognition? Plainly, whether or not cognitive apprenticeship is a necessary
ingredient of all real learning—and I still believe that it is—it is not
sufficient in and of itself.


In closing, I would like to comment on the irony, pointed out by
Davidson, that I have been able to interrogate critical thinking only by
using its conventions. As someone brought up squarely in this particular
social practice, I admit to operating naturally and comfortably within it.
This need not, however, blind one to the fact that there is a whole
universe of ways of knowing out there (e.g., Belcher, 1997; Belenky,
Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986; Elbow, 1973, 1993; Frey, 1990;
Haraway, 1988; Heath, 1983; Keller, 1983)—ways with powers of investi-
gation and insight that my own poor critical/argumentative conventions
could never hope to provide.
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Errata


Table 3 in “Language and Cultural Identity: A Study of Hmong
Students at the Postsecondary Level,” by Susan Bosher (Vol. 31, No.
3, p. 598), should have read as follows.


TABLE 3
Contributions of Dimensions of Acculturation to the Prediction of English and


Hmong Language Proficiency and Self-Esteem


Acculturation predictor
variable and sign


Dependent variable American Hmong Multiple R2


1. English speaking/listening + Behavior* – Language use* .43
+ Social contact


2. English reading/writing + Behavior* – Language use* .41
+ Social contact


3. Hmong speaking/listening – Language use* + Behavior* .31
+ Attitudes + Language use


4. Hmong reading/writing – Language use* + Language use* .32
+ Attitudes + Behavior*


– Social contact
5. Self-esteem + Behavior* – Behavior* .36


+ Social contact + Attitudes*
– Values + Values*


6. Grade point average — — —


* Indicates a dimension of acculturation that contributed significantly to the prediction
of the dependent variable at alpha = .05.


In Francisco Gomes de Matos’s review of David Crystal’s English as
a Global Language (Vol. 31, No. 4, p. 808), the first reference should
have read:
Gomes de Matos, F. (1996, April). Human rights and the history of language.


FIPLV World News, p. 1.


The author’s affiliation should have read “Federal University of
Pernambuco.”


We apologize for the errors.
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TEACHING ISSUES
The TESOL Quarterly publishes brief commentaries on aspects of English language
teaching. For this issue, we asked two educators to discuss the following question:
What is Ebonics, and is it relevant to TESOL?


Edited by BONNY NORTON PEIRCE
University of British Columbia


Ebonics and TESOL


“Dat teacher be hollin at us”—What Is Ebonics?


GENEVA NAPOLEON SMITHERMAN
Michigan State University


■ I had my first taste of linguistic pedagogy for the Great Unwashed
when my European American elementary school teachers attacked my
Ebonics (though it was not called that in those days) and demoted me
half a year. Effectively silenced, I learned to negotiate success in the
educational system by keeping my mouth shut—relatively easy for a
ghetto child in those days. However, this strategy failed me when, as a
university student, I had to take a speech test. Because I had not yet
developed oral code-switching skills, I flunked the speech test and was
forced into speech therapy along with several of my peers (many Black,
a few Brown). The speech therapist (a young woman studying for her
PhD in the field) did not know what to do with any of us because nobody
was dyslexic, nor were any of us aphasic—in fact, there was not even a
stutterer amongst us! Frustrated by this absence of the language
deficiencies she was being trained to cure, the speech therapist ended up
teaching us to memorize the standard middle-class, U.S. midwestern
pronunciation of the words on the speech test. Thus, the second time
around, we all passed the test.


This experience not only rescued me from the ghetto streets (where at
the time I was enjoying a high degree of success—more in my memoirs),
it also aroused the fighting spirit in me and took me from literature into
critical linguistics, after which I entered the lists of the language wars. It
should be noted, though, that for every Ebonics speaker like me, who
escaped the malaise of the streets and who survived to call the educational
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system into account, as I sought to do in Martin Luther King Jr. Elementary
School Children v. Ann Arbor Board of Education (the King case)—for every
Ebonics-speaking Geneva Napoleon Smitherman—there are many thou-
sands gone.


Which brings us to December 18, 1996, when the Oakland, California,
School Board passed its resolution recognizing Ebonics as the primary
language of its African American students and committing the district to
use this medium to teach literacy skills in the U.S. language of wider
communication, that is, Standard American English (SAE). Like those in
most other urban school districts in this country, Oakland’s African
American students, particularly those from under- and working-class
homes (like mine), whose primary language is typically Ebonics, are
experiencing a severe educational crisis. For example, 71% of Oakland’s
Black students are tracked in special education or learning disabilities–
type programs, as were many of my homiez1 back in the day. There is no
inherent intellectual deficiency in these students. Further, most ap-
proach schooling enthusiastically and highly motivated to learn (because
they know what time it is in this most advanced technological country).
Notwithstanding that many urban schools suffer from inadequate fund-
ing, poor facilities, and limited resources, language is the major factor in
the failure of Ebonics-speaking students.


Much of the public debate and media (mis)coverage of the Oakland
resolution completely missed the beat—and the volumes of linguistic
research on Ebonics that date back to 1884, when Harrison published a
47-page treatise on what he termed Negro English in the journal Anglia.
People of African descent have been speaking Ebonics for centuries,
although the proper terminology for this language was not coined until
1973, when a group of African American scholars, principal among them
psychologist Dr. Robert Williams, caucused at the national conference
Cognitive and Language Development of the Black Child, held in St.
Louis, Missouri (see Williams, 1975). Ebonics is not nonstandard En-
glish, nor is it synonymous with Rap (although Rappers use Ebonics in
their musical lyrics). Ebonics is a superordinate term that refers to all the
West African–European language mixtures (i.e., pidgins and creoles)
developed in various language contact situations, principally in the so-
called New World, as a result of the African slave trade. Africans created
a language, with its own morphology, syntax, phonology, and rhetorical
and semantic styles and strategies of discourse. This new code, which
enabled them to communicate with each other and with the European
slavers, was based on the common structural features of their West
African languages (e.g., Yoruba, Wolof, Mandinka) and the lexicon of


1Friends from one’s neighborhood.
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the European languages (e.g., English, French, Dutch). The Ebonics
that has created the current controversy in the U.S. is only one variety of
this language; it can be referred to as United States Ebonics (USEB).


Space will not permit a full delineation of the grammatical integrity
and communicative practices of USEB. A few examples should suffice to
exemplify the distinctive nature of this language. Consider the USEB
sentence The coffee be cold. As in the case of Efik and other Niger-Congo
languages, Ebonics has an aspectual verb system, in this example
conveyed by the use of the English verb be to denote iterativity. Thus, The
coffee is generally cold, if translated into SAE.


The condition of iterativity (whether habitual or intermittent) is
obligatory for the use of be. Thus The coffee be cold today is ungrammatical.
SAE’s The coffee is cold today would be The coffee cold in USEB. This latter
pattern has been labeled zero copula or copula deletion. However, like such
West African languages as Twi and Yoruba, the use of a copulative verb is
not obligatory in most contexts; in the underlying structure, there was
never a copula to be deleted. Thus, USEB generates sentences like They
gone home, or Dat boy, he too slow for me.


Unlike English, which inflects verbs to indicate tense and person,
USEB follows the uninflected pattern of West African languages, relying
on stress or the encoding of contextual information to convey time. In I
look for him everywhere last week, past tense is conveyed by last week without
the redundancy of the morpheme -ed on look. In response to the question
Is he married? the USEB speaker may reply He BEEN married (i.e., stress on
the verb been), meaning that the man in question married in the remote
past and is still married. However, if the speaker responds, He been married
(no stress on been), the man in question is divorced. This use of stress to
convey a difference in meaning parallels the operation of tone in some
West African languages.


Ebonics is also a system of communicative practices, in which may be
found some of the richest and most expressive forms of African survivals
in the African American speech community. In the ritualized insult
tradition known as Signification/Playin the Dozens/Snappin, speakers de-
ploy irony, exaggeration, indirection, and humor aimed at a person for
play and corrective criticism. Consider the following brief excerpt from a
longer conversation among several “Sistas” at a bridal shower:


Linda: Girl, what up with that head? [referring to her friend’s hairstyle]
Betty: Ask yo momma. [causes laughter from the other Sistas]
Linda: Oh, so you goin there, huh? Well, I DID ask my momma. And she


said, “Caint you see that Betty look like her momma spit her out?”
[laughter from all, including Betty]


The usual expectation in a conversation is that a speaker’s question
will be answered honestly and sincerely; Betty’s unexpected indirection
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produces laughter from the listeners. The surface meaning of yo momma
for those outside the USEB speech community is simply your mother/mom,
with the direct meaning of “You should go and ask your mother about
this situation.” However, within the discourse rules governing USEB
practices, the utterance is a signal that an insult has been hurled but that
it is one within the established African American verbal tradition. The
speaker is indirectly saying, “Let the game of the Dozens begin.” Linda
clearly recognizes the entry into the game context by her response, “Oh,
so you goin there, huh?” and proceeds to cap2 this exchange with a more
clever retort. Whereas Betty’s intragroup expression, “Ask yo momma,” is
humorous and sets up a challenge, it is formulaic and stylized. It cannot
and does not beat “Well, I DID ask my momma. And she said, ‘Caint you
see that Betty look like her momma spit her out?’” (Troutman &
Smitherman, 1997, p. 152).


It has been 20 years since I served as advocate and chief expert witness
for a group of Ebonics-speaking children whose parents successfully sued
the Ann Arbor, Michigan, School District for failing to teach the children
to read (see Smitherman, 1981a, 1981b). In this federal court case, the
failure was demonstrated to be the result of traditional pedagogy,
derived from an inadequate knowledge base, that did not take the
children’s language into account in the teaching-learning process.
Because of the highly charged, supersensitive nature of race and racial
issues in the U.S., the lesson of King was capitalized on in a sporadic and
limited fashion around the country (e.g., in Taylor’s 1980s experiment in
a college composition class outside Chicago; see Taylor, 1989). Now, two
decades later, the literacy crisis among Africans in America—among
those most in need of literacy, the working and underclasses—has
reached an all-time high. Oakland, California, is only the tip of the
iceberg. Teachers of English, literacy instructors, and educational policy
makers, wherever they are around the globe, need to take language
differences into account, regardless of whether the differences are
perceived to constitute a different language or a variety of the language
of wider communication. The research evidence is clear: When students’
primary/home language is factored into language planning policy and
the teaching-learning process, it is a win-win situation for all.
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Ebonics: A Case Study in Language,
Power, and Pedagogy


DENISE MURRAY
San José State University


■ The Ebonics debate is relevant to all those engaged in language
education, whether as classroom teachers, teacher educators, materials
writers, or policy makers. All educators who wish to validate and nurture
diversity (e.g., Delpit, 1995) need to be informed by the issues raised by
Smitherman (this volume). My goal here is to demonstrate that the
issues around Ebonics are the issues vital to all language educators—
language, power, and pedagogy. These issues are not confined to African
American language use in the U.S. The axes of language, power, and
pedagogy affect the teaching of languages in a variety of situations—
Malaysian parents choosing to send their children to a school where
American English rather than Malaysian English is used, Korean educa-
tional policy whereby English is taught in primary schools, the hiring of
a Spanish speaker from Spain to teach a bilingual Spanish-English class
in which all the Spanish-speaking students speak Mexican Spanish,
mother tongue education in Kenya, and the retraining of Russian
teachers to teach English in Poland.


I will confine my remarks to the field of language education, which I
use to include teaching English to speakers of other languages.1


LANGUAGE


Often those who do not want to hear Ebonics used in schools (or even
see it recognized as a legitimate communication system) refer to it as
slang and to its speakers as lazy or sloppy. At best, they say, it is
nonstandard English. Whatever this communication system is called—
Ebonics, Black English, Black Dialect, African American Vernacular
English—linguists who have studied it have demonstrated that it is rule
governed, with its own phonology, lexicon and grammar, and dialects
(e.g., Labov, 1972; Smitherman, this volume; Wolfram, 1991). Whether it
is a dialect or a language is a political question not an empirical one.
That Standard American English (SAE) is the prestige variety (as
linguists would describe it) in the U.S. is a result of nonlinguistic forces
such as wealth and political power not of inherent characteristics of SAE.
So the argument cannot be about being in favor of Ebonics or not. As


1For a discussion of the TESOL professional association’s position on Ebonics, see Murray
(1997).
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Delpit (1997) so eloquently says, “I can be neither for Ebonics or against
Ebonics any more than I can be for or against air. It exists. It is the
language spoken by many of our African-American children. It is the
language they heard as their mothers nursed them and changed their
diapers and played peek-a-boo with them. It is the language through
which they first encountered love, nurturance and joy.”


POWER


The use and choice of a language variety is never socioculturally or
politically neutral. One of the issues underlying the Ebonics debate is the
question of social identity. Languages and language varieties such as
Ebonics may “symbolize group identity and become emblems of that
identity, especially when there is contact with other groups whose ways of
being are different” (Heller, 1982, p. 3). Speakers of nonprestigious
language varieties or languages challenge the power of the in-group in
using the variety as well as their own lack of power in situations where the
prestigious variety is the only one acknowledged (e.g., in school). In all
situations, but especially in education, we as language educators need to
explicitly ask, Whose language is used? For what purposes is it used? Who
holds the power?


A number of scholars working in language education have already
begun addressing these questions of power in different aspects of
language education—language planning (e.g., Tollefson, 1991), ESL
curricula (e.g., Auerbach & Burgess, 1985), language learning (e.g.,
Peirce, 1995), and the globalization of English (e.g., Phillipson &
Skutnabb-Kangas, 1996). We need to be ever mindful that our discursive
practices perpetuate inequalities because they continually reproduce
unequal power relations and social identities.


PEDAGOGY


As language educators, we know that the most appropriate instruction
builds on what learners already know, including their language or
language variety. Work on language awareness (e.g., Fairclough, 1992)
has shown that helping learners see differences between their language
variety and the standard, most powerful variety “gives students a knowl-
edge base for developing a second language or dialect” (Adger, 1997, p.
14). Through such study they also become aware of the viability of their
own variety and realize that the standard is the standard for historical,
political reasons not because of any intrinsic attributes. They no longer
feel a loss of self-esteem because others view their speech as slang or lazy.
Additionally, speakers of prestige varieties come to realize the communi-
cative effectiveness of all varieties. To provide the most appropriate
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instruction, we as educators need to understand the language and
language varieties learners choose to use in different situations—whether
the learners are speakers of World Englishes, English-based Creoles, or
indigenous dialects either of English or of their mother tongue.


All language educators, whether we teach Ebonics speakers or not,
need to understand these issues of language, power, and pedagogy. Such
understanding will then inform our decisions about which language or
language variety should be taught explicitly, which should be the
medium of instruction, and what the socioculturally appropriate situa-
tions are for using one variety or another. And these decisions are made
in all countries engaged in language education.
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An Evaluation of a Genre-Based Approach to the
Teaching of EAP/ESP Writing*


ALEX HENRY AND ROBERT L. ROSEBERRY
University Brunei Darussalam


■ There has been considerable interest in the genre-based approach to
the teaching of language since the mid-1980s. This approach has
communicative purpose as its foundation and originated through the
work of Halliday (1985), Swales (1981, 1990), and Bhatia (1991, 1993). A
genre is a text, either spoken or written, that serves a particular purpose in
a society and is composed of a series of segments, called moves. Some of
the moves in a genre are obligatory, in that they are necessary to achieve
the communicative purpose of the genre, whereas others are optional—
those which speakers or writers may choose to employ if they decide
those moves add to the effectiveness of the communication but do not
alter the purpose of the text (see Hasan, 1989). Each of these moves has
its own purpose and contributes to the realization of the overall
communicative purpose of the genre.


The aim of genre analysis is to identify how these moves are organised
in a given genre (rhetorical organisation), identify the linguistic features
chosen by expert users of the genre to realize their communicative
purpose, and, finally, explain these choices in terms of the social and
psychological contexts. The aim of genre-based language teaching is to
raise learners’ awareness of both the rhetorical organization and the
linguistic features closely associated with the genre. To date, this approach


*This report was edited by Kathryn A. Davis and Graham Crookes, the previous editors of
Brief Reports and Summaries.
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has mainly been used to determine the generic structure and linguistic
features of academic genres such as the research article (Swales, 1981),
which has resulted in English for academic purposes (EAP) teaching
materials (Weissberg & Buker, 1990) and to a more limited extent in an
English for specific purposes (ESP) project in business communication
described in Bhatia (1993).


The arguments for and against the genre approach in ESP/EAP have
been limited to the theoretical, and few if any attempts have been made
to evaluate the approach empirically in an ESP/EAP context. The
purpose of the study described in this report was to determine how
effective a genre-based approach was in teaching the writing of short
tourist information texts in an EAP context.


MATERIALS AND METHOD


Aim and Hypotheses


The aim of the study was to determine to what extent genre-based
instruction and materials improved the learners’ ability to produce
effective tokens of the genre. Three hypotheses were tested:
1. Genre-based instruction will result in significant improvement in


achieving communicative goals.
2. Genre-based instruction will improve the subjects’ ability to produce


texts that conform to the allowable move structure.
3. Genre-based instruction will improve the subjects’ ability to texture


their writing.


Overview of the Study


Thirty-four participants were assigned alphabetically (i.e., quasi-ran-
domly) to two groups, the genre group and the nongenre group. Each
group was given a pretest followed by 6 hours of instruction over a 3-week
period and then took the same test again as a posttest. The genre group
used genre-based materials, and the nongenre group, a more traditional
approach modelled on the same genre. Three different types of data
were obtained from the tests: motivation scores (from two different
raters), scores obtained from a move index, and ratings from Roseberry’s
(1995) index of texture. The genre we chose for the experiment, brief
tourist information, was considered to be worthy of study because of the
increase in tourism in southeast Asia and the government of Brunei
Darussalam’s stated aim of developing the country’s tourist industry.
Secondly, for pedagogical reasons we believed that brief tourist informa-
tion texts provided a relatively straightforward introduction to a genre-
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based approach. The pretest was presented as an entry test, and the
posttest was part of the students’ course work.


Analysis of Brief Tourist Information Texts


An analysis of 20 tokens of this genre from airline magazines,
newspapers, tourist information leaflets, and guidebooks revealed four
obligatory moves:
1. identification (I): name of X;
2. location (L): location of X (but not instructions on how to get


there);
3. description (D): description of what X contains or has that makes it


an example of its type (e.g., clean, white sand on a beach, species of
wildlife in a park); and


4. facilities and activities (F): features not included in D that provide
the tourist with something extra or unusual to do.


Four optional moves were identified:
1. explanation (E): information on what X is (usually omitted if the


identification is sufficient);
2. how to get there (T): instructions, however vague, on how to get


there;
3. brief history (H): a brief history of X; and
4. motivation (M): reasons for going to X that make it seem unique or


highly desirable and that are usually stated in emotive, quasi-poetic
terms (e.g., “Escape into a world of pure white beaches and clear
blue water . . .!”).


We identified the following order for the moves: If M is present, it is at
the beginning or the end of the text. The other moves are I and L in
either order, followed or preceded by E if present. The remaining moves
are optional H followed by D, followed by a combination of optional T
and F in either order.


Participants


The groups were taught separately by two teachers in the Department
of English Language and Applied Linguistics, the genre group by one of
the researchers and the nongenre group by a member of the department
not involved in the research. Both teachers were highly qualified and
experienced in teaching English writing skills to Malay native speakers.
The 34 learners (25 females, 9 males) were first-year students in the
Faculty of Management of the University of Brunei Darussalam. They
had just completed secondary school in the bilingual system of education
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in Brunei Darussalam: In the first 3 years of their primary education
(approximately equivalent to first through third grades in the U.S.), the
medium of instruction was Malay, and from then on the medium of
instruction was English for all subjects except Malay language and
religious studies. They had all obtained at least a Grade 8 in O-Level
English, approximately equivalent to a D or better in English proficiency
after 2 years of high school. The students’ career goals focussed on
positions in the public and private sectors.


As part of their degree program the students were required to take
two semesters of English. These two courses, which consisted of 6 hours
per week (2 hours each of writing, reading, and video-based oral skills
development) had two aims: (a) to develop the students’ academic
English skills and (b) to give the students an introduction to business
English. This study was conducted during the writing component of the
first-semester course. The reading and oral skills teachers did not use a
genre-based approach, and all students were given the same teaching
materials for these two components.


Social Context of the Study


Negara Brunei Darussalam is a small, oil-rich country situated in the
north of the island of Borneo. The population of about 275,000 consists
mainly of Malay Muslims (70%), with the remainder of the population
being made up of Chinese (15%) and indigenous peoples (12%). The
sole official language is Malay, but English is widely used.


Measures


For both the pretest and the posttest the students were asked to write
a tourist information text of 150–200 words describing Sarawak Cultural
Village, located near Kuching, Malaysia. The notes they were given
included both information that was relevant to a tourist text and
information that was irrelevant. The test required the students to select
the relevant information and present it in such a way as to attract tourists
from Europe and North America.


A motivation index was derived as follows. Two raters, both lecturers
in the Department of English Language and Applied Linguistics, were
asked to rate each text on a scale from 0 to 10; a rating of 10 indicated
that the text provided an extremely high degree of motivation to visit the
place described, and a rating of 0 meant that it provided none. The
motivation score for each text was the average of the two ratings.
Although the raters could not be trained, we calculated interrater
reliability by using the procedure in Hatch and Lazaraton (1991). (See
Table 1 below.)
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A move score, designed to quantify how well the students conformed
to the allowable move structure described above, was calculated accord-
ing to the following formula:


MP 2 0.5(IM 1 MM)Move score 5 ——————————— ,
OM


where MP is the number of obligatory moves present in a student’s text;
IM is the number of inappropriate moves present; MM is the number of
misplaced moves present; and OM is the number of obligatory moves in
the genre (in the case of brief tourist information, four: identification,
location, description, and facilities and activities).


According to this formula, a text that has all the obligatory moves
present in the correct order and contains no inappropriate moves will
receive a score of 1. A text that contains none of the obligatory moves will
receive a negative score.


A third set of data was obtained from a texture index (Roseberry,
1995) that provided information on conjunction, conjunctive reach,
specificity, connectivity, topic, and topic shift involving the first six
clauses of each text. These clauses were chosen for analysis because of
the tendency of this genre to allocate a disproportionately large number
of crucial moves to the initial part of the text. To calculate the texture
index, we evaluated the six indexicals mentioned above for each clause,
t-unit, or sentence in a text (according to specified criteria for each
indexical); took the product of the indexical scores; and averaged it over
all the clauses, t-units, or sentences in the text. The texture index was
tested on expository texts only, for which it typically yielded scores that
ranged from about 2 to about 12 (with more extreme scores possible in
very short stretches of text). Independent evaluators judged scores in the
range of 2–4 to be poorly textured but judged those in the range of 7–12
to be well textured. Intermediate scores reflected acceptable texturing.


Teaching Materials and Teaching Method


At the start of the period of instruction, both groups were informed of
the target audience for the texts they would be writing and were
reminded that the communicative purpose of the genre was to attract
tourists, especially Europeans or North Americans who might be consid-
ering a visit to southeast Asia. During the course of instruction all the
students produced two short tourist information texts.


We used six authentic texts to create genre-based teaching materials
based on the above analysis. Essentially, the students read the six texts
and identified the moves. Rather than present the students with the
correct answers, the teacher discussed the students’ analyses with them
based on the definitions of the moves. The students then decided which
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moves were obligatory and which were optional and determined the
allowable order of the moves. The teacher’s role was to chair the class
discussion rather than to provide definitive answers.


The students then had two opportunities to create the genre in the
class. In the first they rewrote a text (from a local newspaper) that had
two obligatory moves missing and contained some grammatical errors.
The second was a free-writing exercise in which students chose their own
tourist destination and promoted it. These two pieces of writing were
marked using the move index described above. Learners were made
aware of the grammar of each of the moves through such consciousness-
raising activities as identifying for themselves the underlying lexical
phrases (see Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992) associated with each move,
for example, the realization of the location move through the phrase X
is located + prepositional phrase.


Using the same authentic texts, we created a set of traditional
nongenre materials: cloze passages, sentence-joining exercises, and error
correction exercises. The students in the nongenre group read and
rewrote the same badly written text given to the genre students and
created a brief tourist information text on a location of their choice. Like
the genre group, the nongenre group was encouraged to use the six
authentic texts as models. Grammar was taught through discussion of
which tenses, adjectives, collocations, and so on should or could be used
in the various exercises and in the students’ own writing. At all times the
teacher related the use of language to the intended audience. The
students’ writing was marked with an impression mark of 0–10 and then
marked again to highlight grammatical errors, which the students then
corrected. The teacher discussed common errors made by the students
and highlighted problems with the organization of their work.


Students’ Opinions


Both groups of learners said they enjoyed learning to write in this
genre and could see its importance, given the development of the tourist
industry in Brunei Darussalam. The students in the genre group re-
ported that they enjoyed that approach because it differed from the
methods employed in their secondary schools. In addition, they indi-
cated that it improved their motivation to write by showing them clearly
their progress in achieving the purpose of the genre. The nongenre
group also enjoyed writing in that particular genre and saw its relevance.


Statistical Treatment


All the data were analyzed using the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-
ranks test, which is used when the data to be compared are obtained
from the same subjects and when the data are not normal. The T scores
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were converted to normal approximation, and z scores were obtained.
There was no previous empirical evidence to suggest whether either of
the groups would improve significantly, so we adopted null hypotheses of
no difference between pre- and posttest results for each group, and the
p level was set at p < 0.025, nondirectional.


RESULTS


The results are summarized in Table 1. For the genre group the
differences in the motivation scores and the texture index on the pretest
and the posttest were significant at or below the 0.025 level set for the
study, so all null hypotheses of no difference were rejected for these
measures. However, for the move scores the level of significance was at
the .056 level, so the null hypotheses could not be rejected. However, this
level of significance does indicate a trend towards producing texts that
conform more closely to the allowable move structure.


For the nongenre group, the z values indicated that the differences
between the pretest and posttest scores for all measures were significant
above the 0.025 level set for the study, so all null hypotheses of no
difference could not be rejected.


The above results show quite clearly that the genre group improved
significantly on two of the three measures whereas the nongenre group
did not. However, this result in itself does not mean that one group
improved significantly more than the other. To test a fourth hypothesis,
that the genre group improved significantly more than the nongenre
group, we performed a Wilcoxon signed-ranks test for each of the
outcome variables as follows. We calculated each participant’s gain score
(the increase in the score on each measure) from pretest to posttest and


TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics and Significance of Differences for Pre- and Posttest Scores,


Genre and Nongenre Groups


Group
Pretest Posttest


Measure (n = 17) M SD M SD p


Motivation index* Genre 5.14 0.68 6.29 1.11 0.002
Nongenre 5.58 1.06 5.50 1.26 0.226


Move score Genre 0.558 0.334 0.706 0.221 0.056
Nongenre 0.633 0.326 0.633 0.220 0.727


Texture index Genre 6.290 2.490 9.460 2.339 0.001
Nongenre 7.630 2.708 7.860 1.532 0.435


*Interrater reliability = 0.60.
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treated it as a regular score to determine if the average gain score for the
genre group was significantly larger than that for the nongenre group.
As the expected direction of the difference was known, the f level was set
at f < 0.05. The results are summarised in Table 2.


For the two outcome variables motivation and texture the null
hypotheses of no difference can be rejected, but for the move index the
null hypothesis of no significant difference cannot be rejected. These
results show that, for two of the outcome variables, motivation score and
texture score, the two groups differed significantly in terms of their
gains. Although the move scores do not indicate a significant difference
between the groups, the level of significance does indicate an area
worthy of further research.


DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS


The results of this study clearly indicate that a teaching approach
focusing on rhetorical organization can be successful in an EAP/ESP
teaching situation with reasonably advanced learners. One possible
explanation for the results is that an awareness of the generic structure
of the text makes it easier for writers to organize their material, which
allows them to concentrate on combining the elements effectively in
terms of both achieving their communicative goals and producing more
highly textured writing. The fact that the nongenre group showed no
significant improvement can be explained by the length of time available
for instruction. Perhaps the beneficial effects of some nongenre teaching
techniques are measurable only after a much longer period of instruc-
tion. The students using the nongenre materials began to develop error
correction skills, but those skills can hardly be developed to any great
degree when they are only a small component of 6 hours of instruction.
Shaughnessy (1977) evaluated the effects of error correction on univer-
sity students’ essays and concluded that students could be expected to
reduce their errors from 15–30 errors per 300-word essay to 8 over the


TABLE 2
Gain Scores and Level of Significance, Genre and Nongenre Groups


Gain
Measure Group score (M) SD p


Motivation index Genre 1.15 0.28 0.001
Nongenre 20.38 0.26


Move score Genre 0.15 0.28 0.109
Nongenre 0.02 0.26


Texture index Genre 3.17 2.68 0.005
Nongenre 0.23 2.86
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course of a semester. In an ESP situation, the choice of which approach
to adopt or whether to adopt a combination may depend on the time
available for instruction and the English proficiency of the learners.


A second possible explanation for the results is that the measurement
was somehow biased in favor of the genre group. We would indeed
expect this to be the case for the move index scores because the teaching
method and materials used with the genre group aimed directly at
making learners aware of how information is organized within the tourist
information genre. However, given the complexity of the measuring
instrument, neither set of materials could be said to produce higher
texture scores unless one accepts the argument above, that an awareness
of the information structure allows learners to concentrate on combin-
ing information in a more highly textured manner. With regard to the
motivation scores, the students in the nongenre group received feedback
on their two pieces of class work based on impression marking whereas
the students in the genre group received feedback only in terms of how
they organized their moves. Therefore, it is hard to see how the method
of measuring motivation directly favored the genre group.


Another possible explanation for the better performance of the genre
group is that the teacher of this group (one of the researchers) was more
enthusiastic than the teacher of the nongenre group. There is, however,
no evidence at all to support this explanation.


LIMITATIONS TO THE STUDY AND FURTHER RESEARCH


As this study has only shown the benefits of a short period of genre-
based instruction on one type of activity, further research is necessary to
determine to what extent students can transfer the skills acquired during
genre-based instruction to different activity types. Selinker and Douglas
(1989) also doubt whether a genre-based approach allows these skills to
be transferred to different genres.


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS


We thank Dr. Carl James of the University of Wales, Bangor; two anonymous
reviewers; and the previous Brief Reports and Summaries editors for their helpful
comments on earlier drafts of the report.


THE AUTHORS


Alex Henry is a lecturer in the Department of English Language and Applied
Linguistics at the University of Brunei Darussalam, where he teaches English for
academic purposes and genre analysis. He has published in English for Specific
Purposes, Language Awareness, Research in the Teaching of English, and System.







156 TESOL QUARTERLY


Robert Roseberry is a senior lecturer in the Department of English Language and
Applied Linguistic at the University of Brunei Darussalam, where he teaches stylistics,
English for academic purposes, and discourse analysis. He has published articles in
International Journal of Applied Linguistics, Research in the Teaching of English, and System.
He is coauthor (with Rachel Weinstock) of Reading Etc. (Prentice Hall, 1992) and
(with Moira Chimombo) The Power of Discourse (Erlbaum, in press).


REFERENCES


Bhatia, V. K. (1991). A genre-based approach to ESP materials development. World
Englishes 10(2), 1–14.


Bhatia, V. K. (1993). Analyzing genre: Language use in professional settings. London:
Longman.


Halliday, M. (1985). An introduction to functional grammar. London: Edward Arnold.
Hasan, R. (1989). The structure of text. In M. Halliday & R. Hasan, Language, context,


and text: Aspects of language in a social-semiotic perspective (pp. 52–69). Oxford:
Oxford University Press.


Hatch, E., & Lazaraton, A. (1991). The research manual: Design and statistics for applied
linguistics. New York: Newbury House.


Nattinger, J., & DeCarrico, J. (1992). Lexical phrases and language teaching. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.


Roseberry, R. L. (1995). A texture index: Measuring texture in discourse. Interna-
tional Journal of Applied Linguistics, 5, 205–223.


Selinker, L., & Douglas, D. (1989). Research methodology in contextually-based
second language research. Second Language Research, 5, 93–126.


Shaughnessy, M. P. (1977). Errors and expectations. New York: Oxford University Press.
Swales, J. M. (1981). Aspects of article introductions (Aston ESP Research Report No.1).


Birmingham, England: University of Aston, Language Studies Unit.
Swales, J. M. (1990). Genre analysis—English in academic and research settings. Cam-


bridge: Cambridge University Press.
Weissberg, R., & Buker, S. (1990). Writing up research: Experimental report writing for


students of English. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall Regents.


Authors’ address: Department of English Language and Applied Linguistics,
Universiti Brunei Darussalam, Bandar Seri Begawan 2028, Negara Brunei
Darussalam.







157TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 32, No. 1, Spring 1998


REVIEWS
The TESOL Quarterly welcomes evaluative reviews of publications relevant to TESOL
professionals. In addition to textbooks and reference materials, these include
computer and video software, testing instruments, and other forms of nonprint
materials.


Edited by H. DOUGLAS BROWN
San Francisco State University


Improving Schooling for Language-Minority Children:
A Research Agenda.*
Diane August and Kenji Hakuta (Eds.). Washington, DC: National
Academy Press, 1997. Pp. 487 + xii.


■ This timely volume presents the work of a blue-ribbon committee
convened to develop a research agenda on the education of limited
English proficient and bilingual students (called ELLs, or English
language learners, throughout the book). The book addresses diverse
audiences, chief among them researchers and policymakers at various
administrative levels, but speaks to teachers and teacher educators as well
because of its attention to pedagogical issues. The 11 academic experts
on the committee represent many relevant disciplines (linguistics, psy-
chology, sociolinguistics, education). Sponsored by prestigious national
entities—the Board of Children, Youth, and Families, and the Commis-
sion on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education of the National
Research Council and the Institute of Medicine—and supported by
multiple funding sources, including the U.S. Department of Education
and major foundations, Improving Schooling provides a comprehensive
account of current research issues, many of them with direct implica-
tions for instructional practices and other school services, affecting the
education of ELLs in Grades K–12, the span of mandatory school
attendance in the U.S.


The book is a well-organized synthesis of existing scholarship and
recommendations for further research. Its great strengths are the clear
summaries and critiques of research to date; the straightforward treat-
ment of often-politicized issues; and the extensive, detailed, and current


*This is an invited book review. Because of the importance and length of the study, it is
longer than standard review articles.
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bibliography. It provides fascinating insights into the texture of federal
research in education, driven as it is by overlapping and unclear
mandates, territorial concerns within sponsoring agencies, short funding
horizons, and political debates that sometimes overshadow substantive
questions.


The volume comprises an executive summary and overview of the
study and 10 thematic chapters. Each chapter begins with a succinct
summary of current knowledge and concludes with recommendations
for research. The seven chapters addressing instruction-related areas
include topics familiar to most TESOL professionals.


Chapter 2, on bilingualism and L2 learning, highlights the growth of
the field of L2 research based on L1 paradigms, various types of
bilingualism, and individual and group factors associated with different
patterns of language acquisition. The authors argue for the development
of a greater cumulative base of data on bilingual speech production
(and, one might add, its interaction with comprehension, far too often
neglected in L2 learners at all levels; see Ferris & Tagg, 1996; Willett,
1995) as a necessary complement to earlier studies of bilingual L2
acquisition.


Chapter 3, on cognitive aspects of schooling, summarizes research on
early literacy development and content area learning, emphasizing
literacy acquisition and elementary-level math and science. Drawing
principally on projects in cognitive science, the chapter appeals for
better specification of the prior knowledge and conceptual architecture
related to different school disciplines, emphasizing the goal of “deep,
interconnected, generative knowledge instead of shallow, fragmented,
inert knowledge” (p. 69). Of particular interest to L2 professionals is the
discussion of vocabulary as both contributor to and index of literacy and
conceptual development and the mention of the need for research on
appropriate curricular modification for ELLs.


Chapter 4, on the social context of learning, rightly contends that
educational programs are deeply influenced by their social milieus.
Some promising work has helped teachers use community knowledge to
build successful programs for elementary-level ELLs (Nieto, 1996); that
work should continue. Additionally, one might suggest, it must be
extended so that future research will encompass more systematic exami-
nation of the relationship between what happens in school and what
goes on outside the classroom, in particular the circumstances that
sustain (or diminish) the motivation to value academic pursuits, a
powerful factor for all students of all ethnic backgrounds (Csikszent-
mihalyi, 1997; Steinberg, Brown, & Dornbusch, 1996).


Student assessment is the topic of chapter 5, which points out that
ELLs, unlike other students, are typically assessed for oral language
proficiency, program placement, and eventually exit into the mainstream
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curriculum, all uses of testing particular to this population. Neither the
assessments used for these purposes, mainly tests of grammatical or
syntactic mastery, nor their applications are uniform within states or
across the country. Current assessment practices rarely encompass the
assessment of L1 knowledge in any form or content-area achievement in
languages other than Spanish; furthermore, the quality and appropriate-
ness of available Spanish-language instruments vary greatly. Recent
interest in alternative assessment formats such as portfolios and cumula-
tive projects may be helpful in gauging student development, but both
researchers and practitioners must recognize that nontraditional assess-
ments, like traditional ones, require attention to reliability, validity,
content appropriateness, scoring consistency, and matters of norm and
comparison groups, all of which raise particular issues when considered
for ELLs. If educators and political authorities are willing to insist on the
assessment of entire programs as well as the more typical individual
assessment of students (a logical extension of the development of
“opportunity to learn” criteria familiar to TESOLers concerned about
program standards; see TESOL, 1996), then developments in alternative
student assessment have the potential to provide more useful informa-
tion to students, teachers, parents, and community members in the
future.


Chapter 6, on program evaluation, reviews national evaluation efforts,
principally those related to bilingual programs and their variations, and
shows that the objective evaluation of learning has been hampered by
two major factors: the controversy evoked by any program called bilingual
and the “horse-race” mentality that pits one idealized program type
against another without regard to local conditions. Hence the authors
underscore the need for more detailed, thorough, and longitudinal local
evaluations to inform educators and decision makers about educational
processes and outcomes for the various groups of ELLs they serve.


Chapter 7 reviews studies of school and classroom effectiveness, both
valuable sources of related research and potential guidance for educa-
tors. This chapter does an excellent job of contextualizing education for
ELLs within the parameters of high-quality education for all students
(strong leadership, high expectations, basic skills emphasis, safe environ-
ment, and frequent assessment of student programs), while noting that
effective schools for ELLs may well require additional special character-
istics, such as a rich curriculum that does a good job with basics but goes
well beyond the basics, continued staff development, and configurations
of home-school connections that fit the students, teachers, and commu-
nities involved.


The discussion of teacher preparation and development in Chapter 8
reiterates the chronic shortage of teachers trained as specialists in
bilingual or ESL instruction and the lack of empirical information on
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effective teaching practices as a basis for teacher education. Innovative
preservice ELL teacher preparation programs have moved towards
inquiry-based and experiential models to involve prospective teachers in
more depth with the distinctive educational contexts and resources of
the communities in which they expect to work. In contrast, in-service
teacher education generally remains limited to one-shot workshops,
lacking both follow-up and opportunities for teachers to participate in
peer coaching, ongoing group inquiry, or action research to promote
ELLs’ academic and social progress. Moreover, the issue of preparing all
teachers, not just bilingual or ESL specialists, to serve ELLs in content-
area classrooms receives little attention in most teacher preparation
programs; this leaves practicing L2 language specialists and mainstream
teachers bereft of the guidance they need to collaborate in providing
subject-matter learning for ELLs (Markham, Green, & Ross, 1996), a
research gap worth noting.


Chapter 9, on defining population parameters, shows that it is difficult
to get an accurate count of ELLs, who (despite recent progress in the
National Center for Education Statistics) are still either not counted at
all, completely left out of some surveys, or defined so differently by
various federal agencies, states, and localities that totals are either
meaningless or noncomparable across studies. Because funding for
services is often contingent on numbers of students, more precise and
uniform methods of enumerating ELLs and better language measures in
various national surveys have strong implications for resource allocation
as well as demographic accuracy.


Chapter 10, on the research infrastructure, offers a sobering examina-
tion of the factors that shape the national ELL research agenda (or lack
thereof). It is enlightening to read this chapter in conjunction with
Appendix A, a capsule history of ESL and bilingual education plus an
explanation of the various federal agencies involved, and Appendix B,
summaries of comments from the federal and state-level personnel
interviewed by the panel. Acknowledging that “agenda setting in educa-
tion research is always tentative” (p. 308) because of interruptions,
political pressures, and turnover in personnel, the chapter reflects both
the general difficulties of research related to education and the particu-
lar linguistic and cultural issues specific to ELLs. These conditions
militate against efforts to build a coherent and cumulative base of
knowledge and information.


Chapter 11, on priorities for research, presents suggestions valuable
for the policy and practice of research. National research efforts would
be much improved by better coordination as well, so it is to be hoped
that the authors’ persuasive case for constituting a national coordinating
committee within the Department of Education is heeded. Although the
suggestions imply a focus on “big research,” that is, large, externally
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funded efforts supported by the federal government or foundations,
many are applicable to other types of research, including that done by
faculty members and graduate students in universities—particularly
those dedicated to teacher education—by local or regional foundations,
by school districts, and by states (which rarely fund large research
projects but may sometimes do so). They include investigating topics
that have so far been relatively neglected but are suitable for sound
research using current methods (e.g., content-area learning, the devel-
opmental course of L2 literacy, intergroup relations); addressing groups
of ELLs relatively understudied to date (e.g., very young children, older
learners arriving in U.S. schools with little education, learners from
language groups other than Spanish); and exploring research questions
of interest to certain constituencies, in particular the political decision
makers who set the general parameters for educational programs and
allocate funds to support them.


Who should read this book? Simply, everyone concerned with ESL or
bilingual education, research, or teacher training. It can be read
selectively; with the Executive Summary and Overview as a general
orientation, readers can then decide which subsequent chapters to read.
Researchers will definitely want to examine chapters 10 and 11 and then
choose the other chapters according to their substantive interests.
Specialists in language and literacy development will want to look
particularly at chapters 2 and 3. Teachers and administrators in ESL or
bilingual programs will want to pay special attention to chapters 3, 4, 5,
and 7. State, federal, and school district and state personnel will want to
look at those chapters as well as chapter 6 (program evaluation). Teacher
educators will want to read chapter 8 and see how their teacher
preparation programs incorporate information from earlier chapters.
The depth of insight, level of detail, and up-to-date bibliography render
Improving Schooling essential for any academic, professional, or personal
reference library dedicated to ESL and bilingual education.


This volume offers a powerful, multilayered agenda for research, both
basic and applied. The commission is to be congratulated for the sweep
of its vision and the cogency of its recommendations. Many of the
research gaps noted by the commission (the importance of understand-
ing and assessing effective learning of academic content more precisely
and the urgent need to disentangle the impact of poverty from other risk
factors particular to ELLs) demand attention from all educators, not
only ELL specialists. Yet technical improvements, uniform definitions,
and better coordination of fragmented efforts alone will not lead to
more effective education for ELLs; the commission cautions that a
sounder base is a necessary but not sufficient foundation for action that
requires a concomitant effort to mobilize “collective will to address the
complex problems” (p. 355) identified so judiciously here. Improving
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Schooling constitutes a formidable foundation for research that is at once
stronger intellectually and more relevant to L2 policymakers and to the
lives of learners and teaching than much current work. Let us hope that
we can meet some of the vital challenges it poses.
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Northern Arizona University


Teachers as Course Developers.
Kathleen Graves. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996.
Pp. x + 213.


■ This book, part of the Cambridge Language Series, is a wonderful
collection of case studies. Six teachers describe, each in his or her own
way, how they designed an ESL/EFL course in settings as varied as a
nursing home in Boston, a private language school in Brazil, and a
Japanese junior college. The book is a refreshing take on course
development and a good supplement to the more theoretical articles in
the field—it presents a small spectrum of teachers’ voices that are
distinct yet uniformly accessible.


In the first chapter, Graves explains how to read the book and why she
wrote it. She sees course development as a circular process of planning,
teaching, evaluating, modifying, and eventually reteaching a course. In
the second chapter, she details a framework for the course development
process consisting of six stages: performing a needs assessment, deter-
mining goals and objectives, conceptualizing content, selecting and
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developing materials and activities, organizing content and activities,
and conducting evaluation. She then devotes a case study (or chapter) to
each stage. Underlying each case is the problematizing of the situation
or the consideration of resources and constraints, a process of using
one’s experience to make the best use of the resources and givens of the
teaching situation.


Graves suggests that one way to read the book is with a course in mind,
as this gives the reader a context for applying the material read. Graves
facilitates such reflection by prefacing each chapter with questions to
keep in mind while reading, giving an analysis of how each teacher dealt
with the stage of course development addressed and, finally, providing
focus questions for each chapter.


The strength of the book is that it offers a window on the very real
struggles of course design while also offering a variety of approaches to
the task. In Pat Fisher’s chapter on setting goals and objectives for a
seventh-grade social studies class at an international school in Japan, she
describes how she wrote all her goals and objectives on index cards that
she then moved around the floor of her living room until she found a
concentric matrix with which to envision their relation. In her chapter
on conceptualizing content in an English for academic purposes course
for Ecuadorian adults, Maria del Carmen Blyth recounts how she
developed a mind map to connect the different parts of her curriculum.
All of the chapters are supplemented with ample charts or appendixes
that illustrate the details of the course (e.g., syllabi, evaluation tools,
lesson plans, activities, and midterms). Graves writes that these stories
are examples, not models, as each teacher must acquire his or her own
approach to course development.


Although each teaching situation described in this book is quite
different, Graves’ preface to each case study and focused conclusions
provide a thread that make the contributions more meaningful and
coherent than if they were presented on their own. Together they allow
the reader to both reflect on teaching and enjoy the stories told.


KATE BALDUS
San Francisco State University


Language and Development: Teachers in a Changing World.
Brian Kenny and William Savage (Eds.). London: Longman, 1997.
Pp. xxii + 362.


■ Language educators, EFL administrators, and international develop-
ment practitioners do not have much literature to draw upon when it
comes to action research by EFL professionals involved with development







164 TESOL QUARTERLY


assistance in the Asian Pacific region. This book is an excellent introduc-
tion to TEFL work being done within this context in an area of the world
that has been previously underrepresented in the published research.
Editors Kenny and Savage have collected 21 accounts by 35 language
educators engaged in development work in Asia. Local, host-country
authors are represented in the collection, giving readers an indigenous
perspective on specific work on language and development. Collabora-
tions between local and expatriate teachers are also included. Although
the innovative educational situations described are located in Cambodia,
China, India, Indonesia, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malay-
sia, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, Singapore, and Vietnam,
readers in other parts of the world will find commonalities and themes
that relate to teaching contexts in a variety of EFL educational settings.


The 21 accounts are divided into three sections: Coping With Change,
Teaching and Learning in Different Worlds, and Responding to the
Players. The editors have jointly written an introductory piece, Setting
the Scene, which discusses fundamental concepts in language and
development and presents a brief overview of the chapters that follow.
Savage concludes the book with a section entitled Language and
Development, where he succinctly ties the varied and divergent accounts
together into a logical whole and suggests a critical pedagogy based on
five notable characteristics found throughout the chapters, namely that
the situations described are change oriented, experiential, pro-autonomy,
collaborative, and communicative.


The quality of research in the individual chapters is as varied as the
locales in which the research took place; one or two contributions
appear to be little more than summaries of class activities, without
reference to previous research in TEFL or international development
work. In contrast, the collection also contains a number of well-
documented descriptions of work by skilled researchers. Examples such
as Makhan Tickoo’s “Forward From Bangalore,” Kenny’s and Matthew
Laszewski’s “Talkbase in Vientiane,” and Jane Jackson, Terry Piper, and
Nancy Yildiz’s “A Chinese Initiative” stand out as solid pieces of qualita-
tive research. Although some of the contributions are themselves not
grounded solidly in the research literature, in his summary section
Savage manages to juxtapose the accounts firmly in theoretical settings,
citing relevant and established research to clarify where these case
studies fit in the literature of language teaching and international
development. He shows how the accounts in Language and Development
add “a layer of understanding” (p. 322) to cultural and political language
issues such as language inequality (Tollefson, 1991), linguistic imperial-
ism (Phillipson, 1992), sustainability (Holliday, 1994), and cultural
politics (Pennycook, 1994). Savage goes further to question the role,
rationale, and justification of development aid itself and suggests ways to
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make it more responsive to local needs, to ensure such assistance gives
opportunities to the people it purports to help, and to promote local
ownership and local responsibility in the long-term sustainability of such
endeavors. He proposes a new direction for teachers in language-and-
development assistance: “The next challenge, then, [is] for language-
and-development practitioners to begin elucidating a people-oriented
development approach that rightly allows local colleagues to assume
responsibility for meeting their own country’s development needs”
(p.␣ 324).


The major contribution of this book lies in the collective story that
unfolds through the diverse experiences of educators presenting their
narratives, enhanced by Savage’s synthesis and critical evaluation with its
argument for experiential, pro-autonomy, and communicative approaches
to this specialized field of EFL education. Language and Development will
be a valuable resource for TESOL professionals working in international
development settings and to students and others wanting to learn more
about language education in such contexts.
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NICHOLAS J. DIMMITT
Asian Institute of Technology, Thailand


Film Is Content: A Study Guide for the Advanced ESL Classroom.
Julia A. Williamson and Jill C. Vincent. Ann Arbor: The University of
Michigan Press, 1996. Pp. vi + 215.


■ Using videos and other forms of authentic materials in the ESL
classroom is popular with both teachers and students because such
materials are intrinsically interesting and motivating. In addition, movies
provide a wealth of opportunities to learn about and discuss language,
culture, and important social issues of the day. In Film Is Content,
Williamson and Vincent have provided teachers with a framework for
investigating some additional aspects of film for use as a pedagogical
tool: a critical analysis of film genre and different styles of film criticism.


Designed as a text for content classes as well as a resource for
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traditional skill-based classes, the book is based on the whole language
approach to learning. Rather than using film to reinforce a particular
skill or as a basis for classroom discussion, the authors use the film itself
as the point of departure for the classroom content. To this end, the
chapters are thematically organized according to genre and content:
Classic Films, Feminism and the Feminist Film, Discrimination in Film,
Aspects of the Romantic Comedy, Hitchcock Films: The Auteur Genre,
and Suspense Films. By grouping multiple films around a theme, the
authors enable students to build up their knowledge of a particular
genre and to compare and analyze differing approaches or recurrent
themes in these different groupings. Each chapter includes an outline of
the genre or topic, previewing questions for each film, an overview of
character and plot, interesting notes about the particular film, and
themes including possible interpretations of aspects of the film.


The first chapter of the book is entitled Introduction: A Teacher’s
Guide and outlines a framework within which to use the text. The
authors suggest an ideal of 4–5 hours a week to cover a film. Typical
preparation for watching a film would include introducing critical
vocabulary; analyzing the film title; and using the text to provide
students with character information, background, plot, and relevant
setting information. While students watch the film, the authors suggest
pausing the film at appropriate points to call attention to salient features,
check comprehension, and explain vocabulary and idioms. The text also
includes an after-viewing quiz for each film, which can be used as a point
of departure for classroom discussion. Other postviewing activities
suggestions include role playing, writing in journals, changing the story,
and reading film reviews.


For more advanced ESL students the authors offer an overview of
different approaches to film criticism, including the genre, social sci-
ence, auteur, and historical approaches, and a small section on terminol-
ogy. And at the back of the book, the authors suggest additional possible
film units, providing a list of movies, other references, and sample
quizzes for each film used in the book.


Williamson and Vincent have written a useful resource that gives
classroom teachers the tools for introducing meaningful and relevant
content to their students as well as for increasing language and cultural
awareness. The chapters are thorough and provide most of the materials
needed to help busy teachers prepare their students for an insightful
viewing of the movies. In addition, the movies are generally easy to find
and of high quality. Film Is Content is a wonderful addition to the
literature on the use of film in the classroom.


JANET NEWMAN
San Francisco State University
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Writing in Multicultural Settings.
Carol Severino, Juan C. Guerra, and Johnella E. Butler (Eds.).
New York: Modern Language Association of America, 1997.
Pp. xi + 370.


■ This volume makes a valuable contribution to the debate on multi-
culturalism in academe, particularly in writing classes. Unlike many
other books on composition issues, it includes ESL issues, stating that
“studies of first-language, second-language, and bilingual writers have
been compartmentalized for too long” (p. 7). One section is specifically
dedicated to ESL issues, and they are also integrated into the other three
sections (Cultural and Linguistic Diversity, The Roles of Teachers and
Texts, and Sociocultural and Pedagogical Tensions). Throughout the
book, contributors draw on current research and theory, yet always
engage with the messy, complex realities of actual classrooms.


Two overarching questions are addressed repeatedly from different
perspectives. The first is whether writing teachers should emphasize
similarities or differences among various groups (e.g., races, ethnicities,
genders, classes). The authors believe that differences should be hon-
ored and celebrated; Wendy S. Hesford warns that teachers “must be
careful not to become imperialists in search of universalizing practices”
(p. 147). Yet, as Cornel West puts it, we should “preserve the possibility of
universal connection” (quoted in Severino’s essay, p. 116).


The second overarching question is whether teachers should focus on
initiating minority students into the discourse of the academy or should
instead encourage them to express their authentic selves through
expressive and narrative writing. Most authors conclude that teachers
should do both but that, even as they teach students to use academic
discourse, they should also help students question “the arbitrariness of
those codes and . . . the power relationships they represent” (Delpit,
quoted in Bonnie Lisle and Sandra Mano’s paper, p. 23).


 In the section on ESL, Ulla Connor’s essay is an introduction to
contrastive rhetoric; she states that teachers need to be aware of cultural
differences that affect students’ writing in order to help ESL students
become successful college writers. Next, Tony Silva’s piece, Differences
in ESL and Native-English-Speaker Writing, is a review of the research in
that area. Silva focuses on the specific needs of ESL students, such as
increased attention to the composing process and sentence structure.
Muriel Harris’s article discusses the sometimes conflicting expectations
that ESL students and their tutors bring to writing centers.


The final essay in the ESL section, the one that most directly addresses
the issues focused on in the other sections of the book, is Ilona Leki’s
Cross-Talk: ESL Issues and Contrastive Rhetoric, in which she cautions
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that contrastive-rhetoric findings “suffer from being overgeneralized,
overinterpreted, and oversimplified” (p. 238) and that “the ideological
implications of contrastive rhetoric have not yet been fully explored” (p.
241). Leki concludes by noting that “ESL students consistently ask for
the linguistic tools they need to succeed in their work in English, not for
the right to maintain the differences they bring from their own lan-
guages” (p. 243), that ESL writing professionals generally act to fulfill
this request, and that “the potential colonizing effects of this practice
have not specifically emerged as a topic in contrastive-rhetoric literature”
(p. 244). This topic, along with the others discussed in Writing in
Multicultural Settings, should indeed be further engaged with in ESL
literature and professional conversations.


STEPHANIE VANDRICK
University of San Francisco


The Newbury House Guide to Writing.
M. E. Sokolik. Boston: Heinle & Heinle, 1995. Pp. xvii + 233.


■ The Newbury House Guide to Writing is a fine writing textbook for upper-
advanced or bridge ESL students who are preparing for regular college
classes. Like other books in the Heinle and Heinle program, this one
promotes the use of learning strategies by describing strategies and
relating their use to reading and writing activities. Carefully chosen texts
that resonate with the readers enable productive writing activities. The
writing activities segue logically into the writing assignments with special
care given to supporting the peer editing process and revisions. These
exercises reflect the art and craft of a thoughtful teacher.


The first three chapters contain readings and exercises that focus on
generating ideas, doing free writing and quick writing, reading, and
defining the writer’s purpose. There are four writing assignments: a
personal essay, a paper responding to literature, a persuasion paper, and
an expository essay. Each of these chapters includes at least two and as
many as four readings. The book’s last chapters contain guides to
editing, quoting, and referencing sources and to paper preparation,
including in-class essays. The exercises incorporate carefully crafted
questions that allow content exploration as well as targeted, thought-
provoking questions that encourage learners to think about what the
writer is doing. The quick writing exercises fit well with the developmen-
tal process of writing, from personal experience to source-based writing.
Revision is promoted through careful guidance and activities that invite
students to respond to their peer editor’s comments.
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The only flaw in what would otherwise be an outstanding textbook is
the less-than-stellar preparation for the research paper, the final writing
assignment. Summarizing and paraphrasing are discussed only on two
pages devoted to plagiarizing. Although a good explanatory chapter is
devoted to quoting and referencing sources, quotations are used less
frequently in academic papers than paraphrases and summaries. Skimp-
ing on paraphrasing and summarizing may mislead students while
requiring teachers to develop their own supplementary materials. This
problem is further exacerbated by the lack of any research paper in the
readings, leaving it up to the teacher to find an appropriate text.


The Newbury House Guide to Writing serves teachers and students well in
many respects. Many readings are timeless as well as timely. Although
teachers preparing students for the research paper should be prepared
to supplement the book, the author has good insights into the questions
writers ask of readings and incorporates those insights into her exercises.
The peer editing exercises encourage revision in a principled and
productive manner. Most teachers will find this book a helpful and
stimulating companion in the classroom, and students will find the
guidance useful after the class has ended.


JOHN M. GRANEY
Valparaiso University


Bridges to Academic Writing.
Ann O. Strauch. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997. Pp. xxviii + 240.


■ Bridges to Academic Writing is a writing text aimed at high-beginning to
low-intermediate ESL composition students. In an attempt to move away
from an overfocus on the product, the text incorporates the process
approach to writing without omitting discussions of organizational
patterns.


The text contains three parts. The first part, Composing: The Basics,
focuses on teaching students to become comfortable with writing short
compositions that, in general, convey personal experiences and opin-
ions. This section begins with short essays written by ESL students and
questions for discussion. Then a discussion of content and organization
is accompanied by exercises that are aimed at helping students grasp
concepts such as main idea, body, and conclusion. The section called
Your Turn to Write is organized around seven steps: (a) preparing
to␣ write, (b) planning and organizing, (c) writing the first draft,
(d)␣ revising, (e) proofreading and editing, (f) writing the final draft, and
(g)␣ following up and evaluating progress. Each chapter is followed by a







170 TESOL QUARTERLY


section called Ideas for Writing that gives the students ideas for addi-
tional topics.


The second part, Composing: Responding to Outside Sources, follows
an organization similar to the previous section. However, the focus
changes slightly, as indicated in the title, to a more academic genre. In
this section students are taught how to write summaries and respond to
articles from magazines and newspapers as well as to selections from
literature.


The final section of the textbook gives supplementary material for
refining writing skills. It includes information on skills such as narrowing
a topic, writing titles, focusing on main ideas, and practicing support.
Each practice section has sample essays, explanations, and exercises for
students to work with.


The positive aspects of Bridges to Academic Writing are numerous. As
mentioned, the book contains excellent lists of additional writing topics
for students. It also supplies lists of language tips, such as appropriate
transitional words for different genres. The book pictorially presents and
clearly explains brainstorming ideas. Basic organizational patterns are
presented clearly and with plenty of opportunities for students to
practice and become comfortable with those patterns. Finally, the sample
essays are appropriate for the students in terms of both content and
comprehensibility.


The book frequently encourages students to try to understand their
strengths and weaknesses by paying close attention to teacher feedback.
It even contains a chart for students to record errors pointed out by the
instructor. This is a definite benefit of the book and a step in the right
direction. The book falls one step short, however, by not giving enough
explicit instructions or ideas on how students should use this informa-
tion to improve their writing. Students would also benefit from a more
detailed discussion of how to do group work, with specific ideas on what
to do in a group, such as peer editing and peer response (a few specific
group activities are given).


Although Bridges to Academic Writing leans slightly more towards a
traditional approach to writing, it is successful in its attempt to teach the
process approach without minimizing discussions of organizational
patterns. It is an appropriate synthesis of two somewhat dichotomized
approaches; it emphasizes the benefits of both.


JULIE DAMRON
Purdue University
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Writing Centers: An Annotated Bibliography
(Bibliographies and Indexes in Education 17).
Christina Murphy, Joe Law, and Steve Sherwood. Westport, CT:
Greenwood Press, 1996. Pp. xiv + 287.


■ Today most U.S. high schools and postsecondary institutions have
writing centers, as do many middle and elementary schools. Writing
Centers: An Annotated Bibliography provides an easily accessible, clearly
written, and fascinating introduction to the field of writing centers: its
long history (almost a century), its educational philosophies, and its day-
to-day practices. This reference would be a welcome addition to any
school or ESL department library. Many ESL students frequent writing
centers, and many ESL faculty work in writing centers and interact with
writing center personnel on campus. The fields of writing centers and
language learning have influenced each other and are intertwined; many
ESL professionals do research on writing, and writing centers and their
faculty and personnel face many of the same professional issues as ESL
centers or departments and faculty do.


Compiling such a bibliography was a formidable task because writing-
center scholarship is informed by numerous academic disciplines, such
as composition studies, applied linguistics, psychology, and education.
Therefore, relevant articles have appeared in a wide variety of journals,
and early documents are often difficult to find, as libraries may not
subscribe to or have complete sets of important writing-center publica-
tions such as Writing Lab Newsletter and The Writing Center Journal.


Murphy, Law, and Sherwood have divided the bibliographical entries
into 13 categories, including Professional Concerns, Ethics, Writing
Across the Curriculum, Educational Technology, and Tutoring Theory.
The authors acknowledge that entries often do not fit into these neat
categories, but a subject index with cross-referencing of subtopics as well
as main topics and an author index allow the reader to locate relevant
entries. For example, there is no category called English as a second
language, yet the subject index contains about 60 such entries.


Annotated entries include those giving practical advice on setting up
a writing center, training tutors, or evaluating software as well as more
philosophical ones on such topics as whether tutors and faculty should
tell white lies to avoid hurting student writers’ feelings and on the
responsibilities of writing center personnel to be “insolent, subversive,
and creative as they balance their often conflicting duties to the
institution and the student” (p. 50).


Writing Centers: An Annotated Bibliography is a valuable resource for ESL
professionals who do not work in a writing center as well as for those who
do. But perhaps equally important, the book makes fascinating reading
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that can inform teaching. Each time I open the book, I find something
new of interest. I am intrigued by the entries from the early 1900s and
1920s that explain the precursors to today’s writing centers: the labora-
tory method or Helen Parkhurst’s Dalton Laboratory Plan.


The authors argue convincingly that “writing centers have been one of
the most significant educational innovations of this century” and have
dramatically changed the way writing is taught, moving “writing instruc-
tion away from knowledge transfer to knowledge construction” (p. vii)
with students playing an active role in their own learning. ESL profes-
sionals can learn much from examining scholarship in the field of
writing centers, and Writing Centers: An Annotated Bibliography is the
logical place to begin or continue that education.


JOHNNIE JOHNSON HAFERNIK
University of San Francisco
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BOOK NOTICES
The TESOL Quarterly prints brief book notices of 100 words or less announcing books
of interest to readers. Book Notices are not solicited. They are descriptive rather than
evaluative. They are compiled by the Book Review Editor from selected books that
publishers have sent to TESOL.


Autonomy and Independence in Language Learning.
Phil Benson and Peter Voller (Eds.). Essex, England: Addison Wesley
Longman, 1997. Pp. xiii + 270.


■ This volume offers new insights into the principles of autonomy and
independence and the practices associated with them, focusing on the
area of EFL teaching. The editors’ introduction provides the context and
outlines the main issues involved in autonomy and independence. Later
chapters discuss the social and political implications of autonomy and
independence and their effects on educational structures. The conse-
quences for the design of learner-centered materials and methods are
discussed, together with an exploration of the practical ways of imple-
menting autonomy and independence in language teaching and learn-
ing. Each section of the book opens with an introduction to give
structure to the development of ideas and themes. Synopses highlight
salient features in the text and help build upon the material of previous
chapters.


A Framework for Task-Based Learning.
Jane Willis. Essex, England: Addison Wesley Longman, 1996.
Pp. vi + 183.


■ A Framework for Task-Based Learning is a guide to the methodology and
practice of task-based language teaching. For those who wish to adopt a
learner-centered approach to their teaching, it offers an alternative to
the presentation-practice-production model. This book combines in-
sights from communicative language teaching with a systematic focus on
language form. It explains and exemplifies each component in a typical
task-based lesson, from setting up a new task, through the task cycle, into
language-focused work. This approach fosters the integration of all skills







174 TESOL QUARTERLY


and encourages in the learner a concern for both accuracy and fluency.
The book includes lesson outlines to show how to use the framework to
plan lessons, photocopiable focus pages for use in teacher training
sessions, and ideas for tasks to use in the classroom.


Functional English Grammar: An Introduction for
Second Language Teachers.
Graham Lock. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996.
Pp. xiii + 296.


■ Functional English Grammar provides L2 teachers with a description of
English grammar in which grammar is viewed not as a set of rules but as
a communicative resource. It explores ways in which English grammar
enables speakers and writers to represent their experience of the world,
interact with one another, and create coherent messages. Each chapter
includes a focus on areas of difficulty for L2 learners, numerous
authentic examples, tasks that allow the reader to apply the concepts
introduced, and questions for discussion. A final chapter discusses issues
in the learning and teaching of grammar and reviews methodological
options for teaching grammar in the English language classroom. The
book assumes no previous study of linguistics or English grammar. It is
suitable for self-study or as a textbook in teacher education programs.


Teaching English as a Foreign or Second Language.
Jerry G. Gebhard. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1996.
Pp. 280.


■ This book is designed for self-motivated teachers of EFL/ESL who
seek to maximize their own potential as teachers and, in doing so,
maximize the learning of their students. The book includes information
about the exploration of teaching, classroom interaction and manage-
ment, teaching materials and media, and culture and the sojourning
teacher, as well as on how language instructors can teach students
listening, conversation, reading, and writing skills. Each chapter presents
a set of questions directly relevant to teaching and includes advice on
teaching problems. An appendix provides addresses, telephone num-
bers, and information on professional journals and publishing houses.
The book is appropriate for independent self-study, preservice teaching
programs, and in-service development programs.
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Implementing the Lexical Approach: Putting Theory Into Practice.
Michael Lewis. Hove, England: Commercial Colour Press, 1997.
Pp. 223.


■ Implementing the Lexical Approach develops the theoretical position set
out in the author’s The Lexical Approach. The book adds new theoretical
insights and suggestions that enable teachers to take the approach
directly into the classroom. The book discusses the importance of
noticing, the value of repeating tasks, and the design of lexical exercises
and includes sample exercise types, activities with their lexical focus
explained, and classroom reports from teachers already using the
approach successfully. The book shows clearly how lexis, grammar, and
phonology interact in ways that directly affect how learners store new
language. It provides teachers with a set of step-by-step changes that
combine to stimulate more effective teaching and more efficient learning.


Research Methods for English Language Teachers.
Jo McDonough and Steven McDonough. New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1997. Pp. vi + 262.


■ This book offers an introduction to the research methods and
techniques available to English language teachers who wish to investigate
aspects of their own practice. It covers qualitative and quantitative
methodology and includes sections on observation, introspection, diary
studies, experiments, interviews, questionnaires, numerical techniques,
and case study research. Each method is illustrated with examples in
language teaching contexts, and techniques of data collection and
analysis are introduced. The authors focus particularly on research in the
classroom, on tests, on materials, and on the effects of innovations, and
they discuss methods appropriate to research in various collaborative
modes as well as by individuals. A key feature of the book is an
introduction to the debate surrounding different approaches to re-
search, with an evaluation of traditional research in relation to the
paradigms associated with reflective practice and action research.


English for Academic Purposes: A Guide and
Resource Book for Teachers.
R. R. Jordan. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.
Pp. xx + 404.


■ The book provides an overview of the field of English for academic
purposes (EAP) for teachers. It looks not only at study skills but also at
other central concerns of EAP, such as needs analysis, syllabus and course
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design, methodology and materials, learning styles and cultural aware-
ness, tests and exams, and academic style and genre analysis. Areas for
potential research are also examined. In addition to general EAP, the
author considers subject-specific language and the production of teach-
ing materials in an approach that balances theoretical considerations
with practical experience. Each chapter ends with questions and discus-
sion activities that further explore the issues dealt with in the chapter.
The book includes several appendixes.
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Editor’s Note


■ With this issue, I welcome Ralph Adendorff (University of Natal) and
Dana Ferris (California State University, Sacramento) to the TESOL Quarterly’s
Editorial Advisory Board. I am pleased that the following individuals have
agreed to remain on the board for an additional year: Sandra Fotos, Eli
Hinkel, B. Kumaravadivelu, Alastair Pennycook, Terrence Wiley, and Jerri
Willett. I would also like to thank Ellen Block and Zoltán Dörnyei, who are
rotating off the board, for their fine contribution to the journal.


Because Carol Chapelle will begin her editorship with the summer issue
of 1999, as of September 1, 1998, contributors of full-length articles should
send their manuscripts directly to Carol at the following address.


Carol Chapelle
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011


In This Issue


■ The articles in this issue address a variety of concerns: teachers’ attitudes
toward English-medium instruction, learners’ awareness of pragmatic and
grammatical accuracy and appropriateness, discourse grammar for L2
teaching, and tertiary students’ assessment of their difficulties in aural/oral
skills. Together they illustrate the vast array of theoretical and pedagogical
issues currently being studied in the field.


• John Flowerdew, David Li, and Lindsay Miller summarize the results of
their in-depth interviews with 20 Hong Kong Chinese lecturers regard-
ing their attitudes toward an English-medium instruction policy at the
City University of Hong Kong. Specifically, the authors investigate the
lecturers’ reasons for supporting the English-medium policy, their
problems in applying it, and their attitudes toward the use of Cantonese
in their lectures. The authors contend that the lecturers’ ambivalent
attitude toward the use of English in their classes reflects the
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sociolinguistic tensions within Hong Kong itself during the transition
of this former British colony to Chinese sovereignty. The article ends
with suggestions as to the most productive use of English and Cantonese
in university lecture settings.


• Kathleen Bardovi-Harlig and Zoltán Dörnyei explore L2 learners’
awareness of the accuracy and appropriateness of 20 utterances
depicted in brief videotaped scenarios. In their investigation, learners
and teachers in Hungary and the U.S. were asked to rate the grammati-
cal and pragmatic correctness of these utterances. The study showed
that whereas EFL learners and their teachers consistently ranked
grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors, ESL learn-
ers and their teachers did just the opposite. The authors close by
suggesting reasons for this difference and discussing its pedagogical
implications.


• Rebecca Hughes and Michael McCarthy argue that sentence-based
grammars cannot adequately deal with many descriptive problems in
grammar. In place of those grammars, they advocate the development
of a discourse grammar for L2 teaching and suggest areas in which
such a grammar would be particularly useful. Using examples from the
Cambridge and Nottingham Corpus of Discourse in English, they demon-
strate how such an approach can provide insights into areas of
grammar previously lacking satisfactory explanations. They end by
contrasting the strengths and weaknesses of discourse-based and
sentence-based approaches to teaching grammar.


• Dana Ferris reports on her survey of ESL students at three tertiary
institutions regarding the aural/oral skills required by their instructors
and the students’ difficulties in meeting these requirements. In com-
paring a subsample of these surveys with the survey results of teachers
at the same institutions, Ferris found that the students and their
instructors differed considerably in their assessment of the students’
listening and speaking needs and difficulties. Ferris concludes by
exploring the implications of her findings for instruction and needs
analysis.


Also in this issue:


• The Forum: Graham Crookes and Al Lehner recount their experience
in implementing the principles of critical pedagogy in a graduate
teacher preparation course. Using the case of the TOEFL examination,
Liz Hamp-Lyons examines prevalent practices in test preparation and
the materials used in such preparation. Nathan Jones’s commentary on
Tony Silva’s “On the Ethical Treatment of ESL Writers” is followed by a
response from the author.


• Research Issues: Judit Kormos and Gabriele Kasper discuss the use of
verbal reports in L2 research.


Sandra McKay
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Attitudes Towards English and
Cantonese Among Hong Kong Chinese
University Lecturers
JOHN FLOWERDEW, DAVID LI, and LINDSAY MILLER
City University of Hong Kong


This article describes a study that used primarily in-depth interviews to
investigate the attitudes of 20 lecturers towards the English medium of
instruction policy at a Hong Kong university at the moment of the
former British colony’s transition to Chinese sovereignty. The results of
the study document the overall attitudes of the lecturers towards the
policy, their reasons for supporting it, their problems in applying it, and
their reported use of Cantonese to overcome their problems in apply-
ing it. The rather ambivalent attitude towards English that the study
reveals is seen as indicative of the sociolinguistic tensions within the
society at large. The article concludes with a discussion of ways to tackle
the perceived problems.


In accordance with the Sino-British Joint Declaration of 1984, since
July 1, 1997, the former British colony of Hong Kong has been a


Special Administrative Region of the People’s Republic of China, with
guarantees of a high degree of autonomy in the running of its affairs and
the maintenance of its capitalist way of life and personal freedoms.
According to unofficial estimates, the L1 of over 98% of Hong Kong
people is Cantonese, a spoken variety of Chinese that differs from the
official spoken standard used on the mainland, Putonghua (although
Hong Kong and the mainland share the same character-based writing
system, Modern Standard Chinese).1 In spite of the fact that the great
majority of its population speaks Cantonese, Hong Kong promotes itself
as a bilingual society.2 English is widely used in business, government,
and education and is the language of upward and outward mobility (So,


1 In Hong Kong the traditional character system (with some characters adapted to reflect
certain specific features of Cantonese) has been retained whereas the mainland has introduced
a system of simplified characters.


2 The official policy is in fact to promote trilingualism (in spoken Cantonese, English, and
Putonghua) and biliteracy (in written Chinese and English).
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1987),3 whereas Cantonese is used in the home and informal social
encounters and is the language of ethnic solidarity. With the transition of
sovereignty from Britain to China and the inevitable replacement of
English in some official functions (e.g., some areas of the law and public
administration) by written Chinese and spoken Cantonese and Putonghua,
concern is regularly expressed in society about the future of the former
colonial language. English is considered to be important to Hong Kong,
which sees itself as an international city and point of contact between the
burgeoning Chinese economy of which it is now a part and Western and
other Asian countries that want to do business with China.


In spite of Hong Kong’s status as a British colony, until the advent of
mass compulsory secondary education in the 1970s and the introduction
of mass university education in the late 1980s and 1990s, only a small
educated elite of Hong Kong Chinese spoke English. The demand for
English speakers increased exponentially during the 1980s and 1990s as
Hong Kong’s prosperity rapidly increased and the former colony was
transformed from a low-value-added manufacturing centre to a knowl-
edge- and communication-based service economy. Mass education dra-
matically increased the number of Hong Kong people speaking English
and helped partly to fulfil this demand. But although the number of
people with at least some proficiency in English increased, the average
level of proficiency declined ( Johnson, 1995). As a result, a perception
developed that Hong Kong was undergoing a crisis in English standards
and lacked people competent enough in the language to service the
economy. To a considerable extent, Hong Kong secondary schools have
taken the blame for this situation, their de facto use of a considerable
amount of Cantonese in a de jure English-medium system being seen as
a major reason for a purported decline in English standards (Boyle,
1997; Li, 1996). More recently, the primarily officially English-medium
universities have also come under fire from employers, the government,
and the media for not producing graduates with requisite English skills,
and the public has begun to note the use of Cantonese also at the tertiary
level.


A number of studies have investigated the use of Cantonese in de jure
English-medium secondary schools—so-called mixed-mode teaching (see
Johnson, 1995, for a review)—and the attitudes towards this phenom-
enon on the part of teachers, pupils, and parents. By contrast, this article
examines attitudes towards English as the medium of instruction and
towards the use of the mother tongue at the university level among
lecturers4 in one of Hong Kong’s English-medium universities. Using in-


3 That is to say, career progression and emigration and study overseas.
4 We use the term lecturer throughout this article as a generic term to refer to the


participants.
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depth interviews, the study provides a picture of the tensions created by
the policy of using English as the medium of instruction and of the place
of English in the society at large.


ENGLISH IN HONG KONG


Colonial Period


In contrast to other former British colonies in Asia, English has never
penetrated society at large in Hong Kong and has only ever been widely
used in the formal contexts of government, education, law, and written
business communication. Cantonese has always been the language of
spoken general communication (except where expatriates are involved),
and there is no indigenous creative literature in English to speak of.


There are a number of reasons for English being reserved for its
formal uses in Hong Kong. First and foremost, Hong Kong is a
linguistically homogeneous territory, with 98% of the population speak-
ing Cantonese. There was never any need for English as a lingua franca
between different ethnic and linguistic groups, as there was in countries
like India, Malaysia, or Singapore, for example, except at the highest
levels of business and government.


Second, English was always culturally distant from the ethnic Chinese
during the colonial period. The colonialist expatriates and the local
Chinese historically only mixed socially at the highest levels of society.
The British never encouraged social integration and, in any case, were
always so few in number relative to the total population that the average
Hong Kong person was unlikely to have more than a passing acquain-
tance with a Westerner (Welsh, 1994). At the same time, the Chinese
traditionally viewed Hong Kong as only a temporary refuge, either from
disturbances on the mainland or as a prelude to emigration further
afield (Flowerdew, 1998). This sojourner mentality, coupled with the
traditional family orientation of the ethnic Chinese (Lau & Kuan, 1988),
made it unlikely that a Hong Kong Chinese would want to have close
social relations with the expatriate British or other foreigners.


Third, Hong Kong people (perhaps because of what local sociologists
Lau & Kuan, 1988, have referred to as their utilitarian familism or
egotistical individualism, which can be traced back to the experience of
many of them as refugees from mainland China) value English for its
pragmatic function and for what it can help them achieve in material
terms for themselves and their families rather than as a vehicle for
exploration of a cultural or social world.


If English was viewed as the language of the colonial rulers for most of
the colonial period, a language needed for success in the civil service,
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law, education, and business with expatriates, by the 1980s and 1990s it
had come to be viewed as the international language, essential for
success throughout Hong Kong’s economy, which now acted as a
business hub linking East and West and depended upon international
investment, trade, and communication ( Johnson, 1995). In terms of
linguistic imperialism (Phillipson, 1992), although by 1997 the “imperi-
alists,” the British-led administration, had left, vested interests, especially
international capitalists who depended on an English-speaking work
force, remained influential in promoting the use of the English language
(Lin, 1997).


English and Decolonization


Many postcolonial situations in the 1950s and 1960s saw a switch away
from the colonial language in favour of the vernacular language or
languages.5 In certain formal contexts there are already signs of this
happening in Hong Kong. Spoken Cantonese and written Chinese are
increasingly being used in government, law, and secondary education.
However, there is no question of a wholesale rejection of English in
Hong Kong. Unlike most other postcolonial situations, Hong Kong is
fortunate in being immensely wealthy, and its wealth is built primarily on
international trade, investment, and information, all of which are
inextricably linked to the English language. Hong Kong’s value to China,
which has a fast-growing, increasingly market-oriented economy, is as a
conduit for trade and investment. It is therefore in China’s interest also
to maintain the use of English, the international language of business, in
Hong Kong. During the period before the change of sovereignty, the
Chinese government collaborated with Hong Kong’s business tycoons
and ensured that, as during the colonial period, international business
interests dominated the post-handover Hong Kong government. These
interests again favour the continued use of English (Flowerdew, 1998).6


The Medium of Instruction


During the early years of this century, colonial educational policy in
Hong Kong concentrated on providing English-medium education up to


5 The literary and cultural critic Said (1994) refers to this phenomenon as “an almost
magically inspired, quasi-alchemical redevelopment of the native language” (p. 273). The
phenomenon is evident in the newly independent Eastern bloc states’ rejection of Russian.


6 A caveat: During the final 5 years of the transitional period the British government shifted
its allegiance away from the business interests, which traditionally had supported it, in favour of
the liberal prodemocracy movement. However, this group too was dominated by an English-
speaking, elite middle class (Flowerdew, 1998).







ATTITUDES TOWARD ENGLISH AND CANTONESE 205


the university level for a small elite from the more affluent sector of the
Chinese community, the aim being to ensure a supply of go-betweens
who were fluent in English and Chinese and were able to act as
mediators in dealings between the expatriate elite and the local Chinese
population. During the period of the Chinese Nationalist government
on the mainland, from 1928 to 1949, private Chinese-medium schools,
supported by institutions in China, came to outnumber their English-
medium counterparts (although the only university, the University of
Hong Kong, founded in 1911, was English medium). Following the
demise of the Nationalist government and the establishment in 1949 of
the People’s Republic of China, which was isolated from the rest of the
world, however, the popularity of and support for Chinese-medium
schools declined, so that by the 1980s, 90% of secondary institutions in
Hong Kong were English medium (So, 1987). The driving force behind
the move to English-medium instruction was primarily parents, who
perceived that the future career success of their children depended on
proficiency in English (So, 1987).


With the introduction of mass English-medium education in the
1970s, it became apparent that many if not most children, who had little
or no exposure to English outside the classroom, experienced consider-
able difficulty in following an English-medium academic curriculum. In
addition, most teachers were themselves untrained in English (Hong
Kong Education Commission, 1995). Faced with these difficulties,
teachers responded by adopting what is called a mixed mode of teaching,
that is, they used Cantonese with English terminology for oral exposition
and English as the medium of textbooks, written assignments, and
examinations.7


During the 1980s the government issued a number of reports noting
official disapproval of mixed mode and encouraging schools to switch to
mother-tongue teaching (Cantonese with written Chinese) if they felt
their pupils were unable to benefit from English-medium instruction
(e.g., Hong Kong Education Commission, 1984, 1986; Working Group,
1989). The government’s view was that instruction should be 100% in
either English or Chinese but not in a mixture of the two.


Faced with parental pressure, however, school principals were unwill-
ing to make the change to Chinese medium, even if they themselves felt
that mother tongue education was more suitable for their pupils. A
switch to Chinese medium could mean the loss of a school’s most able


7 So-called mixed-mode teaching—referred to elsewhere as classroom code switching or
code mixing—is a discursive practice that has been found to prevail in bilingual classrooms in
many locations throughout the world. Limited space precludes any sort of detailed treatment
here (although see Martin-Jones & Monica Heller, 1996, for an overview). We simply note that
the lecturers’ use of mixed code is by no means unique to Hong Kong.
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pupils, who might be withdrawn by their parents and sent to schools that
remained English medium. At the same time teachers felt that mixed-
mode teaching was an acceptable and reasonably effective procedure
and did not want to change their teaching style (Hirvela & Law, 1991;
Shek, Johnson, & Law, 1991). The schools therefore largely ignored the
government’s recommendations. Only in the dying months of the
colonial regime did the government become more interventionist and
inform schools that they would have to meet specific criteria if they
wanted to continue to be considered English medium and that, if they
did not meet these criteria, they would be expected to teach in the
mother tongue.


In the late 1980s and early 1990s, a rapid expansion of the university
sector in response to the increasing demands of the economy for skilled
professionals paralleled the introduction of mass secondary education of
the 1970s. From the early 1970s to the mid-1990s the percentage of
secondary school graduates going on to university expanded from
approximately 2% to 18%. Of the six universities, four are officially
English medium and two allow instruction in either English or Chinese
(although even when lectures and tutorials are in Chinese, the textbooks
are invariably in English). With such a rapid expansion have come signs
that at the university level, too, many students are unable to cope with
English-medium instruction, although this situation has only recently
started to come into focus.


Attitudes Towards English


Parents’ desire for their children to be educated in English-medium
schools in order to maximise their career prospects, referred to earlier,
suggests strong instrumental attitudes towards English in Hong Kong. A
range of surveys conducted with secondary school pupils (Pennington &
Yue, 1994), university students (Hyland, 1996; Lin, Detaramani, Yeung, &
Wong, 1991), and teachers (Richards, Tung, & Ng, 1992) provide
empirical evidence of a strong positive instrumental orientation to
English. In the most recent of these surveys (Hyland, 1996), for example,
conducted among 926 students at the university that was the research site
for the present study, 5 of the 6 (of a total of 25) attitude statements
subjects most strongly agreed with were as follows (most strongly agreed
with listed first):
• I wish that I could speak fluent and accurate English.
• I believe I will continue to need good English skills after I graduate.
• The ability to communicate in English is very important for success


in my subject at university.
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• It is a good thing to have English as one of the official languages of
Hong Kong.


• The use of English is one of the most important factors in Hong
Kong’s prosperity and development today.


On the other hand, 6 of the 10 statements subjects most strongly
disagreed with were as follows (most strongly disagreed with listed last):
• English will be less important in Hong Kong after 1997.
• After 1997 all government and legal business should be carried out


in Putonghua.
• English should not be a medium of instruction in Hong Kong


schools.
• My subject textbooks should be either written in Chinese or trans-


lated into Chinese.
• Cantonese should be the only official language in Hong Kong.
• It should not be necessary to study subjects in English at university.


Similar findings are reported in the other surveys cited.
Positive instrumental attitudes towards English in Hong Kong are


fostered by the mass media. The local newspapers and television regu-
larly publicize items addressing the question of English standards and
quoting statements made by academics, the government, and business
leaders about the need for Hong Kong to improve its English. As Lin
(1997) points out, the argument made in support of the need for high
standards of English is invariably an economic one (see also T’sou, 1994;
Tung, Tsung, & Lam, 1997); Hong Kong can maintain its position as a
centre for international trade, finance, and information, and interna-
tional companies will want to invest in Hong Kong, this argument runs,
only if the territory has a work force with high-level English skills. The
hegemonic nature of this positive, instrumental portrayal of English is
likely to be influential in shaping attitudes towards the language.


With such a monumental social change as the reversion of sovereignty,
attitudes towards English will quite possibly alter. Even before the official
handover, China’s growing prosperity had already made careers on the
mainland a possibility, as they were during the Nationalist period in the
early part of the century. Now, political integration is likely to expand
economic cooperation even further. In addition, the new political
regime reflects the mainland’s point of view in Hong Kong and promotes
patriotism and positive attitudes towards China, whereas in the past the
colonial regime tried to discourage such feelings. All of these develop-
ments are in turn quite likely to create more positive attitudes towards
Putonghua and the Chinese language. Nevertheless, given the overrid-
ing capitalist orientation of the Hong Kong elites and public at large and
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the Beijing government’s support for this orientation, measures to
encourage positive attitudes towards English as an instrumental lan-
guage will most likely continue.


BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY


We now turn to our study of how Hong Kong Chinese lecturers in an
English-medium university perceive their position in the context of the
situation of English in Hong Kong during the transitional period. The
study reported here was conducted at City University (CityU), one of the
new universities in Hong Kong. Minimum entry levels to Hong Kong
universities require a pass in the Hong Kong Examinations Authority
Use of English examination, which is equivalent to a score of 515 on the
internationally recognised Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL). Most North American universities require a TOEFL score of
550 for direct entry to an academic programme, which is equivalent to a
grade of C on the Use of English examination. However, few students
manage to achieve a C on entering CityU or, indeed, other Hong Kong
universities, most having only a grade D or E and some being accepted
without a pass at all in order to fill the quotas.


Because of the mismatch between the expectation that instruction is
to be in English and the inadequate proficiency level of many of the
students, one of the problems for lecturers is how to make lecture
content comprehensible to such students. CityU’s policy statement
regarding English-medium instruction, as set out in Academic Regula-
tion 1 (City University of Hong Kong, 1995), seems to indirectly
acknowledge this problem and offer a possible way out for lecturers. The
regulation states, “The normal medium of instruction and assessment at
the University is English. However, individual staff members may use
Chinese at their discretion to explain or clarify particular points” (p. 73).


One of the interesting findings of the present investigation is the
different ways lecturers interpret this possibility of using Chinese in their
lecturing.8 A quantitative survey by Walters and Balla (1992), which
asked students at CityU to report on which language was used in their
classes, showed that most of the tutorials and many of the lectures were
conducted primarily in Cantonese. In contrast, our study addressed the
language of instruction question at CityU primarily from the lecturers’
point of view and adopted a qualitative approach, exploring the reason-


8 The term Chinese is ambiguous in the context of spoken language in Hong Kong. Because
Hong Kong people speak Cantonese, not Putonghua, the word Chinese can be interpreted as
either Cantonese or Putonghua. Most would interpret the word Chinese in the CityU regulations
as Cantonese, although that could change as more lecturers are hired from the mainland.
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ing behind lecturers’ attitudes concerning the language of instruction.
The result of this enquiry is a picture of a considerable tension around
the role of English as the official medium of instruction that reflects the
concerns of Hong Kong society in general.


METHOD


The data analysed in the study were collected by means of preliminary
questionnaires, in-depth interviews, and follow-up contacts with lecturers
during the period leading up to the change of sovereignty in 1997,
starting in November 1993 with a pilot study. The main interviews were
conducted from February to June 1994, and follow-up contacts contin-
ued until mid-1996.


The pilot study, which involved three lecturers and used the instru-
ments listed below, provided ideas on what the significant issues might be
and how to structure the questionnaire and interviews so as to cover
fruitful ground without unduly influencing the subjects’ responses.


Participants


Following the pilot study, we randomly selected 34 Chinese lecturers
at CityU from the university telephone directory and asked them to take
part in the study. Of the 27 who agreed to participate, we subsequently
selected as our database 20 lecturers who formed a representative cross-
section of Cantonese-L1 lecturers in the institution in terms of rank, age,
gender, and discipline.


The academic staff at CityU is made up of approximately 75% local
Cantonese speakers with English as their L2 and 25% English-speaking
expatriates. Table 1 provides background information on the 20
Cantonese-speaking lecturers reported on in this article.


The participants included 14 male and 6 female humanities and
science lecturers with teaching experience ranging from 1 to 30 years.
One was a full professor, 10 were associate professors, and 9 were
assistant professors. Although many had gained their lecturing experi-
ence solely in Hong Kong teaching Cantonese-speaking students, nearly
half had had some experience in lecturing to non–Hong Kong Chinese
students in the United Kingdom, the U.S., and Canada. Most of the
lecturers had pursued their postgraduate study outside Hong Kong.


On average, the lecturers involved in the study lectured to groups of
40–90 students; the average group size was 70. The smallest student
group size was 24 (in a postgraduate course in the Department of
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Building and Construction), and the largest group consisted of 120
students, in an undergraduate course in the Department of Business and
Management.


Instruments


General Questionnaire


After the lecturers agreed to take part in the study, they completed a
general questionnaire designed to provide standardized (Hammersley &
Atkinson, 1983) factual data on the lecturers and their basic attitudes
towards lecturing at CityU. The data from this questionnaire helped in
setting the framework for the subsequent in-depth, open-ended inter-
views and allowed the subjects to spend time on the more attitudinal
dimensions of the issues at hand during those interviews. The question-
naire was designed so that it did not bias the lecturers’ responses in the
interviews.


TABLE 1
Background Information on the Lecturers


Lecturing experience (years)


In Outside
Code Hong Hong Kong
(sex) Subject Position Kong (place) Total


LA (f) Business management Assistant professor 21/2 — 21/2


LB (f) Building & construction Associate professor 8 — 8
LC (m) Business management Associate professor 5 — 5
LD (f) Law Assistant professor 1 2 (UK) 3
LE (m) Economics & finance Assistant professor 1 2 (Canada) 2
LF (f) Information science Assistant professor 3 4 (UK) 7
LG* (m) Physics Associate professor 6 — 6
LH* (m) Chinese translation Assistant professor 9 21 (China) 30
LI* (m) Social science Associate professor 4 1 (U.S.) 5
LJ* (m) Electronic engineering Assistant professor 1/2 — 1/2


LK* (m) Accountancy Associate professor 9 — 9
LL* (m) Business management Assistant professor 5 — 5
LM* (f) Accountancy Assistant professor 1 — 1
LN* (m) Mathematics Associate professor 6 4 (UK) 10
LO* (m) Applied statistics Professor 9 21/2 111/2


(Australia)
LP* (m) Social work Associate professor 9 — 9
LQ* (f) Applied statistics Associate professor 9 — 9
LR* (m) Manufacturing engineering Associate professor 4 — 4
LS* (m) Electronic engineering Assistant professor 2 (UK) 2
LT* (m) Information systems Assistant professor 1 — 1


*Lecturer was interviewed in Cantonese.
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In-Depth Interview


We agree with Goetz and Lecompte (1984, as cited in Leki and
Carson, 1997) that the interview medium is uniquely suited to eliciting
data that “represent the world view of the participants being investi-
gated” (p. 57). Our aim in this study was to develop an insider’s view of
the phenomenon under investigation, in our case how the lecturers
experienced lecturing in a L2.


A number of studies have shown that subjects in cross-linguistic/
cultural research may tend, on the one hand, to accommodate their
statements to bring them closer into line with the perceived values of the
investigators and, on the other hand, to emphasise in their statements
what differentiates them from the perceived values of the researchers
(see Bond, 1986, for a review). Bond refers to these processes as ethnic
accommodation and ethnic affirmation, respectively, and they are referred to
as the Hawthorn effect in the more general educational research literature
(Husen & Postlethwaite, 1985). As two members of the research team
were Westerners and the research subjects were all ethnic Chinese, the
Cantonese-speaking, ethnic Chinese member of the research team
conducted all of the interviews in order to avoid the potential problem of
cultural convergence or divergence. To further forestall any cross-
linguistic/cultural bias, interviewees were offered a choice of being
interviewed in Cantonese or English, research having again shown that
choice of language can affect the quality of responses in cross-linguistic/
cultural research (Bond, 1986). Of the 20 lecturers interviewed, 6 chose
English and 14 opted for Cantonese.


The interview followed a semistructured format similar to that used in
previous studies conducted by Flowerdew and Miller (1995, 1996) with
expatriate, native-English-speaking lecturers at CityU. That is, three
broad main topic areas—perceptions, problems, and strategies in lectur-
ing—were determined beforehand, based on student interviews con-
ducted in an earlier study by Flowerdew and Miller (1992). In deciding
what questions to ask and in subsequent analysis, we benefited from
being lecturers ourselves at CityU. The interviews were reflexive
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983); that is, the interviewer started not with
a specific set of questions but with a set of areas to cover that evolved as
more interviews took place. The interviewer’s aim was to minimize his
influence on what the interviewees said while providing some structure
in terms of what was relevant and eliciting clarification in instances of
ambiguity (Spradley, 1979).


Of course, the interview format has its defects; subjects may be unable
to verbalize their perceptions, they may prefer to give responses they
think the interviewer is expecting or would like, and they may have
difficulty in recalling actual described events or situations (although this
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last problem is alleviated when the data are locally grounded, as they
were in our case; that is, the subjects were involved in the issues on a day-
to-day basis; Miles & Huberman, 1994). However, given that we were
interested in obtaining the lecturers’ point of view and not some
objective description, we believe that the advantages of our methodology
outweighed any drawbacks.


Other Sources of Data


As analysis of the data progressed, we took opportunities to have
further face-to-face and telephone conversations with lecturers in order
to test out developing hypotheses.


As part of a broader ethnographic study, we collected other data, most
notably from students of the lecturers concerned in the study, by means
of questionnaires, open-ended report formats, and direct observation of
their classes. However, because the focus of this article is lecturers’
attitudes, we make only occasional reference to these additional data.
For example, when lecturers talked about their use of Cantonese, the
results of our own observations and those of the survey conducted by
Walters and Balla (1992) were useful in confirming that lecturers at
CityU indeed used Cantonese frequently. Again, however, we emphasise
that we were primarily concerned with attitudes in this study and not
with establishing whether reported facts were true or not (in which case,
of course, triangulation and multiple perspectives would be important).


Analytical Procedure


Supervised by the Cantonese-speaking researcher, a research assistant
transcribed the interviews and translated those conducted in Cantonese
into English. Afterward, the three researchers analysed the data, first
independently and then together. Our analysis was guided by similar
research done by two of the researchers at CityU with expatriate lecturers
and students (Flowerdew & Miller, 1995, 1996). We met to discuss the
ongoing analysis and decided how to code the data into categories that
were felt to be potentially significant. Guided by the emic principle of
analysis (Pike, 1964; Watson-Gegeo, 1988), according to which theory
develops out of the data intrinsic to the given situation, the categories
were not preestablished but developed out of our interpretative analysis
of the data.


The interviews were edited and loaded onto the QSR NUD*IST word-
processing program (Qualitative Solutions and Research Pty., 1994),
which allowed us to efficiently organise the large amount of interview
data and helped develop the analysis further. From this analysis, we
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identified significant comments made by the lecturers and cross-refer-
enced them with comments from other interviews so that a picture of the
key perceptions, problems, and strategies of the lecturers vis-à-vis the
lecture event at CityU emerged. As hypotheses regarding the data were
developed, the interviewer elicited further views from the lecturers in
order to test those hypotheses. NUD*IST was then used to further
structure the data.


The lecturers’ attitudes regarding English as the language of instruc-
tion and their use of Cantonese constituted one of the most interesting
issues that emerged from the data. Accordingly, our analysis of the data
involves four main categories and five subcategories in relation to this
issue (see Figure 1). They were selected from 47 categories concerning
the lecturing experience overall (see Flowerdew, Li, & Miller, 1996, for a
description of the complete data).


RESULTS


The lecturers’ attitudes towards the medium of instruction issue, as
expressed in the study, are summarised in Tables 2–5. As well as pointing
out the key issues identified by the lecturers, the data give some
indication of the pervasiveness of the various attitudes. Because the data
were not intended to be quantitative, however, readers should treat the
data in Column 3 of the tables with caution. The fact that some lecturers
did not express an attitude does not necessarily mean that they did not
share it, although it indicates that the attitude was probably not of the
utmost significance for those lecturers.


FIGURE 1
Categories and Subcategories for Lecturers’ Comments on the Medium of Instruction


Attitudes towards the English-medium policy


Reasons for supporting the English-medium policy


Problems in applying the English-medium policy
• Students’ weaknesses in English
• Students’ unwillingness to participate and ask questions in English
• Pressure from students to use Cantonese


Attitudes towards the use of Cantonese
• Degree of reported use of Cantonese
• Reasons for using Cantonese
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Attitudes Towards the English-Medium Policy


Attitudes towards the English-medium policy are summarised in
Table␣ 2. All of the lecturers interviewed expressed their awareness of the
official CityU policy that English is the medium of instruction. Although
the great majority stated that they agreed with this policy, they also felt
that it should be applied flexibly:


1. LA: I think we can have a policy but the policy should be implemented
flexibly, in a way that deals with problems, and rather than just
having the policy.


2. LD: If it is a rule, and it is a formal rule supported by a flexible
practice, that’s okay.


Many lecturers believed that lectures should be delivered in English, but
Cantonese was more appropriate for tutorials, a view that is consistent
with Walters and Balla’s (1992) finding that Cantonese was the predomi-
nant language of tutorials. Tutorials are considered less formal and are
seen as an opportunity for explaining individual students’ problems.


One lecturer, LJ, felt that lecturers should be able to decide for
themselves which language to use, whereas other lecturers thought that
the medium of instruction should depend on the course or module
being taught, some lectures being more appropriately taught in Chinese
(Cantonese):


TABLE 2
Lecturers’ Attitudes Towards the English-Medium Policy (N = 20)


Lecturers expressing attitude


Attitude Codea n


Is aware of the official English-medium policy A B C D E F G H I J 20
K L M N O P Q R S T


Supports the policy in general A B C D E F I K 15
L M N O Q R S


Wants flexibility in the way the policy is applied A D F G H I J L 15
M N O P R S T


Conducts support tutorials in Cantonese A B E F G J 12
 L N O P S T


Thinks language choice should depend on the discipline E H K N O P 6
Thinks university should consider Chinese as the N 1
medium of instruction


a See Table 1.
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3. *LO:9 Since there are many different modules in the City University, we
should not adopt a policy of using either Chinese or English.
Instead, it should depend on what a lecturer teaches. Take for
example in social sciences. When a lecturer gives lectures on
social problems in China, I think that it is more appropriate for
the lecturer to deliver his lectures in Chinese, instead of restrict-
ing him to using English.


4. *LP: To me, subject matters predetermine [which language should be
used] . . . . subject matter carries much influence on the kind of
medium used. Let me cite an example. Science subjects like
physics, chemistry, biology, or mathematics may be clearer and
freer from much influence of the medium of instruction if they
are taught in English. But talking about subjects in the humanities
and social sciences which discuss real-life examples, such as issues
on political reforms, pension scheme, and equality of men and
women, and so on, from a purely teaching point of view, students
would only generate enthusiasm and become more interested if
the mother tongue were used for discussion.


Only one lecturer (LN) went so far as to say that consideration should be
given to making Chinese the medium of instruction, arguing that
students may not be happy if they know their lecturer is a Cantonese
speaker and that he is using English merely because it is official policy.
This lecturer also mentioned that students had on occasion asked him to
switch to Cantonese, an issue we return to below.


Reasons for Supporting the English-Medium Policy


Lecturers justified their support for English as the medium of instruc-
tion in a variety of ways (Table 3). At a basic level, according to the
lecturers, using English in lectures helped students with course work and
examinations, which also had to be done in English:


5. LF: The most important thing is to make the students understand the
motive of why I’m speaking English. It’s not to show our superior-
ity to them; it’s actually to try and help them, because in the
situation where they have to do the exam in English, write in
English, and course work and everything. If they can express
themselves in English, whether in study or at work, it would be
much better.


9 Those lecturers choosing to be interviewed in Cantonese are indicated by an asterisk (*) in
the text.
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English was also considered to be important because it is the language
of the disciplines and of textbooks:


6. *LO: All the textbooks available are in English. We handle our disci-
pline in English as well. It doesn’t seem to be very appropriate if
we use Cantonese instead. . . . I think that for our discipline we
should teach in English.


Other arguments in favor of using English centered on its importance
in maintaining Hong Kong’s economy and international competitive-
ness. First, the lecturers pointed out that students would need to be able
to communicate in English in their professional careers after they
graduated (see also Excerpt 5):


7. LE: Hong Kong is a kind of international financial centre, and the
students would in their work interact with English, so English is
very useful . . . it is essential for the Hong Kong tertiary student.


More globally, English was seen as important for Hong Kong’s interna-
tional standing:


8. LC: I think we have to have this [policy of English as the medium of
instruction], if not we will lose our competitiveness, if our
students are not speaking English. This would be very bad for
Hong Kong.


9. *LG: I think it would be disastrous for Hong Kong generally [if English
became less important]. They [the people of Hong Kong] per-
ceive the need to be able to speak in English because of practical
needs. They need to be international.


TABLE 3
Lecturers’ Reasons for Supporting the English-Medium Policy (N = 20)


Lecturers expressing attitude


Attitude Codea n


English helps students with their course work and examinations D E F M N O P Q R 9
English is the language of the disciplines and textbooks A D E F I O R 7
Students need English in their careers after they graduate A B C E F M N Q R 9
English is important for maintaining Hong Kong’s B C E H I K L S 8
international status


a See Table 1.
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Problems in Applying the English-Medium Policy


Although lecturers generally supported an English-medium policy,
they noted the difficulties of applying it rigidly in practice (Table 4).


Students’ Weaknesses in English


The majority of the lecturers (16) commented on their students’ poor
levels of English as the most significant obstacle to their lecturing
effectively in English.


10. LD: Weaknesses [of students]: English, English, English, English.


11. LB: If you do it [lecture] in English, I see it as a kind of barrier that
the students will face. If you could lift this kind of barrier for
them, then they understand the subject much easier, faster.


TABLE 4
Lecturers’ Problems in Applying the English-Medium Policy


Lecturers mentioning problem


Problem Codea n


Students’ weaknesses in English
Students’ poor English affects lecturers’ ability A B C D F G I K L
to apply the English-medium policy N O P Q R S T 16
Weak English results from an increase in number of B L N 3
tertiary level students
Students’ ability to use Cantonese is also weak B I K S 4


Students’ unwillingness to participate and ask questions in English
Students have difficulty using English A B C D E F G I 16


K L N O P R S T
Lack of understanding of concepts prevents E G H I L M 12
formulation of questions N P Q R S T
Students do not want to be embarrassed C E F L 9


M N P Q T
Cantonese helps in promoting interaction B C D F G H 13
and covering the material I J K L P R S


Pressure from students to use Cantonese
Students ask lecturer to use Cantonese D E J M N S T 7
Use of Cantonese by some lecturers puts pressure on I M P 3
those who wish to use more English
Some students put up a mental barrier against English B C E I N O P S 8
More mature students put less pressure on lecturer to F L M N 4
use Cantonese


a See Table 1.
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Weak English was believed to result from the rapid increase in the
number of students at university level in Hong Kong in recent years and
the consequent decline in average levels of competency:


12. *LL: It [the standard of English] becomes worse and worse year by
year. It varies a lot and depends very much on which secondary
schools they [students] come from . . . . But there is a phenom-
enon of a decline in the standard of English. As compared to the
days when I first joined this institution 4 years ago, the English
standard for even BM [business management] students has all
along been on the decline.


Interestingly, four lecturers believed that students’ Chinese language
ability was also declining. This state of affairs is not surprising, as students
in Hong Kong are educated at secondary school through the medium of
English and therefore have not acquired the requisite command of the
technical register in spoken Cantonese, their mother tongue.


13. *LK: [Students are weak] not only in English but also in Chinese. For
the past 2 years, I have been teaching Chinese Accounting in
Chinese, and it is also required by the syllabus to use Chinese as
the medium of instruction. I am now teaching International
Accounting, which is taught in English, and I find that students
from both groups, with one using Chinese and the other English
as the medium of instruction, do have problems in both languages.


Students’ Unwillingness to Participate and Ask Questions in English


Closely related to students’ weaknesses in English is the extent to
which students participate in lectures, especially by asking questions.
Most lecturers stated that their students did not ask as many questions as
they would like and attributed this lack of participation to inadequate
English. First, students had problems using English in general:


14. *LL: . . . it’s chiefly because they don’t understand the content of
lessons that they can’t actively participate in lessons. . . . They
don’t know how to ask questions. . . . Their confidence would be
greater if their English standard was better.


In addition, some lecturers pointed out that students could not formu-
late questions because they did not understand the concepts:


15. *LS: Because they aren’t able to absorb what I’ve taught, that’s why
they don’t know how to ask questions.


According to some lecturers, the desire not to be embarrassed in front of
their peers or lecturers also kept students from participating:
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16. *LM: I have the impression that they may feel embarrassed using
English to ask questions, especially in front of the whole class, for
they may not be confident enough or even be a bit scared of using
English.


17. *LP: Students who are of an average English standard feel shy about
using English. They are not ready to speak up even if they
encounter problems since they believe that in the eye of their
lecturer, their English proficiency is poor.


As a result of these language-related problems, the lecturers were
sometimes frustrated at the low level of student participation and
interaction. For one lecturer, however, even using Cantonese as the
medium of instruction would not solve the problem of poor participation:


18. *LS: Even if they [the students] answer [questions] in Cantonese, their
organisational ability is not strong enough. For they are ambigu-
ous and use lots of terms which are beyond my understanding. I
believe they are terms currently used in films and so on, that one
or two words stand for a paragraph or so. But in fact, that one or
two words do not mean anything.


LS echoed the comment in Excerpt 13: Whatever their level of English,
because of their background in English-medium (or mixed-mode)
education, students had not acquired the academic register in Cantonese.
Nevertheless, many lecturers stated that their own use of Cantonese
increased the amount of interaction and coverage of the material in
their classes (see also Excerpts 23 and 42).


Pressure From Students to Use Cantonese


Another problem in using English as the medium of instruction,
according to the lecturers, was that students put pressure on them to use
Cantonese:


19. *LM: They [students] expect us, Chinese, to teach in Chinese and resist
us teaching in English.


20. *LN: Their [students’] biggest response [in lecturer evaluation ques-
tionnaires] is that they hope that I will deliver lectures in Chinese.


The fact that other lecturers used Cantonese may have compounded
the problem for those who wanted to maximise the use of English:


21. *LM: As other lecturers may use Chinese as the medium of instruction,
resistance [to English as the medium of instruction] from stu-
dents is greater, especially if you are Chinese and know Cantonese
but still you don’t teach in Cantonese.
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A considerable number of lecturers (eight) felt that some students put
up what they referred to as a mental barrier against listening to English.


22. *LS: I find that when I lecture in English, students have no response at
all. The reason is not that they don’t know what I am teaching. I
am not of the opinion that students today are not able to
understand English at all. Their mentality is since you are a
Cantonese, why don’t you lecture in Cantonese? Under such
circumstances, they will not attempt to listen to your English.


Another lecturer tried several different ways to encourage her students
to take part in lectures in English but ended up with a mode of
communication she did not want:


23. LB: When I do it [ask a question] in English and I demand an answer
back in English, I have to first, most likely, repeat the question
three times before they know what you are trying to get at, and
then it takes quite a bit of time to structure their answer. And then
you still have to probe now and again to find out what they are
trying to tell you. So to me, it’s like a total waste of time. Now I use
the word waste; I think I’ll use the word waste with inverted
commas, okay. Now if I do the question in Cantonese and say,
“You must give me the answer in English.” Okay, you save the time
in the sense that you don’t have to repeat yourself three times, but
they still have to structure the answer and that’s time consuming
on their part. And then if you say, “You are also,” you say, “you are
allowed to give the answer in Cantonese,” and they liven up
straightaway, although it might be the wrong kind of answer, but
the interaction is much faster and they participate more willingly.
. . . I must say, after trying all three, I am forced to stick to the
third one. Now I must say I am forced because it is not really the
kind of mode that I want.


In spite of the students’ difficulties in participating in lectures in English
and the pressure on lecturers to use Cantonese, for some lecturers the
problem lessened as the students matured and became more aware of
the value of English in their academic and professional careers:


24. LF: When I taught them in the first year, they really quite resent the
fact that I would speak as a Cantonese-speaker in English. When
they come to the final year, they realise that they have to write in
English, what they write in the exam is English. Even when they
get to work they realise that they have to use English a lot, and
good English helps their career. So even during off periods, even
when they come and have a chat with me, sometimes they speak
in English. . . . With postgraduates, it’s strange and funny. The
postgraduates are not so worried about speaking English or
Chinese. They’re quite happy to respond in the same way.
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Attitudes Towards the Use of Cantonese


Table 5 summarises the lecturers’ attitudes towards the use of
Cantonese, which was probably the most significant strategy lecturers
reported using to compensate for students’ weak English. Like many
lecturers, LA saw the ability to use the mother tongue as an impor-
tant advantage of Cantonese-speaking lecturers over their expatriate
colleagues:


25. LA: I think we have advantages over them [non–Cantonese speakers].
When it comes to the worst, then we shall speak some Cantonese
to them [the students] to make sure that they understand.


TABLE 5
Lecturers’ Attitudes Towards the Use of Cantonese (N = 20)


Lecturers expressing attitude


Attitude Codea n


Importance of Cantonese
As a way to overcome problems with students’ English B H M P Q R S T 8
As an advantage for Cantonese-speaking lecturers over A B H M O S T 7
expatriate colleagues


Reported use of Cantonese
Believes use is often greater than the academic B H I N T 5
regulations suggest
Believes all lecturers use some Cantonese A B C D E F G H I J


K L M N O P Q R S T 20
Avoids it if at all possible A K 2
Believes that insisting on English can be an extra burden A K R T 4
on students
Explains points in Cantonese in private or in tutorials A D F M N P S T 8
Uses Cantonese sparingly in lectures to ensure comprehension A B L M P Q R S T 9
Uses exclusively Cantonese when lecturing on a difficult topic B 1
Uses Cantonese all the time in accordance with a special I 1
arrangement


Reasons for using Cantonese
Students’ low English proficiency A B D G H M


 N O P Q R S T 13
Unfairness of use of English for students strong in the discipline H I K L O P R T 8
but weak in English
Naturalness of using Cantonese A I J K L P R S T 9
Ethnic solidarity A G L M N O P R S T 10
Clarification of important points A B G M R Q T 7
Encouragement of more questions B C D F G H I


 J K L O P R S T 15
Citation of local examples B C M 3
Translation of key vocabulary B C G P T 5


a See Table 1.
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Reported Use of Cantonese


Several lecturers used the mother tongue far more than permitted by
the academic regulations on the medium of instruction, which state that
Chinese may be used to explain or clarify points. The lecturers’ com-
ments on this point are supported by Walters and Balla (1992) and by
our own recordings and observations of lectures. In fact, one only needs
to walk down any classroom corridor and listen to realise that a lot of
Cantonese is used at CityU.


Although a great deal of evidence points to the extensive use of
Cantonese in lectures, individual lecturers nevertheless varied consider-
ably in the degree to which they reported using the mother tongue. All
of the lecturers interviewed said that they used at least some Cantonese,
although two said that they tried to avoid it if at all possible. The
rationale of these lecturers was as follows:


26. *LK: To me, the advantage is having the opportunity to use English in
learning the discipline, which is of value to them in the future.


27. LA: It is good for the students to make an effort to express in English
so that they can be trained. I keep on sometimes mentioning to
them, if they work in a small organisation it is OK [to rely on
Cantonese]. But if they really want to work in multinational firms,
I think that English is important.


In contrast, however, another lecturer saw no need to be concerned with
the students’ English:


28. *LT: I would very often switch to Cantonese. I think there’s no need for
me to impose an extra burden on the students. I don’t think it is
my job to teach them English. What I have to do is make them
understand the modules that I teach . . . . If they need to learn
English, they should learn it from foreigners or others who are
better qualified.


This lecturer was unusual in separating language from content. As
noted, the majority view in Hong Kong is that instruction in English will
lead to improved proficiency in the language.


Some lecturers, hinting at the clandestine nature of using Cantonese,
said that they would restrict Cantonese to explaining difficult lecture
points to their students in follow-up tutorials or in private if approached
to do so:


29. LD: I will explain in Cantonese in private.
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30. LF: In terms of help, if they come to me and want me to explain in
Cantonese, I will, privately, I will. In the tutorial or privately I will
explain in Cantonese.


Other lecturers reported making fairly sparing use of Cantonese during
lectures to ensure comprehension:


31. LA: We can revert a little bit in Cantonese. . . . Once in a while, the
medium is switched back to Cantonese to ensure that they
understand.


32. *LQ: If the students actually find a topic too difficult to understand. In
that case, I would use Cantonese when I explain for a second
time.


Making a more radical use of Cantonese, one lecturer reported using
exclusively Cantonese in lectures that dealt with complicated topics:


33. LB: I tried to deliver it [a construction contracts module] in English.
Once I move onto the sort of more difficult aspects, I am forced to
do it in Cantonese.


And one social studies lecturer, echoing comments in Excerpts 3 and
4 that some subjects in the humanities and social sciences are more
appropriately taught in the mother tongue, reported that (in accordance
with a special departmental policy approved by the university) he used
Cantonese exclusively in his lecturing.


Reasons for Using Cantonese


The lecturers gave a range of reasons for using Cantonese. One of the
most important was students’ low level of English proficiency. When
asked whether CityU could apply the policy in force at another Hong
Kong university—to use English at all times except in one-to-one
consultations—one lecturer responded as follows:


34. *LO: I don’t think that such a policy is suitable here because the
students’ language proficiency could not meet this standard.


One lecturer pointed out that an English-only policy might discriminate
unfairly against students who are weak in English but strong in the
discipline:


35. *LL: Those who have a sound foundation of the discipline may not
demonstrate a very high standard of English.
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Another reason for using Cantonese, put forward by the lecturer who
lectures wholly in the mother tongue, was that it was the natural thing to
do:


36. Interviewer: You mentioned that you taught in Cantonese. Can you tell
us why?


*LI:  I haven’t particularly thought about choosing Chinese or English
for my teaching. It’s natural. Being my first language, it just came
naturally.


In all, nine lecturers mentioned that lecturing in Cantonese was more
natural. However, when asked about this point, none of the lecturers said
that they felt uncomfortable lecturing in English. For nine of the
lecturers, lecturing in English was indeed more natural because their
own experience of the discipline had been in English. Nevertheless,
many lecturers (nine) stated that Cantonese somehow made them closer
to the audience—the ethnic solidarity argument alluded to earlier:10


37. *LP: A strong sense of friendliness is produced [if I use Cantonese].


38. *LS: We [Cantonese-speaking lecturers] can establish a closer relation-
ship with students, for instance, we can crack jokes in colloquial
Cantonese with students and we can convey messages to them
through the use of the local language.


39. *LJ: I won’t feel uncomfortable [using English] as we all know English,
but it is more direct if Cantonese is used. The class atmosphere
will unavoidably become a little bit dull [if English is used
exclusively] . . . . I will unconsciously lecture in Cantonese when it
comes to an interesting point and I find that students pay more
attention when I do so.


40. *LO: I use Cantonese [for socialising with students], even in making
announcements.


Another important reason expressed for using Cantonese was that it
helped to clarify important or difficult points:


10 Hong Kong Chinese lecturers’ choice of code can be interpreted in terms of accommoda-
tion theory (Giles, Taylor, & Bourhuis, 1973), which claims that speakers adjust their speech to
approximate the speech of their addressees in order to win approval. Accordingly, lecturers in
the present study would be drawn towards using Cantonese, the language of their audience.
However, in any communication a third party, or referee, might also influence the choice of
code (Bell, 1984, as cited in Yau, 1997). In the present study, the referee is the university
authorities and the wider community, who would influence lecturers to choose English.
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41. LA: [We can use Cantonese with the students] to make sure that they
understand, or when they feel really stuck in the discussion, they
can’t really think of the right word, or I really want them to
understand certain points, because they thought they really
cannot catch what is the fact and what is said.


By using Cantonese, lecturers could encourage students to ask more
questions:


42. *LO: If the students’ standard of English is poor, they may not be able
to express themselves well. They may be afraid of asking questions.


Interviewer: While they can ask us in Cantonese?


LO: Yes.


Cantonese was also judged useful, if not essential, in presenting local
examples:


43. LC: Because of the nature of marketing communications, we talk
about some of the topics like advertising, public relations and so
forth. Now, a lot of creative ideas in the Hong Kong markets is
Cantonese; the play of words and these incidents are lingual, and
so forth.


A further function of Cantonese was translation of key vocabulary:


44. LC: To explain to them [students] this term, what does that mean in
Cantonese.


Nevertheless, not all the lecturers felt that the use of Cantonese would
help students comprehend ideas:


45. *LL: If there are such occasions [when it is difficult to get ideas across
to students], I find explaining those theories to them in Cantonese
to be an even more difficult task for me. Not only for me, I also
don’t believe that this will in any way facilitate their understand-
ing of those theories.


And for some terms and expressions, the lecturers had no choice but to
use English:


46. LH: Technical terms and noun phrases and so on will certainly be in
English because I don’t know how to translate them into Cantonese.
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DISCUSSION


The most striking point about the results of this study is that the
lecturers’ comments regarding English as the medium of instruction
reflect to a great extent the general instrumental view of English in Hong
Kong society. With only one exception (LN), the lecturers argued that
English provided access to greater knowledge, was the language of the
disciplines, and was important for professional careers and for maintain-
ing Hong Kong’s international status, and as such should be retained as
the official medium of instruction.


On the other hand, the lecturers’ perspective on the importance of
English sometimes contradicted their attitudes as regards their own
teaching. In their lectures, they faced the practical difficulties of execut-
ing an English-medium policy with students who had what they consid-
ered to be inadequate levels of English competence, they encountered a
certain amount of resistance to English on the part of students, and
ethnic solidarity led them to want to use Cantonese. As a result, although
some lecturers said that they would feel quite comfortable lecturing
exclusively in English, all of them reported making at least some use of
the mother tongue in order to make their teaching more effective in
terms of conveying the subject matter, encouraging more questions and
interaction, and maintaining ethnic solidarity.


We emphasise that our results reflect attitudes and reported behaviour,
not behaviour itself. The lecturers may have had a vested interest in
expressing their opinions as they did. Regarding their attitude towards
the English-medium policy, the lecturers themselves had all been trained
in English, most of them overseas in English-speaking countries, and
many had spent part of their careers in English-speaking countries. In
the period of uncertainty created by Hong Kong’s change of sovereignty,
English provides the lecturers with job mobility if things go wrong in the
Special Administrative Region. In addition, retaining English as the
medium of instruction acts as an important barrier to mainland academ-
ics who are not able to teach in English and who might otherwise pose a
threat to the lecturers’ positions in the postcolonial period. At the same
time, in spite of our assurances about the preservation of their anonym-
ity, the lecturers may have felt obliged to express their support for
English as the medium of instruction, as it is the official policy. Similarly,
they may have underreported their actual use of Cantonese, as such use
is against official policy. However, the fact that they all admitted using it
to some extent, together with our other sources of data on this issue,
makes us confident that a considerable amount of Cantonese was being
used.
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CONCLUSION: THE UNIVERSITY AND THE
ENGLISH-MEDIUM POLICY


As reported earlier, the official policy in Hong Kong is to discourage
mixed-mode teaching in the secondary schools in favor of teaching in
either Cantonese or English. However, like their secondary school
counterparts (Hirvela & Law, 1991; Shek et al., 1991), the lecturers
involved in this study do not view mixed-mode teaching as detrimental to
the overall teaching process. Indeed, for some of them, lecturing
effectively totally in English would be exceedingly difficult; in some cases
they would be trying to communicate with students who demonstrably
did not understand.


Where does this situation leave the university as regards its language
policy? Academic Regulation Number 1 (i.e., “The normal medium of
instruction and assessment at the University is English. However, indi-
vidual staff members may use Chinese at their discretion to explain or
clarify particular points”) is clearly being interpreted much more broadly
than intended.


Enforcing the Policy


In our view, any attempt to enforce an English-only policy by subject-
ing lecturers to some sort of policing,11 as at least one department has
suggested, in order to solve the English problem would be counterpro-
ductive. As the study reported here suggests, Cantonese can be an
invaluable resource for solving communication and learning problems
with students of lower English proficiency, and it carries important social
meanings.


One obvious way of making things easier for lecturers would be to
require students to achieve a minimum level of proficiency in English
before they embark on their content-area studies and to offer them
intensive English courses until they were up to the required level. In our
view, such a system will ultimately be introduced. During the transitional
period from elite to mass education and from British to Chinese
sovereignty, using such a system would be politically difficult. Students
entering university have been through the secondary school system,
which is English medium, in principle at any rate. Accepting that these
students need further English tuition before they are ready for university
education is still a difficult pill for government, university authorities,


11 One department has considered adding a question on the end of course evaluation
questionnaires to check that English was used.
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and the public to swallow, especially as it would imply that the universi-
ties need more time and financial resources for language training.
Nevertheless, bilingual education, done properly, offers benefits over
and above what mother tongue education offers alone. It is thus
reasonable to expect effective bilingual education work to require at
least some additional resources (So, 1987).


Reassessing the Policy


Some time after the data for this study were collected, the university
appointed a new president. One of his first decisions was to review the
question of English standards, which he considered to be in crisis.12 As a
result, a reengineering committee was set up to reassess English policy
within the university. Sensitive probably to the political and resourcing
implications, the group did not make any recommendations along the
lines suggested in the previous paragraph. Among the suggestions put
forward, however, one in particular merits particular attention: The
university would designate some courses in which students could expect
an English-only policy and, where necessary, the university’s English
language staff would provide support for these courses. The percentage
of English-only courses would increase over the 3 years of the curricu-
lum, as students’ confidence and ability developed. At the same time, the
implication is that mixed-mode courses would be tolerated but with the
understanding that the overall aim was to increase the use of English.
Courses that are more appropriately taught in Cantonese, in the humani-
ties, for example, would officially be designated as Cantonese medium.


This policy seems realistic. It would mean that lecturers who used
Cantonese would no longer feel they were subverting the official policy
and could retain the university’s commitment to English-medium teach-
ing when appropriate and possible.


Another measure put forward by the reengineering group also has
our support: training for content teachers in how to lecture to students
who have limited proficiency in English. At present, lecturers in all
disciplines are expected to be able to present their subject matter
effectively without having received training in teaching students for
whom English is an L2. This expectation is unrealistic and needs to be
addressed.


Whatever measures the university introduces, and even if the student
body’s competency in English increases radically, Hong Kong’s English-


12 Interestingly, this person is highly proficient in English, Putonghua, and Cantonese,
having been born on the mainland and having pursued an academic career in the U.S. before
coming to Hong Kong.
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medium universities will probably always evidence some code switching,
and the sooner that this becomes officially accepted, the better. Unless
classrooms are to become sterile places, devoid of social interaction and
reserved solely for the transfer of information, Cantonese will always play
a role. Nowhere else in Hong Kong society is English used in social
interaction between Cantonese speakers, and to expect it to be used for
such purposes in the university classroom is unrealistic.


Eliminating the Policy


The discussion and suggestions above assume that Hong Kong univer-
sities will remain English medium. Although this is the intention at
present, it may not be the case in the long run. Although ethnic Chinese
replaced expatriates in the higher levels of university administration and
policy making some time ago, these people have usually spent at least a
part of their academic careers in English-speaking Western countries.
They have an interest in maintaining international mobility, and retain-
ing English as the medium of instruction is one way of doing so. As Hong
Kong switches its orientation towards China and mainland scholars come
to teach in Hong Kong, however, academics may begin to see their future
on the mainland, which would make more emphasis on Chinese—
Putonghua rather than Cantonese—appropriate.


We believe that at some time in the future there may be an official
switch to a bilingual policy, but with the emphasis remaining on English
and Cantonese in practice and with Putonghua accepted to enable
mainland lecturers to lecture in the national language. In the longer
run, some observers are predicting that China’s rapid development
means that Chinese may challenge the place of English as the world’s
undisputed lingua franca. But that possibility is still a very long way off. In
the meantime, as the findings of the present study illustrate, CityU will
no doubt continue to reflect the sociolinguistic tensions within Hong
Kong society at large.
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Do Language Learners Recognize
Pragmatic Violations? Pragmatic Versus
Grammatical Awareness in Instructed
L2 Learning*


KATHLEEN BARDOVI-HARLIG
Indiana University


ZOLTÁN DÖRNYEI
Eötvös Lorand University


L2 learners often develop grammatical competence in the absence of
concomitant pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1990,
1993). In an attempt to better understand how this developmental stage
arises, this study explores the extent to which instructed L2 learners of
English are aware of differences in learners’ and target-language
production in grammar, which addresses the accuracy of utterances,
and pragmatics, which addresses the appropriateness of utterances
given specific situations, speakers, and content. We used a videotape
with 20 scenarios to test 543 learners and their teachers (N = 53) in two
countries (Hungary and the U.S.) as well as a secondary sample of 112
EFL speakers in Italy. The results show that whereas EFL learners and
their teachers consistently identified and ranked grammatical errors as
more serious than pragmatic errors, ESL learners and their teachers
showed the opposite pattern, ranking pragmatic errors as more serious
than grammatical errors. We discuss the possible causes of this pattern
and its implications for teaching.


This study explores the extent to which instructed L2 learners of
English are aware of differences in learners’ and target-language


production in grammar and pragmatics. Grammar relates to the accu-
racy of structure, including morphology and syntax, whereas pragmatics
addresses language use and is concerned with the appropriateness of
utterances given specific situations, speakers, and content. (See Levinson,


* Earlier versions of this paper were presented at the annual meeting of the American
Association for Applied Linguistics and the 31st Annual TESOL Convention (Orlando, FL,
1997).
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1983, for a discussion of this definition and other definitions of
pragmatics.)


Research into the pragmatic competence of adult foreign and second
language learners has demonstrated convincingly that the pragmatics of
learners and native speakers (NSs) are often quite different. Research
has further shown that grammatical development does not guarantee a
corresponding level of pragmatic development: Even learners who
exhibit high levels of grammatical competence may exhibit a wide range
of pragmatic competence when compared with NSs in conversations
(Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1990, 1991, 1993; Omar, 1991, 1992) and
elicited conditions (e.g., Faerch & Kasper, 1989; House & Kasper, 1987;
Takahashi & Beebe, 1987; Takenoya, 1995). That is, even advanced
language learners often show a marked imbalance between their gram-
matical and their pragmatic knowledge or, more specifically, between the
lexico-grammatical microlevel and the “macrolevel of communicative
intent and sociocultural context” (Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei, & Thurrell,
1995, p. 13) of their communicative competence, with pragmatic compe-
tence lagging behind grammatical knowledge (Olshtain & Blum-Kulka,
1985).


The disparity between learners’ and NSs’ pragmatic competence may
be attributed to two key factors related to input: the availability of input
and the salience of relevant linguistic features in the input from the
point of view of the learner. The first factor, the availability of input, has
been discussed by Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1996) for institutional
(academic advising session) talk and by Kasper (1997) for classroom talk.
These authors argue that status-appropriate input is often limited or
absent from the status-unequal encounters that characterize talk in
advising sessions and classrooms, which would imply that learners do not
acquire a sufficient level of L2 pragmatic competence because the target
language they encounter in the L2 classroom simply lacks a sufficient
range and emphasis of relevant exemplars. (In fact, as Bardovi-Harlig,
Hartford, Mahan-Taylor, Morgan & Reynolds, 1996, and Boxer &
Pickering, 1995, highlight, even language teaching course books are
lacking in this respect.) Studies of the influence of instruction (House,
1996; Wildner-Bassett, 1984) and proposals for greater authenticity in
pedagogical materials for classroom language learners also address the
issue of availability of input, although from the proactive perspective of
making input available to learners. (For proposals for improving input to
learners see, for example, Bardovi-Harlig et al., 1996; Holmes & Brown,
1987; Scotton & Bernsten, 1988; Williams, 1988.)


In this article we begin to explore the second possible factor in the
apparent lag between grammatical and pragmatic development by
investigating what types of features learners seem to be aware of in the
input. We are specifically interested in the sensitivity of learners to
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differences between the target language and their own or other learners’
output with regard to grammar and pragmatics.


Most research in interlanguage pragmatics has focused on language
use rather than on development (Kasper, 1996; for exceptions see
Kasper & Schmidt, 1996). The few authors who offer theoretical ac-
counts of the development of L2 pragmatics appeal to the awareness or
attention of learners (Bialystok, 1993; Schmidt, 1993, 1995a), and thus
we place this inquiry in a framework of awareness.1 Kasper cites three
conditions for the acquisition of pragmatic knowledge: “There must be
pertinent input, the input has to be noticed, and learners need ample
opportunity to develop a high level of control” (p. 148). Schmidt (1993)
also argues that attention to “linguistic forms, functional meanings, and
the relevant contextual features” is necessary for pragmatic learning to
occur (p. 35); he further argues that linguistic forms can serve as intake
for language acquisition only if learners notice them, where “noticing” is
understood to be “registering the simple occurrence of some event” (p.
26). Noticing is hypothesized to be the first level of awareness, which is
independent of a second level, “understanding,” in which a learner
recognizes “a general principle, rule, or pattern” (p. 26). Put another
way, the “noticing hypothesis” states that “what learners notice in input is
what becomes intake for learning” (Schmidt, 1995a, p. 20). Schmidt
(1995a) offers several examples of noticing, of which we include two:


In morphology, awareness that a target language speaker says, on a particular
occasion, “He goes to the beach a lot,” is a matter of noticing. Being aware
that goes is a form of go inflected for number agreement is understanding.


In pragmatics, awareness that on a particular occasion someone says to
their interlocutor something like, “I’m terribly sorry to bother you, but if you
have time could you look at this problem?” is a matter of noticing. Relating
the various forms used to their strategic deployment in the service of
politeness and recognizing their co-occurrence with elements of context such
as social distance, power, level of imposition and so on, are all matters of
understanding. (p. 30)


This study focuses exclusively on awareness in the first sense, that of
noticing. This level of awareness has been identified by various labels,
including apperceived input (Gass, 1988, 1997) and episodic awareness
(Allport, 1979). (See Schmidt, 1993, for a review.)


1 Schmidt (1995a) essentially argues that learners must pay attention to that which they wish
to learn, whether it is pronunciation, grammar, pragmatics, or discourse. Bialystok (1993)
portrays various levels of representation as competing for attentional control: Syntactic and
semantic representations of an utterance compete for attention with literal and nonliteral (or
direct) interpretations of language use, such as indirect requests and politeness markers. See
also Gass (1997) and Robinson (1997) for more general discussions of awareness in second
language acquisition.
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Anecdotal evidence supports the claim that there is a relationship
between what learners notice and what they acquire. However, much of
the anecdotal evidence rests on learners who may not only be unusually
aware of pragmatic features in the ambient language but are also gifted
reporters of these occurrences (e.g., Cohen, 1997; Schmidt, 1993). In
this investigation we attempt to determine what a more typical popula-
tion of learners “attend to and notice in language classes and in more
naturalistic settings, and what . . . they fail to notice” (Schmidt, 1995b,
p.␣ ix).


We begin this inquiry by focusing on what kinds of errors learners
notice most and how serious they consider them to be. We investigate
whether learners can recognize when an utterance is pragmatically at
odds with target expectations for politeness with the same frequency as
they recognize that an ungrammatical utterance is at odds with the target
language’s expectations for grammaticality.


Although it is desirable for theoretical purposes to separate the issue
of availability of input (the first condition of the acquisition of L2
pragmatic competence) from the problem of salience of the input (the
second condition, Kasper, 1996), in actual research practice it may not
be possible to neatly separate the two factors for a given learner. For
example, ESL learners, by virtue of living in the host environment, have
an increased potential for interaction in the L2; the increased availability
of input may give learners additional opportunities for noticing, and this
in turn may contribute to greater opportunities for acquisition or
learning when learners become aware of relevant features in the input.
In fact, two previous studies have shown that ESL and EFL learners differ
with respect to developing pragmatic competence. In a study of produc-
tion, Takahashi and Beebe (1987) found that Japanese ESL learners
more closely approximated the norms of NSs of American English than
their Japanese EFL counterparts did. Using a discourse completion test
with 12 refusal scenarios, Takahashi and Beebe found that although both
groups showed evidence of L1 pragmatic transfer in their use of
semantic formulas, it was more prevalent in the EFL setting (with 9 of the
12 scenarios suggesting L1 influence) than in the ESL setting (with
3␣ cases of 12 showing influence). In a study of perceptions of politeness
in requests, Kitao (1990) also found differences in Japanese EFL and
ESL learners, with ESL learners more closely approximating the NS
norms.


Taking into account the fact that awareness of input cannot always be
separated from availability of input, in addition to our main research
question—Do learners exhibit the same degree of awareness of errors in
grammar and pragmatics?—we investigated three subquestions related
to the instructional environment, the learners’ level of proficiency, and
the awareness of the learners’ instructors.
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1. Does the environment influence awareness: Do ESL and EFL learn-
ers show the same degree of awareness?


2. Does the learners’ level of proficiency influence their degree of
awareness?


3. Do learners and teachers show the same degree of awareness?
The three factors of instructional environment, level of proficiency, and
awareness of the learners’ instructors address factors that may contribute
to a learner’s pragmatic or grammatical awareness. The first and third
address potential availability—whether learners get the type of input that
might lead to awareness; the second, proficiency, addresses the question
of whether learners can make use of the input they receive given their
level of L2 development.


METHOD


Participants


We recruited 543 learners of English in two countries, Hungary and
the U.S., and these participants, along with their English teachers (N =
53), made up the primary sample for our study (Table 1). During our
research we also obtained data from 112 EFL speakers in Italy, who were
quite different from the ESL/EFL learners in the primary sample in


TABLE 1
Background of Participants


English
Group N Male Female Age (M) proficiencyb


Students
Hungarian 370 105 263 18.2 2.10c


�U.S. 173 106 66 24.9 2.72d


Teachers in training
Italian 112 5 107 39.1 2.54d


Teachers
Hungarian 25 2 23 — Near native
U.S. 28 8 20 — Native


Total 708 226 479


a We did not detect any differences related to the gender of the respondents and report all
subjects together in the text. Some questionnaires had gender data missing. b These figures are
only for illustrative purposes; in the analyses more complex proficiency measures were used.
c Mean of a 5-point self-report scale ranging from postbeginning to advanced, with 2 correspond-
ing to the preintermediate level. dComposite mean of four 7-point self-report scales (one for
each of the main language skills) ranging from postbeginning to nativelike, with 2.5 correspond-
ing to approximately the intermediate level.


Gendera
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several ways (see below) but whose responses have proved to be valuable
in interpreting our results with regard to the effects of the learning
environment; therefore, we have decided to include the Italian respon-
dents as a secondary sample in our study and will report their results
where relevant.


ESL Learners in the U.S.


The L2 learners in the primary sample were students enrolled in the
ESL courses of the Intensive Language Program, Center for English
Language Training, Indiana University. We recruited a total of 173
learners from Levels 4–7 of the seven-level program, the total population
in the required courses at the time the test was administered. These
students seemed appropriate for our investigation for two reasons: First,
they were classic ESL students, who were studying English during an
extended stay in an English-speaking country and were involved in daily
life on an English-speaking campus; the length of their stay in the U.S.
ranged from 1 to 66 months with a mean of 5.3 months. Second, they
showed a sufficient variety in both their ethnolinguistic background and
the range of their proficiency; they represented 15 languages, and their
proficiency ranged from low intermediate to low advanced.2


EFL Learners in Hungary


Also in the primary sample were 370 learners studying English in
Hungary, a typical European foreign language learning environment
where English is taught primarily in classroom contexts and students
have relatively little contact with NSs of the L2. When selecting the EFL
classes for the survey, we hoped to achieve a certain diversity; therefore,
we chose both secondary school students from a number of different
institutions in Budapest and young adults enrolled in noncredit courses
organized by the Hungarian State Language Examination Board and the
School of English and American Studies (both attached to Eötvös
University). An initial comparison of the Hungarian subsamples did not
show any significant differences in the results of the various analyses, so
data on the two parts of the Hungarian learner sample were pooled.


2 The sample consisted of NSs of Korean (72), Japanese (22), Spanish (20), Portuguese (13),
Thai (13), Burmese (6), Chinese (6), Indonesian (5), Malay (5), and Arabic (4) and one NS
each of Mongolian, Russian, Slovak, Tibetan, and Turkish. We conducted various analyses to
investigate the influence of the ethnolinguistic backgrounds, and no significant differences
were found in the present sample.
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Teachers in the U.S. and Hungary


We also tested 53 teachers at the language programs from which the
data on learners were collected: 28 NSs of American English, teaching
ESL at Indiana University, and 25 native Hungarian-speaking teachers of
EFL in Hungary at the participating institutions. The difference in the
size of the learner and teacher groups is a natural consequence of the
academic settings in which the students and teachers were tested.


EFL Speakers in Italy


The 112 Italian respondents were primary school teachers without a
certificate in teaching English who were attending a methodology course
offered by the British Council in Milan. Although the level of their
English proficiency did not exceed that of the EFL and ESL students in
our study, they cannot be considered language students as they were not
actively involved in organized English instruction. In addition, their
average age was above that of the students in the ESL and EFL learner
samples (see Table 1). We were interested in their responses because
they represented another EFL environment in Europe, which allowed us
to examine country- and language-specific variables against the more
general variable of ESL versus EFL environments. Although both Hun-
garian and Italian are spoken in Europe, Hungarian is a Finno-Ugric
language whereas Italian is an Indo-European language, and thus with
regard to grammar the two are typologically distinct from each other and
from the target language.


Instrument


To test the difference in the learners’ awareness in the grammatical
and pragmatic domains, we developed a contextualized pragmatic and
grammatical judgment task presented in a video format. The task was
developed in five steps: (a) identifying and constructing the test sce-
narios, (b) testing the scenarios through a production task, (c) selecting
the targeted responses for the task, (d) piloting the judgment task in
written format, and (e) filming the revised scenarios.


In the first step, 22 scenarios were constructed to elicit one of four
speech acts: requests, apologies, suggestions, and refusals. To ensure that
learners interpreted the scenarios as requiring the targeted speech act,
we asked 30 secondary EFL students to carry out a standard discourse
completion task (DCT). They were given a scenario and asked how they
would reply, as in Example 1.







240 TESOL QUARTERLY


1. You need directions to the library. You ask another student.


You say: __________________________________________________


This preliminary piloting of the scenarios indicated that the learners and
the researchers agreed on what types of speech acts were appropriate to
the scenarios.


Next, we added the responses to each scenario to the task for the
judgment test. All items were modeled on (a) learners’ and NSs’
responses to DCTs either reported in the interlanguage pragmatics
literature or elicited by the DCT production task that we conducted with
the 30 participants or (b) actual observed interactions (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig
& Hartford, 1990, 1991, 1993; Beebe, Takahashi, & Uliss-Weltz, 1989;
Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Hudson, Detmer, & Brown, 1995).3 In order to
include authentic test items from the published literature, we included
four speech acts (mentioned above) that have been reasonably well
studied. The use of the four different speech acts and the presence of
authentic test items kept the task from being repetitious for the learners
and thus required them to judge each scenario individually.4 The scenes
featured two students, Anna (a woman), and Peter (a man), in typical
interactions as students at school.5 Following the recommendations of
Hudson, Detmer, and Brown, we kept the interactions familiar to the
respondents, who were also students.


The test items comprised three categories: sentences that were prag-
matically appropriate but ungrammatical (eight), sentences that were
grammatical but pragmatically inappropriate (nine), and sentences that
were both grammatical and appropriate (five). The pragmatically inap-
propriate items served as grammatical controls, and the grammatical
items served as pragmatic controls. No item was both ungrammatical and
pragmatically inappropriate. For the pragmatic but ungrammatical set,
we selected preferred NS responses (from the sources listed above) and
introduced grammatical errors that did not affect comprehension (in
other words, all grammatical errors were local).6 For the grammatical but


3 This method was used by Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1985), who constructed test items for
a judgment task by using responses elicited by means of a DCT. In their (written) task, six
different utterances were presented for each of six apology and six request scenarios, and NSs
and NNSs were asked to rate the acceptability of each on a 3-point scale.


4 See also Cohen and Olshtain (1993) and Hudson, Detmer, and Brown (1995) for the use
of multiple speech acts in the same task.


5 We chose names that are readily recognized in both English and Hungarian (our primary
target groups at the outset of the study).


6 The grammatical errors included a zero object (yes I would like), a double marking of the
past (I didn’t brought it), the use of the infinitive with let’s (let’s to go to the snack bar), nonuse of do-
insertion (if you not need it), inversion in an embedded question (can you tell me where is the
library), and -ing with a modal (can I giving it to you tomorrow).
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pragmatically problematic set, we selected representative but nontargetlike
learner responses from the same sources.7 For the control items, we
selected preferred NS responses from empirical studies in the literature.
In every case, the sentence to be judged was the last sentence in the
scenario. Every scenario was introduced by a short narration that set the
scene so that the format was analogous to the well-established DCTs used
in interlanguage pragmatics research. Examples 2–4 are sample items
from the written elicitation task in each category. In the written format
an exclamation mark indicated the sentence to be judged.


2. Pragmatic Item


It’s Anna’s day to give her talk in class, but she’s not ready.


Teacher: Thank you, Peter, that was very interesting. Anna, it’s your turn
to give your talk.


!Anna: I can’t do it today but I will do it next week.


3. Grammar Item


Peter has borrowed a book from his friend, George. George needs it
back, but Peter has forgotten to return it.


George: Peter, do you have the book that I gave you last week?


!Peter: I’m really sorry but I was in a rush this morning and I didn’t
brought it today.


4. Appropriate/Correct Item


Maria invites her friend to her house, but she can’t come.


Anna: Maria, would you like to come over this afternoon?


!Maria: I’m sorry, I’d really like to come, but I have a difficult history
test tomorrow.


Learners were first asked to judge whether the targeted utterance was
appropriate/correct by marking the box labeled yes or no (see Example


7 The pragmatic problems included the lack of an explanation formula in a refusal
addressed to a teacher, a bare imperative used for a request (without an alerter) addressed to
a classmate, a denial of the offense in an apology addressed to a classmate, the use of
aggravators (upgraders) in a suggestion without mitigators (downgraders) addressed to a
teacher, and the lack of an explanation or a query preparatory formula with a speaker-oriented
request (I would like you to) addressed to a teacher.
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5). Then they were asked to rate the gravity of the problem on a six-part
scale from not bad at all to very bad by placing an X along the scale. A
simple example of a “bad” sentence was provided for the learners. In the
sample exchange one student greets another by saying, “Good morning,
Anna,” to which she replies, “Good night, John.” The instructions tell the
learners that this reply was “not good” and teaches the learners how to
mark the answer sheet. This particular example was chosen to introduce
respondents to the idea that they could mark errors that were not
grammatical without biasing them toward pragmatic considerations by
including an obvious pragmatic example.


In many ways, this task is similar to a standard grammaticality
judgment task. In such a task, the ideal learner rejects the ungrammati-
cal sentences and accepts the grammatical ones (Ellis, 1991; White,
1989). Tasks of this type are recognized to run the risk of a rejection bias
(White, 1989) that leads learners to reject good as well as bad items on
judgment tests. We hoped to test for this in the written pilot study.


We administered the written pilot task to 50 NSs of Hungarian.
Fourteen were students in the Department of English Applied Linguis-
tics at Eötvös Lorand University, and 36 were secondary students. The
English language proficiency of these students was approximately the
same as that of the learner group to be tested in the final stage. The pilot
participants rated the items that were pragmatically appropriate and
grammatical as good with mean scores ranging from .52 to 1.19 on a scale
from 0 to 6.8 The ratings on the items with grammatical errors ranged
from 1.82 to 4.05, and the items with pragmatic infelicities were ranked
from 1.63 to 3.00. This indicated that the targeted population of EFL
learners could in principle identify both pragmatic infelicities and
grammatical errors and distinguish them from nonproblematic sen-
tences in context.


The Video Elicitation


The video task was based on the written elicitation task, but it differed
in several ways because of the medium. We used a videotape rather than
written scenarios because the richness of the contextual information
provided by the video recording allowed the learners to view the type of
interaction that best captures the sense of pragmatic infelicities.9 How-
ever, the video task, with its listening comprehension component, may
have been inherently more challenging than the written presentation.


8 There was one exception: One good item in which a stack of books was knocked over was
rated at 2.00. This item is discussed in the next section.


9 Here we followed a discussion at the 1994 annual meeting of the American Association for
Applied Linguistics in Baltimore, in which participants agreed that the videotape had the
potential to make situations clearer than written scenarios can. See also Rose (1997).
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To keep the length of the video reasonable for learner respondents,
we selected 20 of the 22 scenarios for the video task: 8 featuring
sentences that were pragmatically appropriate but ungrammatical, 8
featuring sentences that were grammatical but pragmatically inappropri-
ate, and 4 featuring sentences that were both grammatical and appropri-
ate. On the advice of EFL colleagues who felt the word might be
unfamiliar to many EFL learners, we modified one good item, which had
the word clumsy in the formula Oh, how clumsy of me, by deleting the
formula. The resultant video elicitation task was 18 minutes long. We do
not claim that the test was in any way comprehensive, but the grammati-
cal items featured errors that are typically covered by standardized
language tests, and the pragmatic items were comparable to scenarios
that have been used in written DCTs throughout established interlanguage
pragmatics research. The innovation in the research method was the
medium in which it was presented.


For the filming, the scenes were set in classrooms, hallways, and
teachers’ offices, as Anna and Peter spoke to classmates and teachers.
Anna spoke to female friends and teachers, and Peter spoke with male
friends and teachers. This format was employed to eliminate cross-gender
variables. The students on the video were played by high-proficiency
nonnative speakers (NNSs) with clear pronunciation who were recruited
from upper-level undergraduate applied linguistics courses at Eötvös
Lorand University. We rehearsed the student actors, working on the
delivery of the ungrammatical sentences until the actors could present
them without hesitation. The teachers were played by two faculty
members at the same university (one female near–native speaker and
one male NS of British English). At least three takes were recorded for
each scene, and the visually and auditorily clearest and most natural of
the takes was chosen for inclusion on the video. The items were arranged
in four groups of five on the tape, with two ungrammatical items, two
pragmatically infelicitous items, and one completely good item in each
group. The items within a group were arranged randomly. (See the
Appendix for the text of the test items.)


The videotape began with instructions for completing the task, and
the instructions were repeated verbatim on the response sheet. The same
example of a “bad” greeting was provided for the learners. The narrator
then said that the reply was “not good” and explained how to mark the
response sheet. The video then showed a student marking her answer
sheet. (See the Appendix for the instructions.)10


Each selected scene was recorded on the video twice. The first time,


10 ESL learners and the Italian respondents received the instructions and introductions to
the scenes in English, and the Hungarian EFL learners received them in Hungarian. See the
Participants section.
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listeners were instructed to “just watch the scene.” On the second pass
the learners were instructed to “watch and mark your answer sheet,” and
a screen with an exclamation mark appeared just before the sentence
that the students were to judge. The targeted utterance appeared on the
answer sheet in this format:


5. I’m really sorry but I
was in such a rush
this morning and I
didn’t brought it
today!


Was the last part appropriate/correct?  Yes No


If there was a problem, how bad do you think it was?


Not bad at all ___:___:___:___:___:___ Very bad


Learners first judged whether the targeted utterance (always the last part
of the scenario) was appropriate/correct by marking the box labeled yes
or no. Then they rated the gravity of the problem on a six-part scale from
not bad at all to very bad by placing an X along the scale. The video showed
a still frame of the participants engaged in the test utterance for 7
seconds while the students marked their responses.


In addition to the video response sheet, the questionnaire also
contained a short section eliciting background information about the
participants (e.g., a self-evaluation of English proficiency, age, language
learning background, years of study, and time spent abroad).


Variables in the Analysis


Pragmatic and Grammar Items


Various respondents at different locations indicated to us that it took
them a while to understand how to respond to the questions on the
video. (No such problem was identified on the written task, so this may
have resulted from the presentation of a contextualized judgment task in
an audiovisual format.) For that reason, we treated the first block of five
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questions as a practice block and did not include them in the actual
analyses. (Recall that each block consisted of two grammar and two
pragmatic items, and one control item.) In addition, we discarded the
final pragmatic item (see the Appendix, Item 20), the only one not
modeled on actual dispreferred learner output, because the U.S. ESL
teachers did not treat the intended pragmatic infelicity as an error. Sixty-
eight percent of the U.S. teachers rated this item as appropriate/correct.
(The item was a rather abrupt suggestion that included no opportunity
for negotiation, but the U.S. respondents who viewed the film for
discussion purposes in a course on research in second language acquisi-
tion [SLA] reported that this indicated to them that the speakers must
be very good friends. As a result, this item was eliminated.) Thus, the
analyses were based on data from five items with pragmatic infelicities
and six with grammatical errors. As mentioned earlier, we also analyzed
three items that were both grammatically and pragmatically acceptable.


Every item had two responses: the answer to the yes/no question Is the
target sentence appropriate/correct? and the rating of the no answers on a
scale from not bad at all to very bad. In the analysis of the ratings, all yes
responses (i.e., responses that indicated that a targeted utterance was
good) were converted to 0 on the scale, indicating not bad at all, thus
obtaining error salience scales ranging from 0 to 6; as a result, all
participants had a score on all of the items.


In the analyses we pooled the pragmatic and grammatical items
separately, thus forming two multi-item scales (pragmatic total and
grammar total). The Cronbach α internal consistency coefficients of
these scales were .72 and .77 respectively, which indicated that the items
tapped the respondents’ pragmatic and grammatical awareness in a
reliable manner.


Self-Rating of English Proficiency


We wanted to obtain some measure of the learners’ English profi-
ciency but had access to the participating students for only a limited
time, excluding the possibility of administering a standardized profi-
ciency test in addition to the main instrument; even in the form
described here the administration of the survey took more than 30
minutes, and it was rather difficult to persuade some teachers to allow us
to use more than half of a language class. Therefore we decided to
include items concerning the self-rating of L2 proficiency in the ques-
tionnaire. To increase the reliability of this subjective estimate, the
following measuring method was used. For the Hungarian sample we
had a fairly stable external anchor point, the requirements of the
intermediate level of the Hungarian State Language Examination.
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Language learners in Hungary tend to be familiar with these require-
ments because a great proportion of L2 classes in both secondary schools
and other language teaching institutions are geared to preparing learn-
ers for this exam. Thus, in the questionnaire section we asked the
Hungarian learners to indicate on a 5-point scale (ranging from far below
it to far above it) their English proficiency compared with the level of the
intermediate state exam.


For the U.S. ESL sample we used a combination of two questionnaire
items to produce a proficiency measure. The first concerned the level of
the English course that the participants attended at Indiana University.
Placement is based on the results of established proficiency tests, so
course level could be perceived as a measure of the learners’ proficiency
level. This variable was combined (using standardized z-scores) with a
self-report proficiency measure that has been applied in other question-
naire studies with sufficiently high reported internal reliability (e.g.,
Clement, Dörnyei, & Noels, 1994; Gardner & Smythe, 1981): Learners
were asked to rate their English proficiency on four different 7-point
scales (one for each main language skill), ranging from preintermediate to
near native, and the four ratings were averaged to form a composite score.
The Cronbach α internal consistency coefficient of this measure was .84
in the U.S. ESL sample, which indicates good reliability, and the
combination of the two separate measures (level of the course and
self-evaluation) was supposed to further increase the reliability of the
final proficiency variable. In the Italian sample only the self-report
measure was used, and there Cronbach α was .85.


Although the above measures may not provide an objective index of
the participants’ L2 proficiency level or be directly comparable across
the samples (i.e., ESL and EFL students may rate their proficiency
differently), we believe that the measures were adequate to separate
low-proficiency and high-proficiency learners, which was how we in-
tended to use them in our study; to increase the reliability of the
separation procedure, we excluded from our analyses the most unreli-
able middle section of the proficiency rank scale and contrasted only
learners belonging to the bottom and top tails of the distribution
(roughly the bottom and top quarters of the range).


Other Background Variables


The background section of the questionnaire elicited additional
information about the respondents, including gender, age, English
course, language learning history, contact with NSs, and (for the ESL
sample) the length of stay in the U.S.
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RESULTS


In this section, we address each of the research (sub)questions
individually in three sections: environment, proficiency level, and com-
parison of teachers and learners.


Question 1: Does Environment Influence Awareness?


The first subquestion asked whether ESL and EFL learners show the
same degree of awareness. Table 2 presents the respondents’ ratings of
error salience broken down by the various subsamples. The Hungarian
EFL learners rated the pragmatics errors significantly lower than they did
the grammatical errors. This pattern does not appear to be a function of
the nationality or the L1 of the students because exactly the same pattern
emerged in the Italian sample. This result is all the more remarkable
because the respondents in Italy were different in both age and status
from the Hungarian learners, so the common response pattern can be
assumed to be characteristic of the shared EFL learning environment.


In contrast to the EFL (Hungarian and Italian) learners, the ESL
learners, who were studying English in the U.S., considered the prag-
matic mistakes more salient than the grammatical ones. (Note that the
salience ratings are almost exactly the inverse of each other.) One-way
analyses of variance and consecutive Scheffe tests showed that the
differences in the pragmatic and grammar scores between the two EFL
samples and the ESL students are significant—pragmatics: F(2,652) =
106.47, p < .001; grammar: F(2,652) = 134.63, p < .001. In addition, the
pattern of difference between the ESL students reported above held not
only for the total pragmatics and grammar scores but also across the
individual items (i.e., EFL learners rated every single grammar item
higher than ESL learners, who in turn rated every pragmatics item
higher than their EFL counterparts did).


The ESL learners’ ratings on the individual pragmatic items ranged
from 2.82 to 4.58 (mean scores); the Hungarian EFL learners showed a
range of 1.49–2.52 on the same items. Thus, the highest item-mean
gravity score for pragmatics errors given by the EFL students (2.52) was
actually lower than the lowest item-mean ESL rating (2.82). A closer look
at the ESL sample showed that the pragmatic ratings of the recent
arrivals (learners in the U.S. only 1–2 months) differed significantly from
the ratings of learners who had been in the U.S. for at least 3 months,
with the latter exceeding the former (in the U.S. 1–2 months, n = 42,
M␣ ␣ =␣ 3.23, SD = 1.16; in the U.S. more than 3 months, n = 123, M = 3.76,
SD ␣ ␣ = 1.24; t = –2.45, p < .05).


The mean ratings for the individual grammar items ranged from 2.23
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to 4.69 for the Hungarian EFL students, from 1.40 to 2.50 for the ESL
students, and from 2.17 to 5.20 for the Italian students. Thus, for
grammar, the pattern that emerged was similar to but the inverse of the
pattern for the pragmatics items: The highest ESL rating hardly ex-
ceeded the lowest EFL ratings. Therefore, the difference in the ratings of
grammar and pragmatics in the EFL and ESL contexts was extremely
prominent and consistent both across countries (Hungary and Italy) and
across the individual items. A comparison of the recent arrivals in the
ESL sample with those who had stayed in the U.S. for at least 3 months
showed no significant difference with respect to grammar.


The responses to the control items showed that the teachers were able
to distinguish between the items with errors and those without.11 The
learners apparently were less able to recognize the accurate and appro-
priate items as “good.” For all the groups of learners, the total rating for
the control items was very close to that of the least salient category of
errors—for EFL learners, their pragmatics score, and for ESL learners,
their grammatical score. Learners may have found that the appropriate
items did not fully meet their expectations for language use in the
scenarios that we provided. Another possible factor may be the rejection
bias (White, 1989), which leads learners to reject items in judgment
tasks. Learners’ responses to good items are a topic for further research.


Question 2: Does Learners’ Proficiency Influence
Their Degree of Awareness?


To test whether the results are a function of the learners’ proficiency
level, we divided the Hungarian and U.S. student samples into subgroups
according to their proficiency levels, using the proficiency measures
described above. As was stated earlier, to increase the reliability of this
separation, we ignored the middle section of the proficiency rank scales
and compared only the students belonging roughly to the bottom and
top quarters of the proficiency range.


In the Hungarian student sample the grammatical scores were signifi-
cantly higher than the pragmatic scores, and in the ESL student sample
the exact opposite was true (Table 2). The t-test statistics in Table 3 show
that the same significant differences result from a comparison of the
grammatical and pragmatic ratings of the low-proficiency and high-
proficiency students.


11 Of the U.S. ESL teachers, 42.9% took exception to the apology response (Item 6 in the
Appendix). The ESL teacher group showed a mean rating of 1.68. This is the item from which
we deleted the self-blame formula how clumsy of me. Although the deletion may have improved
the EFL teachers’ rating for the item (.76), it may have led the ESL teachers to find that the
response lacked a necessary element of a truly appropriate apology for the situation portrayed.
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We also compared the students’ pragmatics and grammar ratings
separately within the high- and low-proficiency subsamples (Table 4). In
the Hungarian sample the high-proficiency students scored significantly
higher in both their pragmatics and grammar ratings (that is, they either
noticed more mistakes, rated the mistakes higher, or did a combination
of the two), but the increase in the grammar scores exceeded the
increase in the pragmatics score. Thus the gap between the two ratings
was significantly greater in the responses of the high-proficiency learn-
ers. The same tendency was true of the ESL sample (of course, in the
opposite direction) with only one difference: The high-proficiency
students rated the grammar scenes significantly lower (not higher) than
the low-proficiency students did, which added to the significantly increas-
ing gap between pragmatic and grammar ratings. Thus, language
development was associated with the increase of pragmatic/grammatical
awareness in exactly the opposite direction depending on the instruc-
tional environment.


Question 3: Do Learners and Teachers Show the
Same Degree of Awareness?


The results for the teachers were similar to those for their students:
Hungarian EFL teachers responded in the same way as their EFL
students did, rating grammar more severely than pragmatics, and native


TABLE 4
Learners’ Error Ratings, by Proficiency Level and Item Type


Difference between
ratings of low- and


high-proficiency Effect
Group and item type M SD M SD learners t-value sizea


EFL learners (Hungary)b


Pragmatics 1.85 1.19 2.36 1.40 –.51 –2.69** .04
Grammar 3.10 1.40 4.25 1.09 –1.15 –6.31*** .19


Difference between 1.25 1.65 1.89 1.70 –.64 –2.64** .04
grammar and
pragmatics rating


ESL learners (U.S.)c


Pragmatics 3.43 1.22 4.04 1.20 –.61 –2.36* .06
Grammar 2.27 1.46 1.61 1.24 .66  2.26* .06


Difference between 1.16 1.81 2.43 1.91 –1.27 –3.13** .10
grammar and
pragmatics rating


aEta squared. bLow-proficiency n = 90; high-profiicency n = 103. cLow-proficiency n = 41; high-
profiicency n = 46.
*p < .05. **p <. 01. ***p <. 001.


Proficiency level


Low High
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English-speaking ESL teachers responded as the ESL students in the
same institution did, rating pragmatics more severely than grammar
(Table 2). (A qualification is that our teacher and learner samples
reflected the normal student-teacher ratios and thus were uneven in
size.) As might be expected, the teachers reacted more strongly than the
learners to both types of errors, even though they preserved the pattern
of significant difference.


In fact, in their responses to the grammatical items (Table 5),
excluding the rating of the gravity, every EFL teacher recognized every
grammatical error (of 150 responses). Likewise, the ESL teachers’
responses showed 97.6% agreement on errors (164 of 168 responses).
Both teacher groups clearly recognized the grammatical errors, but the
two groups rated them quite differently in terms of their seriousness.
The item means ranged from 3.44 to 4.88 for the EFL teachers and from
2.25 to 3.57 for the U.S. ESL teachers.


With respect to the pragmatics ratings, the ESL teachers showed a very
narrow range of ratings for the individual items, with the item means
ranging from 4.04 to 4.43. Like the ESL learners, they rated the
pragmatic items more severely than the EFL teachers did: Their lowest
rating was higher than the highest EFL teacher rating of 3.68 (the range
was 1.88 to 3.68).


Thus, the teachers, unlike the learners, for the most part recognized
that there was an error of some kind in both the grammatical and the
pragmatic items (although the EFL teachers’ pragmatics ratings were
11.5% lower than those of the NS teachers). The teachers could, in fact,
recognize the errors but rated them quite differently.


In contrast, the learners differed in their recognition of performed
errors, once again showing inverse patterns. The ESL learners agreed in
84.6% of their responses that the pragmatic items were not correct/
appropriate, whereas the EFL learners showed only 61.9% agreement.
The reverse holds true for the grammatical errors: The EFL learners
agreed in 82.4% of their responses that the grammatical items were not
correct/appropriate, whereas the ESL learners responded that the items
were incorrect only 54.5% of the time.


TABLE 5
Participants’ Recognition of Errors, by Item Type (Mean %)


Students Teachers


Item type Hungarian U.S. Hungarian U.S.


Pragmatics 61.9 84.6 79.2 90.7
Grammar 82.4 54.5 100.0 97.6
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DISCUSSION


In light of the main finding that the ESL learners and the EFL
learners showed different degrees of sensitivity to pragmatic and gram-
matical errors, in this section we consider differences in the environment.


Residency


One difference in the learners’ environment was residency. Neither
contact with NSs of English in the foreign environment nor contact with
NSs via short stays in English-speaking countries had the same effect as
residency. In the Hungarian sample, people who had spent some time
abroad or had had native-English-speaking teachers did not score higher
on the grammatical and pragmatic items. In other words, among this
group of learners, limited contact with NSs did not significantly influ-
ence their responses.


Residency can be related to a second difference, the environment
outside the classroom. The ESL learners had the opportunity for
additional target-language interaction, although learners take advantage
of this to different degrees. Even within the instructional setting the
opportunities for interaction differ for ESL and EFL students, although
such differences are less obvious than the differences in opportunities
for input outside the classroom. This leads to a third difference: the
extent of daily contact within the classroom. The ESL students were
enrolled in an intensive program in which they received 5 hours of
instruction per day, in contrast to the 3–6 hours per week received by the
EFL students in Hungary (secondary and university hours), and in the
former situation all the instruction, including class management and
advising of students, took place in English. In addition, the ESL learners
had to conduct business regarding registration, housing, and health
care; discussions with teachers and other classmates; and other adminis-
trative negotiations on campus in English.


Thus, even without taking into account differences in methodology or
extracurricular contact with English, the ESL and EFL learners differed
in the intensity of their contact with English in the academic setting. It
seems likely, then, that the pragmatic awareness of the ESL learners may
have come from the friction of their daily interactions: the pressure not
only of making themselves understood but also of establishing and
maintaining smooth relationships with NSs in the host environment.
Schmidt (1993) observes that “those who are concerned with establish-
ing relationships with target language speakers are more likely to pay
close attention to the pragmatic aspects of input and to struggle to
understand than those who are not so motivated” (p. 36). Some evidence
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for the effect of the environment is provided by our finding that, within
the ESL sample, recent arrivals rated pragmatic violations as less serious
(i.e., had lower scores on the pragmatic items) than did learners who
had spent a longer period in the U.S. The most likely explanation for the
similar profiles of the ESL teachers and the students is that they
experienced the same cross-cultural interactions, which produced a
heightened pragmatic awareness as indicated by their evaluation of the
video scenarios.


Washback


A second possible reason for the difference in the EFL and ESL
learners’ sensitivity to grammatical and pragmatic problems may be
traced to the washback effect of language tests. In most EFL settings the
principal criterion for successful L2 learning is the various exams
learners take on a regular basis. This (rather unfortunate) situation has
a significant bearing on language teaching practice as well, with foreign
language classes often focusing primarily on exam preparation materials.
Although recent language testing practice in Hungary (as in many other
parts of the world) has assumed an increasingly communicative charac-
ter, it is still to a large extent determined by a form-focused approach; in
addition, for the time being even the world’s most communicative tests
lack a systematic pragmatic component. No wonder, therefore, that the
test-driven content preferences typical of foreign language classrooms
tend to emphasize microlevel grammatical accuracy at the expense of
macrolevel pragmatic appropriateness. In contrast, in ESL contexts, even
if there are tests to take, successful communication with NSs also
provides rewards, and the exploitation of the available contact with NSs
is often an organic part of language classes. This results in different
success criteria and language-content priorities from those found in EFL
settings.


Awareness Versus Production


Our finding that ESL learners are more sensitive to pragmatic
infelicities than EFL learners is consistent with findings reported earlier
that ESL learners’ production in refusals (and presumably other speech
acts) is more targetlike than EFL learners’ production (Takahashi &
Beebe, 1987). However, ESL learners’ production itself often differs
from the NS norm in the host environment, as numerous studies have
shown. Higher pragmatic awareness does not necessarily translate into
appropriate pragmatic production; that is, awareness is not likely to be a
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sufficient condition for the development of pragmatic competence. In
fact, other researchers have claimed that awareness is a necessary, but not
a sufficient, condition for SLA in general (Robinson, 1997; Schmidt,
1993, 1995a). One obvious course of future research would be to
administer a production questionnaire of some type to respondents
along with the video task in order to investigate whether awareness and
production are related in the same group of respondents.


We began this article by observing that interlanguage often shows an
imbalance in pragmatic and grammatical competence and that gram-
matical competence often exceeds pragmatic competence. Our data
from the EFL learners would seem to explain why grammatical accuracy
exceeds targetlike pragmatics: The EFL learners were more aware of
grammatical errors and regarded the violation of grammatical rules as
more serious. However, the ESL results are less directly interpretable in
that vein, in light of the numerous studies that show ESL learners to
exhibit different pragmatic systems from those of NSs. Clearly, any
account of the development of interlanguage pragmatics will have to
take into consideration the numerous variables that intervene between
the stages of noticing and targetlike production. That will be the focus of
our future research.


In reviewing the influence on our results of the specific items used in
the task, we of course realize that a small set of selected errors may never
be representative of all possible grammatical or pragmatic errors that
may occur. However, the fact that the two learner groups recognized
different items as having errors and as being more or less serious
suggests that one group or another could, in fact, recognize all the errors
we used (so that the groups served as controls for each other) and that,
further, no errors were absolutely more salient than others. In addition,
the high reliability coefficients for the grammar and the pragmatics
scales reassure us that the selected items did tap into the respondents’
more general grammatical and pragmatic awareness. Finally, the fact that
the same patterns consistently held for the individual items as well offers
further evidence for the validity of the patterns revealed.


IMPLICATIONS


Pedagogy


We have argued elsewhere (Bardovi-Harlig, 1992, 1996; Bardovi-Harlig
et al., 1996) that increased pragmatic awareness should be one goal of
classroom instruction. Bouton (1994) and Billmeyer (1990) found that
ESL learners showed improvement as a result of instruction in pragmat-
ics. Still more encouraging, especially in light of the apparent disadvantage
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that EFL learners show with regard to pragmatic awareness, is Wildner-
Bassett’s (1984) finding that EFL learners’ use of gambits to manage
conversation and modify illocutionary force improved in response to
instruction regardless of teaching approach. Based on their evaluation of
the gravity of pragmatic errors, teacher educators might need to do some
additional work to convince EFL teachers that helping learners with
pragmatics is important, but such work would seem to be worthwhile
given both the findings on learner production and perception and the
results regarding experimental teaching.


The results of the present study address some of the issues raised
about the learnability of L2 pragmatics, namely, that learners may be
unaware of the mismatch between their interlanguage pragmatics and
the pragmatics of the L2, which is evidenced by the imbalance of
grammatical and pragmatic competencies often found in even advanced
L2 learners (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1990, 1993). In classroom
acquisition, this imbalance may be due partly to a lack of appropriate
input, but, as our study indicates, an important second reason may be the
pedagogical focus on grammatical competence (i.e., accuracy) in L2
classrooms, which might implicitly indicate certain priorities to the
students and thus might encourage grammatical competency at the
expense of other competencies (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1996; Kasper,
1996). The results further suggest that awareness-raising and noticing
activities should supplement the introduction of pragmatically relevant
input in instructed L2 learning, particularly in the EFL setting.


Future Research


In our next investigation we plan to make the response sheet more
elaborate by asking respondents to correct any errors they find. As
mentioned earlier, a second path of investigation is to administer a
production questionnaire of some type to future respondents to investi-
gate whether awareness and production are related in the same group of
respondents. Finally, we plan to supplement the questionnaire data with
the respondents’ retrospective comments.
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APPENDIX


Instructions and Scenarios
SCENES FROM SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE 1996


Instructions
Thank you for helping us with our research. In the video you are going to see Anna and Peter
talking to classmates and teachers. Their English will sometimes be correct but sometimes there
will be a problem. Your job is to decide how well Anna and Peter use English in different
conversations. You will see every conversation twice. The first time, just watch and listen. The
second time, there will be an exclamation mark (!) before the part we want you to evaluate.
When the conversation ends, decide whether you think there is a mistake or not and mark your
answer sheet.


Let’s look at an example:


John: Good morning, Anna.
!Anna: Good night, John.


Was the last part appropriate/correct? Yes No


If there was a problem, how bad do you think it was?


Not bad at all _____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ Very bad


Anna’s answer is obviously not good. So in the example on your answer sheet put an X in the
box marked No. After this, you decide how big the mistake is. Put an X somewhere on the line
between not bad at all and very bad. For a small mistake mark the second or third slot; for a
serious mistake mark the last slot.


Remember: This is not a test; we are interested in what you think.
If you have a question, please ask now and we’ll stop the video


Scenarios
[Grammatical errors are indicated by *, pragmatic infelicities by #.]


1. The teacher asks Peter to help with the plans for the class trip.
T: OK, so we’ll go by bus. Who lives near the bus station? Peter, could you check the


bus times for us on the way home tonight?
P: #No, I can’t tonight. Sorry.


2. Peter and George are classmates. George invites Peter to his house, but Peter cannot
come.
G: Peter, would you like to come over to my house tonight?
P: *I’m sorry, I just can’t. I’m very tired. I couldn’t sleep on last night.


3. Peter goes to the snack bar to get something to eat before class.
F: May I help you?
P: #Would you be so kind as to give me a sandwich and a yogurt please?


4. George is going to the library. Peter asks him to return a library book.
G: Well, I’ll see you later. I’ve got to go to the library to return my books.
P: Oh, if you are going to the library, can you please return my book too?


5. Peter is talking to his teacher. The conversation is almost finished.
T: Well, I think that’s all I can help you with at the moment.
P: *That’s great. Thank you so much for all the informations.
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6. Anna is talking to her teacher in his [sic] office when she knocks over some books.
A: (knocks over some books) Oh no! I’m really sorry! Let me help you pick them up.


7. It is Anna’s day to give her talk in class, but she is not ready.
T: Thank you Steven, that was very interesting. Anna, it’s your turn to give your talk.
A: #I can’t do it today but I will do it next week.


8. Anna goes to the snack bar to get something to eat before class.
F: May I help you?
A: A cup of coffee please.
F: Would you like some cream in it?
A: *Yes, I would like.


9. Anna has borrowed a book from a classmate, Maria. Maria needs it back, but Anna has
forgotten to return it.
M: Anna, do you have the book I gave you last week?
A: *Oh, I’m really sorry but I was in a rush this morning and I didn’t brought it


today.


10. Anna needs directions to the library. She asks another student.
A: Hi.
S: Hi.
A: #Tell me how to get to the library.


11. Peter is going to George’s house. He is quite late.
P: Hi George.
G: Hi Peter. I’ve been waiting for over half an hour for you. Weren’t we supposed to


meet at 4?
P: #I couldn’t come earlier. And anyway, we don’t have to hurry anywhere.


12. Peter and George meet before class. They want to do something before class starts.
G: Hey, we’ve got 15 minutes before the next class. What shall we do?
P: *Let’s to go to the snack bar.


13. Peter goes to see his teacher at his office. When he arrives, his teacher is busy.
P: (knocks on the door)
T: Yes, come in.
P: Hello, Mr. Gordon. Are you busy?
T: Erm . . . I’m afraid so. Could you come back later?
P: #OK, I’ll be here tomorrow morning at 8.


14. Peter asks his teacher for a book.
P: Mr. Gordon?
G: Yes?
P: *Could I possibly borrow this book for the weekend if you not need it?


15. Peter’s teacher wants to talk to Peter about the class party. Peter makes arrangements to
come back.


T: Peter, we need to talk about the class party soon.
P: Yeah, if tomorrow is good for you, I could come any time you say.


16. Anna goes to ask her teacher to fill in a questionnaire. She knocks on the office door.
A: (knocks on the door)
T: Yes, come in.
A: #Hello. My name is Anna Kovacs. If you don’t mind, I would like you to fill this in


for me.


17. Maria invites Anna to her house but Anna cannot come.
M: Anna, would you like to come over this afternoon?
A: I’m sorry, I’d really like to come but I have a difficult history test tomorrow.
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18. Anna needs directions to the library. She asks another student.
A: *Excuse me, could you tell me where is the library.


19. Anna has borrowed a book from her teacher. Her teacher needs it back, but Anna has
forgotten to return it.
T: Anna, have you brought back the book I gave you yesterday?
A: *Oh, I’m very sorry, I completely forgot. Can I giving it to you tomorrow?


20. Anna meets her classmate, Maria, after school. They want to go somewhere.
A: Maria, are you doing anything this afternoon?
M: No, I’ve already prepared for tomorrow’s classes.
A: #Then I say we go to the cinema. OK?
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From Sentence to Discourse:
Discourse Grammar and
English Language Teaching*


REBECCA HUGHES
MICHAEL MCCARTHY
University of Nottingham


In this article we argue that there are very good reasons for developing
discourse grammars for L2 teaching and exemplify the criteria for
moving from sentence-based grammar to the discourse level. The
criteria are based on pedagogical and descriptive problems in grammar
that sentence-based approaches cannot adequately deal with. We iden-
tify key areas in which a discourse grammar might make significant
contributions. These include discourse paradigms (in contrast to tradi-
tional ones), the solution of problems brought about by post facto rules
that fail to generate appropriate choices, different distributions of
forms in spoken and written texts, items that make little sense if dealt
with in stand-alone sentences, and unresolved grammatical puzzles. We
conclude by considering the problems and prospects for L2 teaching in
the kind of probabilistic grammar that emerges from a discourse-based
approach.


The term discourse grammar is fashionable nowadays, as one can see
from TESOL convention presentation titles and abstracts. Equally,


researchers within the field of second and foreign language learning and
teaching have for some time advocated the incorporation of insights
from text and discourse analysis into the field’s understanding of what
the term grammar should include (e.g., Celce-Murcia, 1991; Kramsch,
1993, chap. 4; Nunan, 1991, pp. 151–155; Widdowson, 1983, chap. 3).
Linguists not specifically working within applied linguistics or language
teaching have also in recent years sought to explicate the relationship
between grammatical form and discoursal or interactional function.
Hopper (1988), for example, identifies one major school of grammatical


* This article is based on a presentation on the same subject given by the authors at the 29th
Annual TESOL Convention, Long Beach, California, 1995. It repeats arguments put forward
there but uses additional data sets for exemplification.
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analysis as the emergent view, in which grammar is essentially seen as forms
“whose status is constantly being renegotiated in speech and which
cannot be distinguished in principle from strategies for building dis-
courses” (p. 118). Cumming and Ono (1997) likewise argue that
“grammar originates in recurrent patterns in discourse and these pat-
terns continually shape it” (p. 112). Drew and Sorjonen (1997) even
more directly relate grammar to immediate discoursal concerns when
they state, after surveying a number of studies of grammar in interaction,
that such studies point to “the interactional consequences which may be
associated with the use of certain forms” (p. 101). Also very recently, a
whole volume of papers has been devoted to the place of grammar in
interaction (Ochs, Schegloff, & Thompson, 1996), including the rela-
tionship between grammatical forms and aspects of turn taking in
conversation, conversational repair, and vice versa—how grammar is
influenced by discourse sequence and placement of items and by
particular social activities.


Alongside work in grammar and interaction and work by discourse
analysts who take grammar into account, systemic-functional grammar
has become popular in recent years, mainly due to the influence of
Halliday’s (1985) work. In the Hallidayan paradigm, grammatical choices
reflect concerns such as across-sentence cohesion, the creation of
texture (the feeling that the text is a coherent whole), and the ways
speakers and writers position themselves in texts by choices within
grammatical systems, such as modality, transitivity, tense, voice, and so
on. Downing and Locke (1992) present the Hallidayan grammar in a
very useful applied pedagogical context. Halliday’s grammar is essen-
tially a text-grammar, that is to say, the choices are examined in relation
to how the finished product, the text, comes to be as a result of choices
made from predetermined systems, whereas discourse grammars are
more process oriented and are interested in any individual interactional
factor that may influence moment-by-moment choices in context. Thus
there is a great deal of research that is close in spirit to the study of
discourse grammar and that has influenced developments in the field.
Nonetheless, despite all this work, quite what the term discourse grammar
means for grammatical description and the teaching of grammar is not
always clear.


In this article we exemplify what we mean by discourse grammar and
set out our criteria for analysing grammar as an aspect of discourse
rather than as something that operates only within the boundaries of the
clause or sentence. We use written and spoken corpus examples to argue
our case. Our spoken evidence is based on the first 1 million words of
everyday, informal British English in the Cambridge and Nottingham
Corpus of Discourse in English (CANCODE). The CANCODE Spoken
Corpus (1998), established at the Department of English Studies, Univer-
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sity of Nottingham, United Kingdom, is funded by Cambridge University
Press, with whom the sole copyright resides. The corpus is currently
building to 5 million words. The corpus tape recordings were made in a
variety of settings, including private homes, shops, offices, other public
places, and educational institutions (though in nonformal settings)
across Great Britain, with a wide demographic spread. (For further
details on the corpus and its construction, see McCarthy, in press.) The
written corpus we have used is a 1-million-word mixed corpus of British
books, magazines, newspapers, letters, junk mail, and other everyday
written sources (CANCODE Written Corpus, 1997), designed to parallel the
CANCODE spoken corpus and also funded by Cambridge University
Press, the sole copyright holder. The corpus examples demonstrate that
the kinds of grammatical choices that speakers and writers make often
depend on contextual features. We also argue that grammatical state-
ments that do not take account of such contextual features are inad-
equate and unable to support grammar teaching effectively.


PARADIGMS IN THEORY AND PRACTICE


Traditional Latin-style grammars depended on the notion of para-
digms, that is, the list of formal choices that realised contrasting
meanings within particular sets of words. Thus, in English, the personal
pronoun paradigm admits only I, you, he, she, we, and they, making no
distinction between singular and plural you or familiar and respectful you
(cf. Spanish) or between inclusive or exclusive we (cf. Malay), and does
not offer a neutral he/she pronoun (again, cf. Malay).


Learning the paradigms of a target language is, of course, an
important step in mastering its range of grammatical forms. In real-life
situations, however, the selection of an item may be from only a small set
of plausible alternatives (for example, at or in when talking about a town
or village) or indeed may not represent a real choice at all, as with of in
the conventionalised phrase Queen of Hearts (see Brazil, 1997, pp. 22–25,
for further discussion of restricted choices of this kind and of what he
calls existential paradigms, paradigms of the particular moment of utter-
ance that may restrict lexical choice to just a small number of items
instead of a broad set). In actual fact, the traditionally organised (and
taught) paradigms of items in abstract grammatical sets often do not
correspond to the paradigms of choices that emerge in real discourses.
One such everyday example in English is the relationship between the
pronoun it and the singular demonstratives this and that, which come
together on many occasions in real discourses to form a paradigm of
three members (instead of the four-member demonstrative set this, that,
these, and those, with it as a member of the pronoun set). This realignment
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of the terms in the set offers a significant choice to the speaker or writer
who wants to refer to entities in the text or in the immediate situation.
Viewing the actual choice as a different paradigm, as we shall now
demonstrate, is a clear example of a case in which sentence grammar
(understood in the traditional sense as the rules that underlie structures
and choices within closed sets) must become discourse grammar, that is
to say, a grammar that is fully explicable only with reference to contex-
tual features and speakers’ or writers’ moment-by-moment creation of
interaction.


In an earlier paper, McCarthy (1994) used written newspaper and
magazine data to show how it, this, and that perform distinctly different
functions in the signalling of focus and topicality in texts. McCarthy
argued that (a) it signalled reference to continued, ongoing topics, (b)
this signalled the raising of a new or significant topical focus, and (c) that
had a variety of distancing or marginalising functions (e.g., the attribu-
tion of an idea to another person, emotional distance, the rejection of
ideas or positions, the downgrading or defocusing of a topic, referral
across different topics). These three sets of choices were exemplified in
written extracts in the 1994 paper, and we offer further examples here:


1. If you buy a newly built home, you may have trouble getting a mortgage
unless it has a warranty such as the Buildmark Warranty from the
National Housebuilding Council (NHBC). This covers most defects for
the first two years and major defects for ten years. It offers valuable
insurance cover if the builder goes bust while the house is being built or
if major structural faults develop.


(Which? [British consumer magazine]; CW000009)1


In Example 1, this signals that the Buildmark Warranty is the new topical
focus that will be developed. It in the next sentence simply continues that
focus. It would have been a possible choice in both cases, but the choice
of this raises the warranty to the status of topic. That, on the other hand,


1 Each extract is identified by CS (CANCODE Spoken Corpus, 1998) or CW (CANCODE Written
Corpus, 1997 ) plus a file code. Transcription conventions used here for excerpts from the
spoken corpus (simplified from the codes marked on the original transcripts) are as follows.


. end of information unit or turn ending
, grammatical recasting, hesitation, separation of discourse markers from co-text,


disambiguation of ambiguous structures
... pause of up to 1 second
? rising intonational contour
[ ] nonverbal communication and contextual information
[ latched speaker turns or overlapping speech
The extracts from the written corpus retain the original punctuation of the texts, except


where italics and underlining are used to highlight example words and structures discussed in
the article.
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is often used for referring to quotable or other-attributed parts of a text,
as in Example 2:


2. Slob out around the pool, sneak in a couple of ice cold beers . . . and then
do it all again! And if that doesn’t sound like a holiday that’s hotter than
a sauna then lend us your sauna!


(Skytours [Holiday brochure]; CW000011)


In Example 2, this would have been quite possible but would have given
a different focus to the utterances referred to; that sees the text from the
reader’s viewpoint and refers back to the first sentence in order to
comment on it.


Exactly the same applies with spoken data, in which the choices can
have important interpersonal effects. Note in Example 3, an extract from
a medical consultation, how the medical adviser alternates between it,
this, and that:


3. Adviser: Okay. So the same pharmaco-dynamics is going on with every
medicine you take virtually.


Patient: Mm.


Adviser: But no that really isn’t a problem. Okay. You can sometimes in
the first week find your, your complexion, your skin’s a bit
more spotty.


Patient: [wails] Agh. Oh I don’t want that.


Adviser: That’s the only risk though.


Patient: Just the for the first week?


Adviser: Yeah, usually it’s not a long-term problem. Again this is, initially
tends to be an early thing which will settle itself down.
(CS90131001)


Both adviser and patient use that to distance themselves from the
problem, the adviser in dismissing it from a professional viewpoint, the
patient in a more personal, emotional distancing. The adviser then
simply continues the topic with it but in the next reference changes to
this, giving greater topical focus to the important, reinforcing statement
that the problem will go away after a short time. Further such spoken
examples may be found in McCarthy (in press, chap. 4). The choices in
the spoken and written examples of it, this, and that operate at a level
beyond the clause or sentence and are concerned with signalling the
writer’s or speaker’s stance towards the message. When grammar operates
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in this way, grammar becomes discourse: Grammatical phenomena
require discoursal explanations, and the traditional paradigms do not
sufficiently explain the choices that are available in use.


But why are complex discoursal explanations for pedagogy needed if
the traditional explanations of items such as pronouns and demonstratives
meet most pedagogical purposes? The answer lies in the fact that the
traditional explanations often cannot capture adequately the selection
procedures the learner will need to engage with in creating longer texts
(which TESOL educators all hope learners will sooner or later want to do
in writing or speaking skills programmes). Traditional, sentence-based
grammar approaches for teaching the demonstratives and the pronoun
it usually concentrate on spatial and temporal meanings of the
demonstratives and impersonal meanings of it but typically keep them in
separate pedagogical compartments, despite the evidence of data that
they frequently operate as alternatives in real contexts. Redefining the
paradigms is not just rearranging the headlines to liven up the good
news; its purpose is to represent more accurately actual language in use.
This (It? That?) should always be the chief motivation for moving from
sentence to discourse.


Rules That Say a Lot but Not Enough


Pedagogical grammars often simplify the grammatical facts and pro-
vide rules of thumb that work for most learners in most situations. One
such guideline for English might be that the past perfect tense is used for
events that happen in a past time before another past time. This enables
learners to make well-formed sentences such as I spoke to Lisa Knox
yesterday for the first time. I had met her 10 years ago but had not spoken to her.
Yet the same two sentences would be equally well formed if the second
were in past simple, albeit with a different emphasis. The rule therefore
explains grammatical choice after the fact but does not offer sufficiently
precise guidelines to generate the choice when appropriate. In situations
such as this, our proposal is to look at choices that real speakers and
writers have made in real contexts and consider the contextual features
that apparently motivated one choice or another. We say apparently
because one can never be sure; researchers look at corpora as observers,
not participants, and have to interpret data rather than be the creators of
it (and that is not to underestimate the interpretive work real partici-
pants have to do in understanding their interlocutors). Contextual
awareness assists in the understanding of choice, and grammar becomes
a question of discourse once more. Such an approach does not exclude
simple, clear rules of thumb when they can be formulated. In the case of
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the past perfect, for example, a significant number of occurrences of the
tense form are found in indirect speech reports, such as the following.


4. [Speakers are discussing the contents of a letter.]


Speaker 1: Did he explain what he had done when he looked into it?


Speaker 2: Well he just said he, he’d, er, he’d looked into it and had a word
with Mr. [name].


Speaker 3: We’ve got the letter. Would you like to see the letter?


Speaker 1: If that’s all right by you. Is it?


Speaker 3: Yes. Yes. (CS90195001)


Equally, the past perfect may be constrained by a word such as already or
before, as in Example 5.


5.  [Speaker 1 is talking about Christmas.]


Speaker 1: Well yeah I mean Christmas was really good for us this time.
I mean we’d done a lot of pre-planning for it hadn’t we
Mary you know we’d er [


Speaker 2: [saved


Speaker 1: [saved money for the,
obviously to to cut the costs down towards, er we’d saved you
know a fair a fair bit for presents and we’d already saved a hell
of a lot of money for the food.


Speaker 2: Mm (CS80265001)


But note also in Example 5 that the two other past perfects that occur
(we’d done and we’d saved) are not constrained by already and seem to have
been chosen to background their clauses as additional, explicating
information to the main statement about Christmas. Any observation of
data that confirms a simple rule or guideline is extremely helpful, but
sometimes language events are more complex and need closer scrutiny.
In the case of the past perfect, the most interesting uses are those in
which there is little or no formal constraint (such as the co-occurrence of
a reporting verb) to motivate the choice, and analysts have to rely on
contextual features only. In Example 6, once again past perfect forms
occur that could not be said to be obligatory or conditioned by structural
or lexical constraints.
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6. [Two young women are talking about mutual friends from their days
together at Brunel University, in the south of England. They are in a car,
driving along the highway; Speaker 2 is the driver, and Speaker 1 does
most of the talking.]


Speaker 1: Got on better with Glynbob I think and John Bish let me
and Trudie sleep in his bed last time we went up to Brunel
or the one time when we stayed in Old Windsor with them
cos erm Ben had given us his room cos he’d gone away for the
weekend and erm it was me and Trudie just in Ben’s room
and John Doughty had a double bed so he, John Bish had
a double bed so he offered us his double bed between us
and then slept in Ben’s room cos Ben and PQ had gone away
for the weekend but they tried to get, they’d gone away
and tried to get back like to catch me and Trudie before
we left [


Speaker 2: [Yeah


Speaker 1: [and they just missed
us by half an hour they were really pissed off because
apparently they’d been driving really fast like trying to get back
but erm I mean we didn’t know they were trying to get back
we didn’t leave until like very late we went to the Little Chef
for breakfast on the Sunday cos it was only over the road
from where they were living and Andy Symons the bar
manager like came back with us and stayed the night at
Glynbob’s house as well so he came to Little Chef with us in
the morning as well.


Speaker 2: Oh God.


Speaker 1: There was like loads of us in the Little Chef . . . and we got
there and we had to wait like ages for them to do the food
and stuff and we were going oh we don’t mind we don’t
mind . . . . I remember going to the Little Chef after the
Valedictory and erm we took the minibus down and Cooksie
drove cos he’d been driving all night and he drove the minibus
down and it was in the morning it was after like the ball and
PQ still had some wine left. (CSSHAR.05)


The italicised past perfects all seem to give a reason or justification for
the main events of the narrative. They are not the main events them-
selves; they are rather something the speaker feels to be an essential
background to what happened. Note the occurrences of cos (and in one
case apparently). This use of cos/because to justify or explain events was
investigated by Ford (1994) as a feature of everyday conversation, and it
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does seem to co-occur with the past perfect in a notable number of
occasions (see also McTear, 1980, on the pragmatics of because). Another
clear case of (nonobligatory) backgrounding is this written example.


7. [from a newspaper story about a young boy, Ben, who went missing on a
Greek island]


Ben disappeared on the island of Kos, near the Turkish coast, 12 days
ago. He had been playing near a farm building which his grandfather
Eddie, from Sheffield, was renovating. A tragedy of errors has thrown his
family into turmoil and left an impression of a police force failing
woefully to cope with a case beyond its normal experience.


Eddie and his wife Christine had escaped the collapse of his building
firm in January, driving across Europe in a Land-Rover towing a caravan.


(Peter Day, The Mail on Sunday; CW0000024)


Examining the discourse conditions under which the past perfect
occurs suggests a broad macrofunction for the tense form at a level
beyond the sentence in terms of how clauses narrating events relate to
one another, with some being backgrounded and others foregrounded
as main events (on foregrounding and backgrounding in general
through grammatical aspect, see Hopper, 1979). In other words, a
discourse grammar, as opposed to a sentence grammar, foregrounds the
kinds of choices that speakers and writers routinely deal with in produc-
tion—that is, how can one best formulate a message to make it clear,
coherent, relevant, appropriately organised, and so on? This approach is
in line with proposals to rethink fundamentally the way construct
grammars are constructed, such as Brazil’s (1995) grammar of speech, in
which he sums up his view: “In other words, we do not necessarily have to
assume that the consideration of such abstract notions as ‘sentences’
enters into the user’s scheme of things at all” (p. 15).


By the same token, even though there may be a more conscious
emphasis on grammatical form in L2 teaching on purely practical
grounds, one should not assume that second and foreign language
learners do not need or want to pay attention to the way grammatical
choices reflect the organisation, staging, and coherence of the overall
message.


The observation and interpretation that past perfect co-occurs fre-
quently with explanations and justifications reflect a probabilistic view of
grammar, one that can claim no more than that a particular feature
occurs in a sufficiently large number of cases to suggest the need for
pedagogical attention and to provide a useful, probabilistic guideline. It
is quite distinct from deterministic grammatical statements (the core
rules of grammar, relating to well-formed phrases, clauses, and sen-
tences), which are more easily open to verification or falsification. Many
statements in discourse grammars will be necessarily probabilistic, but
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that does not make them any the less useful for language teachers and
learners. Such statements have to be open to modification as more data
are observed, but if they can be shown to be reliable across a wide range
of speakers, writers, and contexts, then they stand as a good example of
how moving from sentence to discourse can be beneficial and often
explain grammatical phenomena that the conventional, more determin-
istic rules explain only partially. Teachers of grammar move from
sentence to discourse when the conventional, sentence-based rules
simply do not say enough to help the learner make appropriate choices
to stage their messages in the way native speakers do and when choice
can only be explained in context.


Spoken and Written Grammar


Moving beyond the sentence is also necessary to answer questions
about differences between spoken and written grammar. Only by observ-
ing actual discourses can grammar teachers accurately represent the
distribution of forms in the spoken and written modes. Both modes
share much grammar, it goes without saying, and to suggest that
significant differences exist in the distribution of every grammatical
feature would be an exaggeration. However, some forms do occur much
more frequently in one mode or the other, and some forms are used with
different nuances in the two modes. Because virtually all pedagogical
grammars in the past have based their descriptions on written norms,2 it
is even more important to look at real spoken language and to describe
its grammar. Carter and McCarthy (1995) and McCarthy and Carter
(1997b), using the CANCODE, suggest some key areas of difference
between written and spoken grammar. These include the frequency of
certain types of ellipsis in spoken language (e.g., dropping subject
pronouns, auxiliary verbs, articles, initial elements of fixed expressions),
different forms of reported speech (see also McCarthy, in press, chap. 8,
for a fuller account), and so-called left and right dislocation in conversa-
tion. This last phenomenon repays closer examination. Examples 8–10
are typical of structures found almost exclusively in informal speech.


8. Speaker 1: It was strange cos one of the lads I live with, Dave, his parents
were looking into buying that pub. (CSIANM.03)


9. Speaker 1: This friend of ours, his son’s gone to Loughborough Univer-
sity. (CSATTR.01)


2 A notable exception to this general pattern is Palmer and Blandford (1924/1969), who
describe forms associated with spoken dialogue (e.g., ellipted replies, afterthoughts).
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10. [students chatting in doctor’s surgery waiting room]


Speaker 1: You got a cold too?


Speaker 2: Can’t seem to shake it off . . . everyone’s going down like
flies.


Speaker 1: Trouble is, can leave you feeling weak for so long it can, flu.
(CSATTR.02)


11. [Speaker 1 is telling Speaker 2 about the pub they plan to go to that
night. It is a place with separate cubicles where pairs or groups can sit in
relative privacy.]


Speaker 1: But it’s nice, but it isn’t, you know, you don’t sit close to
people or, like, do you know what I mean, it’s nice when
you’re back to back with somebody isn’t it?


Speaker 2: [Yeah


Speaker 1: [you know,
this place, and it’s really nicely done out this place, all wooden,
you’ll like it.


Speaker 2: Oh good, I think you’ve been on about it before actually.
(CSSHAR.02)


Examples 8 and 9 make use of a slot before the clause proper (in the
traditional, sentence-based view). This phenomenon has been variously
termed left dislocation, preposed theme, and topic (see, e.g., Aijmer, 1989).
What is more, it seems to be a common feature of the spoken mode in
various languages (see Blasco, 1995, for French; Geluykens, 1989, for
English, French, and Italian; Geluykens, 1992, for English; Rivero, 1980,
for Spanish). This topic slot or head (McCarthy & Carter, 1997a) plays an
important role in how the speaker brings interlocutors into the topic. It
is an act of sensitivity to the listeners, taking them from something or
someone familiar to a thing or person that is new and that is the topic of
the rest of the clause. This is a reflection of the exigencies of face-to-face
interaction and the real-time nature of talk, as compared with the more
reflective, composed nature of most writing. The right-displaced or
dislocated elements in Examples 10 and 11 (on right dislocations in
other languages, see Ashby, 1988, 1994, on French; Fretheim, 1995, on
Norwegian; Heilenman & McDonald, 1993, on French), or tails, as
Aijmer (1989) calls them, correspond regularly with utterances that are
evaluative. A clause with a tail signals much more than a core clause
without one, and the extra meaning is interpersonal. We have italicised
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the perhaps unfamiliar terminology in the last few sentences not only
because such structures are seldom if ever dealt with by pedagogical
grammarians (especially those who rely on invented sentences or who
take their material only from written sources). The real problem is that
the terminology itself is locked in a written, sentence-based view of
language. Spoken language cannot have a left or right in the way that
words on a page do; instead it has a before and an after. In this real time,
topics and tails pass without note and so naturally that it seems perverse
to suggest that anything is dislocated at all. When grammar moves from
sentence to discourse, metaphors derived from written text lose their
usefulness, and new terminology is called for. The fact that language is
produced in time rather than space and for a face-to-face listener rather
than for a reader usually displaced in time and space becomes the most
important criterion in explaining grammatical choices. Hence discourse
drives grammar, not the reverse.


Another structure that differs greatly in distribution between spoken
and written modes is be + infinitive with future reference. Many L2
teachers will recognise their own lessons in sample sentences such as I am
to be at the airport at 8:30, which we both confess to having used in our
lessons on talking about the future. We usually tell our learners that be to
denotes a firm and determined fact about the future. In reality, informal
spoken data of the kind in the CANCODE suggest that this structure is so
rare as to be utterly insignificant and would, in our view, have no place in
a speaking skills programme in which the target was everyday conversa-
tional skills. In our 1-million-word sample of CANCODE data, only two
examples of the futurate be to occur, one in a small tutorial group at a
university and one (repeated and coordinated) in a semiformal, small-
group business meeting.


12. [publishing company, planning meeting]


Speaker 1: Oh no oh right well no but it’s taken
[2 months to do that.


Speaker 2: [Ray is to look at it and Liz Driscoll
to look at it and formal comments to be collated and sent back
to [Peter.


Speaker 3: [And 1 month for that.


Speaker 2: Yeah


Speaker 3: I think that’s safest. (CSMCUP.01)


Why this feature is so rare can be explained by the fact that be to has a
distancing function, evoking external authority of some kind that may
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appear pompous or face threatening in informal conversation, in which
speakers normally prefer to say the same meanings with less threatening,
more indirect expressions such as supposed to and going to. Be to is found
in a meeting and in a tutorial, two genres in which authority and
distancing are a natural feature. In many written contexts, on the other
hand, especially in news-reporting genres, authoritative statements can
be made without face threat (for examples of be to in newspaper reports
announcing decisions, events, changes, etc., see McCarthy & Carter,
1994, pp. 126, 129). One might also expect to find be to in texts
describing regulations, obligations, and so on. Once again, moving from
sentence to discourse means seeing grammatical choice in talk as
deriving from interpersonal constraints, not just propositional ones.
Noting the key differences between written and spoken grammar is a
central criterion in the prioritising of forms and meanings in language
teaching.


ITEMS THAT CANNOT BE FULLY APPREHENDED IN
STAND-ALONE SENTENCES


One of the notable features of the data examples above is that the
listener needs longer stretches of written and spoken text to make full
sense of the grammar. This was particularly so in the case of it, this, and
that and the way they are used to refer to chunks of the text. Many word-
order phenomena are of this kind, in which manipulations of canonical
word order can only be understood with the benefit of extended text. In
the following two examples of wh- cleft constructions, the preceding text
is necessary to evaluate the function of the choice:


13. It may be that you are very bright, but not academically inclined. Admit
it and seek a more practical course or a job. Local authority Careers
Services will advise on further education colleges’ courses which are
often well respected by local employers.


But if you do want to go into higher education, there is everything still
to play for. What you need is time, persistence and a telephone.


(Liz Lightfoot, The Mail on Sunday; CW0000015)


14. [on the kinds of convenience foods loved by young people]
Fish fingers may well be 20 per cent water—but human beings are 80


per cent water, and no one says we’re any less human.
What matters is that when you’re young, fish fingers taste great—like Spaghetti


Hoops, Slush Puppies and Smash Mash.
When it comes to food, ignorance and bliss go hand in hand.


( Julie Birchill, The Mail on Sunday; CW0000016)
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In both (and in many other similar) cases, the wh- structure coincides
with the author’s main statement of evaluation (see Jones & Jones, 1985,
for further discussion of this), but this could never be adequately
illustrated by or apprehended from a single, isolated sentence. The
same, clearly, is true of the uses of past perfect; of it, this, and that for
reference to stretches of text; of the topics and tails of spoken language
exemplified in this article; and of other word-order features such as
fronted objects and adverbials, marked word order in noun phrases, and
clause sequencing. In all these cases, moving from sentence to discourse
is the only effective way of proceeding.


Relevant Units of Language


In our spoken data there is a relative absence of forms, common in
written texts, that are usually considered to be core features of grammar,
for example, well-formed sentences with main and subordinate clauses.
Hockett (1986) notes that, although linguists often ignore such phenom-
ena, “speakers and hearers do not ignore them—they carry a sizeable
share of the communicative load” (p. 66). The fact that well-formed
sentences are not the norm forces a rethinking of such notions as main
and subordinate clauses. Example 15 amply illustrates the problem.


15. [The speakers are discussing the location of a village whose name they
can’t remember.]


Speaker 1: It’s out through Stodmarsh on the way to Canterbury


Speaker 2: That’s right yeah yeah Stodmarsh


Speaker 1: But you drop off
the road [down a


Speaker 3: [Down [there


Speaker 1: [Down a hill


Speaker 4: It was a very sharp
left turn wasn’t it


Speaker 1: [Yes


Speaker 3: [Yes


Speaker 4: [from the direction we came.
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Speaker 2: Oh they’re all, you you can keep going round in a circle
you know you can
move the [way


Speaker 4: [I was amazed how
lovely it [was.


Speaker 1: [We did we went round in
quite a big circle


Speaker 4: We did we got back to where we started. [laughs]


Speaker 1: Well even the times, we used to play all round there you
know cricket and that and if we went for a drive anywhere I
used to finish going round in a circle I couldn’t remember
where, you know.


Speaker 5: Mm.


Speaker 1: I bet you always ended up back at the golf club. (CSYATE.07)


Conventional sentence-based criteria can help identify some 18 clauses
here, but there are problems in such accounting. The clause That’s right,
yeah, yeah, Stodmarsh seems to repeat the object of the preposition through
in Speaker 1’s first turn. The clause beginning But you drop off the road .␣ .␣ .
seems to be spoken by two speakers, with Speaker 3 providing an
adverbial to Speaker 1’s clause. Speaker 2 begins an utterance, Oh they’re
all . . ., but does not seem to finish it, as with you can move the way . . . . He
does much the same later, with Well even the times . . . . There are examples
of well-formed sentence types (e.g., reporting sentences: I was amazed how
. . ., I bet you always ended . . .; and a clear conditional sentence: If we went
for a drive . . .). However, by normal grammatical standards, much of the
extract seems disjointed and not very well formed. How then does one
analyse other-completed clauses or sentences? Are Speaker 3’s and
Speaker 1’s utterances in the Drop off the road . . . sequence part of the
same sentence or individual units of their own? Both complete the clause
(as in down there/down a hill), but are the two different constituents of
equal status in its structure? Moving away from the sentence enables a
view of structure as a collaborative/negotiative process rather than as a
deterministic product, and a discourse grammar includes within the
relevant factors of description real-time features such as turn taking,
repetition, and joint construction by more than one party. Harris (1990)
argues for the integration of the strictly linguistic and these nonlinguistic
features of communication, though there clearly are difficulties in
integrating the real-time constraints of speech into linguistic description.
Harris’s perspective is one that supports looking at grammar as discourse.
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Some if constructions also present the problem of deciding what the
nature of the grammatical units are. Two examples follow.


16. Speaker 1: Oh there’s orange juice in the fridge as well if you want a
drink . . . erm no if we have this and go back to your house.
(CS90026001)


17. Speaker 1: Yeah help yourself . . . there’s scissors in the drawer if you
need to cut it open. (CS90026001)


From a discourse point of view, the first if in Example 16 and the if in
Example 17 are best considered as explicating units, making explicit the
speaker’s reasons for saying the main clause. The second if construction
in Example 16 (if we have this and go back to your house) seems to be a polite
suggestion without any element of conditionality, and it is main informa-
tion, resembling the kinds of topic-slot utterances referred to above (see
Haiman, 1978, for a discussion of conditionals as topics).


This problem of the classification of clauses has led some researchers
to propose abandoning the notion of subordinate clause altogether when it
comes to describing spoken language (e.g., Blanche-Benveniste, 1982;
Schleppegrell, 1992) or seeing the clause as a more useful basic unit for
spoken language than the sentence is (Miller, 1995). Another reason for
taking this line is that some sentence types (e.g., nonfinite clauses/
participial phrases plus main clause, such as On opening the package he
discovered a book) that are common in formal written language are very
rare indeed in conversation (see Blanche-Benveniste, 1995, for examples
in spoken French; see also Esser, 1981, on the absence of embedded
clauses in spoken data). Moving from sentence to discourse is wise when
the conventional units of description fail to accord with the facts. A
discourse grammar prefers to work more with units of information and
considers very carefully the interpersonal constraints generated in real
contexts, which may result in joint production of units, incomplete units,
and so on.


Summary


With regard to both individual grammatical items, such as pronouns
or demonstratives, and wider structural features of spoken discourse,
grammar is often best explained by referring to context and, above all, by
taking into account interpersonal aspects of communication. We have
argued that a discourse grammar may involve the redefinition of
traditional paradigms in line with real choices in discourse, the reexami-
nation of deterministic rules and guidelines in the light of real data, the
probabilistic correlations of forms and contexts that can be observed
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using corpus evidence, and the rethinking of conventional units of
description to reflect the kinds of units that are actually present in
spoken and written discourse.


The more arguments are pursued, of course, the more apparent it
becomes that grammar can move from sentence to discourse whenever
the teacher, observer, or analyst wants it to and that the two are not
separate levels of language that come together only when difficult
problems present themselves. Grammar exists only as a trace of the
discourse process, and it is best viewed as the regular patterns left behind
by millions of conversational and written texts in which the exigencies of
communication are paramount, always taking precedence over mere
content. As Hopper and Thompson (1993) say, grammar is sedimented
conversational practices. We take the view that grammar description and
grammar teaching should ideally be seen, using Fox and Thompson’s
(1990) words, “as necessarily including the entire interactional dimen-
sion of the communicative situation in which conversationalists consti-
tute the people and things they want to talk about” (p. 315). For
conversationalists one may equally substitute writers.


DISCOURSE GRAMMAR PEDAGOGY:
PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS


The issues raised above have repercussions on the choices that
teaching professionals have to make in second and foreign language
syllabuses, materials development, and even matters of classroom man-
agement. Although the examples given show some of the kinds of
insights that a discourse-based approach can bring to diverse aspects of
the language teaching syllabus, they also give rise to questions of how
best to incorporate such ideas into current good practice in the language
classroom. A redefinition of traditional paradigms, new explanations of
tense-function relationships, or better descriptions of common but
nonstandard clausal structures (examples of all of which are dealt with in
the previous sections of this article) bring with them exciting new
perspectives but also new choices for teachers and learners. If the
insights of a more discourse-oriented approach to grammar teaching are
to be more than a marginal part of language teaching, L2 professionals
need to give thought to the relationship of such approaches to more
traditional models and realistically evaluate the strengths and weaknesses
of both. This section attempts to provide an overview of some of the
salient features of what we are terming sentence or traditional grammar and
discourse grammar approaches (although we acknowledge the shortcomings
of such a broadly drawn opposition) and to assess some of the implica-
tions for the classroom.
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Table 1 summarizes the strengths and weaknesses of the two ap-
proaches. As would be expected, some of the strengths of one approach
are merely the converse of weaknesses in the other. The following
paragraphs expand on the ideas in the table.


Discourse-Based Approaches: Benefits


Our starting point is a view of grammar as a set of discourse-affected
choices and an assumption that this is a fruitful way of teaching
appropriate and accurate language use. Recent scepticism about the
levels of accuracy provided by purely communicative approaches and


TABLE 1
Strengths and Weaknesses of Discoursal and Nondiscoursal Approaches


to Grammar Teaching


Some appropriate
topics in a


Approach Strengths Weaknesses grammar syllabus


Discourse-based • Acknowledges language
choice


• Links issues of
appropriateness to
point of learning


• Promotes awareness of
interpersonal features
of grammar


• Is amenable to learner
awareness methods


• Can provide insights
into areas of grammar
previously lacking
satisfactory explanation


• Is messy
• Lacks an agreed


metalanguage
• Can feel threatening


(for both advanced
learners and
teachers)


• Can promote inner-
circle views of a
language


• Lacks a long
pedigree in
academic culture


• Ellipsis
• Noncanonical word


order
• Topic-prominent


fronting
• Tense-function


correlations


Sentence-based • Particularly in writing,
depicts sentences as
manageable, both
presentationally and
informationally


• Is amenable to
description via an
agreed metalanguage


• Is explicable (e.g., via
minimal-pairs-style
contrasts)


• Provides a secure basis
for analytical learners


• Has a long and
influential pedigree


• Inflexions
• Unmarked word


order
• Structure of tenses
• Subject-verb


agreement


• Gives sense of
language as series of
atomistic units


• Does not assist the
learner in stringing
discourse together


• Conspires to fix
paradigms that may
not match usage
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reported successes of the focus-on-form movement (see Fotos, 1994;
Schmidt, 1990; Sharwood Smith, 1991)3 suggest that the time is right to
reevaluate the explicit teaching of grammar. However, one of the
problems with teaching structures away from a rich textual or conversa-
tional context is that it can leave learners with the impression that they
know something when in fact they have often learned a structural
pattern without understanding its context, register, and general appro-
priateness. A more discourse-oriented approach, we suggest, acknowl-
edges the indissoluble link between structure and function in context
and aims to incorporate issues of appropriateness and use at the heart of
the explanation.


A further strength of the discoursal approach, we would argue, is that
it highlights the interpersonal aspects of language use (Table 1). That is
to say, rather than viewing a target language as an abstract entity that can
be described without recourse to the particularities of human interac-
tion, a discoursal approach attempts to capture something of the way in
which language users project their personalities on the world and relate
to one another through (particularly spoken) linguistic communication.
For example, having learned how to form the past tense of English verbs
and learned about regular versus irregular, active versus passive, passive
versus past tense marking, and so on, learners also need to recognise that
the past tenses can be a useful pragmatic tool in discourse (e.g., to
distance the speaker from the content of what is being said, as in I was
wondering if you could help me. . .; to hypothesise; or to report speech). On
the broader, cultural level, if educators are to help learners reconceptualise
notions such as time (or space) in the target language, which Hinkel
(1997) has suggested may be necessary for really coming to grips with
grammatical problems such as tense choice, then a discoursal approach
would seem to be an ideal platform from which to observe and
apprehend the L2 conceptual frameworks that underlie the grammar.


The presentation of insights about language from the perspective of
longer sections of discourse rather than from isolated examples can be
of particular help to the nonanalytical learner or more generally to the
language professional keen to promote an awareness-raising approach to
language learning (Table 1). These benefits are due to the fact that,
ideally, discourse-based grammar tasks should focus first and foremost
on the people involved in producing the language sample, their relation-
ships, and the ideas that they are conveying rather than merely on a
section of text as a setting for a grammatical structure.


A final area of strength for the discourse-based approach is perhaps
the most compelling argument for incorporating it into a language


3 Focus on form also includes corrective feedback, some types of which have been claimed to
enhance the uptake of grammatical forms (see Lyster & Ranta, 1997).
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teaching programme. Teachers know that various aspects of grammar
are not easily explained by means of traditional grammar models and, in
addition, find that traditionally based grammar books deal inadequately
with certain aspects of grammar (Table 1). For example, if they consider
them at all, traditional approaches do not deal satisfactorily with ellipsis,
wh-clauses, articles, patterns of tenses, adverb-tense relations, and posi-
tion of adverbs, all areas that learners will come across in their learning
experience. (Some of these features will be encountered from Day 1 of
learning English, particularly in passive skill tasks.) A discoursal ap-
proach can provide insights into areas, such as these, that have been
problematic.


Sentence-Based Approaches: Benefits


Our aim, however, is not to throw the grammatical baby out with the
bathwater. A global rather than an Anglo-U.S.-centric view of teaching
methods shows that there are good reasons why traditional pedagogic
grammar has held sway, even during the communicative revolution. We
deal with some of these reasons in the following paragraphs.


A sentence, particularly a written sentence, is a manageable thing
(Table 1). Of itself it is amenable to rules of form and presentation—a
sentence must have a main verb; it must begin with an initial capital
letter and end with a full stop; it must convey a sense of completeness;
and more than one must be present in the extended paragraph. A
sentence is also a manageable item in the classroom: Sentences can be
written on the board, analysed and unpicked, rewritten, and commented
on. The typical relations of clauses can be shown with few problems, and
markers of coordination and subordination can be learned to the
satisfaction of student and teacher.


Additionally, the atomistic nature of the idea of a sentence reinforces
the concept of sentence meaning as a free-floating entity, divorced from
the speaker’s meaning or discoursal influence. Understanding someone
is then a matter of decoding the individual words in the individual
sentences rather than of attempting to understand that individual, the
type of thing the individual is probably trying to say, and the way the
thing being said relates to the context, both textually and situationally.
And this decontextualisation can be a benefit for attention or learning
load. If what the teacher wants to get across is plural inflexions or the
mechanics of forming passive constructions, focusing on contextual or
interpersonal matters may not help and, indeed, may just muddy the
waters.


In general, traditional grammars have the benefit of a long history of
helping learners to learn about language and, more particularly, of a
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generally agreed metalanguage (Table 1). Teachers can talk about noun,
verb, or preposition without too much difficulty and with the understand-
ing that, when learners move on, they will find similar terminology in
other classrooms and textbooks. The young discourse-based approach to
grammar has less familiar and less stable terminology: One person’s
fronting may be another’s left dislocation, and both are terms that learners
(and teachers) may find disconcertingly unfamiliar.


These features of traditional grammar approaches are some of the
reasons why the model has held sway for so long: They lend an air of
security, a framework that will appeal to the more analytical learner, a
sense of tapping into a long tradition of language pedagogy, and a
manageable basis for explanation. The approach chosen affects even the
simple matter of timing a task or managing the presentation of a text.
For grammar contrasts shown via isolated sentences can be quickly
written and assimilated. Not only do authentic and longer stretches of
discourse take longer to find, if materials are being prepared from
scratch, but they also take longer to read and be assimilated by learners.
This is particularly the case if the teacher is bringing out the links
between grammatical choices made by language producers and the
effect they produce rather than mining the stretch of discourse for
examples of a grammar point (“Underline all the past tense verbs in this
text—I’ll give you two minutes to find them all”).


Sentence-Based Approaches: Drawbacks


Despite the benefits of a sentence-based approach, L2 teachers need
to bear its shortcomings in mind when planning whether or how to use
a traditional approach to grammar pedagogy or how much of it to use
(or, indeed, whether to incorporate more discourse-based tasks). Tradi-
tional grammar models promote the idea of language as a series of
atomistic units that can be detached from context, language producer,
and use (Table 1). Not only does this approach fail to assist the learner in
stringing together longer sections of discourse, but it also means that
learners are faced with a potential double load. That is to say, students
learn structures once from a traditional viewpoint and then relearn them
in a way that makes the structures usable in context. Furthermore,
although they may be neat, the rules and paradigms that are sustained by
traditional grammar do not always match reality. Therefore, learners
who have carefully assimilated them may be confused by authentic
language use.
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Discourse-Based Approaches: Drawbacks


Having considered some of the benefits of both approaches and the
drawbacks of traditional approaches, here we acknowledge some of the
difficulties involved in adopting a discourse-based approach to grammar.


In general, the converse of many of the benefits of nondiscoursal
approaches to grammar described above point to the weaknesses of
discoursal ones (Table 1). Although the former are tidy, the latter are
fundamentally fuzzy or messy, suffering as they do from the difficulty of
producing hard-and-fast rules for learners about forms, contexts, and
choices. This element of uncertainty can feel threatening to learners but
more particularly to teachers, especially if they themselves are nonnative
speakers of the target language. Whereas rules regarding sentence
structure or tense formation can be grasped and presented even in
contexts where learners have very little exposure to authentic examples
of the target language, the discourse approach asks for not only longer
examples (and if not chosen with great care, examples belonging
linguistically or culturally to an inner circle of language users) but also
descriptions of the broad context: sociolinguistic background, relations
between speakers, context of speech, and so on. Add to this the fact that
native speakers themselves may not always agree about a nuance of
meaning of a grammar choice in context, and the nonnative-speaking
teacher may well feel that the existing or prescribed textbook is just fine.


CONCLUSION


If the contextually and culturally influenced, interpersonal, idiomatic
nature of much authentic language is to be accepted into English
language teaching classrooms internationally (where, for example, U.S.
or other varieties may take priority), the discourse on which insights are
based must be not only that of a particular section of British English–
speaking society. Secondly, teachers need materials that provide suffi-
cient linguistic background and context for them to feel confident in
what they are using.


Finally, as we have argued throughout this article, English language
pedagogy should foster a practice-driven view of grammar teaching, with
the teacher being empowered to take an active part in and an informed
view of what features to present and how best to present them. We would
certainly not wish to suggest that the traditional and discourse-based
approaches are mutually exclusive. In all probability, a wisely chosen
combination will be the best course of action in most situations, and
teachers may best tackle many complexities of English grammar (e.g.,
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prepositions, dative movement, adverb positions) first through a simpli-
fied, sentence-based approach, moving later to the discoursal nuances of
larger contexts. This article is intended as a small contribution to
bringing L2 educators nearer to these goals.
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Students’ Views of Academic
Aural/Oral Skills:
A Comparative Needs Analysis*


DANA FERRIS
California State University, Sacramento


In this study, 768 ESL students at three different tertiary institutions—
a community college, a teaching-oriented university, and a research-
oriented university—responded to a survey (adapted from Ferris &
Tagg, 1996a, 1996b) about their college instructors’ requirements
regarding listening and speaking skills, their own difficulties in meeting
those requirements, and the relative importance of seven selected
academic aural/oral skills or tasks. A subsample (n = 476) of the
students’ survey responses was then compared with those of 206
instructors at the same institutions to assess the degree of agreement
between the two groups of informants.


The findings showed statistically significant differences in the stu-
dents’ responses across several contextual and student demographic
variables. In addition, the students’ and professors’ responses differed
dramatically on most survey items as well as in the aural/oral skills
rankings. The study therefore raises implications not only for listening
and speaking instruction but also for the interpretation of needs
analysis data.


Listening and speaking materials for university ESL students have
focused primarily on the development of note-taking, oral presenta-


tion, and pronunciation subskills. Although these are often valuable
skills for ESL students to develop, the range of listening and speaking
tasks required of students in U.S. university classrooms is clearly much
broader: Students may be asked to participate in large- and small-group
discussions, to take part in debates, to work collaboratively on class
projects, or to recite on assigned course materials (Ferris & Tagg, 1996a,
1996b; Mason, 1995).


Most prior needs analyses in English for academic purposes (EAP)
have focused on the development of academic literacy skills (e.g.,


* A version of this article was presented at the 30th Annual TESOL Convention, Chicago, IL.
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Bridgeman & Carlson, 1984; Horowitz, 1986; Kroll, 1979; Leki & Carson,
1994, 1997) or on the general language skills (e.g., Johns, 1981; Ostler,
1980) needed to succeed in academic settings. Until recently, however,
little attention had been paid to the investigation and description of
academic listening and speaking tasks and skills currently expected and
required in English-speaking colleges and universities. With the publica-
tion of two volumes on research and practice in academic listening
(Flowerdew, 1995; Mendelsohn & Rubin, 1995) and of needs analysis
research on instructors’ expectations regarding aural/oral skills (Ferris
& Tagg, 1996a, 1996b), researchers have begun to address this gap in the
EAP literature, but there is clearly a need for additional inquiry.
Specifically, because EAP needs analysis ideally utilizes both students and
instructors as informants, it is important to analyze data from surveys of
ESL students to complement data already gathered from subject-matter
instructors.


The present study utilizes the research questions and methodology
used with professors by Ferris and Tagg (1996a, 1996b) but applies them
instead to student informants. Because data were gathered from the
same institutions and the same survey items were used, statistical and
qualitative comparisons between the two groups of respondents were
possible. Thus, this study, when considered with the previous research,
presents a well-rounded picture of the needs and difficulties of ESL
students in various academic settings, with resulting implications for EAP
instruction and for needs analysis research.


BACKGROUND


Needs Analysis


Discussions of both English for specific purposes (ESP), of which EAP
is a subcategory, and of task-based language teaching have focused on
the role of needs analysis as a basis for curriculum design, text selection,
and materials development (Benesch, 1996; Johns, 1991; Long & Crookes,
1992). As noted by Benesch, needs analyses consist of the collection and
analysis of one or more of the following types of data: questionnaires in
which students provide information about their background and goals,
surveys in which instructors are asked about their course requirements,
course syllabi and assignments, and observation of students or instruc-
tors in naturalistic settings. Though scholars differ as to whether the
purpose of needs analysis should be simply to describe the real-world
settings in which ESL students will be required to use the L2 ( Johns,
1991) or to utilize the resulting knowledge as a basis for change in the
targeted contexts (Benesch, 1996), all agree on the fundamental impor-
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tance of needs analysis as a starting point for identifying communicative
and linguistic needs and goals for students. As noted by Johns, without
such investigations, teachers, curriculum developers, and materials de-
signers often tend to intuit the future needs of the student audience,
often with limited success.


Academic Listening/Speaking Research


Most research on academic aural/oral skills has focused on one of
three areas: academic lectures, formal speaking, or pronunciation.
Research on academic listening (i.e., lectures) has focused on the
linguistic and rhetorical features of lectures and on students’ compre-
hension, recall, and note-taking in the lecture setting (see Flowerdew,
1995, for a review). Studies of formal speaking and pronunciation in
academic settings tend to examine the problems of international teach-
ing assistants with regard to the comprehensibility of their classroom
presentations—problems resulting from pronunciation difficulties and
from lack of formal schemata for U.S. academic lectures (e.g., Anderson-
Hsieh, 1990; Bailey, 1984; Rounds, 1987; Williams, 1992). Because of
these research emphases, suggestions for pedagogy (in the form of both
scholarly papers and EAP texts and materials) have focused primarily on
the development of lecture comprehension and note-taking skills, on
formal presentation skills, and on various pronunciation subskills.


Though the psychometric, ethnographic, and discourse analysis re-
search in the above areas has been helpful in identifying important issues
for EAP pedagogy, needs analysis research on academic aural/oral skills
has been virtually nonexistent. Studies by Johns (1981) and Ostler
(1980), in which instructors and students, respectively, were asked about
the relative importance of various academic language skills (including
aural/oral skills and those related to reading or writing), were fairly
general in their approach and in each case were limited to respondents
on only one university campus. Both studies, however, yielded important
findings and conclusions about academic aural/oral skills that have been
subsequently supported by the findings of more recent research. For
instance, Ostler reports that students ranked the ability to ask questions
of instructors as second in importance only to note-taking (and well
above the need to give talks), a point of difficulty consistently raised by
the instructors in Ferris and Tagg’s (1996a) survey and by students in
Mason’s (1995) ethnography. Similarly, Johns suggests, based upon her
findings, that students be taught to respond orally to readings or lectures
rather than to deliver prepared presentations; Ferris and Tagg (1996b)
also found that instructors more typically required informal in-class
presentations based on assigned readings or laboratory experiments
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rather than formal oral reports. Finally, in a study by Spack (1994), 133
ESL students surveyed at two universities (one public and one private)
said that they had difficulty participating in class and following class
discussions.


Ferris and Tagg (1996a, 1996b) conducted a more ambitious needs
analysis focusing exclusively on academic listening and speaking skills.
They surveyed 234 subject-matter instructors in various disciplines at
four different types of institutions (a community college; a 4-year
university focused primarily on undergraduate teaching; a public, re-
search-oriented university; and a private, research-oriented institution).
Instructors were asked to identify a course that they taught regularly and
in which they typically encountered ESL students. Then, with this course
in mind, they responded to 10 items concerning what they (the instruc-
tors) required and expected as to aural/oral skills and how ESL students
in their classes appeared to struggle with these expectations, and to rank
seven academic aural/oral skills in order of importance for their
particular context. Respondents were also invited to write additional
comments and to send copies of relevant syllabi and assignments.


Ferris and Tagg (1996a, 1996b) found that instructors’ requirements
varied substantially across institutions and academic disciplines. For
instance, at the large, public, research institution, class sizes in some
disciplines averaged well over 200; not surprisingly, little interaction
(small-group work, collaboration, in-class questions) was expected or
allowed. Though most respondents felt that lecture note-taking was an
important skill for success in their courses, formal speaking tasks were
relatively rare. Professors felt that their ESL students struggled most with
in-class interaction and with the ability to ask or respond to questions,
that the students’ lecture note-taking skills were relatively strong in
comparison with other types of listening and speaking skills, and that
students’ pronunciation was not, by and large, a significant issue or
problem.


 The Present Study


The study reported here was a replication of Ferris and Tagg’s (1996a,
1996b) survey research, but it focused on student, rather than faculty,
informants. Ferris and Tagg’s research was chosen for replication be-
cause it addressed a wide variety of issues related to academic aural/oral
skills, because it drew on several distinct academic contexts for data
collection, and because the survey instrument was easily adapted for use
with ESL college and university students. Despite the strengths of the
previous study, the validity of its findings and conclusions can be
challenged on the grounds that instructors do not always know with what
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tasks their students are struggling and, importantly, why they are having
difficulties. For instance, though subject-matter instructors did not feel
that students’ English pronunciation was a problem, most experienced
EAP teachers know that many of their students want pronunciation
instruction desperately and feel that their own lack of intelligibility is an
enormous problem in their academic and professional lives. Thus, the
aim of the present study was to complement the findings of the previous
research by providing data from students themselves. The two questions
that guided this research project were as follows.
1. What are ESL students’ perceptions of the aural/oral skills require-


ments in their subject-matter courses, of their own difficulties in
meeting these expectations, and of the relative importance of
specific aural/oral tasks and skills in their academic settings?


2. What similarities and differences can be observed in the perceptions
of subject-matter instructors and of ESL students?


METHOD


Participants


The survey respondents were enrolled in advanced ESL classes at one
of three institutions: Sacramento City College (SCC), a large, urban
community college; California State University, Sacramento (CSUS), a
large, urban 4-year public university focused on undergraduate teaching;
and the University of California, Davis (UCD), a large, suburban public
university with a strong emphasis on research and graduate education.1 I
chose to survey students in the most advanced levels of the ESL programs
at the various schools so that the students would have the language
ability to read and respond to the survey and to ensure that they would
have experience with subject-matter college courses as well as with
English language classes.


Table 1 provides a profile of the 768 students who responded to the
survey (see the Appendix, Part A). The students were fairly evenly spread
across the three campuses, with SCC providing the most responses and
CSUS the fewest.2 The vast majority of the respondents were undergrad-
uate immigrant students. Half of the respondents were male and half


1 These were the same institutions surveyed in Ferris and Tagg (1996a, 1996b). Logistical
problems prevented the collection of data from the fourth school in the original study (the
University of Southern California, a private university); data from this school are excluded from
the statistical comparisons between the two studies.


2 This distribution reflects the relative sizes of the ESL programs of the three schools. Thus,
the lower number of responses from CSUS should not be attributed to a lack of cooperation at
that institution by ESL teachers or students.
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were female, their average age was 23.6 years, the average length of their
residence in the U.S. was about 5.5 years, and they had been learning
English for an average of almost 8 years. The largest L1 groups
represented were Chinese and Vietnamese, respectively, with Spanish
and Russian a relatively distant third and fourth.


The three largest academic areas represented (20–22% each) were
business, physical and biological sciences, and engineering and com-
puter sciences. A composite group of arts, humanities, and social science
majors was not far behind at 15%, and 18% of the respondents listed
their major as undeclared or left the item blank. This distribution of
majors across several different areas thus distinguishes this population
from the instructors surveyed by Ferris and Tagg (1996a, 1996b).3 It is
interesting to note that, contrary to the beliefs of many ESL and subject-
matter instructors, the ESL students in this sample were not overwhelm-
ingly in the hard sciences or engineering but were also in disciplines that
require relatively strong English language skills (i.e., business, arts and
humanities, and social sciences). This trend is not surprising given the
largely immigrant ESL population at the three schools. One would
expect that, as students assimilated into U.S. society and the educational
system, they would represent a broad distribution of academic interests,
just as a group of native-English-speaking students would. In contrast,
international students who come to the U.S. to pursue a specific course
of study might tend to cluster in disciplines in which U.S. universities are
at the cutting edge (such as sciences and engineering) and in which the
students’ status as nonnative speakers of English is not so immediately
problematic.


Overview of Specific Courses


Part B of the survey asked the respondents to select one college course
they had taken or were taking and to respond to 20 subsequent items
with that class in mind. As Table 2 shows, most of the respondents
selected either general education (GE) or lower-division major courses
spread fairly evenly over three academic areas: engineering, including
math or computer science (28%); arts and humanities (24%); and
physical or biological sciences (22%), with a smaller number of business
courses (13%). The largest class sizes represented were 16–30 (32%),
31–60 (23%), and 100 or more students (20%). In the majority of classes,


3 This difference can be attributed to different data collection techniques. Because Ferris
and Tagg (1996a, 1996b) were surveying subject-matter instructors by mail, they targeted
academic departments at each institution in which there were likely to be larger concentrations
of ESL students. In this study, because surveys were administered in the ESL classes, it was easier
to obtain a broader sample of responses.
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ESL students constituted 25% or less of the total. Thus, in considering
the responses to the survey items in Sections C and D, it is important to
keep in mind that they were targeting primarily lower-division classes
with a range of class sizes, in a variety of academic disciplines, and with
relatively few ESL students. This trend is in contrast to the responses in
Ferris and Tagg’s (1996a, 1996b) survey, as their subjects (instructors)
more often selected upper-division or graduate major courses on which
to comment.


Survey Instrument


The survey used by Ferris and Tagg in their 1996 studies was adapted
slightly for use with ESL students. (See the Appendix; see Ferris & Tagg,
1996b, for discussion of the development of the survey.) Specifically, the


TABLE 1
Demographic Profile of Students (N = 768)


Characteristic n % Characteristic n %


Institution attended L1
Sacramento City College 306 40 Chinese 198 26
University of California, Davis 278 36 Vietnamese 127 17
California State University,


Sacramento 181 24 Other 82 11
Level Spanish 63 8


Undergraduate 683 89 Russian 57 7
Graduate 66 9 Japanese 43 6
Unreported 19 2 Korean 42 6


Status Lao/Hmong 37 5
Immigrant 528 69 Unreported 119 16
International 210 27 Major
Unreported 30 4 Business 172 22


Gender Physical and biological
Male 376 49 sciences 161 21
Female 368 48 Engineering and
Unreported 24 3 computer sciences 152 20


Arts/humanities/
social sciences 112 15


Other 28 4
Undeclared/unknown/


unreported 143 18


Time variables (years) N M SD


Age 746 23.6 7.75
Time in U.S. 756 5.7 4.79
Time learning English 738 7.7 4.74


Note. Percentages may not total to 100 because of rounding.
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demographic information collected in Part A of the survey was different,
and the wording of some of the 20 survey items was simplified. The
survey was designed according to the following principles.
1. ESL students could complete it relatively quickly in class.
2. All data (with the exception of handwritten comments) could be


coded, entered into a database, and analyzed statistically.4


3. Respondents were given the opportunity (in Part F) to write
comments.


As in Ferris and Tagg’s 1996 studies, the subjects were asked to provide
demographic information about themselves in Part A of the survey and,
in Part B, to select a specific class they had taken or were taking and
provide basic information about it. Because of prior research findings
(e.g., Ferris & Tagg, 1996a, 1996b; Mason, 1995), I assumed that student
class level, gender, major, L1, and status (resident versus international
student) might affect responses; thus, the items in Part A were con-
structed to elicit that information. Similarly, based on the results of Ferris
and Tagg (1996b) and Mason (1995), I assumed that class level (lower
division, upper division, graduate), academic area, class size, and percent
of ESL students in the specific courses chosen by respondents would
affect instructional decisions. The items in Parts C, D, and E of the survey
were designed to address Research Question 1 above. The specific tasks


4 In the Ferris and Tagg study (1996a, 1996b) only survey Sections C, D, and E were coded
and entered into a database. Therefore, statistical comparison of the data in Parts A and B was
impossible.


TABLE 2
Overview of Selected Courses (N = 768)


Characteristic n % Characteristic n %


Level Class size
Lower-division/major 297 39 1–15 students 86 11
General education 283 37 16–30 students 246 32
Upper-division/major 70 9 31–60 students 174 23
Graduate 41 5 61–99 students 41 5
Unreported 77 10 100+ students 152 20


Academic area Unreported 69 9
Engineering/math/ ESL students in class


computer science 213 28 Less than 10 275 36
Arts/humanities/social sciences 184 24 10–25 118 15
Physical/biological sciences 169 22 25–50 61 8
Business 100 13 More than 50 26 5
Other 21 3 Unknown 209 27
Unreported 9 1 Unreported 69 9


Note. Percentages may not total to 100 because of rounding.
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and skills referred to in the survey items were chosen because they
represent the types of activities often included in EAP texts and courses.5
A draft of the student survey was piloted in two advanced ESL classes at
UCD. After minor changes suggested by the instructor and students, the
survey was finalized for largerscale data collection.


Data Collection


I contacted the ESL program coordinators at each of the three schools
to request their cooperation in the project. Classes at the two highest
levels of each program were selected for participation to ensure that the
student respondents could understand the survey and had taken subject-
matter college courses in addition to their ESL classes. At all three
institutions, these were courses in ESL reading and composition for
academic purposes. At SCC and CSUS, the classes were equivalent to the
freshman composition course taken by native English speakers and the
course immediately preceding it. The classes were credit bearing at
CSUS and counted toward graduation requirements; the equivalent
courses at SCC would therefore be credited if the student transferred to
CSUS. The classes did not count toward graduation at UCD and were, in
the case of undergraduate students, preparatory to the Subject A and
freshman composition courses, which were taught in a different depart-
ment and in which ESL students were mainstreamed with native speakers
of English. Thus, though the courses at the three institutions could not
be considered equivalent, they were all at the highest levels of their
respective programs.


Data collection took place during October and November 1995,
approximately 6 months after the surveys for Ferris and Tagg’s (1996a,
1996b) study were completed. Packets of surveys with cover letters for
each classroom teacher explaining how to administer the survey were
delivered to the coordinators, who distributed them to the ESL teachers
in their respective programs. The respondents, therefore, were students
enrolled in the classes of the teachers in each program who were willing
to administer the survey when asked by their coordinator. The teachers
administered the surveys and returned them to the coordinators. In all,
768 completed surveys from nearly 50 different ESL classes were returned.


5 It has been pointed out that Items 23–24 and 33–34 really represent not skills or problems
but rather strategies used (or not used) by students. These items were included because it
seemed helpful to know whether students ask questions of the professor or not, either in class
or during office hours. It was assumed that asking such questions represents possibly an
important coping strategy for students and that the absence of such behavior could signal
potential problems.
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Data Analysis


All information from the surveys was coded for statistical analyses and
entered into a computer database. Statistical procedures employed
included descriptive statistics for the various items on the survey (totals,
percentages, means, standard deviations), Kruskal-Wallis one-way analy-
ses of variance (ANOVAs) (to assess the effects of different demographic
factors on the survey responses), and Mann-Whitney U tests to examine
the differences between the students’ responses and those of the
instructors in the Ferris and Tagg’s 1996 studies. The statistical software
package SPSS for Windows (Version 6.1) was used for all data entry and
analysis.


RESULTS AND DISCUSSION


Required Course Participation and Aural/Oral Skills


In Part C of the survey, subjects were asked to respond to 10 items
concerning the aural/oral skills expectations and requirements in the
course they had selected and described in Part B. The overall frequen-
cies in response to these items, shown in Table 3, suggest several
generalizations. First, class participation (Item 15) counted in the course
grade fairly regularly (38% always or often and 32% sometimes). In-class,
small-group work (Item 16) was not especially common, with 71% of
respondents reporting that small groups were used sometimes or never. In
general, students only rarely reported being assigned to do out-of-class
group projects, make formal oral presentations, lead discussions, partici-
pate in debates, or interact with native English speakers in order to
complete assignments (Items 17–21). Approximately 68% of the respon-
dents felt that strong note-taking skills were always or often essential for
success in the course, whereas over 79% reported that students always or
often asked questions before, during, or after class (Items 22–23). Finally,
students reported that about 58% of their classmates always or often took
advantage of professors’ office hours, whereas 39% said that they
sometimes did so.


The picture of course requirements becomes more complex, however,
when responses are compared statistically across the four different class
demographic variables outlined in Table 2 (class level, academic area,
class size, and percent of ESL students in the class).6


6 Space limitations prevent the inclusion of the Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA results and
subgroup means for the various class and student variables affecting responses to Questions 15–
34. Interested readers may contact the author for this information.
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Class Level


In-class, small-group activities were most common in GE and lower-
division major courses, and class participation carried less weight in
upper-division and graduate courses. Students in upper-division major
courses were most likely to be assigned out-of-class, graded group
projects, and graduate students were most likely to have formal oral
presentations required of them and to attend professors’ office hours.


Academic Area


Class participation and small-group work were most often required in
arts and humanities courses. Formal speeches, student-led discussions,
and debates took place more frequently in arts and humanities or
business courses than in other areas but were relatively rare in all
courses. Lecture note-taking skills were considered most essential in
science courses and least important in engineering courses. Finally,
students in science courses were most likely to attend professors’ office
hours, whereas those in arts and humanities classes were least inclined to
do so.


Class Size


In general, larger classes were less likely to allow or require interaction
(class participation, small groups, graded group assignments) than were
smaller classes. On the other hand, respondents felt that the importance
of note-taking skills and the frequency of asking questions in class and of
attending office hours increased along with the number of students.


Percent of ESL Students in the Class


Classes with higher proportions of ESL students were more likely to
require in-class participation, formal speeches, and debates. This rather
counterintuitive finding may be explained at least partially by the fact
that these types of activities were more often assigned in GE or lower-
division courses and that subjects reported higher percentages of ESL
students in classes at these levels than at the upper-division or graduate
levels.


Difficulties With Aural/Oral Skills Expectations


Table 4 summarizes the subjects’ responses to the 10 items in Part D,
in which students assessed their own difficulties with the academic aural/
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oral skills requirements they had previously identified in Part C. Students
in general reported having little difficulty participating in class, in small-
group work, or in graded group projects with peers (Items 25–27). In
contrast, 65–75% of the students reported always, often, or sometimes
having problems with oral presentations, student-led discussions, or
structured large-group debates (Items 28–30). Twenty-three percent of
the students claimed to always or often have trouble with note-taking
(Item 32), and 54% reported sometimes having trouble. Finally, whereas
the vast majority of the students reported that they always, often, or
sometimes asked questions in class or attended professors’ office hours
(Items 33–34), they were much more likely to do so sometimes than always
or often. They claimed to do so less frequently than the general
population of students.


Eighty-three students provided 105 handwritten comments in Sections
E–F of the survey. (Some respondents addressed more than one area of
concern in their comments.) These comments were collated, catego-
rized, and tabulated; a summary is provided in Table 5. The most
frequent types of comments provide additional qualitative support to the
quantitative trends shown in Table 4. The areas of concern most often
mentioned by students included note-taking (both the importance of
note-taking skills and problems with note-taking) as well as comprehen-
sion problems because the instructor mumbled, spoke too rapidly, used
inaccessible vocabulary (Lynch, 1995), or did not provide any visuals,
such as an outline or key terms on handouts, the blackboard, or an
overhead projector (King, 1995). Students also expressed a general lack
of confidence in their speaking skills and English pronunciation, which
inhibited their class participation and interaction with native-English-
speaking classmates. Finally, a number of students pointed out that their
ESL classes focused heavily on reading and writing skills and felt that
additional training in aural/oral skills (listening comprehension, note-
taking, conversation, formal presentations, and pronunciation) would
be helpful for them.7


Subjects’ responses to Items 25–34 were also compared statistically
across five student demographic variables: academic major, class level
(undergraduate vs. graduate), student status (immigrant vs. interna-
tional), L1, and gender.8


7 It is important to note that the survey did not ask students to evaluate the adequacy of their
preparation for academic literacy tasks. Had they been asked to do so, other studies (e.g., Leki,
1995) suggest they may have also felt ill-prepared for reading/writing demands.


8 See Note 6.
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Academic Major


Students who were arts/humanities or business majors were most
likely to report having difficulty with class participation, small-group
discussions, formal speaking, and debates. As already noted, these types
of activities were more common in arts/humanities and business classes
than in other areas, so students who majored in those subjects may have
been more attuned to the importance of such requirements and to their
own struggles with them. This analysis also showed that business and
science majors struggled most with graded group projects, perhaps for
opposite reasons: Business majors may have experienced problems
because collaborative work is so common and essential in business classes
(Ferris & Tagg, 1996b), whereas science majors may have struggled
because of their lack of experience and familiarity with collaborative
work.


TABLE 5
Summary of Comments


Area of concern No. of comments


Lecture comprehension and note-taking
Importance of note-taking skills 3
Struggles with note-taking 8
Struggles with lecture comprehension 7


Subtotal 18
Interaction


Lack of confidence inhibits class participation and
communication with native speakers 13


Native speakers talk too fast 3
Native speakers “look down” on us 1


Subtotal 17
Pronunciation


Need to improve articulation 10
Professor’s delivery or teaching style


Mumbling; rapidity of speech 6
Use of unfamiliar vocabulary or slang 3
Lack of clarity in content/organization 4
Need to allow students more time to speak l
Excessive length and breadth of lectures l
Need for an understanding of ESL students’ problems 2


Subtotal 17
ESL classes


Need to offer more help with oral skills 15
Need for work on formal presentations 10
Miscellaneous complaints 3


Subtotal 28
Reading, writing, grammar 6
Lack of opportunity to communicate with native speakers 3
No aural/oral problems 1
Miscellaneous 4


Total 105


Note. Survey Parts E and F.
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Student Level and Student Status


Undergraduate students experienced more difficulty with class partici-
pation and student-led discussions than did graduate students, not a
surprising finding given that these elements were reportedly more
common in undergraduate classes (and students would thus be more
cognizant of and concerned with problems in those areas). On the other
hand, undergraduate students also claimed to ask more questions in
class, which certainly could be considered a form of class participation,
suggesting that students may have been unclear about the exact meaning
of this term. Graduate students were significantly more likely to report
difficulties with note-taking than were undergraduates, perhaps because
many of the graduate students were also international students, who
expressed having greater difficulty with note-taking. This difficulty was
perhaps due to their lack of experience with U.S. academic lecturing
styles, which tend to be more informal than in other educational systems
(Dudley-Evans, 1995; Flowerdew, 1995; Mason, 1995).


Student L1 and Student Gender


The examination of response patterns across students’ L1s showed
that the native speakers of Vietnamese and Russian were most likely to
report problems with class participation, the speakers of Korean and
Japanese were least likely to report problems, and the Spanish- and
Chinese-speaking groups fell in the middle. The Spanish- and Russian-
speaking groups reported the fewest problems with collaborative projects
and lecture note-taking, whereas the speakers of Japanese, Vietnamese,
and Lao/Hmong were most likely to have problems in these areas.
Finally, women reported struggling with formal speaking and large-
group debates more than men did.


Students’ Ranking of Specific Academic Aural/Oral Skills


Subjects were also asked to imagine that they could give advice to their
ESL teachers about the relative importance of seven specific listening or
speaking skills by ranking the seven areas (pronunciation, lecture note-
taking, general listening comprehension, formal speaking, class partici-
pation, ability to communicate with peers, and ability to communicate
with subject-matter instructors) on a scale of 1–7. The results are shown
in Table 6. Though the group means for the seven areas fell in the
middle of the range (scores of 3–4), there was a clear spread between the
highest ranked skill (formal speaking) and the lowest ranked skill
(communication with professors). The pronunciation ranking had the
largest standard deviation, which reflected a trend noticed during the
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processing of the original surveys: Students typically thought pronuncia-
tion should be ranked either first or last, but there were few middle
rankings.


Some of the rankings in Table 6 are surprising given the trends
previously discussed. Students reported in Part C of the survey (Table 3)
that formal speaking was rarely required in the classes they were taking,
but they also said in Part D (Table 4) that formal speaking was a problem
for them. The high ranking for formal speaking in Table 6 may therefore
reflect the students’ own notions of what is important in college classes
and in what areas they lack confidence rather than what the classes they
were taking really required (see also Ferris & Tagg, 1996b). In contrast,
despite the fact that most students indicated that lecture note-taking
skills were important in their classes and that they at least sometimes
struggled with note-taking, they ranked this skill second to last (see
Table␣ 6). This result may indicate that they felt either that note-taking
skills were already adequately covered in ESL classes or, perhaps, that
they could learn these skills on their own and that they needed help with
other skills in their English language courses.


Differences Between Instructors and Students


The similarities between this study and that of Ferris and Tagg (1996a,
1996b) (the same survey instrument was used, students attended the
same institutions, and the surveys were administered in the same year)
made comparisons between the two groups of respondents possible.9


TABLE 6
Students’ Ranking of Aural/Oral Skills


Ranking


Skill No.a M SD


Formal speaking 639 3.35 1.97
General listening comprehension 636 3.41 1.89
Pronunciation 645 3.44 2.31
Communication with peers 637 3.60 1.94
Class participation 635 3.61 1.79
Lecture note-taking 638 3.93 2.09
Communication with professor 622 4.21 2.04


Note. Survey Part E. Students ranked the skills from 1 (most important) to 7 (least important).
aBecause some students failed to complete the rankings (e.g., ranking three skills 1–3 and
leaving the remaining items blank), the total number of responses for each skill varies.


9 To ensure comparability, only students and professors from business, engineering, and the
sciences were considered, and the instructor data from the University of Southern California
were excluded.
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The students’ and instructors’ responses to the 20 items in Parts C and D
were statistically compared (see Table 7). The results showed very little
agreement between the instructors and the students and significantly
different patterns of response on 16 of the 20 items.10 There are at least
two possible explanations for these differences. First, as already noted,
most of the students commented on lower-division or GE classes (Table␣ 2),


TABLE 7
Comparison of Students’ and Professors’ Responses on


Course Requirements and Problem Areas


Measure of
Subgroup M


Item U-score effect Studentsa Professorsa


Requirements
15. Class participation 41774.0* .43 2.90 3.06
16. Small-group work 48883.5 .50 3.11 3.07
17. Group projects 38954.0* .40 3.33 2.91
18. Formal speeches 36366.5* .37 3.66 3.12
19. Student-led discussions 45471.0 .46 3.58 3.66
20. Class debates 43468.0* .44 3.54 3.64
21. Interviews with native 47542.5 .48 3.38 3.32


English speakers
22. Note-taking skills 42503.5* .43 2.04 1.75
23. In-class questions 46534.0 .47 1.74 1.68
24. Attendance at office hours 37150.5* .38 2.16 1.82


Problem areas
25. Class participation 42445.0* .43 3.78 3.90
26. Small-group work 37128.5* .38 3.60 3.92
27. Group projects 41418.0* .42 3.77 3.95
28. Formal speeches 34230.0* .35 3.03 3.78
29. Discussion leading 24536.5* .25 3.05 3.85
30. Debates 34559.5* .35 3.10 3.79
31. Interviews with native 37268.5* .38 3.62 3.95


English speakers
32. Note-taking. 38613.5* .39 2.99 2.76
33. Question asking 36897.5* .38 2.70 2.35
34. Office hours 29732.5* .30 2.95 2.35


Note. Respondents rated the items in Parts C and D of the survey 1 (always), 2 (often), 3
(sometimes) or 4 (never). For whole-group percentages and totals for each item, see Tables 3 and
4 and Ferris and Tagg (1996a, pp. 305–06; 1996b, pp. 42–43).
aBusiness, engineering, and science professors (N = 206) and students (N = 476) at Sacramento
City College; California State University, Sacramento; and the University of California, Davis.
*p < .05 or lower.


10 Though space does not permit the inclusion of the original data here, a further
breakdown of the responses by the three academic areas considered (business, engineering,
and sciences) showed that the business students were in greater agreement with their
professors, differing from them on only 8 out of 20 items, whereas the other two groups differed
on 16 and 17 questions, respectively.
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whereas the majority of the professors described upper-division or
graduate courses (Ferris & Tagg, 1996b, p. 39).11 Because both Ferris and
Tagg’s (1996b) survey and this one showed that class level affects the
amount and type of interaction allowed or expected in class, many of the
differences are probably due to the types of classes respondents were
discussing.


Differences between the two groups of respondents are also undoubt-
edly attributable to the subjects’ varying perceptions and firsthand
knowledge of the different items on the survey. Instructors may not
always be the best judges of the ways in which their students are
struggling. For instance, unless professors regularly collected and exam-
ined students’ lecture notes, they could only indirectly ascertain (e.g.,
through students’ performance on examinations) whether or not their
students had trouble understanding lectures. Also, instructors may not
be the best sources of information on the reasons their students are
struggling. In Ferris and Tagg’s (1996a) study, the respondents indicated
in their handwritten comments that students struggled with class partici-
pation because of differing cultural expectations. In contrast, the stu-
dents in this study generally did not find class participation to be a
particular problem, but when they did comment on it, more mentioned
a lack of confidence in their own speaking abilities and a lack of aural
comprehension as inhibitors. Of the 105 student comments, only 1 (by a
Japanese international student) specifically mentioned cultural differ-
ences as a barrier to class participation.


By the same token, students may not be the most accurate informants
on what professors actually require. In responding to the survey, the
students were relying on their own memories and perceptions of in-class
activities and instructors’ expectations. Because the instructors design
and teach the courses, they are likely to be the more reliable informants
as to their own expectations. On the other hand, as Ferris and Tagg
(1996b) note, “the description of academic aural/oral requirements is
complicated by the fact that instructors’ expectations tend to be implicit,
not always clear to their students, and perhaps not even apparent to the
instructors themselves” (p. 32), so it is possible that neither group’s
perceptions are completely reliable.12


11 As also noted in Ferris and Tagg (1996b), the vast majority of the instructors surveyed said
they taught primarily upper-division and graduate courses, reflecting, at least in some instances,
the nature of their institutions—that is, at UCD (a research institution), the professors rarely
taught in the lower division. Not surprisingly, therefore, the classes on which many respondents
selected to comment were at the upper-division level.


12 However, it is important to note that for most items in Table 7 the measure of effect size
is smaller than .5, implying that the statistically significant results may be due primarily to the
large sample size rather than to major differences between the two groups. Examination of the
subgroup means in Table 7 should give the reader the most accurate sense of the variation.
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Comparisons between the instructors’ and the students’ rankings of
the seven specific aural/oral skills, broken down by academic area, are
shown in Table 8. Again, the rankings of the instructors and the students
show very little similarity, with formal speaking and pronunciation being
ranked relatively low by the professors but high by the students. All three
groups of students ranked communication with professors and note-
taking very low, but the instructors ranked these skills very high (with the
exception of the business instructors’ ranking for communication with
professors). Note-taking skills were ranked high by the professors and
very low by the students. The only area of real agreement between
students and professors was the importance of general listening compre-
hension (besides lectures): This skill was ranked first, second, or third by
all six groups.


TABLE 8
Comparison of Professors’ and Students’ Aural/Oral Skills Rankings


Professors Students


Field and skill M rank Field and skill M rank


Business (N = 52) Business (N = 100)
Class participation 2.28 Formal speaking 2.90
Listening comprehension 3.12 Listening comprehension 3.16
Communication with peers 3.33 Communication with peers 3.19
Note-taking/formal speaking (tie) 3.97 Pronunciation 3.20
Pronunciation 4.04 Class participation 3.32
Communication with professors 4.74 Note-taking 3.38


Communication with professors 3.83
Engineering (N = 109) Engineering (N = 213)


Listening comprehension 2.78 Pronunciation 2.90
Note-taking 3.04 Listening comprehension 2.92
Communication with professors 3.16 Formal speaking 3.10
Pronunciation 3.79 Communication with peers 3.36
Communication with peers 3.83 Class participation 3.41
Class participation 3.84 Note-taking 3.75
Formal speaking 4.04 Communication with professors 3.93


Science (N = 48) Science (N = 169)
Listening comprehension 1.67 Formal speaking 3.01
Note-taking 2.14 Communication with peers 3.07
Communication with professors 2.84 Listening comprehension 3.14
Pronunciation 3.18 Class participation 3.18
Communication with peers 3.39 Pronunciation 3.25
Formal speaking 4.65 Communication with professors 3.43
Class participation 4.88 Note-taking 3.53


Note. Survey Part E. Respondents ranked the skills from 1 (most important) to 7 (least important).
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CONCLUSIONS


Summary of Results


Research Question 1 in this study examined students’ perceptions
about academic aural/oral skills requirements and about their own
struggles with aural/oral skills. Subjects reported that the classes they
were taking (especially GE or lower-division major courses) fairly often
required class participation and small-group interaction; that collabora-
tive assignments were less common (occurring mostly in upper-division
major courses); and that formal presentations, student-led discussions,
debates, and interviews with native speakers were extremely rare. In most
contexts, the students considered note-taking skills essential to success,
asked questions in class, and attended instructors’ office hours. Students
reported having the most difficulty with oral presentations, whole-class
discussions, and note-taking, and relatively little trouble with small-group
discussions and class participation, though there was considerable varia-
tion in these responses across students’ majors, class level, status, L1, and
gender (Tables 3–5).


Research Question 2 targeted similarities in and differences between
the responses of the students in this study and the instructors from the
same institutions in Ferris and Tagg’s studies (1996a; 1996b). The
responses of the two groups of subjects overlapped very little, both in
their responses to the 20 items in Parts C and D of the survey and in their
rankings of the relative importance of seven specific academic aural/oral
skills in Part E (Tables 7–8).


Implications for EAP Aural/Oral Skills Instruction


Despite the lack of agreement between instructors and students, a
number of generalizations emerge from the two studies that may be
helpful in designing instruction and selecting materials.


Students Need Assistance With Listening Comprehension
in Academic Contexts


Both the instructors in Ferris and Tagg’s 1996 studies and the students
in this study acknowledged the relative importance of general listening
comprehension, beyond formal lectures, for success in academic set-
tings. Because the students indicated that they function fairly well in
small-group discussions, EAP instruction might focus more intentionally
on large-group, whole-class discussions in which the teacher addresses
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questions to the students and students respond to the teacher and to
each other. Ironically, many EAP teachers might avoid this type of
discussion because of the difficulty (at least initially) in getting students
to participate, opting instead for more tightly structured teacher-fronted
time or for more intimate small-group discussions. Yet students need
practice with exactly this type of large-group interaction because it is
becoming increasingly common in U.S. academic settings (Ferris &
Tagg, 1996a, 1996b; Mason, 1995). EAP teachers can provide students
not only with experience in participating in large-group discussions but
also with explicit strategies for coping with them, including identifying
main points and asking instructors and peers to repeat or clarify
something they have said.


Students Need Assistance With Lecture Comprehension and Note-Taking


Students and professors also agreed that note-taking skills were
essential for success in their courses and that ESL students frequently
had difficulties with note-taking. Though the two groups disagreed on
the importance of note-taking relative to other skills, the issue arose
frequently enough in both studies that EAP teachers should continue to
spend time helping students develop good note-taking skills. Many
studies and texts have focused on lecture comprehension and note-
taking (see Mendelsohn & Rubin, 1995), but the students’ comments in
this study offer some additional insights.


First, students need strategies for coping with the lecturing style of
real professors—instructors who, unlike EAP lecturers, mumble, talk
quickly, do not provide visuals, and use inaccessible vocabulary or slang.
To develop these skills, students need to hear authentic lectures (whether
on video or on campus), learn to ask instructors for clarification in and
out of class, and ask peers for help when necessary and possible. Second,
several students in this study commented that they had trouble taking
notes even though they could follow the professors’ lectures. Thus,
understanding lectures and taking effective notes are different issues for
some students and need to be addressed separately in the EAP class.


Students Lack Confidence in Their Oral/Aural Abilities


Though respondents’ opinions varied as to the relative importance of
various aural/oral skills, one theme that emerged consistently from both
the students’ and the instructors’ written comments was students’ lack of
confidence, whether in their listening abilities, their fluency, or their
pronunciation. Students appeared convinced that they could not under-
stand their instructors, that their native-English-speaking peers were
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irritated by them, and that their own speech was unintelligible. Profes-
sors, in contrast, were certain that students avoided classroom interac-
tion because of cultural inhibitions. In response to this finding, EAP
teachers should focus on convincing their students that they both
comprehend and communicate better than they think they do and that
their own perceived limitations may not be as crucial as they think. For
instance, it can be helpful to tell students that instructors find students’
lack of participation in class discussion more troubling than their
pronunciation or nonnative accents, that few undergraduate classes
require traditional up-front oral presentations, and that instructors wish
that their ESL students would come to them more frequently for
assistance and advice (Ferris & Tagg, 1996a).


Implications for Needs Analysis Research


As noted by Johns (1991), ESP/EAP practitioners often intuit the
future communicative needs of their students—and their perceptions
are often unreliable. The findings of this study, like those of Ferris and
Tagg (1996b), underscore the importance of examining the precise
academic contexts to which ESL students will be going in order to
prepare them most effectively for the tasks and expectations that await
them. The types of aural/oral skills needed appear to vary a great deal
across institutions, course levels, class sizes, and academic disciplines,
and problems with aural/oral requirements seem to differ depending
upon the students’ characteristics. Only by considering a variety of
contextual and student variables can curriculum developers, materials
designers, and EAP teachers tailor instruction to the needs and goals of
their students. However, the comparison between the student respon-
dents in this study and the subject-matter instructors in Ferris and Tagg’s
study raises several issues about the endeavor of needs analysis in
general. What are researchers and teachers to conclude when, as in this
study, two groups of informants from the same context appear to hold
such drastically different perceptions? There are several salient issues to
consider in response to this question.


Be Certain That Informants Are Discussing Comparable Contexts


As already noted, most of the instructors (81%) in Ferris and Tagg’s
1996 studies chose to comment on their upper-division or graduate
courses, whereas the vast majority of the students in this study responded
to the survey items with a GE or lower-division course in mind. Both
studies found a number of statistically significant differences in re-
sponses attributable to course level. Thus, even though the instructors
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and students were in the same academic disciplines at the same institu-
tions and were responding to surveys during the same calendar year, they
did not have the same types of courses in mind. In spite of some overlap
between contexts—some instructors did select lower-division classes, and
some students selected upper-division or graduate classes—all differ-
ences between the two groups of informants need to be interpreted in
light of this critical distinction. This difference is particularly salient
considering the dramatic differences between the instructors’ and the
students’ assessments of ESL students’ difficulties with class participa-
tion. The instructors, focusing on more intimate upper-division and
graduate classes, may have been acutely aware of their ESL students’ lack
of participation. On the other hand, the students, reflecting on their
larger, more amorphous GE and lower-division courses, may have felt
either that class participation was less critical (because the professor did
not know the students well anyway) or that it was less intimidating to
speak up in classes not consisting of classmates and professors in one’s
own major area.


Consider the Informants’ Relative Knowledge of Specific Issues


In this particular instance, it seems logical to assume that when
instructors and students describe course requirements differently, the
professors’ responses are generally more reliable, but that the students
themselves are the best sources of information on their own difficulties.
However, researchers should not completely disregard informants’ re-
sponses in the area(s) with which they are less familiar, as they might
provide insights about blind spots of the other group. For instance,
students are probably correct in saying that they have difficulty in giving
formal oral presentations; the data both in this study and in Ferris and
Tagg (1996a) confirm this impression. On the other hand, as shown in
Table 7, students ranked formal speaking as one of the most important
skills, whereas instructors did not, the latter group no doubt reflecting
the finding from both studies that formal speaking is rarely required in
the classes under consideration. In other words, the students may have
ranked formal speaking as important because of their own perceptions
(probably accurate) that they were not good at it, whereas the professors
ranked it low because they knew that they seldom assigned formal
presentations. EAP course designers need to consider both types of
information—the students’ perceived needs and the instructors’ expec-
tations—when selecting tasks and skills on which to focus.
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Look Critically as Well as Descriptively at Specific Academic Contexts


As discussed by Benesch (1996), ESP researchers disagree as to
whether the role of needs analysis is to provide a description of a context
or a prescription for change in that situation. Without pointing to one
role over the other, gathering data from two distinct groups of infor-
mants and then comparing the data provides a more well rounded view
of the specific academic contexts being considered and allows for some
critical examination of the contexts and the informants themselves.


The instructors. As noted by Ferris and Tagg (1996a), Lynch (1995), and
Flowerdew (1995), it may be easier for EAP experts to train subject-
matter instructors to adapt their communication styles than to train L2
college/university students to understand and process information from
professors who mumble, talk too fast, use inaccessible vocabulary, and do
not provide visual aids for students. In Ferris and Tagg’s (1996a) study,
few of the instructors acknowledged any responsibility for the difficulties
experienced by the ESL students in their classes, instead blaming the
students’ cultural differences or language deficiencies and, by extension,
ESL classes and teachers for not having solved the students’ problems
before they got into their major course work. Yet the students in this
study made a number of comments about their instructors’ poor
communication skills and insensitivity to their needs. Although the
students’ views should also be approached with some skepticism (see the
discussion below), it seems clear from the two studies that many subject-
matter instructors could develop not only more effective classroom
behavior to address the aural/oral needs of L2 students but also more
knowledge about second language acquisition processes and intercul-
tural communication issues, so that their expectations and assessments
of students could be more accurate and appropriate.


The students. The comparison of the two studies also indicates that,
although ESL students may have a clear idea of what their problems are
(e.g., with lecture comprehension, formal speaking, or pronunciation),
they may not have an especially accurate sense of the relative importance
of those problems. For instance, students may not understand profes-
sors’ lectures very well when they are listening to them but may still be
able to function effectively in a class if the lecture material is also
available in the textbook or if the professor makes lecture notes and
handouts available (as a number of respondents in Ferris and Tagg,
1996b, said they did). Similarly, if students are in a lower-division
chemistry course with 500 other students, their pronunciation and
formal speaking abilities will be largely irrelevant to their overall success
in that class. Also, just as the professors blamed students’ lack of
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willingness to participate rather than their own teaching style for student
problems, the students rarely acknowledged any responsibility for their
own aural/oral difficulties, instead complaining about the inadequacies
of their professors.


The EAP programs in these contexts. Another generalization that emerged
from both studies is that the ESL programs at these institutions focus
heavily on academic literacy skills, to the detriment of developing
students’ academic listening and speaking abilities. Although this is no
doubt an issue of resources rather than an intent to slight aural/oral
skills, in many U.S. EAP programs aural/oral skills are the neglected
stepchildren of the ESL classes, particularly in programs for matriculated
ESL students (as opposed to preacademic intensive English programs).
In any case, both students and instructors at the three institutions felt
that ESL students could benefit from increased attention to academic
aural/oral skills development prior to (or at least concurrent with)
taking subject-matter courses.


As noted by Ferris and Tagg (1996a, 1996b) many other questions
about academic oral skills can better be investigated by more precise
means (such as discourse analysis) or by qualitative methods (such as
ethnographic observation and interviews) than by large-scale surveys.
Still, this study contributes to the still-sparse literature on academic
aural/oral skills in several important ways: It consults a large number of
student informants (768), complementing Ferris and Tagg’s data on
instructors; considers students in a wider variety of class levels (including
GE courses) and academic areas than Ferris and Tagg were able to; and,
by providing direct comparisons with previous research, allows for a
fuller picture of academic aural/oral skills requirements and problems
at several different types of postsecondary institutions, leading to some
conclusions that can assist course developers and EAP teachers. Finally,
the comparisons between informant groups highlight several issues
relevant to the crucial endeavor of needs analysis. Because needs analysis
is by definition context specific, it is hoped that many similar and
extended investigations will follow at various institutions.
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APPENDIX


Survey: Academic Listening and
Speaking Skills for ESL Students


A. Demographic Information
1. School (circle one): CSUS UCD SCC
2. Major: _______________________________
3. Are you a: graduate undergraduate student? (circle one)
4. How long have you been in the United States? ______ years ______ months
5. How long have you been learning English?  ______ years ______ months
6. Are you an: international (visa) immigrant student? (circle one)
7. Age: ______ 8. Gender: Male  Female (circle one)
9. Country where you were born: ___________________


10. First language: ___________________


B. Specific Course Information
Please choose one course (NOT an ESL course) that you have taken at your current school (a
course you are taking now is OK, too), and answer the questions.
11. Name/number of course: __________________________________________
12. Is this course (circle one):


a general education course
a lower-division major or minor course
an upper-division major or minor course
a graduate course?


13. About how many students are in this course? (circle one)
1–15 16–30 31–60 61–99 more than 100


14. About how many students are ESL students? (circle one)
less than 10% 10–25% 25–50% over 50% don’t know
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C.
Please answer the questions below by thinking about the same class which you picked in Part B.
Make an X in the correct column.


Always Often Sometimes Never


15. Participation in class discussions is counted as
part of the course grade.


16. Students discuss class material or do exercises
in small groups during class time.


17. Students must work with other students outside
of class to complete graded projects.


18. Students must give prepared speeches in front
of the class.


19. Students must lead whole-class discussions or
activities.


20. Students must take part in debates with other
students in the class.


21. Students must complete out-of-class assign-
ments which require talking with native
English speakers (e.g., interviews, surveys, etc.)


22. Strong note-taking skills are needed to do well
in classes.


23. Students ask questions before, during, and
after class.


24. Students talk to professors in their offices
about questions they have about the class.


D. Problems You Have With Listening/Speaking Skills in College Classes
Again, please put an X in the best column. If you never need the specific skills in a particular
question, check N/A (Not Applicable).


Always Often Sometimes Never N/A


25. I receive low grades in class participation.
26. I have difficulty with other students in small


groups during class.
27. I have difficulty working with other students on


out-of-class projects.
28. I have trouble giving speeches in front of the


whole class.
29. I am not good at leading class discussions.
30. I have difficulty participating in large group


discussions or in debates.
31. I struggle with out-of-class assignments which


require talking with native speakers.
32. I have trouble understanding lectures and


taking effective notes.
33. I ask my professors questions before, during,


and after class.
34. I go to my professors’ offices to ask them


questions.
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E. Oral Skills ESL Students Need Work On
If you could talk to the English language teachers who have taught your ESL classes (or who
teach them now), what advice might you give them about listening/speaking skills that ESL
students need help with?


Please rank all skills below from 1 to 7 in order of importance (1 = most important):
___ a. pronunciation of American English
___ b. lecture note-taking
___ c. general listening comprehension (besides formal lectures)
___ d. ability to give formal speeches/presentations
___ e. ability to participate effectively in class discussions
___ f. ability to communicate effectively with other students in small-group discussions,


projects, or out-of-class study groups
___ g. ability to communicate effectively with professors in or out of class
___ other (please describe):


_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________


F. Other Comments
If you have any comments about listening and speaking requirements in your college/university
classes or about your own problems with these activities, please write them here.
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THE FORUM
The TESOL Quarterly invites commentary on current trends or practices in the
TESOL profession. It also welcomes responses or rebuttals to any articles or remarks
published here in The Forum or elsewhere in the Quarterly.


Aspects of Process in an ESL Critical Pedagogy
Teacher Education Course


GRAHAM CROOKES AND AL LEHNER
University of Hawai‘i


■ The second and foreign language (S/FL) education literature has
featured a number of discussions of the content of critical pedagogy
(Crawford-Lange, 1981; Pennycook, 1990a, 1990b, 1994), though there
are few accounts of the processes involved in implementing it in a S/FL
teacher education context (but see Auerbach & Wallerstein, 1987). In
this brief account of our use of these ideas in S/FL teacher education, we
would like to raise the profile of critical pedagogy in ESL/EFL a little
higher and provide some suggestions particularly related to classroom
processes that we hope will be of use to others working in this area.1


Critical pedagogy is an approach to teaching and curriculum in-
formed by critical social theory that “seeks to understand and critique
the historical and sociopolitical context of schooling and to develop
pedagogical practices that aim not only to change the nature of
schooling, but also the wider society” (Pennycook, 1990b, p. 24).2 A key
distinction is made (originally by Freire, 1970) between two types of


1 For reasons of space we have consciously, but with regret, restricted ourselves in the areas
of contextual detail, student voice, and issues outstanding.


2 Critical pedagogy, like many active traditions, cannot be pinned down in a single
definition; this is simply a point of departure. Its principal line of descent is from Freire (1970)
and, more distantly, the critical theory tradition, for example, Gramsci (1971); important
representatives in mainstream education are Shor (1990), McLaren (1989), and Aronowitz and
Giroux (1985); senior advocates in ESL are Auerbach (esp. 1991) and Wallerstein (1983); and
for FL, Crawford-Lange (Crawford, 1978; Crawford-Lange, 1981). More recent prominent work
of note is that of Pennycook (1994).
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education: banking education, which occurs when teachers attempt to
transfer the contents of their minds to those of the students (see
Bartolome, 1994), and transformative education, which develops when
education proceeds by means of dialogue between teacher and student
concerning real-world issues meaningful to the students, with the intent
of acting on the world in order to improve it and, in the course of this,
supporting students’ political and personal development.


CRITICAL PEDAGOGY IN ESL/EFL


The institutional history of teacher training in ESL/EFL has often
placed teacher educators and their students in university departments of
linguistics or language or, alternatively, in independent units separate
from other academic disciplines. Given the history of the field, with its
strong attachment to language rather than to education, the moral and
philosophical bases for teacher development have consequently not
been strong. This characteristic, together with the dominant ethos in the
social sciences and Western countries in the latter part of this century,
has made possible a technocratic and individualistic orientation to
teaching and learning as well as a tendency not to make the development
of a teacher’s moral philosophy a central part of teacher education in
ESL/EFL. That is, ESL/EFL teachers commonly see themselves as con-
tributing to general welfare simply by helping people to communicate
with other people and as discharging their responsibilities if they attempt
to teach as well as possible, meaning as efficiently and professionally as
possible. In general, ESL/EFL teachers have not been encouraged to
address sociopolitical issues that educators like Paolo Freire have placed
within the very heart of educational purposes.


By contrast, critical pedagogy begins with “the basic assumption that
the human vocation is to take action which changes the world for the
improvement of life conditions” (Crawford, 1978, p. 2). Critical peda-
gogy in ESL/EFL, then, takes as joint goals the simultaneous develop-
ment of English communicative abilities and the ability to apply them to
developing a critical awareness of the world and the ability to act on it to
improve matters (i.e., praxis; see Walsh, 1991).


One of the earliest extensive presentations of these ideas for S/FL
instruction (Crawford, 1978) lists 20 principles as a basis for what might
be expected of critical pedagogy in ESL/EFL. Ten of those principles
were particularly important to the course we are reporting on.


1. The purpose of education is to develop critical thinking by present-
ing students’ situation to them as a problem so that they can
perceive, reflect, and act on it.
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2. The content of curriculum derives from the life situation of the
learners as expressed in the themes of their reality.


3. Dialogue forms the content of the educational situation.
4. The organization of curriculum recognizes the class as a social entity


and resource.
5. The learners produce their own learning materials.
6. The task of planning is, first, to organize generative themes, and


second, to organize subject matter as it relates to those themes.
7. The teacher participates as a learner among learners.
8. Teachers contribute their ideas, experiences, opinions, and percep-


tions to the dialogical process.
9. The teacher’s function is one of posing problems.


10. The students possess the right and power to make decisions.3


OUR EXPERIENCE IN AN ESL GRADUATE PROGRAM


During the spring semester of 1995, we offered an orientation to
critical pedagogy by way of a graduate course for ESL/EFL teacher
preparation at a U.S. university in which we drew on the above prin-
ciples, as expressed in the work of Freire and more recent exponents of
this tradition. One of us (Al) had made use of the work and inspiration
of Elsa Auerbach in critical ESL literacy instruction for a number of
years. The other (Graham) had increasingly been trying to integrate a
critical view of society with his teaching and research and had on one
occasion been exposed to a traditional university course examining
critical pedagogy ideas: In this, problems arose because the pedagogical
processes and classroom interactions of the course were at odds with its
content.


Our Approach


S/FL teacher education often shows characteristics of banking educa-
tion. In our course, we wanted to do critical pedagogy in the process of
the teacher education class itself. We followed, conceptually, a double-loop
approach to SL teacher education (Woodward, 1991); the term denotes
the simple idea that teacher educators should use the techniques and
principles they hope their student teachers will use, as also advocated in
Crawford’s (1978) pioneering S/FL work in this area.


3 We have abbreviated, paraphrased, and partially quoted these from the original.
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For those who become committed to this risky task . . . the simple acceptance
of underlying philosophy does not guarantee the ability to act out the
implications of that philosophy. Teachers teach the way they have been
taught. For those who were taught by a banking method and who now find
themselves committed to problem-posing, their experiential history with a
banking method interferes with their ability to implement problem-posing.
.␣ .␣ . The most effective means of training problem-posing teachers is to teach
them by a problem-posing methodology and curriculum. (pp. 171–172)


However, in this we faced some challenges: Many of our students, as
young EFL teachers visiting the U.S., were not teaching during the
course itself but would be teaching upon their return to their home
countries, so to a large extent they could not immediately act upon their
teaching worlds as part of the course. In addition, just as the topic was
new to many of our students, so was the whole idea of a critical view of
society or the concept of education as a force for social change.


First, we made a point of having a couple of organizational meetings at
the end of the semester preceding the course so that the students taking
it might have some idea of its content and nontraditional format and
could begin to negotiate their personal pedagogical interests as integral
to the course’s development in both content and process. Initial presen-
tations and discussion concerning critical pedagogy were based on
material we selected: Auerbach (1992), Kreisberg (1992), and McLaren
(1989, chaps. 5–7).4


We were particularly concerned that the class should operate as a
learning community. Among other things, that meant that responsibility
for selecting, introducing, and presenting material was shared equally
across members of the class, including the instructors. We negotiated the
syllabus, not only during the first couple of formal meetings but
throughout the semester. For much of the time, although there was a
general sense of what was to be done, detailed planning of class content
applied only as far as two or three classes ahead. Overall, our idea was
that after developing an understanding of critical pedagogy through the
reading and two texts we had selected, the class would move on to
consider aspects of critical pedagogy as they applied to their own
teaching concerns and interests.


In initial planning, we were very concerned that patterns of domina-
tion or oppression not be reestablished at the interpersonal level in a
class that was supposed to be working to overcome them at a societal
level. Related to this concern, we also were deliberate in establishing that
the class as a whole had to determine the matter of grading and of what,


4 Auerbach and Wallerstein (1987) emphasize the importance of initial structure for
students unfamiliar with this approach.
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if anything, was to come out of the class by way of product, subject to
administrative constraints.


Recognizing that there can be no one critical pedagogy, we felt that
the class would represent this specific group’s understanding of critical
pedagogy as applied to the members’ own education. That is to say, we
did not have the responsibility of trying to make the class take the form
of our critical pedagogy. Such an approach would have been antithetical
to the general understanding behind the class. Because the students
were not particularly familiar with critical pedagogy and because neither
one of us had taught a graduate class on this topic, we were prepared for
the possibility that certain aspects of the class or certain sessions would
not work. But in addition we were convinced that it was in the nature of
the philosophy of critical pedagogy to accept such a possibility in a
course using a double-loop technique. After all, because critical peda-
gogy implies a relationship of community between students and teacher
such that they learn together and make decisions together, we could not
continually steer the class from positions of authority.


Noteworthy Characteristics of the Class


Decision making. The degree of class decision making was extensive.
Without fear that we are deluding ourselves, we can generally say that the
class made certain decisions because in significant cases the class decided
to do things that were contrary to how we had tentatively planned
matters or were directly contrary to proposals we made. For example, at
the beginning of the semester the class decided to spend far more time
than we had expected on exploratory, definitional discussions of critical
pedagogy. This may have been because insufficient organizational work
was done initially and, as one student put it, “I think people sort of felt
like they were diving into the deep end without really learning the
strokes.”


Content and form. Following the initial phases of negotiating format and
content and work on the initial definitional understanding of critical
pedagogy, the major part of the course consisted of students leading
discussions and running workshop-style exercises on topics related to
concerns or problems that students would face in implementing critical
pedagogy, including topics such as feminism, power (drawing on the
work of Michel Foucault), and even a critique of critical pedagogy (using
Ellsworth, 1989); these sessions were based mostly upon readings that
the students had come up with themselves and occasionally used
material sought from us. Overall, the students viewed this arrangement
positively: A representative student evaluation comment was, “The
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instructor[s] gave us the freedom to decide what we want to do to fulfill
the course requirement. All [this is] new to me. Most important of all, I
felt like doing all I could to learn what I like to learn.”


Pessimism. Freire on one occasion expressed greater optimism about the
possibility of doing critical pedagogy in adult education than about
doing it in the regular state sector. Nevertheless, North American writers
in this tradition have steadily advocated the possibility of critical peda-
gogy in public elementary and high schools, and there are enough
reports to indicate that the individual teacher’s freedom of action in the
state education sector of certain countries can make using critical
pedagogy a possibility.5 However, in our class, about half the members
were from countries in East Asia, and a common, persistent refrain was
one of pessimism concerning their freedom of action as teachers when
they returned to their home countries. Some students initially took the
position that they would be unable to engage in any kind of classroom
practice in their future employment even approximating critical peda-
gogy and that they would prefer to be trying simply to develop critical
thinking among their students. In various places, Freire makes it clear
that critical pedagogy does not mean the teacher defers to the views of
the students; rather, the teacher should continue to challenge them.6 A
tension must exist, however, if teachers and students are learning
together; if at the same time cultural, gender, and power differentials
exist between them; and, indeed, if the students do not hold the same
view of society that the teachers do. Though as teachers in this class we
challenged students’ pessimism, we could not argue against this position
too strongly, as it would have meant claiming extensive amounts of class
time—something we could ordinarily and summarily do in our tradi-
tional roles of banking education instructors but not as teachers trying to
take on different roles. Instead, we relied on brief examples of how a few
of Al’s former students from Japan and China had devised means to
implement at least a modest critical pedagogy in their high schools (e.g.,
Uchida, 1996).


Resistance. Sanders (1968, as cited in Crawford, 1978) remarks, “Freire
favors the frankness to eliminate from a training program for problem-
posing teachers those prospective teachers who are not committed to the
basic philosophy” (p. 172). We did not encounter quite this situation, but
there were very considerable differences concerning the extent to which


5 For the U.S. context, see, for example, the many informal accounts in the periodical
Rethinking Schools.


6 Elsa Auerbach (personal communication, June 1996) remarks, “Critical pedagogy and
learner-centered pedagogy are not the same.”
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participants agreed with, or perhaps understood, the underlying critique
of society that is implicit in critical pedagogy. Although the participants
were interested in knowing what critical pedagogy is, some put up
sufficient resistance to the language of the initial texts that we sometimes
wondered to what extent critical pedagogy as a theory of education and
social change resonated among the class. In evaluation comments, one
student wrote, “I think the problem with the composition of this class is
that quite a few students weren’t quite convinced that traditional
education is biased, discriminatory and perpetuates the status quo.” As
instructors, we were more interested in seeking to have the whole group
of students work out their own responses to these positions rather than
in advocating our own views as strongly as we could have (see Gore &
Zeichner, 1990). Views in this area did shift, in any case: One final
comment from a student was “I feel everyone in the class has evolved
through the semester to less conservative positions about teaching and
education.”


Participation patterns. As a matter of technique, the hardest part about
the course, for Graham, was not (always) taking the floor. He felt it was
often necessary not to take a traditional teacher’s role in the flow of
discussion because it would cut the ground from under any student who
was attempting to explain some aspect of the material to another in a
whole-class setting or prevent one student standing up for some view
when it was questioned by another. There was the danger that the
students would, initially at least, take his remarks as the “correct”
understanding of the topic. (This issue remained problematic: One
student evaluation comment was “reluctant to exercise his authority
where I think he should,” though another wrote, “The instructor was
nurturant and firm in trying to do things in a critical manner.”)


Participation patterns differed markedly across our class members.
Half a dozen were women from East Asia with relatively little teaching
experience and no familiarity with any critical discourses. There were a
couple of individuals who were quite familiar with such discourses and
some very talkative individuals—both men and women—as well. Most
students had not been part of groups sensitive to gender-related imbal-
ances in participation, commonplace in social-change groups in some
cultures. Graham introduced a reading on this topic after the first few
class meetings but found it not easy to refrain from trying to guide class
discussion so that less verbal members would have a chance to partici-
pate. We differed as to whether it was important for all individuals in the
class to have and use an equal amount of class time—Graham thought
this was important, but Al felt that silence was all right in whole-class
discussions and that imbalances in participation indicated a need for
more small-group work. Graham felt that the issue, more than silence,
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was some students’ taking the floor from others because of their swiftness
or assertiveness relating to culture, command of language, gender, and
so on.7 We had passed over responsibility for managing participation
after the first few class meetings, but most students had not experienced
chairing a meeting before and, as a result, were not always adequately
firm with each other about setting an agenda, setting times for items,
pulling in quiet speakers and limiting the verbose, and so on. (Neither
are university faculty, of course.) “As for the fellow students, when they
are facilitators, the rest of the class benefit from their points of view,”
commented one student, and another noted, “Student participation was
most encouraged and students grew more comfortable and confident in
class”; but at the same time “some were busy defending his/her stance
while we could actually ‘broaden’ our interests,” commented a third.
There were many silences longer than what is common in university
classrooms. These silences were a source of tension because they often
arose when students were expecting the instructors to provide an
opinion on or evaluation of an issue, whereas we were resisting being
pushed back into banking education and away from a model reflecting
the idea of a community of learners.


THOUGHTS FOR FUTURE PRACTICE


Upon reflection, here is some of what we are going to remind
ourselves as we go forward to future efforts in this area.


1. Within the context of teacher-student negotiation of both content
and process, letting go of traditional expectations of neatly orga-
nized, teacher-centered lessons is an achievable and worthwhile goal.
The nature of dialogue requires participants to be comfortable
going in new and unexpected directions, though this way of proceed-
ing may be unfamiliar in an academic setting.


2. A common understanding of what critical pedagogy encompasses is
desirable as a starting point. Once this is achieved, then class
participants can explore common understandings and their applica-
tions through doing and experiencing critical pedagogy within the
context of the course. Critiques of the topic should be held until
participants have obtained a basic understanding but are appropri-
ate given the dialogic orientation of the class.


3. All class members need to explore class participation issues related
to speaking (e.g., taking the floor).


4. Teachers must listen to what students are saying and pose their
students’ various issues as problems to be considered by the class.


7 We also used an e-mail discussion list as a way of addressing this issue.
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Neither teachers nor students should be complacent, nor should
they fear raising issues. Teachers should reflect back student-gener-
ated issues (such as “that won’t work in my country”) to the students
as problems they should work on rather than attempt to solve the
problems for the students.


5. Teachers should emphasize the dynamics of how critical pedagogy
classes can be designed and implemented so that all the participants
know in what respects they have experienced and created a critical
pedagogy. In other words, the immediate need is to establish a
critical pedagogy within the parameters of a graduate teacher
education course sufficient that participants can begin to look at the
wider applications to their own cultures and teaching contexts.
However, teachers should not expect too much from a first experi-
encing of this approach, particularly if participants’ own lived
experiences do not provide them with a critical understanding of
their own cultures or prior socialization. Nevertheless, it is conceiv-
able that the social action dimension of this experience of critical
pedagogy will manifest itself as this group of graduate students
begins to teach (or returns to teaching).


CONCLUSION


Although we have focused here on aspects of classroom or pedagogi-
cal practice, critical pedagogy should be seen as a social and educational
process rather than just as a pedagogical method. It is more concerned
about how language can effect personal and social change than it is with
“how to teach language” more effectively or in ways that simply encour-
age critical thinking on the part of teacher and students.


To restate, critical pedagogy results from personal and social choices
that reflect a desire to understand both the word (i.e., language) and the
world and to act upon these choices. Within S/FL classrooms, language
can become a primary medium by which this may occur; if this is an
objective, teachers must experience and experiment with the processes
involved themselves if they are to foster them in others.
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Ethical Test Preparation Practice:
The Case of the TOEFL*


LIZ HAMP-LYONS
Hong Kong Polytechnic University


■ Millions of learners of EFL/ESL take English language tests every year,
and teachers often worry that learners’ attention may be distracted from
the real business of learning the language and focussed on mastering
item types for the tests instead (Buck, 1988; Raimes, 1990; Shohamy,
1992). The question of washback, the influence of tests onto teaching
and learning, has been well discussed elsewhere (Alderson & Hamp-
Lyons, 1996; Alderson & Wall, 1993; Bailey, 1996; Wall & Alderson,
1993). The discussion here focuses on the role of textbooks in test
washback, raising questions about the prevalent practices of test prepara-
tion and the materials used in it.


In raising these questions, I take as my example one test, the Test of
English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), produced by the Educational
Testing Service (ETS).1 The TOEFL is the most commonly taken
international English language test in the world. Approximately a
million people take the TOEFL every year (ETS, 1996), a number
exceeded only by the approximately 2 million people within China who
take the College English Test (CET) each year (Cheng, 1997).


WASHBACK AND THE TOEFL


In their study of TOEFL preparation classes and teachers, Alderson
and Hamp-Lyons (1996) concluded that


Tests will have different amounts and types of washback on some teachers
than on other teachers and learners. Washback will vary by


• the level of the stakes,


• the extent to which the test is counter to current practice,


* This study grew out of a larger study of TOEFL preparation courses (Alderson & Hamp-
Lyons, 1996) and is a revised version of a paper presented at the 1996 convention of the
Association Internationale de Linguistique Appliqué, Jyväskylä, Finland.


1 I use the case of preparation for the TOEFL and the textbooks discussed as general
examples of the problems of practice in this area. My discussion neither makes nor implies any
judgment of the TOEFL itself, either negative or positive, or about any other tests referred to.
The comments center on the TOEFL because the related research I have been involved with
has centered on the TOEFL (Hamp-Lyons, 1996).
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• the extent to which teachers and textbook writers think about appropri-
ate methods for test preparation, and


• the extent to which teachers and textbook writers are willing to innovate.
(p. 295)


Clearly, the TOEFL is an example of a very high stakes English language
test; it is also very counter to current instructional practice in English
language teaching. One might therefore expect it to have considerable
washback onto teaching and learning. To the extent that teachers see
their principal task as helping learners increase their knowledge of and
ability to use English, think about what is appropriate in test preparation,
and consciously choose appropriate content and methods, their TOEFL
teaching might have beneficial washback (Bailey, 1996; Shohamy, 1993).
To the extent that the content and design of TOEFL preparation
textbooks support teachers in their principal task of helping learners
increase their knowledge of and ability to use English, these textbooks
might have beneficial washback. But this is no easy task: It requires the
inclusion of appropriate content carefully designed to match learning
needs and sequence and planned to support good classroom pedagogic
practices; it also requires keeping close sight of what is appropriate in
test preparation practices and what the demands of the test itself are.
This suggests, then, that the task of designing and writing test prepara-
tion textbooks would be more highly skilled and complex even than the
task of designing and writing mainstream language learning textbooks.


QUESTIONS ABOUT TEST PREPARATION


There is a great deal the TESOL profession does not know about the
teaching of TOEFL or other test preparation. How much of it goes on,
both in the U.S. and around the world? Who teaches it? What English
language teaching qualifications do the teachers have? What special
qualifications or training is needed to teach TOEFL (or other test)
preparation? Does ETS offer a training program for TOEFL preparation
teachers? Do other test agencies offer training courses for test prepara-
tion teachers? Has TESOL’s Committee on Professional Standards
looked specifically at test preparation practices? An informal enquiry of
10 language schools in the U.S. revealed that none required any specific
qualification for their teachers of TOEFL preparation classes besides
that for teachers of other courses. Similarly, my informal enquiry of six
frontistiria (private language schools) in Greece in 1995 and 1996 failed
to find one that ran test preparation training for the many teachers of
First Certificate in English (FCE) and other University of Cambridge
Local Examinations Syndicate tests.


Most surprising is the fact that there seem to have been no studies of
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whether TOEFL preparation (or, indeed, as far as I am aware, other
ESL/EFL test preparation) courses actually do improve scores, as this is
the very reason all students take such courses. Evidence for the effective-
ness of test preparation courses more generally seems hard to come by.
Powers (1993) carried out a meta-analysis of studies of the effect of
coaching on Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores and found only
dubious evidence for the claims made by coaching companies and
publishers of test preparation materials that either courses or published
materials have any significant effect on students’ SAT scores. Alderson
and Hamp-Lyons (1996) did not look at the question of whether TOEFL
preparation courses are effective—that is, whether students who take a
TOEFL preparation course succeed in raising their TOEFL scores. Given
the vast size of the TOEFL preparation industry, it would seem useful to
know whether TOEFL activities have any effect and, if so, which have the
greatest effect. The burden of proof seems to rest squarely with the
textbook-publishing industry. But there is no imperative for the industry
to provide this proof because its market is so bullish without it.


FINDINGS FROM A TEXTBOOK ANALYSIS


In a paper presented at the 1996 International Language Testing
Research Colloquium (Hamp-Lyons, 1996), I argued that, because the
TOEFL is such a high-stakes test, it is likely to have a powerful washback
effect and that the effect will be in a negative rather than a positive
direction. I supported my comments with an analysis of five TOEFL
preparation textbooks selected at random from those on the market in
spring 1996. My purpose was not to critique those particular books but
rather to use them to illustrate my general concerns about test prepara-
tion practice in TESOL and to propose general principles for the
profession.2


Starting with the patterns that grew out of the Alderson and Hamp-
Lyons (1996) research (including related discussions with graduate
students and teachers about issues of test preparation), discussions with
teachers and language testers, and recursive examination of those
patterns in the books themselves, I developed a framework against which
I could evaluate each textbook. The framework consisted of a set of


2 I should also reveal a degree of interestedness in the question. My own book, Preparing for
the Test of Written English (1990) was and still is part of a TOEFL preparation package originally
commissioned by Newbury House and now sold by Heinle and Heinle. My goal in writing my
part of the course (a separate book packaged with a TOEFL preparation book and an audiotape
by other authors) was to try to produce a true writing course that would teach students to write
through their motivation to succeed on the Test of Written English. In fact, it was the singular
lack of commercial success of that set of materials that first interested me in the issues of test
preparation practice materials.
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descriptors that identified the features of each textbook. By looking at
the values given on the descriptors in the framework, I was able, for
example, to discover that only one of the five textbooks has guidance for
teachers built into the text (although one has a teacher’s book, it is really
an answer key). Typically the books contain practice tests, exercises,
grammar exercises for selected key grammar points, a tape and tape
script, and an answer key, and score well on the features able to self-score
and contain answer key. Clearly, in these books the learner is assumed to be
able to prepare independently for the TOEFL. However, when I looked
at the feature help with self-diagnosis/assessment, I found that whereas
learners can score themselves, they are not helped to diagnose problem
areas, patterns of need, or even areas of strength. Learners are left to try
to work out for themselves what to do after having counted the number
of items right and wrong and worked out a weighted score. Furthermore,
what the books typically offer students next is another practice test. Yet
the field of TEFL/TESL is only just beginning to venture into the area of
independent learning, and few learners in the many countries where
students and adults eagerly spend their money studying to succeed on
the TOEFL in order to get a postgraduate place at a university or a job
have been trained in the skills of autonomous learning.


I found that the skills promoted by the textbooks generally consist of
(a) test-taking strategies and (b) mastery of language structures, lexis,
and discourse semantics that have been observed on previous TOEFLs.
Because the books are built around the model of the test and because
the test is not intended to reveal or reflect a model of language in use,
even if it is built upon one, teacher and learners find themselves
teaching—and trying to learn—discrete chunks of language rules and
vocabulary items without context or even much co-text. TOEFL items are
selected for their psychometric properties, which is entirely appropriate
for a test within this paradigm, but it has nothing to say to a pedagogy. If
the TOEFL program intends to test any underlying language abilities
through its choice of items, these underlying abilities are not easy to
infer from a study of the published handbooks and manuals. Although
there are many research reports on the TOEFL, they are quite technical
and forbidding to the nontester (and, interestingly, authors of TOEFL
textbooks tend not to be language testers, at least not in the sense that
their research interests lie in the area of testing), and the test specifica-
tions are “confidential and proprietary” (personal communication, TOEFL
program director, May 1996). These two obstacles could help explain
why the books used for this study promote skills that relate quite exactly
to the item types and item content found on the actual test rather than
to any EFL/ESL curriculum or syllabus or to any model of language in
use. These test preparation books consist, to a greater or lesser extent, of
practice tests or exercises that themselves follow exactly the same format
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as the subsection of the test they are preparing students for. When
strategies are taught, they are usually very general (e.g., for the listening
test, “Beware of distractors that sound very similar to what was spoken as
these are often incorrect”). Only one has any significant amount of
helpful test-taking material, and much of it is quite specific and unlikely
to be of much help on other kinds of tests, such as essay tests or oral
proficiency interviews. When exercises or practice tests are presented,
there is no preceding material to teach the point tested by each item.
One book does not even contain an explanation of what makes the right
answers right. Only one book has consistent explanations of why each
distractor was wrong. Teachers, then (or students, if they are using such
a book for self-study), must figure out and then teach or explain each
tested point themselves.


In Alderson and Hamp-Lyons’ (1996) study, the highly experienced
teacher who was new to teaching TOEFL preparation found it very
difficult to plan classes around the units in the textbook, and classes were
disorganized and full of vague, confusing, or incorrect explanations of
arcane grammar points the textbook author considered likely to be
tested on the TOEFL. This teacher was, perhaps, still subconsciously
seeking the underlying logic in pedagogical grammar terms that he felt
must underpin the book. But item order within the subtests of the
TOEFL is inherently nonprogressive. Because there is no inherent
rational structure to item order on the TOEFL, lesson plans have to be
designed on some other basis, rational or otherwise. In the Alderson and
Hamp-Lyons study, even the highly experienced teacher of TOEFL
preparation courses, whose lessons were clearly tightly planned and
based on his own TOEFL preparation textbook, was unable to devise a
rational basis for his classes: Each lesson consisted of working through
the practice test material in the textbook in the same pattern as the
inexperienced teacher, but with accurate, focused, and clear grammati-
cal explanations. The problems that the absence of pedagogic logic
might have generated seemed to have been avoided by the teacher’s
questioning strategy, which was structured to enable him to insert probes
into the lesson so that he could present the set-piece grammar or
vocabulary explanation he had planned to fit an item whether or not the
student nominated to answer it gave the right or the wrong answer.


Although the TOEFL preparation textbooks I evaluated contain some
material focused on the period before the student takes a practice test
and a great deal of material concerned with actually practicing the tests,
they typically contain no material to help teachers or students after they
have taken the test or a practice test. Once teachers (or self-study
students) have checked answers against the answer key and (if they have
bought the right book) read the explanations of why the wrong answers
they chose are wrong, what strategies can they employ next? The solution
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the books generally offer is to work through another practice test.
Because the items on each test are different, and because there is no
published TOEFL syllabus or set of specifications, the only strategy for
deciding what language areas to focus on would seem to be to work out
the probable frequency of different types of items or probes across
multiple, actual TOEFL forms. But even this strategy leaves the teacher
with nothing more than a laundry list of grammatical or lexical points to
be covered—and the laundry lists in the books I studied contain from 24
to 170 grammar points in the structure and written expression sections.
Developing a rational syllabus that does not match up with the test in any
obvious way would appear to be very difficult, but so is finding ways to
make using a book that follows the format of the TOEFL interesting and
credible as a learning experience.


ETHICAL TEST PREPARATION?


Coupled with the pedagogic difficulties, test preparation teachers face
a very difficult set of ethical decisions about what materials are appropri-
ate to use. Mehrens and Kaminsky (1989) and Popham (1991) each
describe a scale of ethical test preparation practices, both of which see
practice on a published previous or parallel form as educationally
indefensible (boosting scores without mastery) and of dubious ethicality
(coaching merely for score gain). All the textbooks I surveyed were at the
unethical/indefensible end of the scales. Previous form preparation may
also be of dubious legality; only ETS and the TOEFL program know the
answer to this, but it seems most likely that parallel forms of the TOEFL
tests are generated from disclosed versions of the test by permutating the
items from a number of tests to create new versions, with a word here
and there changed. It should be noted that the TOEFL program itself
publishes TOEFL preparation materials using disclosed test items be-
cause it believes that all students should be adequately prepared for the
form of the test so that they are not disadvantaged by a differential test
practice effect. However, the TOEFL uses its own proprietary material to
do this and ensures that the test version it releases possesses all the
properties of actual tests. This is not the case for most commercially
published TOEFL preparation material.


None of the textbooks I analyzed provides general instruction or test-
taking instruction except as they relate to preparation for the TOEFL;
further, they do little with task types or item formats other than those
predicted to occur on the TOEFL on the basis of analysis of past forms.
On Popham’s (1991) scale, same-format preparation is considered to be
ethical, as “no behavior unacceptable to the profession” (p. 13) takes
place, but it is also considered educationally indefensible.
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CONCERNS FOR TESOL


I believe that it is time the TESOL profession looked seriously at how
much same-format preparation takes place in test preparation courses
and investigated whether and how much time and student energy are
diverted from mainstream, well-designed language classes, built around
appropriate curricula and materials for the proficiency level of the
students, into unproductive, test-mimicking exercises. The fact that the
problems teachers face in selecting and using test preparation materials
have been ignored for so long in TESOL despite the enormous TOEFL
(and other test) preparation industry means that no guidance is avail-
able to teachers on good conduct in test preparation teaching or on the
selection of ethical and appropriate test preparation materials.


Many other questions need to be raised about TOEFL test preparation
practices and test preparation in general: Can a test be blamed for the
ways in which some teachers teach toward it? If teachers do not teach
communicatively in TOEFL preparation courses, is it the fault of the test,
the teachers, or the test preparation materials? Or is it the fault of the
students who demand a certain kind of teaching, as the teachers
Alderson and Hamp-Lyons (1996) talked to often claimed? Alderson and
Hamp-Lyons found that the teachers’ claims were contradicted by what
students themselves said. Is it perhaps the fault of the teaching institu-
tions, which do not provide any kind of teacher training in TOEFL
preparation? Although many language schools do have high standards
for the qualifications of their teachers and apply them to TOEFL
teachers, others seem to regard TOEFL preparation teaching as a kind of
battery farming or as a proving ground for new teachers and have less (or
un-) qualified teachers teaching test preparation to bigger classes: While
I was at the University of Colorado, Denver, one of my graduating
English majors, having never taught anything to anyone before and
having no teaching qualifications, got a job in a small, new local
language school and was set immediately to teaching TOEFL prepara-
tion. Or is training in teaching test preparation the responsibility of the
textbook writers and publishers? Is it instead perhaps the responsibility
of the testing agency? (It is not, in fact, possible to become an accredited
TOEFL teacher: ETS does not offer training, although it thought at one
time of doing so.) Or is it the responsibility of programs leading to a
diploma in teaching English as a foreign language to adults, a master’s in
TESOL, and similar EFL/ESL teacher education courses to know the
market their student teachers will enter and do more to prepare them
for it? I offer no answers here. The goal is rather to begin to ask the
questions.


As the TESOL profession and the international organization TESOL,
Inc., matures, it must move toward a code of practice for its practitioners
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and members, as other professional associations have done, and in my
view such a code of practice should include test preparation practices
and materials. The responsibility for inadequate test preparation materi-
als of dubious ethicality must be shared by testing agencies, who develop
and market tests that lend themselves to sterile, nondevelopmental
preparation practices; by publishers, virtually all of whom in the TESOL
field sell at least one test preparation course that fits the criteria for
educational indefensibility and doubtful ethicality described above; and
by authors who write and sell books that do not have as their purpose the
instructed acquisition of English language proficiency. But professional
associations also should take some responsibility. I am not aware of any
studies of English language test preparation, by TESOL or any other
professional association, such as the International Association of Teach-
ers of English as a Foreign Language, headquartered in Britain, or the
Association Internationale de Linguistique Appliquée, the world organi-
zation of applied linguists, currently headquartered in Minneapolis, in
the U.S.


Although I believe that language testing researchers should be much
more concerned than they have been about test preparation practices,
following the lead of researchers in educational measurement, this is not
a problem in language testing (at least, not by any usual definition of
what language testing is) and certainly cannot be solved by research,
though it can be much better understood. Rather, it is a problem in
program administration, in teaching, in textbook authoring, and in the
educational-commercial interface in the TESOL profession. Because this
is such a far-reaching issue with such impact on the lives of the learners
to whom L2 educators owe their concern, I suggest that TESOL itself
take the lead in developing a code of ethical test preparation practice for
teachers, textbook authors, and publishers to follow. TESOL’s primary
responsibility is to its members. TESOL members’ primary responsibility
is to their students: Many TESOL members teach students who want—
who need—to succeed on the TOEFL, or CET, or International English
Language Testing Service, or Michigan English Language Assessment
Battery, or FCE, or the many other English language tests that exist
around the world.
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Comments on Tony Silva’s “On the Ethical
Treatment of ESL Writers”


A Defense of Using Themes and Topics to
Teach ESL/EFL Writing


NATHAN B. JONES
National Tsinghua University


■ Is it appropriate, even ethical, for ESL/EFL writing teachers to focus
on important, comprehensive course themes like peace education,
environmental concerns, conflict resolution, literature, or critical think-
ing in their writing classes? According to Tony Silva in his thoughtful,
controversial article (Vol. 31, No. 2, Summer 1997), the answer should
be “no.” However, I believe it should be “yes.”


Silva argues that ESL writers need to be respected by their ESL writing
teachers in four important ways. Students should be (a) understood as
student writers, (b) provided suitable learning contexts, (c) provided
appropriate instruction, and (d) evaluated fairly.


At first glance, it would seem that disagreeing with any of his four
points would probably be tantamount to arguing against the value of
cold beer in August. Of course, I agree with much of what he writes. I
respectfully disagree, however, with most of what he argues for under the
rubric of his third point, that ESL writers should be provided with
appropriate instruction. The issue here is how to interpret the term
appropriate instruction. In my view, his interpretation is too narrow and
biased to be helpful.


According to Silva, ethical ESL writing teachers should avoid using
class time as an opportunity to teach other subjects unrelated to writing.
He calls writing courses with comprehensive themes like peace educa-
tion “bait-and-switch scams” that may present students enrolled in an
ESL writing course with “interesting and important yet inappropriate
topics” (p. 361) that may control or become the curriculum. He directs
his criticism at a wide variety of popular comprehensive themes for
writing courses, such as peace education, conflict resolution, environ-
mental concerns, literature, critical thinking, cultural studies, and so on.
In his view, teachers should focus the content of their ESL writing
courses “primarily if not exclusively” on teaching writing, particularly on
what he calls “rhetorical, linguistic, conventional, and strategic issues”
(p. 361). As for selecting specific topics about which to write, he asserts
that students should have the freedom to choose their own, either
individually or in groups: “It seems to me most reasonable and motivat-
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ing to have students (individually or as a group) choose their own topics,
those in which they have a sincere interest and some intellectual and
emotional investment” (pp. 361–362).


My response to Silva is that assigning important, comprehensive
themes, such as peace education, for undergraduate writing classes and
specific writing topics for individual papers can enhance the teaching
and learning of ESL/EFL writing fundamentals. Allow me to present
four points of my own.


TEACHING THE PROCESS OF WRITING


First, using comprehensive course themes and specific writing topics
assists in teaching students about the all-important processes of writing
academic papers. What Silva overlooks is that asking composition
students as a class to read about an important theme, discuss it, debate it,
write about it, revise it, and reflect constantly about it are valuable steps
in developing their own reasoned voices on important issues and
presenting their views in writing to a wider audience logically and
convincingly. Roen (1989) points out that teaching students about the
many components of the process approaches helps them to “realize that
writing well is not a matter of luck” (p. 199). As long as teaching students
processes of how to become better writers remains a primary goal of the
writing class, I can find nothing unethical about ESL/EFL writing
teachers including important themes as vehicles of instruction and as
essential parts of their course curricula.


Having the entire composition class focus on a comprehensive course
theme and specific writing topics carries practical advantages. By sharing
their ideas with a community of knowledgeable and critical others,
students experience how to focus clearly, organize logically, interpret
and present data persuasively, and anticipate reader reactions wisely.
Having an entire class work on an important theme—like peace educa-
tion—expands the size of the research and writing community, which
can provide a larger reservoir of support among writers, more sharing of
diverse information and opinions, and an enriching atmosphere in the
class. This can encourage more sophisticated development of essays and
research papers.


MOTIVATING STUDENTS


Second, assigning comprehensive course themes and specific writing
topics can motivate students to improve their writing. The truth is that
learning to write well in a foreign or a second language is hard, often
unpleasant work. Students often dislike the idea of taking writing classes
(Jones, 1996, 1997). As Roen (1989) observes, “We are, after all,
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professional wordsmiths—people with a special affection for writing.
Most people do not share our love for the written word” (pp. 194–195).
Therefore, an important challenge for the ESL/EFL writing teacher is to
interest and challenge students enough with the course curriculum for
them to want to learn to write well.


Unfortunately, Silva’s claim that giving ESL/EFL writing students wide
freedom to select their own paper topics will somehow increase their
motivation to write well is questionable. Although some freedom of
choice to choose topics in a writing class may be appropriate, too much
can become confusing, annoying, and even debilitating, particularly
when anxious students waste their precious time groping in vain for
topics about which to write a paper. “I can’t think of anything to write
about” is the lament writing teachers often hear from novice writers who
have been given too much freedom and too little guidance.


Irmscher (1979) points out that assigning undergraduate students
appropriate and motivating writing topics is one of the writing teacher’s
most important responsibilities. He writes, “In fact, topics can make the
difference between an exciting class or a routine one for both students
and teacher alike” (p. 69). His lengthy discussion of how to develop good
writing topics builds a persuasive case for the importance of assigning
topics that guide and challenge student writers to improve.


Teachers who pick important themes and challenging topics for
writing classes that appeal as much as possible to the interests of students
are offering a helpful service that can get things moving and improve
students’ learning.


In the second semester of my own advanced EFL composition classes
at National Tsinghua University in Taiwan, I regularly find that students
respond well when they learn how to write family oral histories as the
theme of the course (Jones, 1997). Students learn about oral history and
how to conduct it; then they set out to research and write one about a
family member (Thompson, 1988; Yow, 1994). Although the work is
challenging and time consuming, the students are intrigued with it, take
it quite seriously, and manage to write interesting, insightful papers that
are a pleasure to read. They learn how to write, and they learn a lot about
themselves, their families, and life itself.


PREPARING STUDENTS


A third reason to assign comprehensive course themes and writing
topics is to prepare students to cope with the reality of writing academic
papers in other undergraduate courses. Assigning a comprehensive
theme for a course and specific paper topics reflects the reality of the
larger academic world, wherein “the purpose of a writing assignment is
usually designed, assigned, and evaluated by the audience (the profes-
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sor)” (Reid, 1989, p. 220). Giving ESL/EFL writing students nearly
unlimited freedom to select their own writing topics could, in fact,
communicate a false message that, when faced with a writing assignment,
students may select any topic and develop it in any way they see fit, just as
long as they find it somehow interesting.


PREVENTING PLAGIARISM


Fourth, assigning comprehensive course themes and specific paper
topics helps prevent plagiarism, a constant threat for writing teachers of
undergraduate courses. According to my experience, students who
plagiarize are often ignorant that what they are doing is unacceptable.
Others may plagiarize more out of desperation, thinking that copying
another’s work is their only hope of completing the paper.


When insecure writing students are given nearly unlimited freedom to
draft papers on whatever topics they choose, teachers may actually be
encouraging plagiarism because these students, struggling with their
individual topics in isolation, may be tempted to copy from reference
sources or even to substitute for their own writing a copy of a friend’s
paper originally written for some other course. By frequently discussing
the need not to plagiarize, and by having students help each other from
the beginning of the course with the research, planning, and editing of
papers on teacher-selected topics in a theme-oriented writing course,
plagiarism becomes unnecessary and withers away.


In conclusion, I am not questioning Silva’s ability to teach an ESL/
EFL composition class effectively and ethically, although his concept of
appropriate instruction is apparently far different from my own. Over
the years he may have developed a style of teaching and a writing course
content that work well for him in his situation. However, I think it is
unhelpful for him to imply that those of us who often assign comprehen-
sive course themes and specific writing topics as essential components of
our writing course curricula are somehow less ethical than he is.


As ESL/EFL teachers living in a multicultural world, we probably
experience the implications of this more directly than many others.
Because our personalities, our students, and our working conditions are
apt to be different, we should recognize that our teaching methods may
also need to be different. Perhaps we should learn to be more tolerant of
our own diversity.
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The Author Responds . . .


TONY SILVA
Purdue University


■ In my Forum piece in TESOL Quarterly (Vol. 31, No. 2, Summer 1997),
I said that my purpose was “to provoke thought and discussion” (p. 359).
Therefore, I am quite pleased that Professor Jones, by taking the time to
respond to my brief essay, has given me the opportunity to engage in a
public dialogue about issues that I feel are very important for L2 writing
professionals.


Thus I have decided to cast my response as a dialogue, both figura-
tively and literally. That is, I will quote Professor Jones’ text verbatim and
insert my comments directly thereafter. Also, I will identify the portions
of Professor Jones’ critique to which I am responding by italicizing them.
I adopt this admittedly unorthodox mode of response because I have
reservations about many of Professor Jones’ assertions and want to
address them in context in an attempt to make my response as fair, clear,
and unambiguous as possible. I beg the reader’s indulgence of this genre
bending.


Professor Jones’ text and my responses follow.


Is it appropriate, even ethical for ESL/EFL . . .


I think it is made clear in the title and first sentence of my piece that I
meant to address only ESL writers, specifically ESL writers in colleges and
universities in North America.
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. . . writing teachers to focus on important, comprehensive course themes like
peace education, environmental concerns, conflict resolution, literature, or
critical thinking in their writing classes? According to Tony Silva in his
thoughtful, controversial article (Vol. 31, No. 2, Summer 1997), the answer
should be “no.”


What I said was that thematic courses are objectionable to me if teachers
focus primarily or exclusively on the theme and “use writing merely as an
add-on or reinforcement activity” (p. 361).


However, I believe it should be “yes.”
Silva argues that ESL writers need to be respected by their ESL writing


teachers in four important ways. Students should be (a) understood as student
writers, . . .


I am not sure what it means to understand students as student writers.
What I said was that I thought it was necessary to understand how ESL
writers “are different from their NES [native English-speaking] counter-
parts and from each other” (p. 362).


. . . (b) provided suitable learning contexts, (c) provided appropriate
instruction, and (d) evaluated fairly.


At first glance, it would seem that disagreeing with any of his four points would
probably be tantamount to arguing against the value of cold beer in August.


This statement seems to me an attempt to trivialize the points made in at
least three of the four sections of my essay; I find such an enterprise
troubling and offensive because it does not appear to recognize the great
amount of time, thought, and effort that ESL writing researchers have
put into providing the evidence upon which I have made what I think are
some useful generalizations about ESL writers, their learning contexts,
their instruction, and their evaluation.


Of course, I agree with much of what he writes. I respectfully disagree,
however, with most of what he argues for under the rubric of his third point,
that ESL writers should be provided with appropriate instruction. The issue
here is how to interpret the term appropriate instruction. In my view, his
interpretation is too narrow and biased to be helpful.


According to Silva, ethical ESL writing teachers . . .


I did not use this term anywhere in my essay; my aim was to examine the
ethics of certain practices, not to call ESL writing teachers names.


. . . should avoid using class time as an opportunity to teach other subjects unrelated to
writing.
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Again, this is not what I said. See my second comment on Professor
Jones’ first paragraph above.


He calls writing courses with comprehensive themes like peace education “bait-and
switch scams” . . .


Here is what I said: “ESL writers should not be subjected to bait-and-
switch scams. If they enroll in courses with titles like Introductory Writing
or Freshman Composition, I believe it is certainly reasonable for them to
expect and get courses that focus primarily if not exclusively on writing”
(p. 361).


. . . that may present students enrolled in an ESL writing course with “interesting and
important yet inappropriate topics” (p. 361) that may control or become the curriculum.


I said, “I am not suggesting here that teachers conceal their personal
interests or political views from their students. . . . I am suggesting that
these interests and views should neither control nor become the curricu-
lum” (p. 361). Please note that I am talking here about teachers’
interests and views, not courses with comprehensive themes.


He directs his criticism at a wide variety of popular comprehensive themes for writing
courses, such as peace education, conflict resolution, environmental concerns, litera-
ture, critical thinking, cultural studies, and so on.


I do not criticize these themes; I characterize them as interesting and
important. I suggest that teachers should not focus primarily on such
themes and secondarily on writing.


In his view, teachers should focus the content of their ESL writing courses
“primarily if not exclusively” on teaching writing, particularly on what he calls
“rhetorical, linguistic, conventional, and strategic issues” (p. 361). As for
selecting specific topics about which to write, he asserts that students should
have freedom to choose their own, either individually or in groups.


Actually, I said: “individually or as a group” (p. 361): “It seems to me most
reasonable and motivating to have students (individually or as a group)
choose their own topics, those in which they have a sincere interest and
some intellectual and emotional investment” (pp. 361–362).


My response to Silva is that assigning important, comprehensive themes, such
as peace education, for undergraduate writing classes and specific writing
topics for individual papers can enhance the teaching and learning of ESL/
EFL writing fundamentals.


It is not clear to me what is meant by “fundamentals” here.
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Allow me to present four points of my own.
First, using comprehensive course themes and specific writing topics assists in


teaching students about the all-important processes of writing academic papers.


I see no evidence presented here to support this assertion.


What Silva overlooks is that asking composition students as a class to read about an
important theme, discuss it, debate it, write about it, revise it, and reflect constantly on
it are valuable steps in developing their own reasoned voices on important issues and
presenting their views in writing to a wider audience logically and convincingly.


I agree. However, I do not see why doing all of this requires the
imposition of teacher-chosen themes on students. Is it implied here that
students, working as a class, could not choose a viable common theme?
That only teachers can be trusted to choose an “important” theme? That
reading, debating, writing, and reflecting cannot be done in a class
where students have a say in topic choice? That student-chosen topics
cannot help students develop reasoned voices and persuade their
audiences?


Roen (1989) points out that teaching students about the many components of the
process approaches helps them to “realize that writing well is not a matter of luck”
(p.␣ 199).


Again, I agree. But I do not see how this relates to the matter of teacher-
versus student-chosen topics or themes. Am I to infer that process
approaches can only be used in classes where teachers tell students what
to write about?


As long as teaching students processes of how to become better writers
remains a primary goal of the writing class, I can find nothing unethical about
ESL/EFL writing teachers including important themes as vehicles of instruc-
tion and as essential parts of their course curricula.


Generally, I agree. However I think classes should focus on linguistic and
rhetorical issues as well as composing strategies/processes.


Having the entire composition class focus on a comprehensive theme and specific topics
carries practical advantages. By sharing their ideas with a community of knowledgeable
and critical others, students experience how to focus clearly, organize logically, interpret
and present data persuasively, and anticipate reader reactions wisely. Having an entire
class work on an important theme—like peace education—expands the size of the
research and writing community, which can provide for a larger reservoir of support
among writers, more sharing of diverse information and opinions, and an enriching
atmosphere in the class. This can encourage more sophisticated development of essays
and research papers.
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Again, it seems clear to me that class-chosen themes and topics could
offer the same practical advantages, and perhaps even more—if one
subscribes, as I do, to the notion that, in general, students’ motivation
increases when they are allowed to choose topics that are important to
them. I truly do not understand the seemingly inflexible resistance to
student choice voiced above.


Second, assigning comprehensive course themes and specific writing topics can motivate
students to improve their writing.


Student-chosen topics cannot?


The truth is . . .


How does one come to be privy to “the truth”? This claim seems to me to
be epistemologically problematic, to say the least.


. . . that learning to write well in a foreign or a second language is hard work,
often unpleasant. Students often dislike the idea of taking writing classes (Jones,
1996, 1997).


It seems reasonable to me to suggest that students often dislike taking
college composition classes because they are usually compelled to do so
and that forcing topics on them could well compound the problem,
adding insult to injury.


As Roen (1989) observes, “We are, after all, professional wordsmiths—people with a
special affection for writing. Most people do not share our love for the written word” (pp.
194–195).


I find the view expressed in the foregoing sentence elitist, patronizing,
and unfair to student writers.


Therefore, an important challenge for the ESL/EFL writing teacher is to
interest and challenge . . .


Classes where students choose their own topics cannot be interesting and
challenging?


. . . students enough with the course curriculum for them to want to learn to write
well.


This seems to assume that ESL students do not want to learn to write
well, a troubling assumption that I do not share.
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Unfortunately, Silva’s claim that giving ESL/EFL writing students wide freedom to
select their own paper topics will somehow increase their motivation to write well is
questionable.


As are all claims, including those of Professor Jones.


Although some freedom of choice . . .


How much?


. . . to choose topics in a writing class may be appropriate, too much can become
confusing, annoying, and even debilitating, particularly when anxious students waste
their precious time groping in vain for topics about which to write a paper.


I know of no evidence for this claim, which I feel overstates the difficulty
of topic choice and greatly underestimates the abilities of ESL writers.


“I can’t think of anything to write about” is the lament writing teachers often
hear from novice writers who have been given too much freedom . . .


How much is too much?


. . . and too little guidance.


I do not eschew guidance; in fact, I see guidance—which I differentiate
from compulsion—as an ESL teachers’ primary responsibility. “I suggest
. . . that teachers . . . focus on . . . facilitating rather than controlling
student writing” (p. 362).


Irmscher (1979) . . .


Please note the year of this work and that it is directed at L1 writing
professionals in North America.


. . . points out that assigning undergraduate students appropriate and motivating
writing topics . . .


Student-chosen topics cannot be appropriate and motivating?


. . . is one of the writing teacher’s most important responsibilities. He writes,
“In fact, topics can make the difference between an exciting class or a routine one for
both students and teacher alike” (p. 69).


I agree, but why should student-chosen topics be excluded here?


His lengthy discussion of how to develop good writing topics builds a
persuasive case . . .
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Perhaps Irmscher builds a persuasive case in his book, but all I see in this
paragraph is bald assertion.


. . . for the importance of assigning topics that guide and challenge student
writers to improve.


Teachers who pick important themes and challenging topics . . .


Student-chosen themes cannot be important? Student-chosen topics
cannot be challenging?


. . . for writing classes that appeal as much as possible to the interests of students . . .


If appealing to students’ interests is desirable, why not let them choose
their own themes and topics?


. . . are offering a helpful service that can get things moving and improve students’
learning.


I see no evidence here to support this claim.


In the second semester of my own advanced EFL composition classes at
National Tsinghua University in Taiwan, I regularly find that students respond
well when they learn how to write family oral histories as the theme of the course
(Jones, 1997).


This oral history assignment seems to me to be more task or genre based
than theme based but, unfortunately, not much less constraining. It
would be interesting to know exactly what the rationale for using this
genre or task type is and how the principles (linguistic, rhetorical,
strategic) of writing are addressed within this EFL context.


Students learn about oral history and how to conduct it, then they set out to
research and write one about a family member (Thompson, 1988; Yow, 1994).
Although the work is challenging and time consuming, the students are intrigued with
it, take it quite seriously, and manage to write interesting, insightful papers that are a
pleasure to read.


Although I am happy that this course appears to work well for Professor
Jones, it seems to me that all of this could be said about classes in which
students choose what they want to write about.


They learn how to write, and they learn a lot about themselves, their families,
and life itself. . . . A third reason to assign comprehensive course themes and writing
topics is to prepare students to cope with the reality of writing academic papers in other
undergraduate courses.
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Two reactions: First, it might be advisable here to be less sanguine about
knowing the “reality” of a particular situation. Second, how would
writing oral family histories prepare students to write in, say, a physics or
biology class?


Assigning a comprehensive theme for a course and specific paper topics
reflects the reality of the larger academic world, wherein “the purpose of a
writing assignment is usually designed, assigned, and evaluated by the audience (the
professor)” (Reid, 1989, p. 220).


Although this statement may be accurate in many cases, in my view, the
assignment of purpose does not entail the assignment of a topic or
theme. I see no difficulty in assigning a purpose, for example, persua-
sion, in a course where students choose their own topics.


Giving ESL/EFL writing students nearly unlimited freedom to select their own writing
topics could, in fact, communicate a false message that, when faced with a writing
assignment, students may select any topic and develop it in any way they see fit, just as
long as they find it somehow interesting.


This assertion seems extremely unlikely to me and rather condescending
toward students. I find it hard to believe that if asked to write on a
specific topic in, say, a psychology class, students who had been given the
opportunity to choose their own topics in a composition class would
ignore the psychology teacher’s wishes.


Fourth, assigning comprehensive course themes and specific paper topics helps prevent
plagiarism, . . .


I know of no evidence to support this claim; further, my experience tells
me that a student who is intent on plagiarizing (for whatever reason) will
do so whether writing on a teacher-imposed or a student-chosen topic or
theme.


. . . a constant threat for writing teachers of undergraduate courses.


I do not see plagiarism (however one may define this controversial
notion) as a “constant threat.” In my experience with ESL writers,
plagiarism is a not a very common occurrence.


According to my experience, students who plagiarize are often ignorant . . .


An unfortunate word choice: How about “unfamiliar with the conven-
tions of academic writing in the West”?
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. . . that what they are doing is unacceptable. Others may plagiarize more out
of desperation, thinking that copying another’s work is their only hope of
completing the paper.


When insecure writing students are given nearly unlimited freedom to draft papers
on whatever topics they choose, teachers may actually be encouraging plagiarism . . .


Students are ignorant, and teachers are unwitting dupes?


. . . because these students, struggling with their individual topics in isolation, may
be tempted to copy from reference sources or even to substitute for their own writing a copy
of a friend’s paper originally written for some other course.


It seems just as reasonable to me to suggest that students struggling with
a teacher-imposed topic in which they may have little or no interest
might do the same things.


By frequently discussing the need not to plagiarize,


Why should it be necessary to “frequently” discuss plagiarism in a class
where the teacher assigns topics if, as implied in this paragraph, such
classes inherently work against plagiarism?


and by having students help each other from the beginning of the course with the
research, planning, and editing of papers on teacher-selected topics in a theme-oriented
writing course, . . .


I do not see why students could not help each other in the same ways in
a class where they chose their own topics.


. . . plagiarism becomes unnecessary and withers away.


This strikes me as being rather unlikely; furthermore, it seems to me that
if a teacher assigns a “hot” topic or theme (e.g., global warming)
semester after semester, the “threat” of a student recycling another’s
paper or purchasing a paper from a commercial source might be
increased.


In conclusion, I am not questioning Tony Silva’s ability to teach an ESL/EFL
composition class effectively and ethically, although his concept of appropri-
ate instruction is apparently different from my own. Over the years he may
have developed a style of teaching and a writing course content that work well
for him in his situation. However, I think it is unhelpful for him to imply that those
of us who often assign comprehensive course themes and specific writing topics as
essential components of our writing course curricula are somehow less ethical than he is.


One more time: Although I personally prefer student-chosen topics and
themes to those imposed by teachers, I have no problem with others
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introducing topics or themes unless these topics and themes are fore-
grounded and writing instruction backgrounded (see p. 361 of my
essay). Also, why is it “unhelpful” for me to state my views? Is the case for
the imposition of themes on ESL student writers so weak that it cannot
withstand scrutiny and critique? Why the adoption of such a defensive
posture?


As ESL/EFL teachers living in a multicultural world, we probably experience the
implications of this more directly than many others. Because our personalities, our
students, and our working conditions are apt to be different, we should recognize that
our teaching methods may also need to be different.


I wholeheartedly agree.


Perhaps we should learn to be more tolerant . . .


But not so tolerant as to allow students to choose what they write about?


. . . of our own diversity.


A final question to ponder: Would it not be hypocritical for me as an ESL
writing teacher and scholar to compel students to write on topics that I
choose when I (rightly, I believe) guard so fervently my academic
freedom, one part of which is being able to choose what I want to study
and write about?


Again, I would like to thank Professor Jones for making possible the
foregoing dialogue. I have found responding to his critique stimulating
and enlightening in that it made me question and rethink my views on
what constitutes appropriate instruction for ESL writers.
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The Use of Verbal Reports in L2 Research


Verbal Reports in L2 Speech Production Research


JUDIT KORMOS
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■ Verbal reports are “subjects’ general verbal descriptions of their
cognitive processes and experiences” (Ericsson & Simon, 1993, p. xiii).
They include a variety of specific, versatile research techniques that can
be employed in the study of L2 speech production processes.


VERBAL REPORTING METHODS


As there seems to be some confusion concerning the various research
methods belonging to the category of verbal reports, I first define think-
aloud (procedures), introspection, and retrospection.


For think-alouds (or concurrent verbalisations), researchers instruct
their subjects to verbalise directly only the thoughts entering their
attention while performing the task (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). Thus, this
type of verbal reporting is concurrent with the execution of a specific
task, and the participants provide information while it is still available to
them—that is, while it remains in short-term memory (STM). For
example, study participants can be asked to think aloud while translating
a sentence from their L1 to their L2 and to report the sequence of
thoughts related to the selection of appropriate words and grammatical
structures while doing the translation.


For introspection, subjects are not only requested to verbalise but also
to describe or explain their thoughts (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). Intro-
spection therefore entails the activation of information that is not stored
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in STM during the performance of the task; consequently, the reliability
of these types of reports has proven to be highly questionable (see, e.g.,
Nisbett & Wilson, 1977).1 In retrospection, on the other hand, the
subjects verbalise their sequence of thoughts after they perform the task.
In this case, the relevant information needs to be transferred from long-
term memory (LTM) to STM, which might result in incomplete report-
ing. L2 research differs slightly from research in general cognitive
psychology in that, in some L2 research, other research methods, such as
self-report questionnaires and group discussions, have been classified as
verbal reports (see Faerch & Kasper, 1987) because they too may involve
the description of subjects’ cognitive processes and experiences.


COMPLEMENTARY USE OF VERBAL REPORTS


With increased interest in human information processing and artifi-
cial intelligence research, verbal reports have become an important tool
for examining problem-solving behaviour and have been widely utilised
in such diverse fields of cognitive psychology as decision making, text
comprehension, the investigation of cognitive processes in writing, and
test taking, as well as test validation (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). This
research method is also important in second language acquisition
research, from sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic studies of L2 produc-
tion and learning to pedagogically motivated investigations. The comple-
mentary use of verbal reports allows researchers to go beyond the
common practice of analyzing L2 speakers’ competence solely on the
basis of performance data, as this research method can help reveal the
cognitive and psycholinguistic processes underlying performance.2


Nonexperimental L2 studies and experiments in pre- and posttest phases
typically use the following three types of research techniques (Larsen-
Freeman & Long, 1991): (a) production data elicitation (e.g., reading
aloud, guided composition, role plays, proficiency tests), (b) intuitional
data elicitation (e.g., error recognition and correction, grammaticality
judgments), and (c) research methods associated with the social sciences
(e.g., attitude questionnaires). All these methods can be complemented
by verbal reports, which may reveal certain aspects of the underlying
competence to a greater extent than the above-mentioned tasks alone.


1 Research on the reliability of these two methods of verbal reporting has shown that think-
aloud procedures provide more reliable information and interfere less with task performance
than introspection does (see Ericsson & Simon, 1993). Due to these issues of reliability, at
present introspection is not frequently used as a research method in cognitive psychology.
Unfortunately, in second language acquisition research, introspection and think-aloud have
often been used as synonyms, despite the fact that they involve different procedures.


2 If at all possible, participants should produce verbal reports in their L1. If they are done in
the L2, the reports may not be a precise representation of their thought sequences, and the
verbalization will greatly interfere with task performance.
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Below I discuss the benefits of using verbal reports in speech production
research, in particular, by presenting the additional information gained
by complementing elicitation tasks with concurrent and retrospective
verbalisations of the participants’ thought processes.


With regard to elicited oral translations, Dechert (1987) was able to
distinguish the workings of procedural and declarative knowledge of
ESL learners when translating a text from German to English. This
distinction would have been extremely difficult to make without the use
of concurrent verbal reports, as on the surface the two types of knowl-
edge differ mainly in terms of the speed of utterance production.
However, other factors (e.g., the complexity of the thought to be
expressed, the lack of L2 lexical or grammatical competence) can cause
differences in the time necessary for production; therefore, speed of
production cannot reliably distinguish declarative and procedural
knowledge.


Poulisse, Bongaerts, and Kellerman (1987) used a combination of
elicitation techniques consisting of an oral interview, a picture descrip-
tion, a reconstruction task (retelling a story), and a type of communica-
tion game (describing a shape to a fictional listener). A retrospective
interview allowed them to arrive at a reliable categorisation of the
compensatory strategies used by Dutch speakers of English in the oral
interview and the story-retelling task. They concluded that the interview
could enhance the reliability of classification considerably.


In a similar study on communication strategies, Dörnyei and Scott
(1995) argued that retrospection can help establish more accurately the
causes underlying hesitations and communication strategies. When
investigating the self-repair behaviour of Hungarian speakers of English
with the help of a role-play task, Kormos (1998) found that without the
use of a complementary retrospective interview, reliably classifying the
instances of self-corrections would have been almost impossible. For
example, utterances that on the surface seemed to contain grammatical
repairs were in fact cases of message reduction or abandonment. Thus,
without a knowledge of the intentions of speakers when they self-correct,
researchers cannot decide with any certainty why the speakers imple-
mented the given change in their message. In addition to enhancing
reliability, the use of verbal reports also helped reveal some previously
undiscovered psychological mechanisms underlying speech production
and led to new insights into the speech-monitoring processes of L2
learners, including the mechanisms of covert repairs (i.e., when errone-
ous output has been intercepted and corrected before it is articulated).
The verbal reports also helped established whether the erroneous output
that the speaker corrected was produced as a result of a lapse in
performance or was due to a lack of competence (e.g., uncertainty about
the correctness of the utterance). These results also support the claim
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that verbal reports can be invaluable tools in exploring the competence
underlying speakers’ performance.


GUIDELINES FOR USING VERBAL REPORTS


The utility of verbal reports has reduced the controversy over their
reliability. Ericsson and Simon (1980, 1993) have set up several guide-
lines for obtaining verbal reports that give a consistent and accurate
picture of the participants’ cognitive processes. For retrospection, they
suggest asking subjects to comment on their performance immediately
after the completion of the task, when the memory traces of the thought
sequences are still fresh. In addition, to activate the greatest possible
amount of information stored in LTM in connection with the task, the
participants should be provided with contextual information. Contextual
information also helps prevent the subjects from confounding previous
solutions to a certain problem or inventing new ones instead of report-
ing the sequence of steps used to complete the task in question. The
experimenter should also ensure that all the information asked for is
directly retrievable; that is, it needs to be of the type of thought sequence
attended to during task performance. Therefore, researchers should ask
for reports only on conscious, controlled cognitive processes, or else
subjects will be induced to infer and generalise in the retrospective
report. To avoid this, Ericsson and Simon suggest that the information
requested from the participants should relate to specific problems or
specific themes. Researchers should also refrain from asking leading
questions so as to minimise the effects of researcher bias.


Finally, Ericsson and Simon (1980, 1993) argue that the subjects
should not be informed of the subsequent retrospective interview before
the completion of the task; otherwise the foreknowledge might affect
their performance. With regard to think-aloud procedures, the partici-
pants should attribute primary importance to the performance of the
task, not to the verbalisation of their thoughts; researchers can achieve
this goal by giving subjects a warm-up task in which it is easy to think
aloud. In addition, subjects should be explicitly instructed to verbalise all
the thoughts that occur to them while performing the task. To avoid
interaction, researchers need to be invisible to the participants, and their
role should be restricted to reminding participants to keep on talking
while solving the given problem.


The systematic analysis of the transcripts of verbal reports, called
protocols, is as important as reliable procedures of reporting. Analyzing
protocols obtained from investigations of L2 speech production, how-
ever, is much more difficult than performing analyses based on tasks
traditionally used in research on general problem-solving behaviour in
cognitive psychology (e.g., solving a task with only one solution or with
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only a small number of possible solutions, as in a mathematics problem);
unlike in L2 speech production, the latter researchers possess full
knowledge of the possible routes and steps subjects can take to solve the
problem. Dechert (1987) has argued that verbal protocols in this field
“are documents of processing whose inherent structure and rules are
neither known to the processor nor to the researcher” (p. 98). Despite
these difficulties, the systematic analysis of verbal protocols in L2
processing is not impossible, and the tools of discourse analysis can prove
very helpful. In addition, recording the eye movements of the subjects
while they perform the task can aid the division of verbalised thought
processes into distinct phases (e.g., in a translation task used by Gerloff,
1987) and thus facilitate protocol analysis. In L2 speech production
research, the fact that subjects do not mention something in their
commentaries or reflections may also be informative. It might suggest
that they were performing a function automatically without being aware
of the processes involved.


In conclusion, verbal reports are highly useful tools in the investiga-
tion of L2 oral production, as they can complement almost any kind of
data elicitation technique. Existing studies argue that they greatly
enhance the richness of data obtained; in fact, some of the information
gained in this way cannot be elicited by means of any other technique.
Verbal reports can also increase the reliability of the data analysis to a
considerable extent. Besides being cost-effective, this research method is
easy to use. Consequently, verbal reports could be employed far more
extensively in the study of L2 speech production than they are at present.
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Analysing Verbal Protocols


GABRIELE KASPER
The University of Hawai‘i


A single verbal protocol is not an island to itself, but a link in a whole
chain of evidence, stretching far into the past and the future, that
gradually develops, molds, and modifies our scientific theories. It needs
to be processed with full attention to these linkages. (Ericsson & Simon,
1993, p. 280)


■ Verbal protocols are oral records of thoughts, provided by subjects
when thinking aloud during or immediately after completing a task.
Spoken production tasks obviously preclude concurrent verbalization,
whereas written tasks such as writing summaries, composing an essay, or
taking a written test allow both concurrent and consecutive think-aloud
reports. However, verbal protocols are not immediate revelations of
thought processes. They represent (a subset of) the information cur-
rently available in short-term memory rather than the processes produc-
ing the information. Cognitive processes are not directly manifest in
protocols but have to be inferred, just as in the case of other types of
data. Hence, how protocol data are analyzed must be a prime concern
for researchers.


Because verbal report data are oral productions, they have to be
transcribed. In principle, the same concerns apply to the transcription of
verbal reports as apply to other kinds of spoken discourse (Edwards &
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Lampert, 1993; Green, Franquiz, & Dixon, 1997; Roberts, 1997). Trans-
formations of oral reports into written documents that eliminate features
of spoken production may miss crucial interpretive resources. For
instance, false starts and self-repairs may indicate alternative plans;
increased pauses, fillers, and a slowed speech rate may suggest a high
processing load; discourse markers and metaprocedural comments, as
well as paralinguistic features such as sighs, laughter, and prosodic shifts,
may point to organizing, monitoring, and evaluation activity (Dechert,
1987). Features of speech production thus provide valuable information
about cognitive processing. In addition, they can index emotional
involvement and attitudinal stances such as irony or sarcasm (Afflerbach
& Johnston, 1984; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995)—information that may
be highly revealing for the interpretation of the protocol. Because
speech production features serve as processing indicators and contextu-
alization cues (Gumperz, 1992), they should be coded in transcripts of
verbal protocols and thereby made available for analysis.


Because cognitive processes are only indirectly and partially repre-
sented in verbal reports, it is necessary to analyze protocols by means of
a coding scheme that will guide the researcher’s inferences in a
principled, theory-based manner. A coding scheme should be a theoreti-
cally grounded model of the cognitive processes and types of informa-
tion involved in the activity under study, not a mere list of strategies. Even
if the verbal report data are used only as supportive data rather than as
the primary data set of a study, they have to be analyzed according to an
appropriate coding scheme if they are to be taken seriously (Bracewell,
1994; Greene & Higgins, 1994).


Researchers have two options for choosing a coding scheme: They can
adopt an existing one or design their own. Before settling for the second
option, they ought to carefully examine available coding schemes for
their suitability to the study at hand. Not only is the development of a
valid and reliable coding scheme laborious and time-consuming, but the
use of identical coding schemes is also a prerequisite for comparability
across studies. This is particularly desirable in L2 research, in which
investigators will want to examine the same processing issues in different
learner populations and in comparison with L1 and L2 native speakers.
Two recent examples of coding schemes that promise to be applicable
across a wide range of studies are Pressley and Afflerbach’s (1995)
coding scheme for protocols of L1 reading comprehension and Bracewell
and Breuleux’s (1994) system for verbal reports of L1 writing. Pressley
and Afflerbach categorized in their entirety the reading processes
reported in the 38 primary think-aloud studies available at the time of
their investigation and subsequently explored whether several well-
known models of reading comprehension were capable of accounting
for these processes (reader response theory; metacognitive theory;
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schema theory; the van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983, model of text comprehen-
sion; models of text inferential processes; and sociocultural theories of
reading). All of these theories were found capable of explaining a subset
of the reading processes, but because none was able to capture the entire
set of readers’ cognitive operations, Pressley and Afflerbach proposed
their own, more comprehensive model of constructively responsive reading.
This constructivist model subsumes central features of the more nar-
rowly focused earlier proposals and thus comfortably integrates the full
range of reading processes included in the coding scheme. Bracewell
and Breuleux’s (1994) task-independent coding model for the analysis of
think-aloud protocols of writing is based on Frederiksen’s (1986) theory
of propositional representations and different types of writing strategies.
The model categorizes the written text and the verbalizations according
to a unified procedure and provides for precise and detailed coding.
These design features recommend the model as a systematic basis for
developing specialized coding schemes that are appropriate to the
particular purpose of a study and that serve as a mapping procedure to
facilitate the translation of categories between different schemes. Both
Pressley and Afflerbach’s and Bracewell and Breuleux’s comprehensive
and theory-based coding schemes offer attractive possibilities for a
principled analysis of think-aloud data connected with L2 tasks.


If the existing coding schemes are found to be incompatible with the
researcher’s theoretical perspective and research questions, it will be
necessary to develop a new coding system. The recursive procedure
recommended for this task by Pressley and Afflerbach (1995) is based on
a grounded analysis of data (Strauss & Corbin, 1990), comprising an
initial provisional classification based on a subset of the data and
continued testing and revision against the entire protocol material until
a point of saturation is reached, that is, until further data will not require
changes in the coding categories. Smagorinsky (1994) recommends that
the co-rater who will eventually code a subset of the protocols for
computing reliability participate in the development of the coding
scheme because ongoing discussion with another expert will improve the
quality of the category system and provide an already trained co-rater.
Checking interrater reliability is standard procedure, required all the
more when high-inference categories are involved, as is regularly the
case in the analysis of verbal report data. Cumming (1989, 1990), in his
studies of L2 composing and ratings of compositions, measured both the
intra- and interrater reliability of the coding applied to his think-aloud
protocols, an excellent combination in view of coders’ memory limitations.


Many research questions require establishing the frequencies with
which different task-related processes occur in the protocols, for in-
stance, in order to determine which processes distinguish (L1 and L2)
expert from novice readers or writers, or how L2 learners’ strategy use
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may change over time as a result of training (see Cohen, 1998, for a
comprehensive recent review). But frequency counts of individual cat-
egories obscure the sequence of, hierarchy of, and interrelation among
task-related thought processes. To represent the dynamics of the cogni-
tive processes as indicated in the protocols, flowcharts or other diagram-
matic modes of representation may be preferable and are not prohibi-
tively resource demanding, given the often small samples of participants
in verbal report studies (e.g., 19 of the 38 L1 reading studies reviewed by
Pressley and Afflerbach, 1995, had 10 or fewer subjects per group). In L2
research, such notations have been adopted, for instance, in studies of
translation (Gerloff, 1987; Krings, 1987) and test taking (Stemmer,
1991).


Finally, it is good practice to provide numerous examples from the
verbalizations in order to illustrate the coding categories and to allow
readers themselves to check how the categories were applied. Research-
ers should choose excerpts from transcripts systematically, based on how
representative they are of the category or points they illustrate. It is
particularly instructive to include segments providing counterevidence
to the predominant patterns or resisting categorization by the adopted
coding scheme. Such segments may point to new research issues and
serve as an antidote to illusions about the perfect coding scheme.
Qualitative analysis of selected protocol segments helpfully supplements
the abstract forms of data presentation and does justice to the unique
nature of think-aloud data.


Most accounts of verbal protocols in L2 research emphasize issues of
data collection. Although those issues are indisputably essential to
assessing and designing verbal report studies, the analysis of think-aloud
data requires equal theoretical and methodological attention. Ericsson
and Simon (1984/1993) highlighted this aspect when they called their
groundbreaking book on verbal report as data Protocol Analysis.
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REVIEWS
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Edited by H. DOUGLAS BROWN
San Francisco State University


Beyond Methods: Components of Second Language
Teacher Education.
Kathleen Bardovi-Harlig and Beverly S. Hartford (Eds.). New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1997. Pp. xvi + 224.


■ As the field of TESOL/applied linguistics moves into an age in which
what actually goes on in the classroom is studied and validated, a move
away from methods towards the natural eclecticism of the veteran
English teacher is only natural. The line between methodologists and
researchers is fading as action research calls for teachers to critically
reflect on what they are doing and report it to other teachers who can
benefit from their classroom techniques and innovations. Enter Beyond
Methods: Components of Second Language Teacher Education, an intelligent
textbook for the training of English language educators.


Editors Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford have organized 10 chapters into
an astute and well-written primer for the thinking teacher. The index
reads like the course list for an exceptional MA program. Bill VanPatten
makes “The Case for Psycholinguistics”; Bardovi-Harlig argues “The
Place of Second Language Acquisition Theory in Language Teacher
Preparation”; Maria-Luise Beck asks “Why Syntactic Theory?”; Martha C.
Pennington looks at “Phonology in Language Teaching: Essentials of
Theory and Practice”; Hartford presents “Sociolinguistics in Language
Teacher Preparation Programs”; Gabriele Kasper shows “The Role of
Pragmatics in Language Teacher Education”; Kimberley Brown gives “A
World Perspective: English, French, and Spanish”; James F. Lee explores
“Non-native Reading Research and Theory”; William Grabe and Robert
B. Kaplan explain “The Writing Course”; and Harry L. Gradman and
Daniel J. Reed add the finishing touches with “Assessment and Second
Language Teaching.”


Each chapter focuses on the given topic with clearly organized writing,
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containing an overview of the chapter, a historical account of the topic,
the relevance for the topic for TESOL today, a list of key terms and
concepts, books for further reading, and references that allow students
to go directly to the primary sources in their area of interest. Boxes
within the text labeled “Pause to consider . . .” provide an additional aid
to learning. These focus questions provide the reader with concepts to
reflect upon before continuing and are conducive to use in classroom
discussions.


The book offers an accessible, conceptually sound review of special-
ized areas in the TESOL profession that are included in most university
programs. The book looks neither at the day-to-day aspect of teaching
techniques nor at methods of teaching but at the foundational ap-
proaches to the field that can provide a solid basis on which individual
teachers can build their own methods and techniques. The book is for
teachers who want to develop professionally and for university students
just entering a TESOL programs. I expect that it will soon begin to
appear in such contexts nationwide.


A. JEFF POPKO
Northern Arizona University


The Multilingual Self: An Inquiry Into Language Learning.
Natasha Lvovich. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1997. Pp. xxi + 107.


■ The Multilingual Self (TMS) is a collection of autobiographical stories
describing one woman’s linguistic journey, which she began as a native
speaker of Russian and concluded as a speaker of French and English.
Although there are numerous books on bilingual case studies, TMS
addresses multilingual and multicultural issues. Lvovich eloquently dem-
onstrates that learning languages and cultures entails a treasure of
experiences that create an identity—a person as a whole.


Unlike many other books, TMS will appeal to ESL students, teachers,
and teachers in training. Intermediate- to high-level learners of English
will relate to her travels, acculturation frustrations, and identity prob-
lems. Students enrolled in a college ESL course with a theme of
immigration or language learning will be encouraged by her successes
and reflect on their own learning processes and identities. Teachers-in-
training will benefit from reading true stories of a language learner’s
experiences; learning theories and teaching approaches can be related
to these experiences. Finally, as a teacher, I enjoyed recognizing my own
students’ traits and resensitizing myself to the myriad ordeals of multilin-
gual learning.


Although this autobiography is organized sequentially, one can easily
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read the 14 chapters discretely because each addresses a specific issue of
language learning. Language identity is portrayed in chapters 1 and 7—
“My French Self” and “My Italian Self,” respectively. Lvovich (a Russian
Jew) relates how she tries to escape her entrapment in Russia by learning
French and engrossing herself in French culture through books and her
grandmother. Later, when she is granted freedom to leave Russia, she
must endure a 6-month stopover in Italy. There she develops a new
identity—one that she needs for survival and for new friendships.
Chapter 13, entitled “Interculture,” and chapter 14, entitled “Russian as
a Second Language,” are particularly poignant chapters about the
adjustment period in learning a new culture and the loss of one’s first
culture. Humorous examples of cultural change are given in “Driver’s
License” (chapter 11) and in the story of her relief from her French
identity once she has assumed her U.S. self (chapter 10, “French
Disease”). Chapter 6, “Language Acquisition by Stomach,” is a cleverly
written story about a friend’s food acculturation in Russia; however, it
really addresses the issue of food acculturation anywhere.


Lvovich’s stories continue to recall other key facets of successful
multilingual travels: friends, teachers, professors, books, and songs. In
contrast, she also describes anger, disappointments, and despondency
with regard to the U.S., New York, apartment buildings, furniture, and so
on. She states, “Can I try to love New York, love America, love people?
Not the fantasy about people and about the country, as I did before, but
the reality?” (p. 63). She does, indeed, learn to love her new reality and
begins her process of “Healing” (chapter 9).


Teachers of ESL will enjoy Lvovich, the storyteller. Students of ESL will
appreciate the honest depiction of language learning. Everyone will
acknowledge this universal experience of creating an identity. I highly
recommend it to all.


CINDY GREENBERG
Kingsborough Community College, City University of New York


English for Academic Purposes: A Guide and
Resource Book for Teachers.
R. Jordan. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1997.
Pp. xx + 404.


■ This publication answers some urgent questions that English for
academic purposes (EAP) teachers are facing and reflects some of their
current main concerns regarding EAP teaching in an expanding world
with vast information highways. The author strategically organizes the 19
chapters into three parts: EAP and study skills: definitions and scope,
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study skills and practice (English for general academic purposes, EGAP),
and English for specific academic purposes (ESAP).


Part 1 consists of eight chapters and serves as an introduction to EAP
and study skills, explaining their scope and background as well as putting
various aspects and components into context. It also provides illustrative
data on a number of the main areas. In the introductory chapters a
distinction is made between EGAP and ESAP. EGAP refers to a large
proportion of the common core element that the author calls study skills,
which are needed by all students who use English as the medium of study
(i.e., both native and nonnative English speakers). ESAP is subject-
specific English language needed for a particular academic subject (e.g.,
mathematics) plus its disciplinary culture. It includes the language
structure, vocabulary, and particular skills, as well as the appropriate
academic conventions, needed for the subject. A comprehensive descrip-
tion of the study skills breaks down the study situations and activities and
lists the commonly required study skills for each of them.


Part 2, with seven chapters, looks in depth at EGAP and analyzes the
various study skills, noting research findings that are relevant and giving
examples of different approaches. It also gives examples from practice
books that are commonly used. Six main study skill areas are expounded
in some detail: academic reading (with the addition, separately, of
vocabulary development, which links reading and writing), academic
writing, lectures and note-taking, speaking for academic purposes,
reference/research skills, and examination skills. The discussion of each
of these skills is linked to commentaries on the research in that area
taken from journal articles. In addition, references to appropriate books
point to different approaches and types of activities or exercises.


Part 3 has four chapters and focuses on ESAP. In addition to looking
at the various features and analyses concerned with academic discourse,
it concentrates on areas of subject-specific language that are relevant to
EAP teachers, including the production of teaching materials. It con-
cludes with a look at examples of ongoing research from one disci-
pline—economics, obviously the author’s particular area of interest; the
statements are based on the author’s actual experience. Subject-specific
language is discussed from the perspectives of register analysis, discourse
analysis, and genre analysis. Part 3 provides suggestions for producing
exercises and practice materials and selecting the best types of activity for
the purpose. Although examples and statements concern the field of
economics, the principles involved can apply to other subjects.


Among the positive features of this book are the questions and
discussion topics at the end of each chapter, which raise readers’
awareness of issues and give them guidelines with which to compare
their own experience with that of other people. I would like to have seen
step-by-step instructions on some important issues, such as how to
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integrate disciplinary culture into subject-specific materials and activities
so that students become familiar with the culture-related elements that
are unique to their disciplines. Also, although the book covers some key
issues in needs analysis, they are not specific enough for average EAP
teachers, particularly those with little to choose from as a model.


Despite the fact that there is still some room for improvement, the
book is valuable not only for its well-organized chapters but also for its
content and bibliographical information for further studies. It repre-
sents the progress made so far and the major concerns remaining in the
field of EAP teaching. As Jordan proposes, to improve EAP as a field,
teachers probably need to play a more active role in pinpointing
problems and concerns in the field by sharing personal experience and
by discussing them from many perspectives.


DAN LU
Hong Kong Baptist University


Applied English Phonology.
Raja T. Nasr. Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1997. Pp. 124.


■ This book is meant to be used in the education of ESOL teachers. It
deals with the basic information they need to help their students speak
and understand English, addressing the mastery of the English phono-
logical system and some of the important problems the ESL/EFL student
has with pronunciation and spelling.


It is fitting that the book is dedicated to the memory of Robert Lado
because both he and Nasr share a gift: knowing how to teach and express
a complicated concept in simple terms. The major strength of this text is
that it provides a novice teacher with the elements that contribute to
more effective classroom practice. It includes linguistic knowledge,
knowledge of language in use, and language teaching skills, all presented
so as to teach teachers how to quickly and competently develop oral
language proficiency in students.


The book assumes that instruction should be based on a wholesome
attitude toward language. It places phonology within the greater context
of language and classroom language learning. For example, it includes a
brief introduction to language development emphasizing the aspects
that are of pedagogical interest.


ESL/EFL teachers will find the book valuable because it includes
exercises that will sharpen their own ears and thinking with regard to
English sounds and improve the accuracy of their pronunciation.
Teachers are helped to become aware of the systematic nature and the
variety of vowel and consonant pronunciations, the precise influence of
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contexts on pronunciation, and other aspects of the sound system that
are only hinted at in the language’s written system.


This book fills a void: the need for teacher education books that have
linguistic content and address the skill of L2 teaching and lesson
planning. Today, teachers of ESL/EFL in Grades K–12 are increasingly
asked to integrate instruction with the content classroom and put ESL/
EFL textbooks aside in favor of authentic materials. These teachers need
readily available strategies for teaching phonological aspects effectively
and efficiently, that is, a knowledge of phonetics and phonology with a
complementary knowledge of the associated pedagogy. A grasp of the
phonological elements can make them effective teachers of oral English.
For efficiency purposes, they need to know the practical aspects of
teaching, such as the range of difficulties and the range of segmental and
prosodic features. In addition, they need teaching strategies that address
oral English in a communicative context.


Applied English Phonology is a resource on the English phonological
system and the pedagogy associated with it. The book includes a glossary
of common and technical terms, a list of study questions for reflection
and application, and suggestions for lesson planning. The book ad-
dresses correlations between pronunciation and spelling. It contains
components of unit and lesson plans as well as suggested exercises and
pedagogical hints. I would have liked it to include sample lessons for
younger children and illiterate adults as well as in ESL content area
topics.


In sum, the book is clearly appropriate for its intended audience, ESL
and EFL teachers in training or in service. It successfully complements
the resources teachers have at their disposal.


ANA LADO
Marymount University


Identities: Readings From Contemporary Culture.
Ann Raimes. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1996. Pp. xxvi + 515.


■ Identities, a reading anthology aimed at first-year college students, is
organized around the theme of identity and culture. In the preface,
author Raimes states that she has chosen this theme for the text because
“students have both knowledge of and curiosity about the subject of
identity and are open to viewing it with new, more objective, critical and
analytical perspectives” (p. xvii). Raimes’s intended goal is to guide
students, through close reading and writing, from personal reactions to
the text toward a more analytical approach that illuminates connections
between text and culture in a wider sense.
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Raimes assumes an audience of basic writers from diverse back-
grounds who require guidance and direct instruction in the reading and
writing strategies necessary for survival in an academic environment. The
readings are taken from a variety of genres, such as journalism, fiction,
autobiography, and sociological writing, and a variety of rhetorical
modes, such as narration, description, definition, comparison, cause and
effect, and argumentation. The selections are limited to contemporary
works in order to engage the students’ interest immediately. In addition,
some authentic student writing is included. The readings are divided
into eight units, according to topics related to the overarching theme of
identity and culture: Name; Appearance, Age, and Abilities; Gender and
Sexual Orientation; Ethnic Affiliation and Class; Family Ties; Education;
Beliefs and Religion; and Nationality. An alternative table of contents
divides the readings by type of writing and rhetorical mode.


The eight units may be used in any order, allowing the instructor
flexibility in determining the sequencing of the course. Identities is
accompanied by a teacher’s resource book, which includes suggestions
for using the Internet as another stimulus for writing. Instructors may
also choose to use Raimes’s excellent writing handbook, Keys for Writers
(1996), alongside Identities.


The introduction to each unit contains “Starting Points,” which are
open-ended questions suitable for journal writing or free writing. At the
ends of units, a section entitled “Making Connections” provides opportu-
nities for students to apply their new knowledge and skills in research
related to the text’s themes in order to further explore connections
across the readings. Individual readings are followed by two types of
questions, the first of which is designed to foster comprehension of
content, and the second, to encourage students to pay attention to
“syntactic, stylistic, or organizational features” (p. xxi). The writing
assignments following the two types of questions lead students to
experiment with a variety of rhetorical modes, from narration to
argumentation. All writing assignments included in the text serve as
catalysts for thinking critically about the readings.


Identities is ideal for basic writers who are ready to move beyond
journal writing and personal response into the realm of synthesis and
analysis, a crucial leap for the student who wishes to progress in an
academic environment. Instructors searching for a fresh textbook for
first-year composition classes will find this anthology particularly helpful.


REFERENCE


Raimes, A. (1996). Keys for writers. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.


ERIN M. HUBBELL
College of Eastern Utah
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Zero Prep: Ready-to-Go Activities for the Language Classroom.
Laurel Pollard and Natalie Hess. Burlingame, CA: Alta Book Center,
1997. Pp. xvii + 128.


■ Knowing that one of the worst enemies of learning is boredom, many
teachers spend hours racking their brains for new and better approaches
to infuse energy into the classroom. However, to learn, students do not
need their teachers to spend all of their time on preparation. In fact, too
much preparation can create an overly controlled classroom. Pollard
and Hess believe that true learning is exploratory learning, and with this
philosophy in mind they have generated nearly 100 activities that draw
on students’ various intelligences but require no preparation on the part
of the teacher.


A false belief teachers may have about zero-prep activities is that they
are fluff and do not stress academic skills. On the contrary, these
activities practice listening, speaking, reading, writing, vocabulary, and
structure (grammar). There is also a chapter on icebreakers, which offer
students a chance to relax, get to know one another, and thus be willing
to take more language risks.


If these zero-prep activities required the reader to read and personally
index them for quick use, they would not be zero-prep. For this reason,
Pollard and Hess provide indexes to activities that can be easily used with
beginners, stimulate discussion, build community, practice pronuncia-
tion, energize or calm the class down, or be used to review any material.
The table of contents specifies which grammar structures are the focus of
the activities in the chapter on structure. Pictures, diagrams, and sample
formats provide visual cues for understanding how to conduct the
activities, and each activity is prefaced with a short description that
includes the activity’s intended results.


Teachers may presume that the content of zero-prep activities is fixed
and may not fit their curriculum. Though it is not necessary to prepare
content or material ahead of time, the activities can be easily adapted to
incorporate any language material. Rainbow Teams is an example:
Teachers can use the prompts provided by the authors, review events in
a novel their class is studying, or focus on practicing modals, to name just
a few possibilities. In the activity, students will be up out of their chairs,
writing on large pieces of paper on the wall, and helping each other with
grammar. The teacher can be the director instead of the center of all of
this learning, using pens of different colors to indicate which students
have mastered a particular point and which students need more practice.


Teachers may fear that an activity that requires no preparation will
lead to classroom chaos. With a combined 50 years of experience
teaching ESL, Pollard and Hess testify that once these routines become
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familiar to the students, classroom control is not a problem. Chaos can
result from boredom, excess energy, and unclear instruction. The
routines used in these activities are easily learned, but they will engage
the students’ attention. Once readers begin to use these activities, they
will discover the passion, energy, and creativity that comes from having
time to pay attention to the students’ learning, not their teaching.


S. TIFFANY MacFERRIN
University of Arizona


Talk It Up!
Joann Rishel Kozyrev. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1998. Pp. xvi + 144.


■ Kozyrev’s Talk It Up! is promoted as an ESL textbook for intermediate
to advanced adult students that will assist the further development of
communicative competence through pronunciation, speaking, and lis-
tening activities. Cultural awareness and integration are emphasized in
this text through real-life activities such as making small talk, looking for
an apartment, getting a job, and coping with workplace challenges. The
resounding influence of Kozyrev’s voice throughout the text makes it
extremely accessible and friendly. This is especially important in the
students’ preface, which introduces the linguistic concepts that are
necessary as a foundation for the overt pronunciation instruction
throughout the text. For example, the series of pronunciation activities
sections gently begins with a discussion of strategies for improving
pronunciation, using the metaphor of training for a sport.


The text is divided into eight chapters covering topics that include
friends, school choices and life opportunities, money matters, and
consumer decisions. In addition to the students’ and teacher’s prefaces,
the book includes a precourse evaluation and an appendix of pair
activities focus on pronunciation practice. The typical chapter format is
as follows: The theme of the chapter is introduced through discussion,
then modeled through a taped listening scenario. Comprehension check
activities offer a follow-up to the listening activities. Communicative
activities done in pairs allow practice in using the pronunciation concept
within the chapter theme.


A weakness of the text is that it targets an extremely large group of
intermediate to advanced adult ESL learners that range from university
students to recent immigrants looking to develop basic interpersonal
communication skills. As a result, it is difficult to determine whether the
book is designed for a university curriculum (as indicated by the small-
talk activity that asks, “What is your major or profession?”) or an intensive
English program (as indicated by the activity on balancing a checkbook).
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This text would be appropriate and highly effective in an intensive
English program for immigrants that is looking to integrate the students
into the job market and community. It could also be highly effective and
advantageous in a conversation course for newly arrived university
students of higher language proficiency because it implements basic
pronunciation training. However, as the sole book for a pronunciation
course it would not be appropriate because it does not address linguistic
rules in enough depth.


The strengths of this text are numerous. It is written in an approach-
able, conversational manner. The oral and listening communicative
activities are varied and creative. For example, one pronunciation activity
contains phonetic transcriptions of words such as weekend and easy for the
students to sound out so that they learn the link between the phonetic
transcription and the phonemes. The design and layout of the book are
clear yet up-to-date, with interesting graphics. The cultural content is
modern and realistic; an example is an activity that discusses credit versus
debit cards. The pronunciation discussions are basic and straightforward
and contain little technical jargon to confuse the student.


KATE M. REYNOLDS
University of Cincinnati
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BOOK NOTICES
The TESOL Quarterly prints brief book notices of 100 words or less announcing books
of interest to readers. Book Notices are not solicited. They are descriptive rather than
evaluative. They are compiled by the Book Review Editor from selected books that
publishers have sent to TESOL.


Learner-Centredness as Language Education.
Ian Tudor. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1996.
Pp. xvi + 279.


■ In this book, learner-centredness is presented as an approach to
language teaching that takes account of the learning goals, subjective
needs, and culturally based expectations that learners bring with them to
the language classroom. The book examines the following topics: the
various trends of thought that have shaped the profession’s understand-
ing of what learner-centredness entails, learner training as a means of
developing learners’ self-directive skills, the contribution learners can
make to objective goal setting, the importance of both individual and
contextual diversity in pedagogical decision making, and various practi-
cal means of channeling learners’ knowledge into course development.


Vocabulary, Semantics, and Language Education.
Evelyn Hatch and Cheryl Brown. Melbourne, Australia: Cambridge
University Press, 1995. Pp. xii + 468.


■ The focus of this book is the exploration of semantic and lexical
theory and the practical application of this theory to language teaching
and learning. Originally one of four manuals prepared for an introduc-
tory course in linguistics at the University of California, Los Angeles, the
book explains theoretical viewpoints and current research, with practice
sections throughout the chapters and a research and application section
at the end of each chapter. The five major sections of the book are
Semantics, Lexicon, Lexical Cases and Morphology, Vocabulary Choice
and Discourse Use, and Vocabulary Learning and Vocabulary Teaching.
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From Here to Autonomy: A Helsinki University Language Centre
Autonomous Learning Project.
Helsinki, Finland: Helsinki University Press, 1997. Pp. 158.


■ This book describes a theoretical and practical approach to autono-
mous language learning within the context of a university language
center. It describes an experiment at Helsinki University Language
Centre that began in 1994. Approximately 500 students had completed
autonomous modules created by a group of teachers at the Centre at the
time the book was written. The book highlights the role of the teacher
and the learner as well as the interaction between the two. Detailed
attention is given to process as well as product. The book is of potential
interest to university language centers worldwide.


The International Teaching Assistant: An Annotated Critical
Bibliography (2nd ed.).
Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1997. Pp. 191.


■ This second edition of an annotated bibliography of available publica-
tions that deal specifically with issues surrounding international teaching
assistants (ITAs) contains 265 items, almost twice as many as the first.
The bibliography is arranged in three sections. Part 1 includes articles,
books, reports, and presentations. Part 2 covers doctoral dissertations,
including bibliographic information and an author’s abstract for each
entry. Part 3 lists manuals, textbooks, and videos. This edition is a
cumulative bibliography that includes articles that appeared in the first
edition. This comprehensive bibliography is of use to ITA instructors in
universities, curriculum and materials developers, and researchers.


The Construction of Professional Discourse.
Britt-Louise Gunnarsson, Per Linell, and Bengt Nordberg.
Essex, England: Addison Wesley Longman, 1997. Pp. xiv + 328.


■ The editors of this volume bring together recent research from
linguistics, sociolinguistics, ethnography of communication, anthropology,
and sociology to provide an analysis of different varieties of pro-fessional
discourse and their historical development. Chapters deal with the core
theoretical issue of how language, written genres, and spoken discourse
are constructed as a successive and continuous interplay between lan-
guage and social realities. The volume includes chapters on the moral
construction of discourse in the social care professions, the discourse of
dispute negotiation, narrative accounts in clinical research, doctor-patient
interaction, and legal and other kinds of institutional discourse.
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Motivating High Level Learners: Activities for Upper Intermediate
and Advanced Learners.
David Cranmer. Essex, England: Addison Wesley Longman, 1996.
Pp.␣ vii + 123.


■ This book is designed to encourage the human skills that most
learners possess intuitively. It aims at developing these skills as an
addition to the main language skills learners need to practice in the
classroom at more advanced levels. It includes chapters on establishing
good learning habits from the beginning, on noticing things in the
immediate environment and in the world at large, and on tapping
students’ own creativity, imagination, and thinking processes, especially
in relation to poetry, the visual arts, and music. A final chapter concen-
trates on how to handle feedback, particularly in terms of informal and
formal correction and assessment, and on student counseling.


Introducing Functional Grammar.
Geoff Thompson. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996. Pp. viii + 262.


■ This book is an introduction to a functional approach to grammar
based on Michael Halliday’s An Introduction to Functional Grammar. It can
be used either as a course book in its own right or as a means of
preparing students for the more theoretical treatment of grammar in
Halliday’s book. The book argues the importance of a functional
approach if one wants to investigate how grammar is used as a resource
for making meaning. It describes each of the major grammatical systems
in terms of the kind of meaning that they contribute to messages and
discusses the function of particular systems in context. There are
numerous illustrations of the analysis at each stage as well as practice
activities for the reader.


A Student’s Dictionary of Language and Linguistics.
R. L. Trask. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997. Pp. vi + 247.


■ This dictionary provides accessible explanations of the terms and
concepts currently in use in the major areas of language and linguistics
(pronunciation, word structure, sentence structure, meaning) as well as
in the study of the social, anthropological, psychological, and neurologi-
cal aspects of language. Entries include the names of major language
families and biographical entries for major figures in the field. A
cross-referencing system and annotated bibliography of texts on linguis-
tics make it a suitable guide for students beginning the study of language
and linguistics.
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TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 32, No. 2, Summer 1998


EDITORIAL POLICY
The TESOL Quarterly, a professional, refereed journal, encourages submis-
sion of previously unpublished articles on topics of significance to individu-
als concerned with the teaching of English as a second or foreign language
and of standard English as a second dialect. As a publication that represents
a variety of cross-disciplinary interests, both theoretical and practical, the
Quarterly invites manuscripts on a wide range of topics, especially in the
following areas:


1. psychology and sociology of language 3. testing and evaluation
learning and teaching; issues in research 4. professional
and research methodology preparation


2. curriculum design and development; 5. language planning
instructional methods, materials, and 6. professional standards
techniques


Because the Quarterly is committed to publishing manuscripts that contrib-
ute to bridging theory and practice in our profession, it particularly
welcomes submissions drawing on relevant research (e.g., in anthropology,
applied and theoretical linguistics, communication, education, English
education [including reading and writing theory], psycholinguistics, psy-
chology, first and second language acquisition, sociolinguistics, and sociol-
ogy) and addressing implications and applications of this research to issues
in our profession. The Quarterly prefers that all submissions be written so
that their content is accessible to a broad readership, including those
individuals who may not have familiarity with the subject matter addressed.
The TESOL Quarterly is an international journal. It welcomes submissions
from English language contexts around the world.


GENERAL INFORMATION FOR AUTHORS
Submission Categories
The TESOL Quarterly invites submissions in five categories:


Full-length articles. Contributors are strongly encouraged to submit manu-
scripts of no more than 20–25 double-spaced pages or 8,500 words (includ-
ing references, notes, and tables). Submit three copies plus three copies of
an informative abstract of not more than 200 words. If possible, indicate the
number of words at the end of the article. To facilitate the blind review
process, authors’ names should appear only on a cover sheet, not on the title
page; do not use running heads. Manuscripts should be submitted to the
Editor of TESOL Quarterly:
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Carol Chapelle
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011 U.S.A.


The following factors are considered when evaluating the suitability of a
manuscript for publication in the TESOL Quarterly :
• The manuscript appeals to the general interests of the TESOL Quarterly


readership.
• The manuscript strengthens the relationship between theory and prac-


tice: Practical articles must be anchored in theory, and theoretical articles
and reports of research must contain a discussion of implications or
applications for practice.


• The content of the manuscript is accessible to the broad readership of the
Quarterly, not only to specialists in the area addressed.


• The manuscript offers a new, original insight or interpretation and not
just a restatement of others’ ideas and views.


• The manuscript makes a significant (practical, useful, plausible) contri-
bution to the field.


• The manuscript is likely to arouse readers’ interest.
• The manuscript reflects sound scholarship and research design with


appropriate, correctly interpreted references to other authors and works.
• The manuscript is well written and organized and conforms to the


specifications of the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Associ-
ation (4th ed.).


Reviews. The TESOL Quarterly invites succinct, evaluative reviews of pro-
fessional books, classroom texts, and other instructional resources (such as
computer software, video- or audiotaped material, and tests). Reviews should
provide a descriptive and evaluative summary and a brief discussion of the
significance of the work in the context of current theory and practice.
Submissions should generally be no longer than 500 words. Submit two
copies of the review to the Review Editor:


H. Douglas Brown
American Language Institute
San Francisco State University
1600 Holloway Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94132 U.S.A.


Review Articles. The TESOL Quarterly also welcomes occasional review
articles, that is, comparative discussions of several publications that fall into
a topical category (e.g., pronunciation, literacy training, teaching methodol-
ogy). Review articles should provide a description and evaluative comparison
of the materials and discuss the relative significance of the works in the
context of current theory and practice. Submissions should generally be no
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longer than 1,500 words. Submit two copies of the review article to the
Review Editor at the address given above.


Brief Reports and Summaries. The TESOL Quarterly also invites short reports
on any aspect of theory and practice in our profession. We encourage
manuscripts that either present preliminary findings or focus on some
aspect of a larger study. In all cases, the discussion of issues should be
supported by empirical evidence, collected through qualitative or quantita-
tive investigations. Reports or summaries should present key concepts and
results in a manner that will make the research accessible to our diverse
readership. Submissions to this section should be 7–10 double-spaced pages,
or 3,400 words (including references, notes, and tables). If possible, indicate
the number of words at the end of the report. Longer articles do not appear in
this section and should be submitted to the Editor of the TESOL Quarterly for review.
Send one copy of the manuscript to each of the Editors of the Brief Reports
and Summaries section:


Rod Ellis Karen E. Johnson
Institute of Language 305 Sparks Building


Teaching and Learning Pennsylvania State University
Private Bag 92019 University Park, PA 16802 U.S.A.
Auckland, New Zealand


The Forum. The TESOL Quarterly welcomes comments and reactions from
readers regarding specific aspects or practices of our profession. Responses
to published articles and reviews are also welcome; unfortunately, we are not
able to publish responses to previous exchanges. Contributions to The
Forum should generally be no longer than 7–10 double-spaced pages or
3,400 words. If possible, indicate the number of words at the end of the
contribution. Submit two copies to the Editor of the TESOL Quarterly at the
address given above.


Brief discussions of qualitative and quantitative Research Issues and of
Teaching Issues are also published in The Forum. Although these contri-
butions are typically solicited, readers may send topic suggestions or make
known their availability as contributors by writing directly to the Editors of
these subsections.


Research Issues: Teaching Issues:
Patricia A. Duff Bonny Norton
Department of Department of


Language Education Language Education
University of British Columbia University of British Columbia
2125 Main Mall 2125 Main Mall
Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4 Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4
CANADA CANADA


Special-Topic Issues. Typically, one issue per volume will be devoted to a
special topic. Topics are approved by the Editorial Advisory Board of the
Quarterly. Those wishing to suggest topics or make known their availability as
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guest editors should contact the Editor of the TESOL Quarterly. Issues will
generally contain both invited articles designed to survey and illuminate
central themes as well as articles solicited through a call for papers.


General Submission Guidelines
1. All submissions to the Quarterly should conform to the requirements of


the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (4th ed.),
which can be obtained from the Order Department, American Psycho-
logical Association, P.O. Box 2710, Hyattsville, MD 20784-0710. The
Publication Manual is also available in many libraries and bookstores.
Authors are responsible for the accuracy of references and reference
citations, which must be in APA format.


2. All submissions to the TESOL Quarterly should be accompanied by a
cover letter that includes a full mailing address and both a daytime and
an evening telephone number. Where available, authors should include
an electronic mail address and fax number.


3. Authors of full-length articles should include two copies of a very brief
biographical statement (in sentence form, maximum 50 words), plus
any special notations or acknowledgments that they would like to have
included. Double spacing should be used throughout.


4. The TESOL Quarterly provides 25 free reprints of published full-length
articles and 10 reprints of material published in the Reviews, Brief
Reports and Summaries, and The Forum sections.


5. Manuscripts submitted to the TESOL Quarterly cannot be returned to
authors. Authors should be sure to keep a copy for themselves.


6. It is understood that manuscripts submitted to the TESOL Quarterly have
not been previously published and are not under consideration for
publication elsewhere.


7. It is the responsibility of the author(s) of a manuscript submitted to the
TESOL Quarterly to indicate to the Editor the existence of any work
already published (or under consideration for publication elsewhere)
by the author(s) that is similar in content to that of the manuscript.


8. The Editor of the TESOL Quarterly reserves the right to make editorial
changes in any manuscript accepted for publication to enhance clarity
or style. The author will be consulted only if the editing has been
substantial.


9. The views expressed by contributors to the TESOL Quarterly do not
necessarily reflect those of the Editor, the Editorial Advisory Board, or
TESOL. Material published in the Quarterly should not be construed to
have the endorsement of TESOL.
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Statistical Guidelines


Because of the educational role the Quarterly plays modeling research in the
field, it is of particular concern that published research articles meet high
statistical standards. In order to support this goal, the following guidelines
are provided.


Reporting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should be explained
clearly and in enough detail that it would be possible to replicate the design
of the study on the basis of the information provided in the article. Likewise,
the study should include sufficient information to allow readers to evaluate
the claims made by the author. In order to accommodate both of these
requirements, authors of statistical studies should present the following.


1. A clear statement of the research questions and the hypotheses that are
being examined.


2. Descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and
sample sizes, necessary for the reader to correctly interpret and evaluate
any inferential statistics.


3. Appropriate types of reliability and validity of any tests, ratings, ques-
tionnaires, and so on.


4. Graphs and charts that help explain the results.
5. Clear and careful descriptions of the instruments used and the types of


intervention employed in the study.
6. Explicit identifications of dependent, independent, moderator, inter-


vening, and control variables.
7. Complete source tables for statistical tests.
8. Discussions of how the assumptions underlying the research design were


met, assumptions such as random selection and assignment of subjects,
sufficiently large sample sizes so that the results are stable, etc.


9. Tests of the assumptions of any statistical tests, when appropriate.
10. Realistic interpretations of the statistical significance of the results


keeping in mind that the meaningfulness of the results is a separate and
important issue, especially for correlation.


Conducting the analyses. Quantitative studies submitted to the TESOL
Quarterly should reflect a concern for controlling Type I and Type II error.
Thus, studies should avoid multiple t tests, multiple ANOVAs, etc. However,
in the very few instances in which multiple tests might be employed, the
author should explain the effects of such use on the probability values in the
results. In reporting the statistical analyses, authors should choose one
significance level (usually .05) and report all results in terms of that level.
Likewise, studies should report effect size through such strength of associa-
tion measures as omega-squared or eta-squared along with beta (the
possibility of Type II error) whenever this may be important to interpreting
the significance of the results.
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Interpreting the results. The results should be explained clearly and the
implications discussed such that readers without extensive training in the
use of statistics can understand them. Care should be taken in making causal
inferences from statistical results, and these should be avoided with correla-
tional studies. Results of the study should not be overinterpreted or
overgeneralized. Finally, alternative explanations of the results should be
discussed.


Qualitative Research Guidelines
To ensure that Quarterly articles model rigorous qualitative research, the
following guidelines are provided.


Conducting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should exhibit an
in-depth understanding of the philosophical perspectives and research
methodologies inherent in conducting qualitative research. Utilizing these
perspectives and methods in the course of conducting research helps to
ensure that studies are credible, valid, and dependable rather than impres-
sionistic and superficial. Reports of qualitative research should meet the
following criteria.


1. Data collection (as well as analyses and reporting) is aimed at uncovering
an emic perspective. In other words, the study focuses on research
participants’ perspectives and interpretations of behavior, events, and
situations rather than etic (outsider-imposed) categories, models, and
viewpoints.


2. Data collection strategies include prolonged engagement, persistent
observation, and triangulation. Researchers should conduct ongoing
observations over a sufficient period of time so as to build trust with
respondents, learn the culture (e.g., classroom, school, or community),
and check for misinformation introduced by both the researcher and
the researched. Triangulation involves the use of multiple methods and
sources such as participant-observation, informal and formal interviewing,
and collection of relevant or available documents.


Analyzing the data. Data analysis is also guided by the philosophy and
methods underlying qualitative research studies. The researcher should
engage in comprehensive data treatment in which data from all relevant
sources are analyzed. In addition, many qualitative studies demand an
analytic inductive approach involving a cyclical process of data collection,
analysis (taking an emic perspective and utilizing the descriptive language
the respondents themselves use), creation of hypotheses, and testing of
hypotheses in further data collection.


Reporting the data. The researcher should generally provide “thick descrip-
tion” with sufficient detail to allow the reader to determine whether transfer
to other situations can be considered. Reports also should include the
following.
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1. A description of the theoretical or conceptual framework that guides
research questions and interpretations.


2. A clear statement of the research questions.
3. A description of the research site, participants, procedures for ensuring


participant anonymity, and data collection strategies. A description of
the roles of the researcher(s).


4. A description of a clear and salient organization of patterns found
through data analysis. Reports of patterns should include representative
examples not anecdotal information.


5. Interpretations that exhibit a holistic perspective in which the author
traces the meaning of patterns across all the theoretically salient or
descriptively relevant micro- and macrocontexts in which they are
embedded.


6. Interpretations and conclusions that provide evidence of grounded
theory and discussion of how this theory relates to current research/
theory in the field, including relevant citations. In other words, the
article should focus on the issues or behaviors that are salient to
participants and that not only reveal an in-depth understanding of the
situation studied but also suggest how it connects to current related
theories.
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Publishers are invited to send copies of their new materials to the TESOL Quarterly
Review Editor, H. Douglas Brown, San Francisco State University, at the address listed
in the Information for Contributors section. Packages should be labeled REVIEW
COPIES.


TESOL Quarterly readers are invited to contribute review articles and evaluative or
comparative reviews for consideration for publication in the Review section of the
Quarterly. These should be sent to the TESOL Quarterly Review Editor, H. Douglas
Brown, San Francisco State University, at the address listed in the Information for
Contributors section.
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QUARTERLY


Founded 1966


Editor’s Note


■ In this issue, guest editors Donald Freeman and Karen E. Johnson provide
a framework for reconceptualizing ESOL teacher education. In their article
they argue that the knowledge-base of language teacher education must
include the teacher as learner, the social context of schooling, and the
activities of language teaching and learning. The issue contributes to this
knowledge-base by including outstanding examples of professional develop-
ment research, descriptions of best practices, and commentaries on current
issues in language teacher education. On behalf of the TESOL Quarterly
readership, I thank Donald and Karen for the creative manner in which they
have framed this examination of ESOL teacher education and for the
countless hours they have spent selecting contributions and working with
authors.


The autumn 1999 special-topic issue will be devoted to critical approaches
to TESOL, guest edited by Alastair Pennycook. This issue includes a call for
abstracts for the 2000 special-topic issue on TESOL in the 21st century,
edited by Carol Chapelle.


Sandra McKay


In This Issue


■ For the first time in its 32-year history, TESOL Quarterly is devoting an
entire issue to research and practice in ESOL teacher education. The issue
includes research articles, descriptions of best practices, and analytical
commentaries that address current issues in ESOL teacher education from
different instructional contexts in different regions of the world. The
widespread response to our call for abstracts—78 submissions from 18
countries—made the reviewing, revising, and final selection process a
complex and humbling task. We have attempted to represent the complexity
and diversity of the activities associated with the education of English
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language teachers in various contexts around the world. It is our hope that,
taken as a whole, this issue will contribute to an evolving professional
definition of language teacher education within this field. We trust that
readers will find this issue worthy of the breadth and depth of TESOL
practice as they know it.


Whereas the topic of this issue is English language teacher education, it
does not address issues in the realm of English-as-mother-tongue education,
or language arts as it is conventionally conceptualized in North America.
Rather, this issue addresses research and practice relevant to the preparation
and ongoing professional development of teachers who teach English as a
second/foreign language in diverse contexts around the world.


• We open the issue with a call to reconceptualize the knowledge-base of
ESOL teacher education. As such, our introductory article offers a
historical and theoretical perspective within which to view the current
practices in language teacher education in TESOL as well as a
landscape upon which to situate the research and discussions in this
special-topic issue.


• Three research articles explore teacher learning, professional develop-
ment, and the role of structured teacher education in that process. Jill
Burton applies her evaluative framework for examining research on
teaching and teacher education to six national teacher education
research projects in Australia. Through an ethnographic study, Paula
R. Golombek explores the dimensions of teachers’ personal practical
knowledge and the way it informs teachers’ classroom practices in a
MATESOL program. Nancy Clair examines the workings of a study
group of Massachusetts teachers and comments on teacher study
groups as an emerging form of professional development in North
American public schools.


• Best Practice: This series of accounts represents a genre new to TESOL
Quarterly. We define best practices as theoretically grounded accounts of
innovative programs or sustained professional activities that address
particular challenges in language teacher education within specific
sociocultural contexts. First, Denise McKeon outlines the etymology of
the concept of best practice as a means of capturing and representing
knowledge of practice. Against this backdrop, authors from England,
Hong Kong, Italy, South Africa, and the U.S. discuss the theoretical
and actual contexts of a best practice, describe it, explain how it
responds to the context, and discuss what makes this practice best. We
ask readers to bear in mind that best practices are not model solutions
but exemplars of well-crafted, contextually based, and theoretically
grounded approaches to a specific set of needs and concerns in a
sociocultural context.


The first two accounts report on efforts to reform the structure and
content of the teacher education experience and argue for shifting the
location of the teacher education experience to the schools and
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classrooms where teaching occurs. Meg Gebhard describes profes-
sional development schools in the U.S. as a means of increasing
collaboration between university-based teacher education programs
and schools. Lucilla Lopriore reports on a change in the Italian foreign
language educational system that was achieved through a government-
sponsored in-service program.


The next two accounts focus on experiential knowledge as an essential
element in teacher learning and professional development. Pippa
Stein describes the use of performed literacy histories in South African
classrooms as a means of better understanding the complex back-
grounds participants bring to teaching in that society. John Flowerdew
describes how the integration of a language learning experience within
a BATESOL program in Hong Kong enables preservice teachers to
gain firsthand experience with the language acquisition processes of
their eventual students.


In the last three accounts, teacher educators seek to understand their
own practices through collaborative conversations and reflection on
their own work. Members of the Language Teacher Educators Collabo-
rative report on the creation of a cohesive, supportive professional
community within which they explore the dilemmas and conflicts in
their own work. Teacher educators Kathleen M. Bailey, Andy Curtis,
and David Nunan reflect on taking part in the same set of professional
development experiences that they require of their students. Robert
Cole, Linda McCarthy Raffier, Peter Rogan, and Leigh Schleicher
chart their collective experience of becoming members of the TESOL
profession through the use of an interactive group journal.


• Conceptual Analyses: Each analysis in this section situates a specific
problem or issue in ESOL teacher education within appropriate
literature and research and offers concrete recommendations for
language teacher education based on its analysis. Julian Edge and
Keith Richards question the concept of best practice as a form of
knowledge representation for true praxis. We believe this type of
debate, coupled with careful examination of the exemplars themselves,
will be highly productive to the field. In examining the role that
teacher education can play in the rapid transformation of South
African society, Michael Samuel explores systemic issues of teacher
change and learning in schools and the complex developmental
process of teacher learning within a newly defined society. Clair Stanley
critiques the now widespread notion of reflection in teacher education
and argues for a staged model of teacher reflectivity. Mark A. Clarke,
Alan Davis, Lynn K. Rhodes, and Elaine DeLott Baker articulate
principles of collaboration that they argue are essential if universities
and schools are to work toward successful partnerships to create
experiences that will enhance the professional lives of teachers.
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Also in this issue:


• Reviews: Five essay reviews of professional books on English language
teacher education examine commercially published professional de-
velopment series, proceedings of the International Conferences on
Teacher Education in Second Language Teaching, and groups of
separately published books on teacher reflection and teacher learning.


Guest editing a special issue is a task that depends on the goodwill and
support of many people. We owe thanks to colleagues at the Center for
Teacher Education, Training, and Research at the School for International
Training; to David Thomson, who helped to organize the initial reception of
manuscripts; and to Lani Wright, who saw the review process through with
able assistance of Andrea Gaytan. At Pennsylvania State University, Sandra
Savignon contributed insightful comments on our introductory article. For
the opportunity to guest edit this issue, we acknowledge the editor and
editorial board for supporting our efforts to bring to the forefront of
professional conversations the emerging theoretical and pedagogical issues
relevant to the professional preparation of ESOL teachers. And we are
grateful to Sandra McKay for her unfailing support and steadfast guidance
throughout the process.


Donald Freeman and Karen E. Johnson, Guest Editors
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Reconceptualizing the Knowledge-Base of
Language Teacher Education
DONALD FREEMAN
School for International Training


KAREN E. JOHNSON
Pennsylvania State University


Moving beyond the historical and theoretical traditions that have
defined teacher education in TESOL over the last quarter century, in
this introductory piece we argue for a reconceptualization of the
knowledge-base of ESOL teacher education. Essential to this recon-
ceptualization is the premise that the institutional forms and processes
of teacher education frame how the profession responds to the basic
sociocultural processes of learning to teach. As such, our teacher
education practices constitute our professional self-definition. We ar-
gue that the core of the new knowledge-base must focus on the activity
of teaching itself; it should center on the teacher who does it, the
contexts in which it is done, and the pedagogy by which it is done.
Moreover, this knowledge-base should include forms of knowledge
representation that document teacher learning within the social, cul-
tural, and institutional contexts in which it occurs. Finally, we believe
the knowledge-base of language teacher education needs to account for
the teacher as a learner of teaching, the social context of schools and
schooling within which teacher-learning and teaching occur, and the
activities of both language teaching and language learning. This
tripartite framework calls for a broader epistemological view of ESOL
teacher education, one that accounts for teaching as it is learned and as
it is practiced; we argue that it will ultimately redefine how we as teacher
educators create professionals in TESOL.


In assembling this special-topic issue of TESOL Quarterly on English
language teacher education, we recognize that we have embarked on


a complex undertaking. Whereas the teaching of English has been
central to TESOL’s mission since the association’s founding in 1966,
research on language teacher education has been noticeably missing
from the professional discourse. A search of the TESOL Quarterly
cumulative indexes from 1980 to 1997 reveals that only 9% of the







398 TESOL QUARTERLY


featured articles are listed under the topic teacher preparation. These
critically low numbers in the premier refereed journal in the field of
TESOL are evidence of problems not of access but of emphasis in what
are considered critical understandings in this field. Even if one argues
that many published articles conclude with some sort of pedagogical
implications for language teachers, in most cases these ramifications do
not focus specifically on the preparation and continuing professional
education of ESOL teachers. Thus, we argue that teacher education has
been much done but relatively little studied in the field. But as an activity
it is arguably the foundation of what is done in language teaching.
Whether teachers enter their classrooms with formal professional train-
ing or simply on the basis of their command of English, they embark on
a process of learning to teach. Teacher education is the formal label given
to this learning process. It describes the sum of various interventions that
are used to develop professional knowledge among practitioners. As
such, teacher education undergirds the definition of how we as teacher
educators create professionals in our field.


To date, much of the work in language teacher education has been
animated more by tradition and opinion than by theoretical definitions,
documented study, or researched understandings. More than a decade
ago concerns were raised about the lack of theoretical frameworks to
serve as a basis for language teacher education programs (Bernhardt &
Hammadou, 1987; Freeman, 1989; Richards, 1987; Richards & Nunan,
1990). At that time, the bulk of the classroom-based research on
language teaching sought to describe effective teaching behaviors,
positive learner outcomes, and teacher-student interactions that were
believed to lead to successful L2 learning (see Chaudron, 1988). As in
general education, the predominant view of language teaching had
traditionally been based on a scientifically derived conception of teach-
ing supported by empirical investigations that either operationalize
learning principles, rely on tested models of specific teaching skills, or
model effective teaching behaviors (Freeman & Richards, 1993). More-
over, the assumptions that have underlain the practice of language
teacher education have focused more on what teachers needed to know
and how they could be trained than on what they actually knew, how this
knowledge shaped what they did, or what the natural course of their
professional development was over time.
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REVIEWING RECENT HISTORY1


The traditions of language teacher education also find their roots in
the legacy of general educational inquiry over the past quarter century
(see Freeman, 1996a; Johnson, 1995). Prior to the mid-1970s, research in
general education sought to describe teaching as a set of discrete
behaviors, routines, or scripts drawn from empirical investigations of
what effective or expert teachers did in practice. Generated within the
process-product paradigm, this research looked for the quintessential
teaching behaviors that could be linked to specific learning outcomes
and argued that these teaching behaviors, if carried out effectively and
efficiently on a widespread basis, would ensure student learning (Dunkin
& Biddle, 1974). Attempts to legitimize the teaching profession were
based on the assumption that when more research-driven knowledge was
provided to teachers, their teaching performance would improve (Holmes
Group, 1986). Teacher education programs generally operated under
the assumption that teachers needed discrete amounts of knowledge,
usually in the form of general theories and methods that were assumed
to be applicable to any teaching context. Learning to teach was viewed as
learning about teaching in one context (the teacher education pro-
gram), observing and practicing teaching in another (the practicum),
and, eventually, developing effective teaching behaviors in yet a third
context (usually in the first years of teaching). Thus, arguably, the true
locus of teacher learning lay in on-the-job initiation into the practices of
teaching and not in the processes of professional teacher education.


Although few would wholeheartedly denounce the role of process-
product research in the improvement of teaching, many argue that it
both ignores and devalues the individual experiences and perspectives of
teachers. Instead it creates an abstract, decontextualized body of knowl-
edge that denies the complexities of human interaction and reduces
teaching to a quantifiable set of behaviors (Smyth, 1987). Moreover, what
constitutes teachers’ knowledge is determined not by teachers them-
selves, or even by partnered or participatory examinations of their work,
but by researchers who, in an effort to improve the scientific respectabil-
ity of their work, view teaching as discrete behaviors, distance their
conclusions about teaching from the contexts within which it occurs, and
ignore the individual perspectives and understandings of the teachers
who carry out the very teaching practices that they have studied (Woods,
1987).


1 For a more complete discussion of the last three decades of research in teacher cognition
and learning as it bears on language teaching and teacher education, we refer readers to
Freeman (1996c).
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In the mid-1970s a new body of research began to emerge that worked
to describe teachers’ thoughts, judgments, and decisions as the cognitive
processes that shaped their behaviors (see Jackson, 1968; Shavelson &
Stern, 1981). Teachers were taken as thoughtful people who made
rational decisions about what to do in their classrooms; these decisions
were based on many sources of contextual information as well as on
principles of learning and teaching. Whereas researchers had shifted
their attention from watching what teachers did to asking teachers why
they did what they did, the teachers themselves, their individual
perspectives and experiences, remained secondary in the process (Free-
man, 1996c). The impetus in research continued to lie in uncovering
conceptual models of teacher thinking that could be used to educate
novice teachers “to perceive, analyze, and transform their perceptions of
classroom events in ways similar to those used by effective teachers”
(Clark & Peterson, 1986, p. 281).


In the late 1970s, this field of research, which had become known as
teacher cognition, began to explore the actual thought processes that
teachers engaged in as they planned and carried out their lessons.
Interestingly, researchers found that teaching could not be characterized
simply as behaviors that were linked to thinking done before and during
the activity (known as preactive and interactive decisions) but rather that
the thought process of teaching included a much wider and richer
mental context. Instead, ethnographic and second-order investigations
of practicing teachers in actual classrooms showed them constructing
explanations of their own teaching and highlighted a certain amount of
messiness that seemed inherent in the ways in which they thought about
and carried out their work (Elbaz, 1983; Lampert, 1985).


By the mid-1980s, an emergent view of teaching had begun to
highlight the complex ways in which teachers think about their work as
being shaped by their prior experiences as students (Lortie, 1975), their
personal practical knowledge (Connelly & Clandinin, 1988), and their
values and beliefs (Pajares, 1992). More recently, the notion of work
context has been recognized as central in shaping teachers’ conceptions
of their profession (Kleinsasser & Savignon, 1992; Rosenholtz, 1989).
The bulk of this research argues that what teachers know about teaching
is largely socially constructed out of the experiences and classrooms from
which teachers have come. Furthermore, how teachers actually use their
knowledge in classrooms is highly interpretive, socially negotiated, and
continually restructured within the classrooms and schools where teach-
ers work (Bullough, 1989; Clandinin, 1986; Grossman, 1990).
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EMERGING RECONCEPTUALIZATIONS


Lagging behind by almost a decade, language teacher education has
begun to recognize that teachers, apart from the method or materials
they may use, are central to understanding and improving English
language teaching (Freeman, 1991; Johnson, 1992; Prabhu, 1990; Richards
& Nunan, 1990). This shift in focus is due, in part, to the way in which
researchers and practitioners in language teacher education have begun
to recast conceptions of who language teachers are, what language
teaching is, and how language teachers learn to teach (see Freeman &
Richards, 1996; Richards, 1998; Woods, 1996).


Drawing on work in general education, teacher educators have come
to recognize that teachers are not empty vessels waiting to be filled with
theoretical and pedagogical skills; they are individuals who enter teacher
education programs with prior experiences, personal values, and beliefs
that inform their knowledge about teaching and shape what they do in
their classrooms. As Kennedy (1991), director of the U.S. National
Center for Research on Teacher Learning, wrote, “Teachers, like other
learners, interpret new content through their existing understandings
and modify and reinterpret new ideas on the basis of what they already
know or believe” (p. 2). We as teacher educators have thus come to
recognize that much of what teachers know about teaching comes from
their memories as students, as language learners, and as students of
language teaching. We now know that teachers’ beliefs about teachers
and teaching are instrumental in shaping how they interpret what goes
on in their classrooms. And we admit that teachers’ beliefs and past
experiences as learners tend to create ways of thinking about teaching
that often conflict with the images of teaching that we advocate in our
teacher education programs. In sum, we as teacher educators now
acknowledge that prior knowledge is a powerful factor in teacher
learning in its own right, one that clearly deserves our attention and
study if we mean to strengthen and improve, rather than simply preserve
and replicate, educational practice.


We now recognize that learning to teach is affected by the sum of a
person’s experiences, some figuring more prominently than others, and
that it requires the acquisition and interaction of knowledge and beliefs
about oneself as a teacher, of the content to be taught, of one’s students,
and of classroom life. We therefore have to acknowledge that the process
is a socially negotiated one, because teachers’ knowledge of teaching is
constructed through experiences in and with students, parents, and
administrators as well as other members of the teaching profession. We
recognize this learning process as normative and lifelong; it is built out
of and through experiences in social contexts, as learners in classrooms
and schools, and later as participants in professional programs.
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Because we as teacher educators see teaching as much more than a set
of discrete behaviors or routines that make classrooms run more
smoothly, solutions no longer lie in the search for the most effective
teaching behaviors or the best methods (see Prabhu, 1990). Rather we
now accept that what may be effective in one classroom with one group
of students may not be with another. We recognize teaching as more than
the accumulation of research knowledge because it is evident that giving
more research knowledge to teachers does not necessarily make them
better practitioners. Learning to teach is a long-term, complex, develop-
mental process that operates through participation in the social practices
and contexts associated with learning and teaching.


Although these reconceptualizations are now at play, we question
their impact on the current practices of language teacher education
(Johnson, 1996a, 1997). We suspect that many language teacher educa-
tion programs continue to operate under the assumption that they must
provide teachers with a codified body of knowledge about language,
language learning, and language teaching; expose them to a range of
teaching practices or methodologies; and provide a field experience in
which they are expected to apply their theoretical knowledge in actual
classroom settings. Moreover, we suspect that, particularly due to the
nature of the North American university and of professional preparation
for education within it, the knowledge-base of language teacher educa-
tion often remains compartmentalized in separate course offerings,
continues to be transmitted through passive instructional strategies, and
remains generally disconnected from the authentic activity of teaching
in actual schools and classrooms. In shifting the conception of teaching
from a behavioral view of what people do when they teach languages to
a constructivist view of how people learn to teach, we hope to recast the
conversations in TESOL about the preparation, licensure, evaluation,
and mentoring of teachers in the profession.2


We argue that learning to teach is an a priori process with which
teacher education must articulate. We further contend that the field
must better document and understand teacher learning for teacher
education to be more effective. In this special-topic issue, we thus
propose to reconceptualize teacher education as the form of institu-
tional response to how people learn to teach; we thus open it to closer
scrutiny. Such responses to teacher learning are myriad, as the contribu-
tions in this special-topic issue suggest, and only begin to give voice to
what language teacher educators and language teachers do in their
professional worlds.


2 Here we echo the findings, in the U.S., of the National Commission on Teaching for
America’s Future (1996); see also Darling-Hammond (1998).
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TEACHER EDUCATION, PROFESSIONAL
SELF-DEFINITION, AND FORMS OF KNOWLEDGE


Underlying this variety of exposition is an even more basic issue,
however. If readers accept our premise that the institutional forms and
processes of teacher education mark the profession’s response to the
basic sociocultural processes of learning to teach, then it follows that
teacher educators must find, in these forms and processes, the elements
of their professional self-definition. If teacher education practices are
the institutionalized professional responses to what ESOL teachers need
to know and be able to do in various contexts around the world, and if,
for example, most MATESOL programs in North America require
participants to study methods and materials, phonology, morphology,
syntax, applied linguistics, and theories of second language acquisition
(SLA) (Reid, 1995/1996), then it would follow that these subject matters
are being defined de facto as the key elements of the knowledge-base of
TESOL as a profession. It should further follow that teachers thus
prepared are more effective in supporting their students’ language
learning than those who are not. In contrast, if teacher education
practices in the field of TESOL were to regularly include experienced
teachers as mentors to novices during field experiences or school-based
programs and professional development school structures in which
classroom teachers and university personnel collaborated to deliver
training, or distance-learning designs that created virtual communities of
teachers, for example, then these pedagogies would imply a different
understanding of the professional process of learning to teach. Put
another way, the choices and decisions we as teacher educators make
about the content, pedagogies, and institutional forms of delivery in
teacher education reflect our conceptions of how people learn to do the
work of teaching in this profession. They define what is worth knowing
and how it is best learned by those individuals who seek to become part
of the profession. And teacher educators must examine and assess these
choices and decisions against the effectiveness of the outcomes they
engender.


This argument is both a political and an epistemological one. From
the standpoint of professional positioning, teacher education involves
political choices. Decisions about what teachers should know, how they
should learn it, and how their knowledge and competence should be
assessed both stem from and create social recognition and value for their
work.3 This is particularly the case in the field of TESOL, in which the


3 See, for example, the U.S. national professional Standards for Teaching English as a New
Language, developed by the National Board of Professional Teaching Standards (1997), as well
as the many and diverse U.S. state licensure standards and the national standards being
articulated in many countries (e.g., Australia and South Africa).
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subject matter—the English language—is an accident of birth and
geography for some individuals while it is learned as content by others.
This fact allows the economic markets of educational delivery in many
contexts to create the artificial and professional divisive construct of the
native-speaking teacher. We believe that the better we as teacher educa-
tors understand and define what English language teachers need to
know beyond the subject matter itself, the sooner we can move away from
the current situation in many educational markets: If you speak English,
you can teach it. To achieve these political ends, epistemologically, we as
teacher educators must pay attention to how we define the forms of
knowledge on which we base the profession. To date, the field of TESOL,
and indeed language teaching generally, has not actively pursued and
defined its own forms of knowledge. Instead, the field has depended on
the familiar forms of research and documentation of its parent disciplines
in the social sciences (Freeman, 1998). This has created a somewhat
conservative hegemony of forms of social science research in the
creation of knowledge in the field. These forms have largely failed to
penetrate the domain of the classroom and thus remain largely dysfunc-
tional to teachers themselves (Clarke, 1994).


In this special-topic issue, we have purposefully introduced forms of
knowledge representation that are new to TESOL Quarterly. In including
accounts of best practice, for example, we promote accounts of forms of
teacher education that are grounded in particular contexts and theoreti-
cal approaches and that show promise of relevance to other settings. As
a form of knowledge that documents teacher learning, these best-
practice accounts are not meant to become exercises of importation or
the basis on which to promulgate techniques. Rather, we see them as
situated accounts of local responses to particularly sited sociocultural
issues in teacher learning. Their aim is to raise questions of social,
cultural, and institutional context to a new level in discussions such that
these questions may become the focus of understanding rather than
simply locations in which an activity takes place. Accounts of best
practices thus illustrate quite well U.S. writer Eudora Welty’s injunction
that the general resides in the particular.


We have included conceptual analyses as another form of knowledge.
This, too, has been a purposeful choice through which we hope to
highlight the intersection of the political and the epistemological in how
teacher education responds to teacher learning. The authors of these
conceptual analyses draw on their professional work and research,
particular histories, and personal experiences to identify and analyze
specific issues in their contexts and practices as teacher educators. They
map out the terrain of an issue and a conceptual response to it so that
choices and positions may be more clearly identified. Underlying this
approach to articulating knowledge are the assumptions that teacher
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education responds to the demands of teacher learning and social
environments in complex ways and that these responses are not neutral
and technicist; they are essentially positions of value.


A PROPOSAL FOR THE KNOWLEDGE-BASE OF
LANGUAGE TEACHER EDUCATION


Taken together, the forms of knowledge representation in this special-
topic issue are intended to open up a wider discussion of how the field of
TESOL defines the knowledge-base of language teacher education. We
believe that this is as much a practical discussion as it is a theoretical
argument, that it may lead to as many political consequences as imple-
mentation issues, and that it is ultimately the stuff of professional self-
definition. In closing this article, we propose a map of what we believe
this knowledge-base should entail. Our proposal is an epistemological
framework that focuses on the activity of teaching itself—who does it,
where it is done, and how it is done. Our intention is to redefine what
stands at the core of language teacher education. Thus we argue that, for
the purposes of educating teachers, any theory of SLA, any classroom
methodology, or any description of that English language as content
must be understood against the backdrop of teachers’ professional lives,
within the settings where they work, and within the circumstances of that
work.


Our intention is not to pit one epistemological framework against
another. By arguing in favor of personal and social context, we do not
mean to ignore conventional notions of theory or to replace them simply
with knowledge of and from practice. Rather, we seek a broader
epistemological framework that is more connected to the activity of
teaching itself and within which both conceptual knowledge (known as
theory) and perceptual knowledge (known as practice) (Kessels &
Korthagen, 1996) are highlighted, valued, and experienced so as to
inform and reform teachers’ practices.


This proposal is, in effect, our professional position. Readers can thus
locate the articles that follow in this special-topic issue on this map,
which, we hope, will stimulate further discussion about how the field of
TESOL defines and carries out teacher education.


What Must the Knowledge-Base Account For?


The knowledge-base of language teacher education responds to a
deceptively simple question: Who teaches what to whom, where? We
argue that this question poses three broad families of issues that the
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Learning


Socialization


knowledge-base needs to address: (a) the nature of the teacher-learner;
(b) the nature of schools and schooling; and (c) the nature of language
teaching, in which we include pedagogical thinking and activity, the
subject matter and the content, and language learning. Taken together,
these domains outline a systemic view of the knowledge-base that
emphasizes their constant and critical interdependence, as illustrated in
Figure 1. This view stands in contrast to the binary distinction between
subject matter and learners on which most discussions of language
teaching and language teacher education have been based (Celce-
Murcia & McIntosh, 1979; Oller & Richards-Amato, 1983; Widdowson,
1978). In such conventional frames, methodology is seen as the bridge
between the subject matter and those who are learning it, thus creating
a basically transmission view of language teaching and learning.


We believe that the three domains that we propose, which we
abbreviate here as the teacher-learner, the social context, and the pedagogical
process, more accurately and appropriately capture the complex terrain in
which language teachers learn and practice their craft. We contend that
research in language teacher education, as well as proposals to modify or
improve teaching and prescriptions for what language teachers should
know and be able to do, needs to be framed within this tripartite systemic


FIGURE 1
Framework for the Knowledge-Base of Language Teacher Education


Note. Domains are in boldface; processes are in italics.


The contexts . . .


The
teacher


as learner


of the activity of
teaching and


learning


of place: Schools
of
process:
Schooling







RECONCEPTUALIZING THE KNOWLEDGE-BASE 407


framework for the knowledge-base. To elaborate each of three domains,
one can ask several questions: How is the domain defined? What
elements make it up, and what are its parameters? What is known about
the domain itself and in relation to the other two domains? How are they
systemically interconnected? How do the domains, separately and as a
system, create the sociocultural environment in which people learn to
teach and in which they carry out their work as teachers? These
questions, among others, then help to shape a general research agenda
that can elucidate the knowledge-base of language teacher education. To
begin a response to these questions, we turn now, briefly, to each of the
domains in turn. Readers may find it helpful to refer to Figure 1 as they
read the sections that follow.


The Teacher-Learner


In defining the knowledge-base, one must recognize that language
teacher education is primarily concerned with teachers as learners of
language teaching rather than with students as learners of language.
Thus teacher education focuses on teacher-learners (Kennedy, 1991) as
distinct from language learners. However, this simple yet crucial shift in
emphasis has often been disregarded in the field. It is clear that
classroom language learning is an extremely complex process and that
language students learn from many sources within that environment,
among which the teacher is one element (see Allwright & Bailey, 1991).
In the push to understand this complexity, however, teachers are often
overlooked, and they are portrayed as conduits to students rather than as
individuals who think, and are learning, in their own right. Correcting
the view of who the learner is in this process is a critical conceptual step.
The knowledge-base of language teacher education must account for
how individuals learn to teach and for the complex factors, influences,
and processes that contribute to that learning.


The somewhat disparate research on teacher learning can be orga-
nized around four foci: (a) the role of prior knowledge and beliefs in
learning to teach (e.g., Bailey et al., 1996; Johnson, 1994; Lortie, 1975);
(b) the ways in which such teaching knowledge develops over time and
throughout teachers’ careers (e.g., Berliner, 1986; Genburg, 1992); (c)
the role of context in teacher learning (e.g., Britzman, 1991); and (d)
the role of teacher education as a form of intervention in these areas,
particularly in changing teachers’ beliefs about content and learners
(e.g., Freeman & Richards, 1996). This research agenda is a young one,
however, particularly in the field of TESOL. There are clearly great and
useful possibilities for inquiry into, and understanding of, the anteced-
ents, processes, environments, and impacts of teacher learning in
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language teaching. Fundamental to this work, however, is the notion that
teacher-learners and their learning processes can only be adequately
documented or understood if the sociocultural contexts in which these
processes take place are explicitly examined as part of that research
process.


The Social Context: Schools and Schooling


It is the notion of context that we want to capture in the second
domain: schools and schooling. This domain argues that an understand-
ing of schools and schooling as the social and cultural contexts for
teacher learning is critical to establishing an effective knowledge-base.
We draw a distinction between schools and schooling because we see it as
a useful point of entry into this domain. In schools, the focus is on the
physical and sociocultural settings in which teaching and learning take
place. In schooling, the focus is on the sociocultural and historical
processes, of which teaching is one important part, that take place in the
settings of schools. Because, for purposes of research and implementa-
tion, we locate schools in present time and space, they can be seen as
synchronic contexts. In teacher education, we look at schools and
classrooms as the places in which teacher-learners carry out their work:
They test out theory in practica, they are socialized into teaching in their
first years on the job, they receive in-service education often in and
through the school, and so on.


On the other hand, schooling as a sociocultural context is generally
diachronic; it gains value and meaning for participants through time.
The process of schooling draws on many constructs. There is, for
example, Lortie’s (1975) concept of the apprenticeship of observation,
which marks teachers’ socialization as students throughout their school
careers as a major influence on their teaching. Another construct is
Denscombe’s (1982) notion of the hidden curriculum as the sociocultural
norms and values emphasized by schools, which is a major influence on
what teachers accept as usual and normal in their classrooms (Zinn,
1995). Still another is the relationship among home, community, and
school expectations and definitions of subject matters and learning
process, as in the much-studied case of literacy practices (e.g., Delpit,
1995; Heath, 1983). It is the combination and integration of these
synchronic and diachronic views, captured in the notions of schools and
schooling, that create a rich, complicated, and textured view of the
sociocultural contexts in which teacher learning takes place. We believe
that capturing this terrain is critical to articulating the knowledge-base.


We would make two further observations about schools and schooling
as sociocultural contexts in this regard. First, it is critical to recognize
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that schools are powerful places that create and sustain meanings and
values (e.g., Lightfoot, 1983; Sizer, 1983). Therefore, it is misleading to
see them merely as settings in which educational practices are imple-
mented, as is often done in teacher education designs. The common-
place notion of the practicum, in which teacher-learners practice what
they have learned in their university-based professional training, is an
example of this misperception (Johnson, 1996b). Instead, in our view,
schools and classrooms function as frameworks of value and interpreta-
tion in which language teachers must learn to work effectively. They are
the sociocultural terrain in which the work of teaching is thought about,
carried out, and evaluated. Studying, understanding, and learning how
to negotiate the dynamics of these powerful environments, in which
some actions and ways of being are valued and encouraged whereas
others are downplayed, ignored, and even silenced, is critical to con-
structing effective teacher education.


To address this domain it will be necessary to determine which aspects
of the nature of schools and schooling are particularly germane to the
knowledge-base of language teacher education. This area of study is
hardly neutral, however, which is our second observation. Rather it is
often colored by debates over access, power, and whose knowledge
counts, and over the role of education in sustaining or altering the
prevailing values and social order (see Apple, 1986). By including
schools and schooling in the knowledge-base of language teacher
education, we are recognizing that language teaching cannot be under-
stood apart from the sociocultural environments in which it takes place
and the processes of establishing and navigating social values in which it
is embedded. We are also acknowledging that, insofar as it sustains or
critiques schools as environments of value and schooling as a process of
valuing, teacher education is indeed a political undertaking. Thus we
would argue against approaches that see language teacher education in
purely neutral and technicist terms and that do not engage teacher-
learners in issues and dynamics of the sociocultural context of schools
and schooling (see Zeichner & Liston, 1996). These environments and
processes shape in critical ways what language teachers can do, which
leads us to the third domain, language teaching itself.


The Pedagogical Process: Language Teaching and Learning


The third domain in the knowledge-base of language teacher educa-
tion is the activity of teaching. Whereas most proposals for the knowl-
edge-base put the specific activity of teaching de facto at the core (e.g.,
Reid 1995/1996), we argue otherwise. Clearly, any understanding of
teaching must be anchored in examinations of learning and learners.
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However, teaching as an activity cannot be separated from either the
person of the teacher as a learner or the contexts of schools and
schooling in which it is done. Each domain is contingent on the other
two, as Figure 1 indicates. Thus we include teaching third in this analysis
to emphasize this interrelationship and our belief that the knowledge-
base is therefore broader than it has heretofore been construed.


Discussions of teaching in the knowledge-base generally fall into the
categories of grounded and a priori. In the grounded category are analyses
of language teaching that start with the activity as it is practiced in
classrooms; thus they are grounded in the phenomenon itself (see Glaser
& Strauss, 1967). There are unfortunately very few such studies. There
are many reasons for this dearth of research, but we believe it has to do
primarily with the challenge and complexity of studying classroom
language teaching and learning as it is actually lived and experienced by
its protagonists. To unpack this complexity, we suggest that it may be
useful to distinguish between content, which we define as the teachers’
and the students’ perceptions of what is being taught in a lesson or
course, and the subject matter, which is the professional or disciplinary
perception. Thus content and subject matter are distinct yet convergent
versions of the same phenomenon in much the same way that ethnogra-
phers speak of emic and etic views of a situation, event, or phenomenon.
Similarly, one can examine first- versus second-order data of teaching
and learning that expose the rich territory that lies between what the
participants perceive and believe and what they do (Marton, 1981).
These approaches can begin to illuminate the heart of language teach-
ing itself, which is a normative and descriptive undertaking. Defining the
knowledge-base in this way has political ramifications, however. It means
acknowledging existing practices, in all of their less-than-desirable as-
pects, and trying to understand why those practices happen as they do
(Freeman, 1998).


In contrast, discussions of the knowledge-base of language teaching
have been dominated by a priori claims and exhortations that aim to
establish the disciplinary antecedents of the activity of teaching. Almost
two decades ago, Strevens (1976), Spolsky (1978), Kaplan (1980), and
Stern (1983) proposed various frameworks or models of the relationship
between language teaching and the various disciplines on which it is
historically based. However, there is a substantial amount of theory and
research, both in general education and in TESOL, that can serve as a
basis for distinguishing disciplinary knowledge, as an a priori construct,
from an emerging understanding of what language teachers do, as a
grounded normative description. For example, in general education,
Shulman (1987) argued for a distinction between pedagogical content
knowledge and disciplinary content knowledge (see Grossman, Wilson,
& Shulman, 1989). Schön (1983, 1987) asserted that basic differences
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exist between professional knowledge-in-action and the application of a
priori solutions, which he called technical rationality. Schön’s work in
particular precipitated a major shift in teacher education and research
on teaching that has emphasized teachers coming to understand their
own thinking through reflective practice (e.g., Richards, 1998; Richards
& Lockhart, 1994). We feel justified in separating the disciplinary
discussions, which are fundamentally epistemological in nature, from
the descriptive, research-based enterprise of establishing a knowledge-
base for language teacher education.


Readers may notice that, thus far in our discussion of language
teaching, language learners and language learning/acquisition seem to
be noticeably absent from our exposition of the knowledge-base. Al-
though it is clearly critical for teacher-learners to know and understand
something of how individuals learn languages both inside and outside
the classroom, it is also important to recognize the relative place of this
knowledge vis-à-vis successful teaching. Here we make three points that
may be somewhat controversial given the strong disciplinary roots of
TESOL and ESOL teacher education in applied linguistics. First, we
believe it is important to acknowledge that SLA is itself a constructed
view of language learning, by which we mean that it is subject to its own
epistemological claims, counterclaims, and methodological arguments.
In general, due perhaps to its roots in L1 acquisition and cognitive
psychology, the field of SLA has viewed language learning from an
individualist perspective. Thus, until recently, the field has not examined
language learning from the standpoint of socially negotiated, constructivist
processes that may be at play. Broadening the view from an individual to
a social one affects how language learning is defined as an epistemologi-
cal process and how language learners are defined ontologically. These
moves have led to considerable debate within SLA (see Firth & Wagner,
1997, and responses in Modern Language Journal, 81[3], 1997).


For whatever reasons, language teachers have largely been bystanders
to both these definitional debates and to the SLA research community.
This is perhaps ironic, as their classrooms offer arguably the main sites
for an applied science of language learning, and, as we have argued,
teachers are principal players in those classrooms. From our point of
view, and drawing on research on the development of teaching knowl-
edge (e.g., Freeman, 1996b; Shulman, 1987), a social constructivist view
of language learning would seem to interface more directly with the
nature of classroom language learning. This leads to our second point.
Because the research knowledge per se does not articulate easily and
cogently into classroom practice, much current knowledge in SLA may
be of limited use and applicability to practicing teachers. We do not
intend this statement as a slight to SLA theory and research or as a
minimizing of language teaching; rather it is meant as an observation
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about the differences between research and teaching knowledge as these
epistemologies are now constructed. This area has been one of enor-
mous discussion and debate (Kennedy, 1997; in TESOL, e.g., Hamp-Lyons,
1998). To address this disconnection, one set of proposals has centered
on broadening the current parameters of what counts as research-based
knowledge to include a wider variety of paradigms and practices. If
successfully accomplished, such inclusion could transform the nature of
research knowledge in TESOL by drawing the work of classroom
practitioners more fully into the conversations (Freeman, 1998).


This then links to our third and final point. We believe that teachers
must understand their own beliefs and knowledge about learning and
teaching and be thoroughly aware of the certain impact of such
knowledge and beliefs on their classrooms and the language learners in
them (Johnson, in press). We believe that teachers must be fully aware of
and develop a questioning stance toward the complex social, cultural,
and institutional structures that pervade the professional landscapes
where they work. And we believe teachers must be able to articulate, to
themselves and to others, the highly situated and interpretative processes
involved in both language teaching and language learning as they occur
in the teachers’ own instructional contexts. This drive to understand
oneself and the impact of one’s work on others lies at the core of the
activity of teaching; it is the wellspring of reflective practice, classroom
inquiry, and ongoing professional development (e.g., Stevick, 1998). We
see a risk if, through teacher education, language educators encourage
teacher-learners to substitute received knowledge for this fundamental
need for cogent analysis and self-understanding within the social,
cultural, and political contexts and consequences of language teaching
and language learning.


CONCLUSION


The knowledge-base of language teacher education for which we have
argued here falls somewhere between the specificity of what Larsen-
Freeman (1990) called a theory of second language teaching, which includes
knowledge of language learners, learning, and pedagogy, and the
breadth of Stern’s (1983) T1 type theory, which positions language
teaching within its larger social and disciplinary milieu. We take the
establishment of such a knowledge-base as primarily a descriptive enter-
prise, simultaneously grounded in teachers’ classroom practice, their
learning and professional lives, and the sociocultural contexts in which
they work. For such a knowledge-base to serve the profession pragmati-
cally, as opposed to politically, we believe it must address teaching as it
learned and as it is practiced. Doing so will mean examining the nature
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and experiences of language teacher-learners throughout their careers,
from the time they first participate in the practices of schooling (see
Johnston, 1997). This will mean examining schools and schooling as
contexts of that participation both in and over time. Synchronic exami-
nation will help explain more about schools as communities of meaning
that shape language teaching and learning. Diachronic examination will
shed light on the formative nature of schooling and how those meanings
develop and are sustained through them. And it will mean understand-
ing the activity of language teaching through the perspectives of the
protagonists, to feature centrally their experiences and beliefs about the
content (as opposed to subject matter) and the learning-teaching
process.


 To thus articulate this knowledge-base, we as teacher educators must
begin with the activity of language teaching and learning; the school and
classroom contexts in which it is practiced; and the experience, knowl-
edge, and beliefs of the teacher as a participant. However, insofar as
teaching and what is taught are inseparable, we must also understand
what makes our teaching language teaching. This will undoubtedly involve
discipline-derived understandings from applied linguistics, SLA, psychol-
ogy, and curriculum development, among other areas, in a deeper
examination of our subject matter—language—as it becomes classroom
content. Through grounded examinations of language teaching within
the broader framework of teacher-learner, contexts of schools and
schooling, and the pedagogical process will emerge a deeper under-
standing of how language teachers teach and their students learn. These
understandings can rightfully then provide the foundation of language
teacher education in TESOL.
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Erratum


In Bruce Davidson’s Forum contribution, “A Case for Critical Think-
ing in the English Language Classroom” (Vol. 32, No. 1, p. 119), the
author’s affliliation should have read Hokusei Gakuen University.


We regret the error.
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A Cross-Case Analysis of Teacher
Involvement in TESOL Research
JILL BURTON
University of South Australia


This article argues that teachers need to be involved in research on
teaching and, through the examination of some specific settings for
Australian TESOL research and professional development, proposes an
evaluation framework to facilitate cross-case and cross-context analysis
of research on teaching. It recommends that TESOL researchers focus
first on characterizing TESOL professional development activity and
second on considering its relation to other educational and mainstream
research traditions.


Afundamental question for TESOL practitioners is “Is TESOL re-
search useful?” Answering it leads to other questions, such as “What


counts as TESOL research?” “Who is TESOL research useful for?” “Who
should do it?” “How should it be done?” and “How can research
outcomes be shared, tested, and furthered?” A missing link in answering
questions like these is some kind of shared reflective framework for
TESOL practitioners—that is, researchers, teachers, and teacher educa-
tors—to theorize practice. Such a framework could support comparisons
across settings.


Teachers are central contributors in any reflective process on TESOL
research. The information they can provide on classroom practice (e.g.,
Freeman & Richards, 1996) is important on two counts: First, they are
uniquely placed by training and practice to provide data on classroom
practice, and second, as interpreters of research data they become
stakeholders in research outcomes. In the long run, teachers conducting
research are more likely to act on research outcomes in the classroom.
Furthermore, personally constructed teaching theories and principles
are valuable professional supports (Prabhu, 1992, pp. 237–240) because
all teachers everywhere regularly make decisions about how to teach
( Johnson, 1992; Kennedy, 1997; Nunan, 1992c). Finally, ESOL teachers,
teacher educators, and researchers share the same professional context,
so collaboration on investigation and reflection is mutually helpful.


In Australia, TESOL research has for some time embraced individual
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professional development and the provision of information to policy
makers and program administrators. For example, learning about teach-
ing as a means of professional support and development has been a
central focus in Australian adult TESOL for the past decade since needs-
based programming (Colman, 1988a, 1988b) and the learner-centred
curriculum (Nunan, 1988) became prominent in the Australian Adult
Migrant English Program (AMEP).1 These developments required teach-
ers to have a much broader range of professional skills than previously
(Burton, 1991; Nunan, 1987) and highlighted the importance of teach-
ers theorizing classroom practice. Hence, this article focuses on the
contribution the Australian TESOL context can make to broader consid-
erations, such as how involved teachers should be in researching TESOL
practice and how to ensure relevant TESOL research outcomes and
pedagogical uptake.


This article begins by contrasting how research has traditionally been
conceived and what teachers look for in research processes and out-
comes. The comparison highlights a continuing dilemma—that of
needing to address the unique research requirements of the TESOL
context and, simultaneously, meet general academic requirements of
rigor, accountability, and explanation. An evaluative framework for
research on teaching issues is presented and discussed. The framework
draws together a range of professional experiences and types of TESOL
research, including
• nationally funded research;
• nationally funded teacher education processes;
• formal teacher education programs;
• teacher education resources development;
• professional networking processes; and
• in-service workshops, locally, nationally and overseas.


The concluding discussion of research outcomes in these projects and
their treatment suggests a potential role for evaluation frameworks for
TESOL professional development research in bringing together its
stakeholders—that is, teachers, researchers, and teacher educators—and
enabling cross-analysis of research studies in different pedagogical
contexts.


A ROLE FOR TEACHERS IN TESOL RESEARCH


In the scientific research paradigm, research is an activity for profes-
sional researchers. Depending on the nature of the study, their research


1 For migrant read immigrant.
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may exclude collaboration with the researched, such as teachers. The
processes that educational researchers initially drew through social
science from this paradigm (e.g., Yin, 1993, 1994) had to be explicit,
methodical, and systematic in specific ways (Seliger & Shohamy, 1989)
and their findings generalizable from the context of research to other
settings (e.g., Brown, 1988). What questions can be asked, what data can
be collected, and what conclusions can be drawn are shaped by what can
be tested and generalized.


Although educational researchers such as Yin (1993, 1994), Seliger
and Shohamy (1989), and Brown (1988) have sought to emulate the
scientific research tradition, measurement and generalizability are re-
quirements that reflect a particular world view, one in which knowledge
is essentially static: Once discovered, knowledge can be refined, main-
tained, or falsified (Popper, 1968, 1972), but philosophically its pursuit is
a quest for definitive explanation.


There are a number of reasons why TESOL research does not fit this
paradigm.


Teachers, Research, and the Scientific Research Paradigm


The Complexity of Dealing With Human Subjects and Learning


Researchers from several educational perspectives (e.g., Allwright,
1996; Johnson, 1996; Nunan, 1992b; Rogers & Stevens, 1967; Stake,
1995) have shown that dealing with perceptions about learning and
teaching requires a range of processes. Perceptual knowledge does not
fit neatly within the scientific paradigm. Nor should it be constrained to
fit it, if its containment means losing important insights on teaching.


The Uniqueness of the Teaching and Learning Experience


No two pedagogical experiences are the same, but much can be
learned from establishing collaborative processes for reflection. Learn-
ing about teaching is a reciprocal process in which expertise and
knowledge can be shared and complemented (e.g., Wells & Chang-Wells,
1992).


Ethical Concerns of the Researched


Because teachers are the subjects in research on teaching, their
understanding and support of research processes are essential (Auerbach,
1994; Cameron, Frazer, Harvey, Rampton, & Richardson, 1994; Hertz,
1996; Punch, 1994).
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The Problem of Knowledge


The status and type of knowledge (Heap, 1995; Johnson, 1996); its
ownership, authenticity, and related authority issues (Pennycook, 1996);
and contingency issues (e.g., Nunan, 1992b) are all issues raised by the
kind of research TESOL involves. These issues are not satisfactorily
resolved through conventional research processes.


Differences in Orientation to Research and Their Relation to Method


Political and ideological issues create their own research require-
ments: for example, the interestedness of researchers in social transfor-
mation (Gitlin & Russell, 1994; Pennycook, 1994) and representation
(Luke, Nakata, Singh, & Smith, 1993; Roberts, 1997). These points are
further elaborated and exemplified in Cumming (1994), Luke (1995),
and Reid, Kamler, Simpson, and MacLean (1996). Such examples
highlight the uniqueness and potential biases of researchers’ percep-
tions. Researchers’ perceptions warrant examination as part of the
research process.


Strengths in Participant and Collaborative Inquiry


As stakeholders in TESOL research, teachers’ insights on and involve-
ment in research processes are essential, valuable contributions to
curriculum innovation and professional renewal (e.g., Carr & Kemmis,
1986). In doing research, teachers learn to ask good questions about
what they do and know and what they do about what they know
(Freeman, 1995), and to test the trustworthiness of their learning in
action (Freeman, 1996).


The Importance of Teachers’ Being Reflective Practitioners and
Theorists of Their Own Practice


Bartlett (1990b), Elliott (1976, 1991), Kemmis and McTaggart (1988),
Somekh (1993), Stenhouse (1975), and van Lier (1994, 1996), amongst
many others, have argued powerfully that teachers should be encour-
aged to view reflecting on practice and theorizing practice as essential
parts of their activity. Professional growth and teaching innovation stem
from actions that teachers take and from their being able to make sense
of what they do (e.g., Brindley & Hood, 1990; Peirce, 1995). Activity that
supports teacher intervention in pedagogical change is therefore very
important.
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The Transitoriness of What Is Researched


Although pedagogical research may seek to promote consistent stan-
dards and stable practices, teachers work in a continually changing
sociopolitical context that is outside their control. TESOL research
processes have to be able to accommodate change, evaluate innovation,
and be inclusive of teachers’ perspectives (Somekh, 1993).


Conventional notions of explanation, therefore, are somewhat para-
doxical in educational contexts where the social individual is valued, self-
management of learning and creativity is emphasized, the context being
researched is constantly changing, and the political impacts and biases of
research are themselves the subject of study.


Dealing With the Paradox


This paradox has underpinned much of the debate on TESOL
research in recent years and has been dealt in a number of ways.


Adoption of Scientific Research Procedures to Achieve Credibility


Cohen and Manion (1989), like many other educational researchers,
recommended adopting the procedures of scientific research in educa-
tion in order to achieve acceptability outside educational contexts. This
was despite their acknowledging that, although researchers develop
scientific concepts as an aid to understanding,2 clearly constructed
scientific concepts do not reflect order in the educational environment:
They make order of it.


Relevance of Alternative World Views


A less conformist view was taken by Nunan (1992b), who acknowl-
edged the existence of alternative world views affecting the conduct of
research. He himself supported the view of knowledge as a negotiable,
personal interpretation of experience, contingent upon context. This
view empowers teachers to investigate teaching practice and classroom
activity so that they can address their own professional concerns.


2 The search for understanding, verstehen, has underlain an entire tradition of debate about
how knowledge is perceived (compare Habermas, 1971; Outhwaite, 1975; Schutz, 1967; Taylor,
1971; Weber, 1949). The notion could, perhaps, be said to have significance of a particular kind
for the TESOL context.
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Dealing With Systematicity: Comparability Versus Generalizability


To qualify as research in any paradigm, investigation must be system-
atic. Nunan (1992b) proposed that reliability and validity be addressed
through clarity and explicitness of research design, method, and report-
ing. Clarity and explicitness would enable replication and, potentially,
generalizability. In advancing ethnography as an alternative to psycho-
metric research, however, Nunan commented that concepts such as
comparability could prove more critical for research than generalizability,
because research phenomena are unique to site.


Achieving the Standards of the Main Research Tradition


Writing more recently, Nunan (1997) has pointed out that if teachers’
research of teaching is to be taken seriously, it must be capable of
evaluation “against the same standards that are applied to any other kind of
research [italics added]” (p. 366). Yin (1993, 1994) raised similar concerns
in his examination of the case study approach and its potential for
scientific rigor. His solution was to emphasize the importance of the
logical development of research questions in data collection, analysis,
and reporting processes; triangulation through multiple data sources;
and the construction of a research database for external scrutiny. He
proposed analytic generalizability as a potential route to validation and
reliability. Yin also discussed the status of case study research compared
with that of experimental studies. Case study research, he believed, due
to its descriptive and exploratory nature, could be more widely employed
as a useful preliminary to explanatory research in the main research
tradition.


The Role of Triangulation


Stake (1995), in his promotion of case study research, emphasized the
importance of triangulation. He likened it to celestial navigation, in
which a ship’s position can be inferred within the area created by
intersecting calculations drawn against the positions of stars. In this view,
there were no definitive positions or truths, only growing numbers of
perspectives with the potential to increase convergence or divergence of
position. As another source of potential verification, he recommended
member checks, in which the researched are asked to examine and
critique report drafts.


Although theorists such as these have attempted to address research
on teaching from within the science and social science research tradi-
tions, analysts of teacher education have tended to focus on what
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teachers need from research and what teachers can do for themselves.
Somekh (1993), McDonough and McDonough (1997), Allwright (1993,
1997), Prabhu (1987), and Burton and Mickan (1993), for example, all
proposed in different ways seeking conceptual characteristics that are
specific to educational and TESOL research requirements. Such charac-
teristics might eventually become acceptable outside educational re-
search and the TESOL profession while, in the meantime, having
practical credibility within educational settings.


There were a number of reasons for their kind of focus. Orthodox
research does not provide what teachers want to know. Second, teachers
find learning about teaching for themselves professionally and intellec-
tually satisfying. Third, unlike professional researchers, teachers have a
personal, direct investment in research outcomes. Furthermore, they
tend to view learning as a continual construction process rather than as
a body of knowledge to be discovered and maintained. Fifth, teachers
seek understanding and illumination rather than explanation and
definition. Last, teachers have different expectations of research reports:
They appreciate thick description rather than the reduced context of
many formal research reports.


A CONTEXT FOR TEACHERS IN RESEARCH:
AUSTRALIAN ADULT TESOL


Australian adult TESOL in the 1980s offered an opportunity to
develop a coherent research tradition on teaching with teachers. The
AMEP was at that point, and for almost a decade remained, a national
program of some 1,250 teachers, professional support staff, and program
managers in which research and professional development aims were
increasingly integrated.


The Australian AMEP was a unique, nationally funded settlement
program for adult immigrants to learn English.3 Learning provision was
free. A number of learning options were available, including intensive
English courses and English in the workplace (mainly in metropolitan
areas), part-time day and evening courses, and English by correspon-
dence and by distance education (in metropolitan and rural areas). For
some years, there was no limit on the number of hours of tuition
immigrants were entitled to. Child care was available through many city
adult immigrant English providers. The main providers had substantial


3 Past tense is used, because although AMEP provision continues, since 1992 the nature of its
operation has changed. The largely permanent work force is being increasingly disbanded, with
national funding put up to local tender in each state. Consequently, the features of a stable
operation (e.g., funded professional development and program research) are disappearing.
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resource centres and independent learning facilities. Courses were
taught by professionally trained teachers (e.g., course work master’s
graduates in TESOL), 60% of whom were permanently employed.
Professional development was administered locally and nationally. At the
national level there were a number of standing committees with federal
and state representatives covering research, professional development,
and materials development. Several national committees were estab-
lished to manage specific projects, such as ESL television program
development, an interactive videodisc project, and a multimedia dis-
tance-learning project. National reviews of activity were regularly funded.
In 1987, a national curriculum and resource centre was created in
Adelaide, and in 1989 it was merged with the key teaching and research
centre, the National Centre for English Language Teaching and Re-
search (NCELTR), formed that year at Macquarie University, Sydney.


The AMEP was a stable yet dynamic program in which professional
development and quality learning provision flourished and that main-
tained a high profile for Australian adult ESL activity. At the time of its
last national review of professional support and development in 1990
(Burton, 1991), the AMEP’s annual student intake nationally was more
than 70,000, nearly half of which was from Asia, the remainder coming
substantially from the Middle East, southern and northern Europe, and
South and Central America. On average, 5,000 courses per year were
provided at more than 250 AMEP locations.


The 1990 review of the AMEP commissioned by the federal govern-
ment (Burton, 1991) evaluated professional support and development
provision in relation to implementation of the learner-centred curricu-
lum model (Nunan, 1988) since the 1985 AMEP review (Campbell,
Hoadley, Leslie, Polasek, & Young, 1986). In responding to the 1985
review, studies such as those by Burton (1987a) and Nunan (1987) had
endorsed the need for a wide range of professional support to meet the
AMEP’s teaching requirements. During the 1980s, annual identification
of corporate goals for professional support and development at the
national and local levels became a feature of the AMEP, with some state
programs involving teachers in the joint development of corporate and
individual professional goals.


At about the same time as the 1990 review, the need to rearticulate an
AMEP research agenda was raised (Brindley, 1990). Brindley summa-
rized the increasing prominence of research in the AMEP as the result of
three factors: (a) the move to learner-centred education and decentral-
ized curriculum planning, (b) the increasing professionalization of the
AMEP work force (e.g., growing numbers of teachers undertaking or
having completed formal specialist postgraduate education), and (c) the
increasing influence of research on the formulation of AMEP policy.
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Because of the range and types of research undertaken in the AMEP, the
methods of investigation needed to vary according to purpose. Brindley
commented on the advantages of collaborative research that included
teachers. His strategies for doing collaborative research emphasized
consultation, negotiation, and formative evaluation and dissemination
processes.


Thus, Australian AMEP research operated in a context of professional
learning and policy formulation involving and revolving around teachers
as central participants. Integrated national and state program manage-
ment over this 10-year period was a major contributor to the develop-
ment of a highly articulate profile for the AMEP. Similar characteristics
in professional development and research were evident during the same
decade in the school education sector in Australia, though they were not
so clearly integrated as those in the adult sector. Features and underlying
principles characteristic of Australian TESOL operation generally are
therefore an interesting backdrop to current considerations of frame-
works for characterization and evaluation of research on ESOL teaching.


An Evaluative Framework for Australian TESOL Research


I drew up a provisional list of characteristics, each accompanied by an
evaluative question, for trialling with some Australian TESOL research
and teacher education projects in which I have participated in the last
decade in the adult and school ESL sectors. The 14 characteristics and
their evaluative questions are presented below.


1. Reality


Research processes and outcomes on teaching must be plausible to
teachers.


Evaluation question. To what extent are research outcomes realistic?


2. Reasonableness


Teachers’ research studies should demonstrate clear, coherent plan-
ning and reveal any bias in their conduct.


Evaluation question. To what extent are the research design, methodol-
ogy, analysis, and reporting a justifiable response to the research ques-
tion or issue?
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3. Recognition


The context of a research study on teaching, though unique and
specific, should have features that teachers outside the research process
recognize.


Evaluation question. To what extent does the research report portray
teaching contexts and activities that teachers identify with?


4. Reflection


Teachers’ research should stimulate careful consideration of practice
and theorizing as a means to further action.


Evaluation question. To what extent did the processes of this study
challenge teachers’ thinking and its outcomes stimulate professional
development?


5. Relativity


Teaching contexts are complex and constantly changing.


Evaluation question. To what extent do outcomes from this research study
confirm what is known about teaching?


6. Relevance


Teachers have to be interested in the research concern or question to
engage with the process and outcomes.


Evaluation question. To what extent do teachers need to know the
outcomes of this research study?


7. Reliability


Teachers should find the conduct of research trustworthy.


Evaluation question. To what extent have teachers accepted the outcomes
of this research study?
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8. Respect


Teachers’ research processes and outcomes should respect the rights
of individuals and institutions researched.


Evaluation question. To what extent do research processes and outcomes
respect individual and institutional rights?


9. Responsibility


Teachers’ research requires institutional support.


Evaluation question. To what extent do teachers’ employing institutions
support their research?


10. Responsiveness


Research processes and outcomes should be sensitive to teaching
circumstances and needs.


Evaluation question. How close are research outcomes to practical teach-
ing requirements?


11. Revelation


Researching teaching may lead to new teacher perspectives on famil-
iar teaching experiences.


Evaluation question. To what extent have research outcomes led to
learning about teaching?


12. Review


Teachers’ research processes and outcomes should be evaluated
beyond the immediate teaching contexts of the study itself.


Evaluation question. To what extent, and how, have research outcomes
been the subject of peer and public review?
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13. Richness


Specific detail about the teaching context is an essential element of a
research report on teaching.


Evaluation question. To what extent are the teaching context and detail in
the study accurately and lucidly conveyed in the research report?


14. Robustness


Teachers’ research should have features that endure in institutional
programs.


Evaluation question. To what extent have institutions and systems accom-
modated research processes and outcomes on completion of the teach-
ers’ research study?


Evaluating Some Australian TESOL Research Projects


The framework has been trialled with six Australian language educa-
tion projects or teacher education processes from a decade of Australian
adult- and school-based TESOL. The six TESOL projects were chosen for
three reasons. First, they were typical of Australian teacher education
and research in TESOL. Second, all the projects have published reports,
evaluations, or studies that include work done by teachers. Third, as a
researcher or teacher educator on each, my insider’s view, though no
doubt biased, provides a consistent perspective over the different types of
projects. The projects were all funded within a 10-year period. A brief
description of the six projects, my role in each, and the five contexts into
which they fall follows and is summarized in Table 1.


Context 1: National Curriculum Development for Teachers


The National Curriculum Project (NCP), Project 1.1, concerned an
attempt to clarify communicative language teaching principles; develop
programming theory and methodology; identify and support curriculum
decisions; and provide frameworks, guidelines, and resources for more
than 800 ESL teachers in the Australian AMEP. The NCP had funding for
national coordination for 18 months starting in 1986, after which
specific outcomes received targeted funding at the state and national
levels until approximately the end of 1991. The NCP has already been
reported and evaluated elsewhere (e.g., Bartlett, 1990a; Burton, 1987b;
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Nunan, 1992a). My role as one of two national coordinators was to offset
the top-down requirement of curriculum products as outcomes by
involving teachers and professional colleagues in the research and
curriculum design, implementation, and evaluation process.


For Project 1.2, the Australian Language Levels (ALL) team was
established in 1985 to draw on expertise in teaching languages other
than English and ESL in Australian schools and produce a common,
organisational framework and set of curriculum guidelines. Though
many teachers contributed to the ALL project, a small team of experts
drawn from the educational system essentially analysed, conceptualised,
and designed the project. The ALL team produced a series of four
curriculum guidelines on language learning and aspects of curriculum
and course planning (Scarino, Vale, McKay, & Clark, 1988). These
resources had already been produced when I joined the team for 6
months as an editorial adviser for the second phase of publications,
which began in 1991.


Context 2: Localized Professional Networking


In the early 1990s a series of state-based research nodes was created
(Project Activity 2). Each state node is part of a national research
network and receives small-scale national funding on a contract basis
from Languages Australia (previously the National Languages and
Literacy Institute of Australia, NLLIA) to encourage collaborative re-
search on child and adult ESL and literacy policy and practice (Lo
Bianco, 1995). Each state negotiated the focus and organisation of its
nodes to meet local requirements. In my role as state director from 1993
to 1995, I saw the two nodes in South Australia as providing a bridge
between the higher education context and the classroom context of
teachers by supporting teachers in reflective teaching practices.


Context 3: National Research Study


The Desert Schools Project, Project 3, researched current English
language and literacy development among seven desert-based Aboriginal
communities in Central Australia (NLLIA/South Australia Teaching and
Curriculum Centre, 1996). The project had three specific research
objectives: (a) to identify contextual factors affecting English language
development and use, (b) to describe patterns and status of language
varieties and use and their possible influence on English language
development and use, and (c) to document patterns and levels of spoken
and written English required in educational settings. Research method-
ology strongly encouraged participation from local communities and
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their ownership of research outcomes. The project was constructed in
three subprojects, each focusing on one of the three objectives. I was a
consultant to the third subproject, which described English language use
in school classrooms in the seven communities. My role required the
designing of discourse data collection processes for the classrooms and
analysing features of classroom talk.


Context 4: EFL Teachers as Researchers


In 1994 and 1995 I gave three week-long in-service courses to Thai
EFL teachers at Chulalongkorn University Language Institute (Project
4). Two of the courses were on classroom research and reflective
teaching processes, and the third was on curriculum design, implemen-
tation, and evaluation. The courses aimed to explore the use of action
research and discourse analysis in contexts where teachers often do not
have responsibility for curriculum (Burton, 1994).


Context 5: In-Service Teacher Education


I am a member of a specialist university TESOL unit. The unit offers
graduate and postgraduate internal and external teacher education
course work and research award courses through the University of South
Australia (Project Activity 5). Students tend to be full-time ESL teachers
seeking higher or specialist teacher qualifications through part-time
study. However, there are increasing numbers of overseas fee-paying
students, and the unit now also runs a 1-year MTEFL postgraduate
course designed specifically for the EFL teaching context.


Application of the Evaluation Framework


The evaluative framework enables individual evaluative profiles for
research projects to be completed with a score of 1 (lowest value) to 4
(highest value) for each of the 14 characteristics. This scoring system was
chosen to prevent midway responses. No characteristics are weighted.


Table 2 records my scores for the seven Australian TESOL research
projects described above and summarized in Table 1. An interpretation
of my score profile for each project is offered below.


Project 1.1


This project met the objectives set by its funding body to provide
national curriculum resources and processes; it further met its own
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internally set objective of involving teachers in the resource production
process. By the end of project funding, the teachers involved (about 100
of a total force of just over 800) and some of their colleagues had
acquired skills beyond the level of the materials they were helping to
produce. Because funding was not continued on the same scale beyond
1987, the sustainability of the process depended on the newly skilled
teachers, on local program support, and on whether the products were
stand-alone. The products were not stand-alone; they depended on in-
service activity, continuing time for trial and reflection, and local
professional support. Local program support (with some national fund-
ing) until 1991 enabled, amongst other things, the appointment of
curriculum advisers for that period of time to assist teachers with
curriculum design and implementation. Though now in limited use by
classroom teachers, the initial set of curriculum frameworks has been
used as a model for curriculum development in recently targeted parts of
adult education, workplace English, and literacy education programs.


Project 1.2


In the main, the project materials met the original objectives. They
formed an internally coherent set of resources for conceptualising and
developing language curriculum. Language teachers, however, for whom
the materials were intended, expressed some misgivings about them at
the time of their introduction, owing in part to most of them having
been external to the development process. But even though this project
may have emphasized the production of stand-alone curriculum re-
sources at the expense of inclusive, developmental in-service processes,
the products remain as explicit tools and resources that can be used in a
wide range of settings, including those for which they were not originally
intended. In the long term, the resources have continued in general use
as reference materials in formal, language teacher education contexts.


Project 2


This activity was intended to establish a sustainable process of profes-
sional networking across the higher education and school and adult
education sectors through reflection on teaching practice. The process
was intended to include the multiple voices of stakeholders in ESL and
literacy education. In the first 3 years of operation, process problems
largely dominated. The two nodes in adult literacy and in child ESL and
literacy brought together a range of competing perspectives on research,
teacher education, teaching, and community needs. Halfway through
the first 3-year period, the two nodes, which had initially had a single
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management structure, separated—although they continued with the
same overall project management team. The separation enabled each to
move at its own pace. In the school sector, some action research projects
were completed. In the adult sector, the search for a set of objectives
common across multiple perspectives continued. Since 1996, the nodes
have each had their own project management team.


Project 3


This project met its three research objectives. As is often the case, the
research revealed imperatives for action. The researchers found that
classroom teachers and Aboriginal teenage students were experiencing
problems that needed to be addressed through in-service education. The
local communities and the teachers, the stakeholders in the research,
agreed with this finding and wanted the results of the project widely
canvassed. However, although the project allowed for recommendations
on in-service education, its terms did not provide for in-service education
processes. As yet, the research report, which contains a mass of informa-
tion and detail, has had limited circulation: Its publication was delayed,
the report has not been widely circulated, and it is expensive.


Project 4


The impact of these short, intensive in-service programs for EFL
teachers is hard to assess, though marginal is the tentative verdict. This is
due to their operating in a national setting away from teachers’ indi-
vidual teaching environments, their being once-off activities, and their
concept and approach being virtually new to course participants (Bur-
ton, 1994). One of the participants has since enrolled in a formal teacher
education program (and has been a participant in Project Activity 5).


Project 5


Formal teacher education programs such as postgraduate courses in
TESOL aim to provide specialist in-service education, professional
qualifications, and opportunities for teachers to theorize about practice.
They offer a formal means for collaborative construction of knowledge
about TESOL. The setting is relatively stable; the outcome—a profes-
sional qualification—is widely respected. Such stability may mean partici-
pants know what is expected of them; it may also mean routines are hard
to change. Whether postgraduate study in TESOL is a meaningful
process for teachers may depend on the extent to which course activities
can involve teachers in the design and management of their study. Like
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Project Activity 5, many successful Australian TESOL postgraduate
programs encourage students to research their own teaching contexts
and frame assignment questions around concerns they develop from
their own interrogation of what they study on course.


Cross-Case Analysis


The outcomes from the six projects in the five contexts are summa-
rized in Table 3. A tally of their scores (see Table 2) indicates my
comparison, that is, ranking, of the projects.


I have ranked the NCP (1.1) first, reflecting my preference for
research methodologies that include teachers as researchers and facili-
tate learning and development during the process of a project. The
Desert Schools Project (3) scored one 4 amid mainly 1s and 2s because
the national research management processes and political climate nei-
ther encouraged collaboration nor allowed for wide dissemination. The
Languages Australia research nodes (Project 2) and the Thai EFL
courses (Project 4) had relatively low scores because of low system
sustainability outside the funded contexts or duration of the projects.
The ALL project (1.2) fell in the middle position, because the research


TABLE 3
Project Outcomes


Project Outcome Dissemination and uptake


1.1: National
Curriculum Project


1.2: Australian
Language Levels
project


2: Languages
Australia research
nodes


3: Desert Schools
Project


4: Thai EFL courses


5: In-service teacher
education


Wide during project; some
dissemination of process after project;
project model used for other contexts


Limited adaptation possible during
project; products capable of easy, wide
dissemination after project


Few products; little tangible
dissemination beyond context
members


Publication with limited contexts of
circulation


Decontextualised experience; teachers
may not relate it to their own work
context


Dissemination and communication
across research, teacher education,
and teaching contexts


Teaching products requiring
supporting process


Explicit teaching products
requiring minimal supporting
process


Teaching support process with
minimal products


Research report


Student enrolled in
postgraduate study program


Continuing teacher in-service
education process; teaching
products through assignments
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products failed to meet the expectations of many teachers for whom they
were intended. In-service teacher education (Project 5) scored relatively
highly because of its sustainability and facility for dissemination.


The row tally in Table 2 indicates which research characteristics
scored most highly across the projects, in my interpretation. The
comparison shows that relevance (teachers’ need to know about a
project’s outcomes) was the salient characteristic across the projects.
However, the score for review (extent of peer and public review of
research outcomes) suggests that this need has not been met adequately.
The relatively high score for respect (for individual and institutional
rights) indicates general sensitivity about the conduct of research. The
scores for reality (realism of research outcomes) and robustness (institu-
tional and system accommodation of research processes and outcomes—
sustainability) suggest that there has been little long-term impact so far
on teaching from most of the projects, apart from in-service teacher
education (Project 5), whose total score profile indicates sustainability
and the ability to draw together and disseminate research outcomes
effectively.


As suggested above, the success of Project 5 in this respect could be
due to its context, which regularly brings together researchers of
teaching, teacher educators, and teachers as students. Regular opportu-
nities to reflect, share, and compare teaching and research on teaching
experiences are otherwise rare. Without them, researchers and teachers
work largely alone. Peer reflection is achieved in snatched informal
moments or in isolated, formal, conference-type settings. Collaborative
reflection and evaluation across the two contexts of research and
teaching are even more difficult to achieve. Formal teacher education is
the most stable context in which they can occur. Hence the importance
of Context 5, which in Project 5 encouraged the theorizing of practice
across classroom settings and across teaching, research, and teacher
education contexts.


An Example of Cross-Case Analysis


An example of linking across contexts through teacher education
processes occurred at the beginning of Project 5. Two master’s students,
one from China and one from Vietnam, raised their different ap-
proaches to curriculum during an early session of the Issues in TESOL
Curriculum course. One favored a lexical approach to curriculum
design, the other advocated a sentence-based grammar approach. As the
teacher educator, my approach was to ask the rest of the class what each
of them meant by grammar. I encouraged them to consider the combina-
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tion of syntax and vocabulary in lexicogrammar and grammatical analy-
sis as a means of interpreting spoken and written discourse. My input
reflected what I had learned through projects such as those in the five
contexts outlined above. My approach to teaching through questioning
their assumptions reflected my constructivist view of knowledge. The
students’ discussion reflected their professional experiences and ap-
proaches to teaching.


A week later, to encourage wider discussion, I asked the whole student
group to discuss their notions of discourse and grammar in an activity
based on two texts from Nunan (1993, pp. 14–15). One text was written;
the other was spoken. Both concerned a group of friends preparing
breakfast on their first morning on holiday. Nunan had taken the spoken
text from Christie (1989, p. 51) and created the written text from it. I
created jigsaw exercises from both texts. I asked the students to examine
characteristics of spoken and written texts by comparing the relative
difficulty of reconstructing the spoken text with the relative ease of
reconstructing the written text. The activity was completed in prepara-
tion for discussing readings on organizing syllabuses and teaching
materials. The readings included a journal article on spoken grammar
and how it can be taught (McCarthy & Carter, 1995).


I used the jigsaw task because I felt it would be productive for students
to examine their understandings of discourse and grammar before
considering the teaching of grammar, which would include reading
about an approach to teaching spoken grammar depending on under-
standings that some of them may not have shared. I had used the jigsaw
task previously in Project 2 and other teacher workshops, where I found
it provoked a lot of discussion. Thus, not only was I drawing from
experience across work contexts, but also the task itself was one link in a
chain of connections from my reading of Nunan’s (1993) reading of
Christie (1989). Since then the chain has progressed in discussions of
this task with teacher educator colleagues. The discussions have resulted
in a new course entitled A Discourse Approach to Teaching and a joint
review by the two students of a recent book by Lewis (1997) on a lexical
approach to teaching. The review is intended for publication in a
professional teaching journal.


It was the trialling of the evaluation framework that enabled me as the
teacher educator in Context 5 to make the connection across the
contexts in which I had operated. Further, it has encouraged me to think
more about how I can make these connections available for teachers in
research and through teacher education activities.
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DISCUSSION


For teachers, researching teaching is a natural outcome of profes-
sional interest in what they normally do. It is equally natural to want to
share experience and expertise with other professionals, such as other
teachers, researchers, and teacher educators. Although researchers seek
to generalize knowledge, teachers seek to particularize it to their own
context (Clarke, 1994). Teachers learn and theorize from research by
making sense of it—understanding it—in relation to their own experi-
ence. Connection, sharing, and, ultimately, understanding are maxi-
mized when teachers participate in research processes. Then there is
more opportunity for shared contexts and collaborative learning.


An evaluative, reflective framework such as the one reported here
could work in a number of ways to facilitate professional exchange and
classroom connection. In addition to its use by one person across a range
of individual research, teaching, or teacher education activities, it could
be used by researcher groups; peer-teaching teams; groups of colleagues
working for the same program or institution; program managers; or a
mix of teachers, researchers, and teacher educators with similar con-
cerns. Characteristics and evaluation questions could be reviewed and
adapted to meet different circumstances. A set of responses for a project
or for characteristics across several projects, where respondents had
participated in several, common projects, could form the basis for
extended discussion of the professional implications of the projects
evaluated. In most instances, the discussion would at some point center
on how research processes worked and what their relation was to the
status of research outcomes. For example, lack of explicitness about
research processes might have frustrated discussion. This in turn could
highlight the importance of accurate, detailed research reporting and
might result in further research with improved research methodologies.


Essentially, an evaluative, reflective framework for research aims for
effective dissemination of research outcomes and some professional
support for research uptake. The traditional means of disseminating
TESOL research has been publication. However, the contexts of publica-
tion (e.g., conferences, academic journals, government reports) are
neither comfortable for nor easily accessible to many ESOL teachers.
Unless research publications are tailored directly to the teaching con-
text, support for in-service and networking processes is essential. Time
and opportunities to test innovations and reflect on outcomes are
particularly important when research outcomes necessitate significant
changes in teaching practice. Thus, dissemination and professional
support for change go hand in hand. The outcomes of the first five of the
six projects reported (Contexts 1–4) were vulnerable in both regards in
a number of ways.
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Shift in context from the site where something was learned to the site where the
outcome of learning was intended to be applied. Project 3, though national,
operated in local contexts. Conclusions about the classroom behaviour
of Aboriginal children were based on seven small communities in
Central Australia. National Projects 1.1 and 1.2 drew more extensively
from national bases, though even Project 1.1, which was the most broadly
consultative of the national projects, relied considerably on one small
representative team to carry out the production of curriculum resources
for national use. Although generalizing research outcomes in these ways
may be administratively sound, uptake will depend on dissemination and
support processes that enable teachers, as implementers of research, to
relate research outcomes to their own teaching circumstances.


No supporting reflective framework for trial and change. Only Project 1.1 had
continuing professional processes that were specifically intended to
support and evaluate curriculum renewal arising from project outcomes.


Limited tangible resources capable of surviving in stand-alone circumstances.
Only Project 1.2 produced curriculum materials capable of being used
without professional support. This was because all stages of the curricu-
lum process in this project were clearly articulated. Project 1.1 produced
curriculum resources for teachers to use in curriculum planning. By the
end of Project 1.1 and its follow-up support funding, experienced
teachers no longer needed the project resources. This was a successful
project outcome. However, the resources were not easy for new, inexpe-
rienced teachers to use independently, so the need for continuing
professional support remained. Projects 2, 3, and 4 did not produce
stand-alone teaching resources.


Limited contexts of publication. This applied particularly to Projects 2 and
3. For varying reasons reported above, the research outcomes have not
gone far beyond the research communities. However, Project 2 still has
the potential for widespread influence if the school systems increase
system support.


Publication without supporting dissemination processes. Projects 3 and 4 did
not have any supporting dissemination processes built in. Projects 1.1
and 2 were the only projects structured to operate with consultation and
feedback.


Consequently, of the six projects evaluated, the most durable outcomes
were the stand-alone, explicit curriculum resources in Project 1.1 and
the teacher education processes in Project 5. Yet, for reasons already
given, professional networking processes would seem to be vital for
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teacher uptake of research outcomes and the incorporation of teacher
insights in research processes. Teacher educators remain, at present, the
main links between researchers and teachers. Through formal teacher
education programs, they are well placed to encourage professional
dialogue on and investigation of teaching and its evaluation. Although
formal teacher education programs are currently mainstays in support-
ing teachers professionally, they are not processes that necessarily
empower teachers. Such empowerment depends on the professional
goodwill of teacher educators, the texts they use, and the processes they
encourage.


CONCLUSION


Networking processes created by collaborative research and evalua-
tion of research outcomes offer teachers professional growth, empower-
ment, and connection. Collaborative teaching and researching (i.e.,
learning about teaching) encourage seamlessness (Wells, 1994, p. vii).4


Seamlessness, a vivid metaphor, conjures up connection, intersubjectivity,
collaboration, negotiation of learning—a dynamic world view. In marked
contrast, rigor, though highly respected by researchers for its connota-
tions of adherence to exacting standards, may also evoke in some
minds—not least through the lexical links between the two words—the
notion of rigidity. Rigor will always be a central consideration in testing
and evaluating research outcomes, but there are other Rs that also
characterise research processes, as the evaluative framework reported
here has attempted to suggest.


Unfortunately, TESOL practitioners have not been well placed tradi-
tionally to move seamlessly between teaching and research. Formal
teacher education courses have been the major, reliable link between
theory and practice. Unless educational systems provide managerial
support (Burton & Mickan, 1993) and ensure opportunities for teachers
to engage in research, reflect on teaching practice, and evaluate others’
research on teaching, this situation will not change. Until continuing,
system-funded programs—as opposed to once-off projects (Burton,
1997)—are the pattern of professional support and research on teach-
ing, teacher educators from the higher education sector will remain the
main connection between theory and practice, with researching and
teaching communities continuing their distinct activities and practices.


4 Beattie (1995), in a narrative study of the learning-teaching collaboration between teacher
educator and teacher, captures the seamlessness of professional learning and investigation. She
notes that in deciding “to become teachers and educational researchers, we create situations in
which the necessity for continuous learning and professional growth . . . is a fundamental aspect
of . . . professionalism” (p. 143).
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With appropriate dissemination, support, reflection, and evaluation
processes, teachers can have a central voice in research—whether as
researchers or consumers of research. The TESOL community, in
seeking to establish standards of research practice and acceptability
outside the profession, must, together with its teachers, first characterize
what it does and then seek ways of making its characterization clear and
transparent. Such an approach may not fit within, nor will it replace,
mainstream research. However, general epistemological considerations,
such as the nature and status of what we as TESOL professionals can
know about social behavior and learning, surely support a more ques-
tioning, open approach to learning about teaching—one that makes
allowance for traditional research processes and the evolution of distinct
TESOL practices that can contribute to and influence mainstream
research processes through the asking of good questions. Good ques-
tions are what matter, because they keep the reflective, dialogic process
of learning alive—and learning is essentially what research is about.
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Using data from class observations, interviews, and stimulus recall
reports, this study examined how two in-service ESL teachers’ personal
practical knowledge informed their practice through a description of a
tension each teacher faced in the classroom. Upon reflection and
dialogue, these teachers articulated their personal practical knowledge
in personalized language through the narrative reconstruction of their
experiences as learners, teachers, and participants in a teacher educa-
tion program. This knowledge informed their practice (a) by filtering
experience so that the teachers reconstructed it and acted in response
to the exigencies of a teaching situation and (b) by giving physical form
to their practice; it is their knowledge in action. Furthermore, personal
practical knowledge is an affective and moral way of knowing that is
permeated with a concern for the consequences of practice for both
teachers and students. Through their stories, teachers become aware of
these consequences.


L2 teaching has been characterized as situated and interpretive
(Freeman, 1994; Freeman & Richards, 1996; Johnson, 1996). This


characterization suggests that L2 teachers’ knowledge is, in part, experi-
ential and constructed by teachers themselves as they respond to the
contexts of their classrooms. However, research in teacher education has
largely focused on developing an empirically grounded knowledge-base
to be given to teachers rather than on examining what teachers’
experiential knowledge is and how they use that knowledge (Carter,
1990). Imposing a codified body of knowledge on teachers and separat-
ing them from their experiential knowledge “may lead to closed worlds
of meaning rather than opening windows on possibilities” (Harrington,
1994, p. 190). Opening windows on possibilities may require recon-
ceptualizing the notion of knowledge so that it includes L2 teachers’
ways of knowing and how they use their knowledge in the language
classroom.
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TEACHERS’ EXPERIENTIAL KNOWLEDGE
IN L1 RESEARCH


Research in L1 teacher education has indeed reconceptualized knowl-
edge by developing Dewey’s (1938) notion of the continuity of experience, in
which knowledge is constructed and reconstructed through quality
experiences. Dewey’s emphasis on the importance of socially construct-
ing what is known has informed much of the research on L1 teachers’
experiential knowledge; moreover, it has accounted for the relationship
between experience inside and outside the classroom and teaching. This
relationship has been characterized through such constructs as practical
knowledge (Elbaz, 1983) and personal practical knowledge (Clandinin, 1986;
Clandinin & Connelly, 1986).


In a seminal case study of a high school English teacher, Elbaz (1983)
conceptualized the kind of knowledge teachers hold and use as practical
knowledge. She identified the content of practical knowledge as knowl-
edge of self, the milieu of teaching, subject matter, curriculum develop-
ment, and instruction. She also identified the ways teachers hold and use
their knowledge as situational, theoretical, personal, social, and experi-
ential and proposed three interrelated levels of structure within that
knowledge—rules of practice, practical principles, and images. Elbaz
asserted that teachers’ feelings, values, needs, and beliefs combined with
experience, theoretical knowledge, and folklore guide their instruc-
tional practice.


Clandinin (1986) and Clandinin and Connelly (1986) expanded
Elbaz’s framework through their construct of personal practical knowl-
edge, which is characterized by personal philosophies, metaphors,
rhythms, and narrative unity as representing forms in the language of
practice. Personal philosophy is composed of beliefs and values that have
grown out of experience whereas narratives ground these beliefs and
values within the context of classroom events. That is, personal philoso-
phy is a teacher’s theory about teaching that is contextualized in
experience and represents unity among that teacher’s beliefs, values, and
actions. Metaphors used in narratives structure the way teachers think
about teaching and the way they act. Unity represents the thread that ties
a narrative together, whereas rhythm is the way teachers know the cyclical
temporal patterns of school.


Clandinin and Connelly (1987) define personal practical knowledge
as a “moral, affective, and aesthetic way of knowing life’s educational
situations” (p. 59). This definition highlights teachers’ knowledge as
being dialectical, situated, and dynamic in response to their personal
and professional lives, embodied in persons, and taking the form of
stories. In other words, teachers’ knowledge interacts with and is
reshaped by the reconstruction of their experiences through stories.
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A meaningful addition to this characterization of teachers’ experien-
tial knowledge is that it is consequential; that is, teachers’ instruction has
repercussions on students and teachers alike (Harrington, 1994; Olson,
1995). Teachers become aware of the consequences of their actions
through stories they hear or tell and, therefore, become accountable for
their actions in the classroom (Olson, 1995). Shannon (1995) further
suggests that how teachers make sense of these stories, or negotiate texts,
is critical because negotiation allows people not only to learn something
but also to take action and gain some control in their lives.


Viewing knowledge as consequential extends the construct of per-
sonal practical knowledge in a fundamental way because, as Dewey
(1916) noted, education is a social process, and the classroom is a form
of community life. Thus, a moral and affective way of knowing is
permeated with a concern for community, for how teachers’ knowledge
and action affect others. Through the stories they tell, teachers can learn
not only what they know but also what the moral and affective conse-
quences of their practice are. Ultimately, to more fully describe teachers’
knowledge and help teachers understand how their experiential knowl-
edge informs their practice, the field of L2 teacher education needs to
examine teachers’ personal practical knowledge through those stories,
especially in terms of how teachers perceive the moral and affective
consequences of L2 instruction for themselves and their students.


The study described here examined the characteristics of the personal
practical knowledge of two ESL teachers and the way it informed their
practice. The study addressed the following research questions:
1. What are the characteristics of L2 teachers’ personal practical


knowledge?
2. How does L2 teachers’ personal practical knowledge inform practice?


METHOD


Participants


The two participants, Jenny and Sonya,1 had had extensive formal
language learning experiences in their secondary and postsecondary
schooling and in natural settings outside the United States. Neither had
had formal teaching experience. Both were native English speakers in
their early 20s, in their fourth semester as MA candidates and teaching
assistants (TAs) in a 2-year teacher education program. Jenny and Sonya
met regularly with their supervisor and the other TAs in an internship in


1 Both names are pseudonyms.
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which they discussed general and context-specific issues in teaching,
examined their beliefs about teaching and their practice, and discussed
problems and instructional strategies. Both were teaching the second
course in a series of three speaking and listening courses for interna-
tional teaching assistants (Speech Communication 117), a course they
had taught previously.


Data Collection


Data collection for this study occurred over 4 months. The sources of
data included daily nonparticipant observation of Jenny and Sonya’s
Speech Communication 117 classes (45 observations), 45 after-class
interviews, 3 scheduled interviews, a videotape of one class session, and
stimulus recall reports of the videotapes. I conducted the observations,
the interviews, and the stimulus recall individually with each teacher.
Because I was also a TA in the Department of Speech Communication, I
had known Jenny and Sonya for 11/2 years. During that time, we had many
professional and personal conversations in TA meetings and in the office
shared by the TAs.


During the observations, I took field notes that I later used to identify
issues concerning the teachers’ personal practical knowledge. Based on
questions generated from the field notes and ongoing dialogue between
the teachers and myself, I conducted interviews after every class ob-
served. After every three or four classes, I wrote conceptual memos to
identify themes and organize the data (Miles & Huberman, 1984). The
three scheduled interviews, which lasted 1–2 hours, were semistructured
in that topics were focused, in part, by the memos and the teachers’
reactions to them. The scheduled interviews were audiotaped and then
transcribed.


In the interpretive process, each teacher received an interpretive
letter (Clandinin, 1986), which described my perceptions of the inter-
views and an initial conceptualization of the content of each teacher’s
personal practical knowledge (which I called a profile). The purpose of
the interpretive letters and profiles was to solicit comments to confirm or
disconfirm my interpretations (Elbaz, 1983). Researchers have suggested
that recognizing the reciprocal and responsive nature of the research
process helps validate the research because of the implicit values and
purposes of both researcher and subjects (Clandinin, 1986; Elbaz, 1981;
Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Both teachers explained their answers further,
commented on my interpretations, corrected biographical or chronolog-
ical information, and provided feedback to the researcher on the clarity
of the prose.


Once during the final month of the semester, I videotaped the
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teachers in class and conducted stimulus recall protocols, following the
procedures established by Shavelson and Stern (1981). In audiotaped
recall comments, the teachers were asked to consider their decision-
making processes and evaluate their instructional decisions, and the
corresponding videotape footage was noted. I transcribed illustrative
points in the teachers’ recall comments and used the videotape footage,
noted in real time, to match the recall comments to the corresponding
points. Illustrative points were identified as comments that explicated
the teacher’s decision-making processes in response to their instruc-
tional practices.


Data Analysis


The primary data used for analysis were field notes and the transcripts
of the scheduled and postobservation interviews, as well as the concep-
tual memos.


Categories of Personal Practical Knowledge


Both types of interviews were analyzed in accordance with the prin-
ciples of ethnographic semantics, in which the meaning Jenny and Sonya
gave to their verbal expression became the primary focus for investiga-
tion (Spradley, 1979; Spradley & McCurdy, 1972). The data were then
processed by means of a constant comparative method of analysis (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967). To code the interview data, I based my initial readings of
the interview data on the discovery of salient themes and patterns using
inductive analysis procedures (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; Glaser & Strauss,
1967). I then established and collapsed the categories for the content of
the teachers’ personal practical knowledge: knowledge of self, knowl-
edge of subject matter, knowledge of instruction, and knowledge of
context.


Knowledge of self can be described in terms of the identities to which
the teachers referred when they reconstructed their experience, for
example, language learner, teacher, and spouse. Knowledge of subject
matter includes the disciplinary knowledge that a teacher uses in the
classroom; more specifically, it is input from readings, classes, professors,
and other experiences that these teachers had filtered through their
interpretive frameworks to shape their understandings of L2 learning
and teaching.


Knowledge of instruction represents the pedagogical knowledge that
these teachers drew upon to teach and to make sense of their teaching.
This knowledge can be general as well as specific, as expressed in
particular teaching contexts and students, including knowledge of the
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role of teachers and students, the role of the classroom and naturalistic
settings in language learning, the role of lesson plans, the objectives of
tasks, evaluation of students and tasks, interaction with students, and
assessment of students. Knowledge of contexts includes the institutional
and sociopolitical setting along with the time, place, and actors within
the setting.


Even though these categories help illustrate the personal practical
knowledge of these teachers, they are neither a comprehensive nor a
prescriptive view of what teachers know. The categories overlap and
interact, and the content of and interaction among them are illustrated
in the description of each participant’s tension. In sum, L2 teachers’
personal practical knowledge can be viewed as similar to that of L1
education teachers as described by Elbaz (1983), Clandinin (1986), and
Harrington (1994); that is, it is personally relevant, situational, oriented
toward practice, dialectical, and dynamic as well as moralistic, emotional,
and consequential.


Identification of Instructional Tension


I identified an instructional tension during the first scheduled inter-
view, when Jenny and Sonya initiated discussion of a particular problem
they faced in the classroom. Tensions were defined as “competing
demands within their [the teachers’] teaching” that represent “diver-
gences among different forces or elements in the teacher’s understand-
ing of the school context, the subject matter, or the students” (Freeman,
1993, p. 488). Rather than being viewed as dichotomies, these diver-
gences are embedded within tensions as overlapping layers. As such,
tensions obstruct teachers’ abilities to develop practice that is compatible
with their intentions.


Each teacher’s particular tension and strategies to manage the tension
became a prominent concern, generated from field notes and concep-
tual memos, in subsequent after-class and structured interviews. After I
identified the categories for the content and sources of personal
practical knowledge, I reviewed the coded interview data and the
conceptual memos to identify instances of each teacher’s knowledge of
her tension, the relevant experiences through which each expressed her
knowledge, and the strategies used in response to the tension. Because
the stimulus recall procedure focused on how teachers’ personal practi-
cal knowledge was expressed in the strategies each teacher used in
response to her tension, I reviewed the stimulus recall data to supple-
ment my initial conceptualization of each teacher’s tension and the
narrative of that tension.


The notion of image was used to characterize the tensions. Image is
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defined by Clandinin (1986) as “a personal, meta-level, organizing
concept in personal practical knowledge in that it embodies a person’s
experience; finds expression in practice; and is the perspective from
which new experience is taken” (p. 166). This definition highlights how
teachers can use images as they reconstruct their experiences. Because
Jenny and Sonya frequently talked about their tensions using the words
balance and scaffold, respectively, I characterized the tensions by these two
terms.


THE TEACHERS’ PERSONAL PRACTICAL KNOWLEDGE


Jenny: “The Balance”


Simply walking into Jenny’s classroom made it clear that she had to
work hard to overcome the negative physical environment. Students
were seated in a semicircle in a large room strewn with soda cans and
newspapers from previous students. Jenny had her papers arranged on a
long table in front of the blackboard. In front of the table were an
overhead projector and a desk at which she sometimes sat. The black-
board, table, and overhead served as the sphere in which Jenny did her
teacher-fronted activities, such as previewing the class, demonstrating
the articulations of sounds, and presenting homework.


 The dominant voice that Jenny had to compete with was that of the
heater, which blew without any regular volume or rhythm. Typically, two
students spoke voluntarily to Jenny both before and during class,
whereas the others would speak when she called on them. One student,
who was less fluent than the others, remained silent almost always. The
students were predominately male (nine males and two females) and
Asian (nine Chinese and two Koreans).


The students’ reluctance to speak was problematic in this course
because they were required to achieve an A to advance to the final course
and begin limited, supervised teaching. The objectives of the course
were to increase the intelligibility of the students’ speech by improving
their pronunciation of North American English, develop presentation
skills for the classroom, and familiarize students with U.S. cultural traits
pertaining to the university classroom. To increase students’ accuracy,
the supervisor of the program encouraged TAs to use simultaneous
monitoring: If students mispronounced sounds or segments of speech,
TAs selectively modeled target sounds or provided cues that a mispro-
nunciation had occurred. Jenny personalized the term simultaneous
monitoring as a way of talking about her teaching, viewing it as correction
rather than as guiding students to self-monitor and self-correct.
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Jenny’s personal practical knowledge can be captured in the image of
“the balance” (I: January 19, 1994, p. 8; POI: January 31, 1994),2 but her
desire for a balance was in practice illusive. When she tried to balance
the two instructional objectives of fluency and accuracy, her tension
ensued in part because, as Jenny described, she had “a real fear of
hypercorrecting students” (I: January 19, 1994, p. 16). Jenny expressed
this knowledge of self as she described her language learning experience
in the intensive Russian program.


I could talk like anything, but when they started to check my grammar and I
had this little old guy from y’know deep Russia who would constantly correct
me. And I became terrified of speaking in his class ’cause I know that I was
going to be corrected because I didn’t know grammar. And um they tried to
move me, and I wouldn’t let them move me. But um that was kind of a
traumatic experience. (I: January 19, 1994, p. 4)


Jenny believed that this teacher “silenced” her as a student in his class
(I: January 19, 1994, p. 16). She expressed her knowledge of self as both
student and teacher by choosing not to do simultaneous monitoring: “I
just I wouldn’t want somebody doing that to me, so I can’t do that I
guess” (I: January 19, 1994, p. 16). Jenny’s personal practical knowledge
was thus shaped by her experiences as a learner and shaped what she did
as a teacher. Moreover, Jenny’s recounting of this experience points to
the affective nature of her personal practical knowledge (her fear of
being corrected), its moral nature (how she would like to be treated and
how she should treat others), and its consequential nature (how her
behavior might silence students).


Jenny’s knowledge of subject matter—in particular, the competing
demands of accuracy and fluency—and knowledge of instruction—her
students—were also embedded within her tension.


I always feel like if I correct their pronunciation all the time, that there has to
be a place for fluency too. And I do correct their pronunciation post-talk
y’know afterwards, when they do presentations, when they do cassette tapes,
when they do pronunciation assignments. And also when they do discussions,
I correct in front of the whole class. So I almost feel like if I do that in every
class, at first they may feel like they appreciate it, but I feel like there has to be
a time for them to just speak fluently as well. (I: March 4, 1994, p. 3)


Jenny worried that simultaneous monitoring might harm her stu-
dents’ affective sides as her teacher’s hypercorrection had done hers.


2 Following each data example are the type of data (I, scheduled interview; POI,
postobservation interview; or SR, stimulus recall given in real time), the date of collection, and,
in some cases, the page in the transcripts on which the data are found.
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She speculated that students may like this immediate feedback at first
but then left the long-term consequences unstated. As she reflected on
and articulated (Freeman, 1993) her experiences in relation to her
tension, she realized that she had developed instructional strategies to
manage her tension. Her instructional strategies were devised to give
feedback to students while not disturbing the students’ emotional and
psychological well-being or her own.


Her personal practical knowledge had informed her practice; in other
words, how she understood the concepts of fluency and accuracy was
influenced by her experiences and results in practice in which she
attempted not to embarrass students by correcting them too much or
correcting them in front of their peers. The consequences of enacting
her knowledge thus had both short- and long-term effects on herself and
her students and on their relationship. Although Jenny articulated her
tension, she did not develop alternative strategies but became cognizant
that her strategies were grounded in her personal practical knowledge.
Moreover, her cognizance made her feel comfortable with these strategies.


There’s nothing that didn’t exist before, it’s just that now I know it
consciously, and I’m sure I would’ve done some of that. But now I’m able to
feel very comfortable in doing it and know that yes, there’s a reason why I’m
doing this. (I: April 25, 1994, p. 29)


Another layer of this tension became explicit when Jenny considered
her knowledge of context: Her supervisor in the program emphasized
simultaneous monitoring of students’ pronunciation.


She [her supervisor] and I think it’s really just on the whole speaking and
listening teacher that she, I think that she’s um really sort of been emphasiz-
ing that [simultaneous monitoring] to everyone because apparently there
were a lot of failures last semester. So I think that that is why she’s
emphasizing it. But when she came in to cla- my class, she said a lot about
correction to me, and I started to think about it, and realized that it’s
something I do avoid if I can (laughter). (I: March 4, 1994, p. 2)


Jenny expressed a realization that she avoided using simultaneous
monitoring and was concerned about the consequences of not using it:
She risked not meeting her supervisor’s expectations, thus resulting in a
negative evaluation by her supervisor; and students’ pronunciation
problems may not have improved, thus resulting in students’ not
advancing to the next course and perhaps affecting their assistantships.
These consequences affected her as a student in the MA program as well
as her students.


Jenny’s knowledge of instruction, such as knowledge about students in
general and particular, in relation to her knowledge of subject matter, in
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terms of monitoring and correction, revealed another layer of her
tension:


Yeah, I have a real fear of that [hypercorrecting], and I think that it’s probably
to the detriment of my students when I have students who have very, I had two
students who had really serious pronunciation problems. And um I don’t
know what I was thinking, I guess that I kinda thought that on compensation
strategies I could get them by. And they didn’t pass 117, and I realize that’s
not my fault and everything, but I really don’t think I corrected them as much
as I should have. Although you never know where that line is. (I: January 19,
1994, p. 16)


Jenny believed that some students needed simultaneous monitoring
and correction. Her example of the two students demonstrates how
difficult and perhaps undesirable it was to maintain the balance some-
times. If students do not make sufficient progress in their speaking skills,
they may not pass out of this course. Again, in struggling with emotional,
moral, and instructional issues about students’ and teachers’ responsibil-
ity in language learning, Jenny worried about the consequences of her
action or inaction.


Sonya: “The Scaffold”


In Sonya’s classroom there was joking, laughter, and a relaxed
atmosphere. The 10 students (7 males and 3 females; 6 Chinese, 2
Koreans, and 1 Russian) greeted and chatted with Sonya although they
did not seem to interact with each other. One exception was the Russian
student, who talked to everyone. The flow of conversation was hardly
interrupted by the several students who were frequently late due to the
severe winter weather.


Sonya’s classroom was new, small, and tidy. Four tables were set up to
form a rectangle so that the class seemed like a seminar. Due to the size
and the setup, all the students faced each other, and the sense that the
teacher’s sphere was at the front of the room was less pronounced than
in Jenny’s class. The feeling of proximity was further enhanced by the
lack of windows and bulky winter coats on the backs of chairs. Although
the setup seemed conducive to conversing, the white cinder block walls
with blackboards on all four sides made the room feel overly narrow.


Sonya’s personal practical knowledge can be represented by the image
of “the scaffold” (I: April 4, 1994, p. 3). Although Sonya had learned
about the notion of scaffolding (Vygotsky, 1962) in her course work, she
personalized this term as a way of talking about her teaching. For Sonya,
not only did course content and activities build on each other and
become more challenging to create a coherent whole, but teachers were
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required to make their rationale, expectations, and objectives clear to
the students. She believed the teacher had the primary responsibility for
connecting the activities and students’ ideas. Her view of scaffolding
represents aspects of her knowledge of instruction and her knowledge of
self:


This whole business of scaffolding, this whole business of making sure my
students understand the purpose of doing things, why we’re doing things in
the class, that is so important to me as a learner. So I think y’know I think
that’s kind of a twofold. It has a twofold role in my class because I prefer when
teachers do that. I appreciate it when teachers do that because it makes me
feel like they respect me and the class isn’t just a big mystery. There’s a reason
for doing things, and there’s a reason why I should bother doing something.
I mean, it goes back to this example of this class I’m taking. Now the teacher
doesn’t do that and I just go crazy. I feel like why should I come to this class
if there’s no purpose behind it. (I: July 11, 1994, p. 12)


Sonya’s personal practical knowledge informed her practice in that it
was shaped by her experiences as a learner and a person outside the
classroom, which then helped to shape her experiences as a teacher. For
Sonya, teachers showed respect for students when they made their
instructional rationales and practice clear and predictable to students. If
teachers did not do this, Sonya felt, it was a sign of disrespect to their
students. Moreover, she viewed explicit rationales and connections as
“my philosophy of life in a sense” (I: July 11, 1994, p. 19).


Sonya’s image of the scaffold led her to initially discuss her problem as
“this time constraint” (I: April 4, 1994, p. 8). She felt she did not have
enough time to cover the material on the syllabus in the 50-minute time
period because setting up a scaffold took time and because there was so
much material on the syllabus. However, as she described this problem,
she articulated the competing demands she faced.


And I feel like kind of like it’s my responsibility to to to understand my
students better, I guess or to have a better sense for wh- what they might have
trouble with. Or have a better sense for hmm how should I say it? Umm, I feel
like if I if I don’t provide the scaffold for them, then they’re just like standing
on shaky ground. And if I don’t do that, they’re not going to understand why
they’re doing things. And I don’t like for myself as a student, I’m annoyed
when teachers do that to me (laughs). So it’s kind of like my own experience
as a learner coming into play. (I: March 21, 1994, pp. 5–6)


To use scaffolding, Sonya believed it was her responsibility to know her
students’ abilities and needs. If she failed in this responsibility, she did
not provide the foundation students needed to learn, an ethical failing
for her. Moreover, as a student in such a situation, she would have been
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aggravated. Thus, Sonya’s moral, affective, and consequential ways of
knowing were expressed in her notion of scaffolding.


Although Sonya’s supervisor’s expectations reinforced her use of
scaffolding, other aspects of her knowledge of context conflicted with
her use of scaffolding. For example, Sonya felt limited by the detailed
nature of the course. Even though she knew her supervisor’s “reasons for
doing that in terms of new teachers who haven’t taught something
before, have to have plenty of things to do” (I: April 4, 1994, p. 10), she
still felt she could not deviate from the syllabus because “it’s a disservice”
to students (I: April 4, 1994, p. 10). Sonya’s understanding of the role of
the syllabus was therefore shaped by her personal practical knowledge.


Sonya had to contend with the course material in a way that was
aligned with her moral and affective concerns. She saw the syllabus as a
kind of contract between the teacher and students and thus believed she
had to cover what was on the syllabus because students needed to have
clear expectations about what the class entailed. If she failed to do this,
the consequence was that she did an injustice to students. For Sonya,
covering what was stated on a syllabus was not just an instructional
decision but an ethical way to treat students.


After almost 3 months of expressing frustration with the short time
periods and the amount of material to cover on the syllabus (I: February
25, 1994; February 28, 1994), Sonya expressed another layer of her
tension. During the stimulus recall, she saw how her own talking for the
purpose of being explicit and predictable conflicted with students’
having time to talk and commented, “I never thought of it like that that
two of two of the things I think are so important conflict with each other”
(SR, 03:25). She expressed shock that she was doing so much talking
herself: By trying to make things clear, she was taking students’ time to
talk away from them. Although she tried some strategies to resolve the
conflict—using handouts and asking students to do more on their own
outside class—she still felt she “kept coming up against a brick wall” (I:
July 11, 1994, p. 10) because she still needed to review these assignments
in class (SR, 15:29). Thus, Sonya believed that there were no strategies to
resolve this tension but that her knowledge of context dictated her
instructional response.


’Cause there are things that had to be done. Sure, it took up a lot of time, but
I’d have to decide which is more important in that case, on that day for that
class. But for other classes on other days, I could see it differently. Y’know, on
other days when I don’t have all these administrative things to take care of,
then I can think of time in a different way. (I: July 11, 1994, p. 11)


In response to her tension, Sonya felt that each day she needed to
have “priorities” (I: July 11, 1994, p. 11): Some days, she would talk more
to clarify and set up the scaffold, whereas other days students could do
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more talking. Her priorities, however, would be driven by her philosophy
of life: her ethical and emotional concerns to provide the foundation,
rationales, and clear expectations that she feels students need in order to
learn.


DISCUSSION


Upon reflection and dialogue, these L2 teachers articulated their
personal practical knowledge through the narrative reconstruction of
their experiences as learners, teachers, and participants in a teacher
education program. This narrative reconstruction of their experiences as
teachers and learners revealed that their moral and affective ways of
knowing in relation to themselves and others were permeated with the
consequences of the strategies they used to deal with the tensions they
experienced in the classroom. What these teachers knew was clearly
woven together so that they used this knowledge in a holistic way.


An Interpretive Framework


The teachers’ personal practical knowledge informed their practice
by serving as a kind of interpretive framework through which they made
sense of their classrooms as they recounted their experiences and made
this knowledge explicit. The teachers’ sense-making processes were
dynamic; the teachers’ practice at any point represented a nonlinear
configuration of their lived experience as teachers, students, and people,
in which competing goals, emotions, and values influenced the process
of and the classroom strategies that resulted from the teachers’ knowing.
Thus, personal practical knowledge informs practice, first, in that it
guides teachers’ sense-making processes; that is, as part of a teacher’s
interpretive framework, it filters experience so that teachers reconstruct
it and respond to the exigencies of a teaching situation. Second, it
informs practice by giving physical form to practice; it is teachers’
knowledge in action. Because teachers use this knowledge in response to
a particular context, each context reshapes that knowledge. In this way,
L2 teachers’ personal practical knowledge shapes and is shaped by
understandings of teaching and learning.


This study of L2 teachers’ personal practical knowledge coincides with
the findings of studies illustrating that the way L2 teachers understand
and respond to their classrooms is mediated by their experiences as
teachers, learners, and persons outside the classroom; personal and
interpersonal factors; and values, as well as their professional knowledge.
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Ulichny (1996) demonstrates that a positivist view of teachers’ profes-
sional knowledge is inadequate to explain a teacher’s methodology
because teachers’ interpretive frameworks consist of experiences as both
teachers and learners, professional knowledge, folk wisdom about teach-
ing, and personality factors. Burns (1996) suggests that personalized
theories for practice motivate the conceptual frameworks that shape
teachers’ thoughts and practice, whereas Moran (1996) highlights the
central role that teachers’ values play in their professional development.


These studies demonstrate how teachers use their knowledge in a way
that allows them to function in response to their values, emotions, and
concerns. In other words, teachers’ knowledge is bound up in how they
place themselves in relation to others and how their actions affect
themselves as well as others. Thus, as L2 teachers use their knowledge in
response to a particular context, they are influenced by not only
instructional but also personal concerns.


A Consequential Way of Knowing


The descriptions of Jenny and Sonya’s tensions reflect how their
personal practical knowledge is also a consequential way of knowing, as
Harrington (1994) describes. Implementing their knowledge in instruc-
tional practice held consequences for their students and themselves in
both the short and the long term—emotionally and morally charged
consequences of instructional decisions based on personal practical
knowledge, such as Jenny’s fear of silencing others by correcting too
much, her fear of having students fail by not correcting them enough,
and Sonya’s fear of not respecting students. Emotions, morality, and
consequences formed part of the web of these teachers’ knowing.


Although reflection and dialogue may enable teachers to articulate
their personal practical knowledge, neither was sufficient to foster
alternative instructional strategies for Jenny or Sonya, as least not
immediately. Through reflection on and dialogue with me about their
experiences, they articulated the tensions in their professional discourse
in the way Freeman (1991) suggests: Articulation is a process through
which teachers clarify tensions that previously seemed to have no
relationship with each other. How they understood the discourse was
influenced by their personal practical knowledge, especially their emo-
tional and moral concerns, resulting in a personalized discourse. Even
though Jenny recognized the strategies she used and even though Sonya
suggested that context would inform the choices she made, adapting
their instruction for their particular context, or managing (Lampert,
1985) the tension, became the key objective. Thus, clarifying tensions
and understanding the reasoning behind instructional decisions through
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reflection and articulation appear to be necessary but not sufficient for
the long-term personal and professional development of teachers. More-
over, articulation involves a personalized way of using the discourse of L2
learning and teaching.


IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS


The results of this study suggest that L2 teacher educators should
recognize that L2 teachers’ personal practical knowledge is embodied in
people; fluid in response to the particulars of context; and permeated
with moral, affective, and consequential concerns. For this reason,
personal practical knowledge is important to acknowledge in L2 teacher
education practice and research.


Connect Personal Practical Knowledge to
Empirical Knowledge


The results also suggest that the way to acknowledge teachers’
personal practical knowledge is for teacher educators to reconsider what
types of knowledge are presented to teachers, how they are presented,
and what teacher educators expect teachers to do with this knowledge.
Teacher educators must attempt to link participants’ personal practical
knowledge with the empirically grounded knowledge generally pre-
sented in teacher education course work. These results support Johnson’s
(1997) contention that teacher educators should provide teachers with
opportunities to make sense of theory by filtering it through experiential
knowledge gained as teachers and learners. To foster self-examination,
teacher educators can ask teachers to assess their values (see Pennington,
1990), write autobiographies (see Bailey et al., 1996), and identify images
of teaching (Clandinin, 1986) as means of constructing understandings
of teaching and learning as students and teachers. These techniques of
self-examination can also enable teacher educators to understand how
teachers personalize the professional jargon of ESL and to validate their
personal practical knowledge.


Foster Reflection That Contextualizes Teachers’ Knowledge


Reflection in response to their own classrooms helps teachers
contextualize their personal practical knowledge, thus making meaning
of this knowledge. Becoming ethnographers of their teaching situations
(see Day, 1990) encourages teachers to describe the context of their
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current teaching situation, such as who the students are, what they and
their students see as the roles of teacher and students, what their and
their students’ assumptions about learning and teaching are, what
tensions they face, and what the consequences of their instructional
strategies are. Also, by conducting action research (see Allwright &
Bailey, 1991), teachers can more directly examine tensions and instruc-
tional strategies. Reflection, ongoing dialogue, autobiographies, ethnog-
raphies, images, and action research can thus provide a means for
teachers to recount their past, present, and future.


Explore the Role of Emotions and Moral Beliefs in
Teachers’ Sense-Making Processes


Recognizing the moral and affective ways of knowing in personal
practical knowledge requires teacher educators to manage teachers’
potentially unsettling reflections and articulations because they may
resist questioning their assumptions or contradictions in their thinking
and behavior. Teacher educators, within a supportive community of
teachers, can pose questions; draw links among experience, instructional
practice, and knowledge; and suggest instructional strategies while
modeling self-reflection in their own teaching and in meetings with
teachers. In this way, teachers can pursue self-exploration to discern how
emotions and moral beliefs influence their sense-making processes.


Recognize the Power of Stories in the
Development of Teachers


As teachers tell their stories in classes and meetings for the practicum,
they can begin to become accountable for the choices they make in their
classrooms by becoming cognizant of the reasoning behind these
choices. Moreover, in recounting their experience, especially tensions,
teachers can become aware of the consequences of their instructional
strategies. By connecting the their personal practical knowledge and the
consequences of their actions, stories may enable teachers to open
windows on possibilities, to develop alternative conceptions of how
practice should and can be.
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Teacher Study Groups: Persistent
Questions in a Promising Approach
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Education reform and the changing demographics of the U.S. student
population require teachers to rethink classroom practice and collabo-
rate in ways they may never have before. There is a growing consensus
that traditional forms of professional development are inadequate for
addressing the vision of classroom practice required for reform and for
confronting the challenges that ESL and other content teachers face in
including English language learners in reform. Teacher study groups
are an alternative to traditional professional development structures in
that they provide opportunities for teachers to explore together issues
of teaching and learning in linguistically and culturally diverse schools.
This article reports on a year-long study of two teacher study groups.
The purpose of the study was to illuminate the complexities of working
with teachers in new ways regarding the education of English language
learners.


The education reform movement in the U.S. calls for a revolution in
schools: high standards for all students, appropriate assessments and


instructional practices, and school-based decision making. These re-
forms mean that most teachers will have to rethink their practice. They
will need to reconstruct their classroom practices and curricula so they
are aligned with those high standards and inclusive of English language
learners (ELLs). As reform hits schools, ESL teachers will not be merely
teaching ESL, nor will content-area teachers merely be teaching content.
Reform means that teachers must work effectively within the complex
culture of the school and the community, in addition to teaching and
collaborating in ways they may have never before experienced.


The demands of school reform coincide with the changing demo-
graphics of the U.S. student population. The number of ELLs in the U.S.
continues to rise. Olsen (1993) reports that between 1985 and 1991 the
K–12 ELL population increased by 51 percent. The panel on the
demographic and economic impacts of immigration reports that “the
Asian and Hispanic populations will increase under any immigration
scenario. By the year 2050, the absolute and relative sizes of their
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population will more than double” (Smith & Edmonston, 1997, p. 123).
What this means for U.S. public education is clear: Prepared or not,
schools will be responsible for the education of an ever-increasing and
diverse student population.


TEACHING, LEARNING, AND
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT


Clearly, teachers require professional development to meet the enor-
mous demands of reform and changing student populations, but there is
a growing consensus that traditional forms of professional development
are inadequate for addressing the vision of classroom practice required
for education reform (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Lewis,
1997; Lieberman, 1995; Little, 1993; Renyi, 1996) and for confronting
the challenges that ESL and other content-area teachers face in includ-
ing ELLs in reform (Clair, 1995). One-shot workshops and prepackaged
seminars, although potentially effective for creating awareness and
building discrete skills, are insufficient for facilitating teacher collabora-
tion and change. For teachers to implement reforms in living, breathing
schools, professional development must involve teachers “individually
and collectively as shapers, promoters, and well-informed critics of
reform” (Little, p. 130). In other words, teachers need time and space to
explore, critique, and situate their work within the context of school
reform.


What Is Effective Professional Development?


There is consistency within the literature regarding the components
of effective professional development. Hawley and Valli (1996) found a
number of studies suggesting that when schools provide a learning
environment for individual teachers, the schools themselves improve.
Other literature describes emerging models of professional development
(Guskey & Huberman, 1995; Sparks & Hirsch, 1997), such as university-
school partnerships and professional development schools (Clark et al.,
1996; Darling-Hammond, 1996), teacher networks and collaboratives
(Floden, Goertz, & O’Day, 1995; Lewis, 1997; Lieberman, 1995; Little,
1993; Renyi, 1996), and action research (Check, 1997; McKay, 1992).
Finally, the literature suggests elements of effective professional develop-
ment found across a number of models. It is authentic—embedded in
the reality of school life and participatory—and is designed and directed
with teachers’ input. It reflects principles of adult learning and shared
decision making. It is focused on individual and organizational learning;
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coherent and long range; rigorous, sustained, and adequate to facilitate
growth, critical reflection, and change; site based; and integrated with an
articulated vision for students (Hawley & Valli, 1996; Lewis, 1997; Little,
1993; Renyi, 1996; Sykes, 1996). Progressive educators concur, and the
evidence suggests that professional development incorporating these
elements has the potential to transform teaching and learning.


Despite agreement on the need for improved professional develop-
ment, examples of alternative models, and a growing consensus of what
professional development should look like, the reality is that in-service
professional development is still characterized by short-term, skills-based
approaches that isolate teachers from meaningful interaction with their
colleagues (Floden et al., 1995; Goldenberg & Gallimore, 1991;
Lieberman, 1995; Novick, 1996). Furthermore, many schools allocate
the majority of their resources to prepackaged programs (Little, 1993;
Miller, 1995; Miller, Lord, & Dorney, 1994). Although there is a notice-
able change in the discourse about professional development, practice
lags behind. The content, process, and structure of in-service profes-
sional development need to be questioned at the local level and radically
changed in many schools.


Personal Assumptions About Professional Development


Perspectives on professional development are shaped by one’s view of
teaching and learning. Guskey and Huberman (1995) have identified
broad, overlapping perspectives: professional development as a personal
journey for meaning in one’s work, as influenced by the social-psycho-
logical and institutional factors, as career or life-cycle development, and
in relation to the professionalism of teaching.


My perspective on in-service professional development is eclectic. I
acknowledge the value of individual efforts, but I know that collective
energies are necessary for school-based change, and I understand that
who teachers are and what they do is situated in a larger sociopolitical
context. My perspective is shaped by my experiences as a teacher and
teacher educator; my views of teaching and learning; and the conceptual
frameworks elaborated by symbolic interactionism (Mead, 1934), critical
social theory (Hargreaves, 1995), and systems thinking (Caine & Caine,
1997; Senge, 1990; Sparks & Hirsch, 1997). I have worked as an ESL
teacher, teacher educator, and applied researcher in the U.S. public
schools for 18 years. I have experienced the growth in the profession’s
knowledge of teaching and learning, specifically in its understanding of
schooling for ELLs; the changing faces of students as the teaching force
remains predominately White, female, and middle class (King, Hollins,
& Hayman, 1997); the success of some groups of students and the failure







468 TESOL QUARTERLY


of others (Schnaiberg, 1998); and the disproportionate burden that
school reform places on teachers to learn on the job. I have been asked
by schools to do 1-, 2-, and 3-day workshops regarding ELLs as if a
workshop could get to the serious business of schooling for linguistically
and culturally diverse students. These requests run counter to what is
known about professional development. They reduce teaching, learning,
and education reform to the transmission of specific skills. Problems
regarding the education of ELLs are seen as fixable and the solutions as
purely technical.


Symbolic interactionism is useful for understanding teaching and
learning within the school context. Hargreaves (1995) describes sym-
bolic interactionism “as a way to understand why teachers (and others)
do what they do” (p. 10). It reveals the shared cultures of teaching within
groups of teachers but acknowledges that human differences occur. For
example, not all teachers respond to education reform, commit to
innovation, and embrace collaboration in the same way. What is impor-
tant are the practical realities of teachers’ lives, as opposed to ideals and
morals, and teaching and learning are only meaningful through the
symbols, language, and actions of teachers. According to Hargreaves,
“teaching and teacher development are viewed as humanly constructed
and constrained processes in all their imperfection and complexity”
(p.␣ 11).


Although symbolic interactionism is useful for understanding teach-
ing and learning in the most immediate context, it does not account for
the macroinfluences, such as economics and power differentials, that
operate beyond the immediate setting. Critical social theory (Hargreaves,
1995) situates human interaction amidst the power relationships that
constitute and surround it. Teachers are situated in larger, sometimes
invisible influences and must question how power, control, equity, race,
and other social considerations affect teaching, learning, and teacher
development.


Finally, today much of what educators have taken for granted is in
flux. Information and technology are moving at increasing speed,
preparation for the future world of work is uncertain, and the public’s
demand for better schools is steeped in political division. The Newtonian
notion of the world, in which almost everything is conceived of as
machinelike and therefore fixable through work on isolated parts, is
giving way to more interconnected views (Caine & Caine, 1997). This
interconnectedness, or systems thinking (Senge, 1990), provides a lan-
guage for beginning to grasp how people think about change. Systems
thinkers understand that change is continuous, systems are always in
flux, and elements and people within systems interact in self-organized
ways. Organizationally, this means that there is an increasing need for
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flexibility, responsiveness, and resilience among individuals, the system,
and information use and less need for tightness and control. Systems
thinking requires teacher educators to approach teacher development in
partnership with teachers in order to understand how to merge old ways
of thinking about teaching, learning, and change with new ways.


Teacher Study Groups


One professional development approach that is consistent with what is
known about teaching, learning, and effective professional development
is teacher study groups (TSGs). TSGs are sustained opportunities for
teachers to explore together issues and challenges that have a direct
impact on their lives and the lives of their students. There is no set
format for TSGs; both the content and the process of the groups are
designed and driven by the teachers themselves. Procedural guidelines
and recommendations for TSGs are available (Francis, Hirsh, & Rowland,
1994; Turnbull, 1996), but details should be negotiated in the local
context.


In addition to giving teachers opportunities to learn together about a
given topic (in the TSGs in this study, the education of ELLs), TSGs have
three essential purposes. First, they support independent thinking and
alter teachers’ relationship to knowledge (Cochran-Smith & Lytle,
1993). In TSGs teachers have the chance to acquire meaningful knowl-
edge together, as opposed to receiving information from an outside
expert. Because teachers design both the content and the process of the
study group, they have an ownership stake in the group and can think
independently, something few teachers have the opportunity to do.
Taking responsibility for one’s learning, thinking independently, and
exercising choice are also elements of effective classrooms. If this is what
teachers desire for their students, then teachers must experience these
processes as well. Second, TSGs have the potential to transform teachers’
alliances with traditional professional development structures, such as
one-shot workshops. Perhaps as important as acquiring new knowledge
and skills is for teachers to take a stand regarding their professional
development needs. Teachers are not empty slates; they have intuitive
knowledge, varied experiences, and professional needs (Clair, 1995).
They can shape their own professional development experiences, take
responsibility for their learning, and ensure that what they do has a
direct impact on their day-to-day teaching situation. Finally, TSGs may
serve as a catalyst to ignite the collective power of teachers when they
raise questions and solve problems together. Given the complexities of
teaching in many public schools and the challenges of equitably including
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ELLs in school reform efforts, it is not enough to be a lone great teacher.
Complex schooling issues, such as the equitable inclusion of ELLs,
require collective creativity and excellence beyond the individual.


Although TSGs can provide the structure for teachers to create and
acquire meaningful information, transform alliances with traditional
professional development structures, and ignite collective energies to
solve problems, the power of TSGs must be kept in perspective. TSGs
represent a radical change from the teacher as receiver to the teacher as
creator of information. Radical changes in belief and behavior do not
happen overnight, and for some people they never happen at all. The
intensity of the effort required to work with teachers regarding their
beliefs about teaching, learning, and the education of ELLs must not be
underestimated. It is emotionally exhausting and labor intensive, and
the results are not universally visible. Moreover, TSGs that are not
integrated with whole-school change efforts are problematic. As difficult
as it is to change individual beliefs, it is just as challenging to change
institutional beliefs. Guskey (1995) reminds teachers that the best way to
sabotage change is to take on too much simultaneously. In terms of
teacher development and school change, Guskey recommends that
teachers think big but start small. This advice may be practical, but in
many schools small efforts may never be enough to make a difference.


 This article reports on a year-long study of two TSGs. To understand
what happens when teachers come together for a sustained period of
time to explore teaching and learning with ELLs, I participated in and
documented TSGs in two urban public schools. As a participant observer,
my goal was to illuminate the complexities of working with teachers in
new ways regarding the education of ELLs. Specifically, I addressed the
following questions:
1. Could TSGs actually support independent thinking and alter partici-


pants’ relationship to knowledge?
2. Would they transform participants’ alliance with traditional profes-


sional development structures?
3. Would they facilitate collaborative problem solving?
4. What could my experiences as a member contribute to an under-


standing of TSGs and in-service professional development that could
be useful in other settings?


To address these questions, I used an interpretive research approach
(Erickson, 1986; Goetz & LeCompte, 1984) appropriate for the develop-
ment of grounded theory, involving observation and description in
natural settings (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).
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METHOD


Research in Living, Breathing Schools


Applied research in living, breathing schools is complex and calls for
compromise. It is anything but orderly: Teachers are tired; sessions start
late and are filled with interruptions. For example, my field notes
revealed 10 loudspeaker interruptions in 1 hour during a TSG session.
Participant observation is demanding. I functioned both as a group
member with knowledge and skills regarding the education of ELLs and
as an applied researcher exploring TSGs as a professional development
option. Generally, I was able to move smoothly between those roles,
balancing data collection with contributions to the study group. How-
ever, my journal entries suggest that my working with the teachers
regarding the education of ELLs took priority. This resulted in compro-
mises. For example, I did not use a tape recorder, despite its usefulness
for making transcripts of the sessions. I felt that building relationships
and trust so the group members could learn together was more impor-
tant than capturing each word. And although these goals and tape
recorders are not mutually exclusive, my experience conducting re-
search in in-service settings suggests that tape recorders are often
threatening to those who reluctantly join a group. If the research had
continued for another year, I might have suggested to the participants
that we tape, transcribe, and analyze the study-group sessions
collaboratively.


TSG Profiles


Both TSGs began with a traditional professional development session
for all faculty in the school to generate interest in the topic of ELLs. The
TSGs met over the course of the school year with administrative support
and built-in incentives to focus on ELL student issues. The groups
differed according to school size, topics explored, readings selected,
group dynamics, and teacher makeup: TSG 1 consisted of middle school
ESL and content teachers, and TSG 2 consisted of elementary teachers
whose positions were funded by Title I, which provides federal funds for
schools with educationally disadvantaged students.


TSG 1


TSG 1 was situated in a large middle school in a small city. The district
enrolled approximately 5,000 students, 36% of whom were low income
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and 25% of whom were minority (a gain of 15% from 1987). Of the
student population in the district, 10.6% was designated limited English
proficient, with 19% of these students coming from Puerto Rico, the
Dominican Republic, and Central America. The school, which was
formed when two middle schools merged, consisted of approximately
950 students and 91 faculty and was a member of the Coalition of
Essential Schools, a nationwide school reform initiative.


TSG 1 began when the bilingual director asked me to provide faculty
with information regarding ELL issues. During the summer of 1994, I
met with the principals of the two middle schools, the curriculum
coordinator, and the bilingual director to discuss the notion of TSGs, a
possible format for the group, and incentives such as in-service credit.
We agreed that in September I would hold an introductory session for
the faculty on the basics of L2 development to create awareness of and
generate interest in the TSG. As a result of the presentation, 17
participants committed to joining the TSG: 15 teachers, 1 curriculum
coordinator, and 1 bilingual counselor. The teachers taught Grades 6–8
and represented language arts, social studies, math, science, ESL, and
special education.


From November to May, the TSG met monthly for 2 hours for a total
of 14 hours. Once participants volunteered to participate, attendance
was mandatory for the in-service credits. The content and process of the
group was negotiated during the first session and revisited throughout
the seven sessions. Negotiation entailed a series of activities that asked
the participants what their expectations were, how they wanted to work
together, and what questions they had regarding ELLs. As a result of the
participants’ answers, our sessions addressed concepts of second lan-
guage acquisition (SLA), including factors that influence L2 develop-
ment, notions of language proficiency, and the role of the L1. We
created authentic case studies based on the participants’ actual teaching
situations, looked critically at students’ work to practice seeing their
strengths and weaknesses, and shared teaching strategies, such as the use
of Venn diagrams and time lines.


TSG 2


TSG 2 met in the district administration office. The district enrolled
approximately 12,000 students, 90% White and from second- and third-
generation Portuguese working-class families. Minority enrollment in
the district had increased by 15% since 1987, and Asian students
represented the fastest growing minority group. Although in terms of
numbers the district served few ELLS, the influx of Hmong families,
along with Puerto Ricans, Dominicans, and Central Americans, posed
challenges for the predominately White, middle-class teaching force.
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This TSG began with a request from the Title I director for an
introduction to ELL issues for the Title I staff. I presented a series of
three workshops to the Title I staff in September in order to create
awareness of and generate interest in ELLs and TSGs. During this 6-hour
series, we explored SLA, content-based instruction, and assessment. As a
result, seven Title I staff members—five teachers and two coordinators—
committed to the TSG. The teachers worked in two elementary schools
and taught K–5 reading and math.


This group began in December and, like TSG 1, met for a total of 14
hours, 2 hours per month through June. Using the same processes
described for TSG 1, the content and process of the study group were
negotiated during the first session and revisited throughout the seven
sessions. Once participants volunteered to participate, attendance was
mandatory for the in-service credits. The content and processes of this
study group differed somewhat from those of TSG 1. Due to a dramatic
increase in the number of Cambodian families in the district, the
participants were interested in exploring Hmong culture, its relationship
to teaching and learning, and alternative assessment strategies. We
attended a lecture on Hmong culture organized by one of the TSG
participants; addressed authentic, classroom-based problems, such as
developing ways to document learning for students who do poorly on
standardized tests; looked at students’ work to chart growth over time;
wrote in our journals regarding assessment and discussed our reflections
in pairs; and shared such strategies as ways to organize portfolios.


Data Collection


The TSGs met over the course of one school year, 1994–1995, and
these meetings provided the primary data source. Data included prima-
rily field notes, my own and the participants’ journals, written midterm
and final feedback from the participants, and follow-up telephone
interviews. Other data included study-group session artifacts, such as
handouts, readings, flip charts, authentic case studies, student work,
lesson plans, and unsolicited letters and telephone calls from the
participants.


My field notes captured the participants’ interactions, questions, and
responses in detail. I wrote field notes during each of the 12 sessions that
I participated in (I missed one session per group). Immediately after
each session I added to the notes details that were still fresh in my mind.
My journal reflected my experiences as both a group participant and an
outsider. I asked the participants to keep journals as well. These journals
were private and voluntary; my purpose was to encourage the partici-
pants to write reflectively about their work, the education of ELLs, and
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study groups as a professional development option. From time to time, I
asked the participants to talk about what they had written and contribute
their writing as data if they wanted to do so. During the school year, I
made 19 journal entries, and 4 of the 22 participants reported that they
wrote reflections after some sessions. Two participants sent me their
journal entries for analysis.


During the fourth session, the participants wrote responses to six
open-ended questions regarding our work as midterm feedback. For
final feedback, during the seventh and final session they responded to six
different open-ended questions and discussed their thoughts as a group.
Finally, 4 months after the school year ended, I conducted open-ended
telephone interviews; each began with a question regarding our work in
the TSG and included an opportunity to comment on TSGs as a
professional development option. My intent was to talk with all 22 of the
TSG participants, but I was able to reach only 9 of them.


Data Analysis


Analyzing the data involved traditional interpretive research methods
(Erickson, 1986; Goetz & Le Compte, 1984; Miles & Huberman, 1994).
Data were entered into a word processor, and session artifacts were filed.
Data analysis began immediately after the first TSG meeting in Novem-
ber and continued through the first half of the following school year.
Comprehensive analysis included an iterative process of reducing, dis-
playing, explaining, and verifying the data (Miles & Huberman, 1994). I
began data reduction by examining and coding them using codes that
derived from the research questions. The data suggested additional
codes, such as those for powerlessness, resistance, and references to
ELLs, language, and culture. Following coding, I sorted the data. I then
created a visual representation that highlighted patterns or relationships
among the codes. This draft of a conceptual map (Miles & Huberman,
1994) resulted in the development of five themes—(a) tensions about
knowledge, (b) alliances with traditional professional development struc-
tures, (c) ways of working with one another, (d) understanding the
educational needs of ELLs, and (e) my experience as a participant—and
I invited critique from the participants and interested colleagues. In
addition, I developed a time-ordered matrix (Miles & Huberman, 1994)
that allowed for the charting of change over time. At this stage, I
presented a research-in-progress paper at a regional TESOL conference
for feedback and critique.


Data explanation and verification continued as I wondered about
meaning and noted regularities, patterns, and possibilities in my journal.
The fact that I collected data from multiple sources (field notes, journal
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entries, midterm and final written feedback, telephone interviews) and
conducted member checks (Merriam, 1988) allowed me to check
internal validity.


FINDINGS


Comprehensive data analysis revealed five themes: tensions about
knowledge, alliance with traditional professional development struc-
tures, ways of working with one another, understanding the educational
needs of ELLs, and my experiences as a participant.


Tensions About Knowledge


TSGs require members to become active participants in the creation
of knowledge that implies acceptance of their experience and that of
their colleagues as valid. This social-constructivist view, in which knowl-
edge is created, acquired, and understood locally, frequently clashes with
more traditional notions, in which knowledge is created outside of the
setting and delivered by so-called experts. The data revealed numerous
tensions between traditional and social-constructivist conceptions of
knowledge. The first example concerns expertise: My role as the giver of
information and the participants’ role as receivers of information. In
TSG 1, there was an emotional, tense moment in the very first session.
We had brainstormed expectations and possible study-group topics,
listed them on the board, and discussed them in pairs. Wanting to get a
sense of how the participants would respond, I randomly chose one of
the topics, working with ELLs newly arrived in the middle of the school
year, and asked the group members how they work with this challenge. A
science teacher remarked firmly, “How do we know what to do? Isn’t
there a body of knowledge? Aren’t you going to give it to us?” (FN,
December 7).1 In TSG 2, a similar incident occurred in the first session
around the group’s desire for information regarding the testing of ELLs.


We argued about my role as the expert. Loretta2 said that I should bring in
information, that I should tell them about the best tests. I asked them what
they knew about tests, what they were using, if anyone had information to
share with the group. There was silence. I said I would bring in an article that
raised some of the ELL testing issues. I asked the group what their role would


1 Data notations are as follows: FN, field notes; J, journal; PF, participant feedback; PJ,
participant journal; TI, telephone interview.


2 All names are pseudonyms.
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be. Lisa said, “You bring the info, tell us what to do, we’ll listen.” The
participants laughed. (FN, December 14)


Throughout our year together, the participants consistently asked me
for answers to questions that could have been posed to the larger group.
Surely some of those in our groups could have responded to questions
regarding effective teaching techniques, ways to understand culture, and
the best way to assess students. The following responses from four
participants on the midterm feedback form illustrate the majority view:
“I still want specifics about what to do with bilingual students in the
mainstream”; “You haven’t given us concrete strategies to deal with
bilingual kids”; “I’m not getting my question answered about how to
integrate bilingual students”; “I would like to have more specific sugges-
tions on how to deal with students who are fresh out of bilingual classes,
don’t you have any more ideas?” (PF, February 23).


Even when we shared concrete strategies, there was still dissatisfaction
and a sense that the magic technique was available and I just had to give
it to them. I wrote in my journal,


I was struck by the midterm feedback. There are those that just want more
techniques . . . if only I would give them the best one. My first reaction is one
of disappointment. I understand the desire for the quick fix, but I thought
the teachers were beginning to grasp some of the complexities of educating
ELLs; that it isn’t necessarily the technique, that as a group they have
collective knowledge; they know millions of techniques. It’s the ability to see
what techniques are working, with what kids, and how they can be adapted,
how they can ask each other and use each others’ expertise. ( J, April 5)


The participants did not limit their requests for information to
teaching techniques. They wanted concrete information on culture, too.
In a March journal entry, a participant wrote,


I am interested in learning specific, helpful distinctions and differences
between different cultures. Example: 1. Cambodian children shouldn’t be
touched on the head (it’s a sign of disrespect). 2. Cambodian children do not
make eye contact with adults. What about Hispanics? What are the cultural
holidays or customs of which we should be aware? And what about Buddhism?
Is it the religion of the Cambodian community? Shouldn’t we know some-
thing about their customs or special holidays? (PJ, March)


Although this participant was questioning the role of culture, she
sought specific responses as if understanding culture could be reduced
to a list of do’s and don’ts. Furthermore, she could have asked these
questions of members of the TSG, bilingual teachers, students, or
parents.


The ability to trust one’s knowledge to adapt to what makes sense in
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the local context is the second aspect of the tensions between social-
constructivist and traditional views. The data include a number of
examples in which participants took extreme positions regarding teach-
ing and learning. For example, in February, during a discussion of
appropriate assessment practices for ELLs, we concluded that assessment
must be flexible, based on multiple measures, and ongoing. My field
notes reveal the following comments by participants: “That’s impossible
to do for all kids,” and “We have too many kids” (FN, February 27).
There was an inability or unwillingness to apply the assessment concepts
realistically to the context, to think big but perhaps start small. When I
suggested that teachers explore the use of portfolios with a few ELLs, I
felt as if my suggestion implied that new forms of assessment meant
throwing away the old. That evening I wrote in my journal:


Today, Roxanne mentioned to the group that it was impossible for assessment
to be flexible, ongoing and based on multiple measures for all kids. She
mentioned that we have too many kids and that the district has an assessment
system in place. Her resistance is frustrating, there appears to be the tendency
to take new ideas to the extreme. Alternative assessment does not mean that
traditional forms need to be thrown away. I’m exhausted. ( J, February 16)


In addition to an all-or-nothing attitude, the following example
suggests an inability to discuss adapting teaching strategies to context.


We moved into the body of the session and I demonstrated a teaching
strategy—a jigsaw with cooperative learning elements . . . . in order to process
the strategy, participants responded to three questions, the last question
asked participants how they would adapt this technique to their students.
Many of the teachers commented that they had used the jigsaw technique,
but not this way. One teacher said that she didn’t think that she was allowed
to combine the jigsaw with cooperative learning elements. Others com-
mented that this wasn’t really a jigsaw technique in the first place. Another
teacher said there is only one way to do cooperative learning. (FN, Febru-
ary␣ 17)


Despite the fact that the majority of the participants were still asking
me for answers and not considering their experiential knowledge or that
of their colleagues, the data reveal that in April two participants were
trusting their ability to respond to their own questions. One participant
wrote,


From what I’m learning in this study group and what I’ve observed from my
students, I think I’ve answered one of my questions, why do some L2 students
achieve and others don’t. I notice that students who are proficient in their L1,
which I had not been aware of before this study group, and get support from
home in addition to school seem to have a better chance of doing well. (PF,
April 12)
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For some participants, the ability to trust their knowledge and the
expertise of colleagues increased, and by the final feedback in May and
June a few participants had acknowledged that others in the group had
valid information from which to draw. This comment written by a
participant on the final feedback form is illustrative: “I feel that we have
begun to learn more from each others’ knowledge and experiences” (PF,
June 7). This shift is promising; however, the tension between social-
constructivist and traditional views of knowledge continues to be a
serious challenge to TSGs and the participants’ ability to create knowl-
edge together.


Alliance With Traditional Professional
Development Structures


Similar to the tensions between traditional and social-constructivist
views of knowledge was the participants’ initial struggle with the TSG as
a professional development option. Only one participant had previously
participated in a TSG; one-, two-, and three-shot workshops were the
predominant professional development structure that the participants
had experienced. The struggles were apparent in the first session of both
TSGs as the participants contended with my request that they contribute
to both the content and the process of our work together. In addition, I
asked the participants to generate lists of responsibilities and require-
ments for the group.


I asked participants to think about what the responsibilities and requirements
for participating in the group should be. There was silence. Bob mentioned
showing up. The group laughed. I didn’t. Sue wanted to get in-service credits
for each session that she attended. I said that was unacceptable; that ideas and
thoughts would build upon one another; that integrating ELLs socially and
academically was too complex. We agreed that teachers could miss one
session and still get credit. Bob mentioned that participants must participate.
I asked what that meant. There was silence. (FN, December 14)


The participants in the other TSG had similar difficulties in articulat-
ing roles and responsibilities for group participation but were able to
generate a list: attend all sessions, organize materials (at least keep a
folder), participate. My field notes for this session are as follows:


I asked participants to negotiate the roles and responsibilities for the group.
What immediately emerged was attendance and credit. We agreed that
attendance was mandatory. There was silence. I told the group that I was not
happy with attendance as the only responsibility. Darla suggested a journal.
Other participants protested. I said I was keeping a journal. . . . I invited
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others to keep one with me. Steve suggested that participants keep their notes
in a folder. The group agreed. (FN, December 7)


Aside from the tension around the need for concrete answers,
mentioned with regard to the first theme, explicit reference to the TSG
as a professional development option did not appear until the midterm
feedback in March and April. By that time, some participants began to
see the merits of contributing to the content, process, and responsibili-
ties of the group.


I like the study group. Because of its smaller size, we are better able to focus
in on the interests of the group. I also like the fact that we can lead or direct
the group to our own needs. (PF, April 12)


Although the feeling was not unanimous, the final feedback suggests
that the participants saw the benefits of TSGs over other traditional
professional development options. “Study groups should definitely be
offered for professional development since it gives teachers the opportu-
nity to expand their knowledge in a different way”; “Study groups are a
sane option to outside (one-shot) workshops that generally try to cover
too much material in too short a time”; “It’s important for school systems
to offer a variety, study groups should be one choice” (PF, June 7).


On the other hand, some participants were not satisfied with TSGs, as
they still requested more definition and structure. Two participants in
particular felt that the study group would have been more effective if I
had defined the goals and objectives for the group at the outset. After
the school year ended, there was some evidence that participants had
used some of the content and processes from our group for the creation
of a new group. In a telephone interview the following school year, one
participant explained,


We use the material (from the study group) a lot. We’ve a bilingual
department with great teachers, so bilingual and mainstream teachers are
working together. We use a lot of ideas from the study group. People from last
year’s study group talk a lot about how kids learn. This study group is
searching for answers to real difficult questions about Dominican kids with
limited formal schooling. (TI, October 1996)


Ways of Working With One Another


The data reveal a distinct shift in the way that the participants began to
work with one another, not only to learn together but to take responsibil-
ity for the group. At the first session in both groups there was silence
when I asked for ideas about what we could do and how we could work
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together. The few suggestions that emerged were traditional in that they
implied that I would be the initiator and provider: reading and discuss-
ing articles, sharing teaching techniques, looking at case studies.


The participants’ ability to draw upon each other’s expertise was
inconsistent. In January, there was a powerful exchange between a
bilingual counselor from Puerto Rico and a content-area teacher regard-
ing the high mobility rate of many Puerto Rican students. We were
discussing an authentic situation in which one student left school for 6
weeks every December. The group began to engage the bilingual
counselor as never before, asking honest questions about culture,
language, and family norms. At the end of this session a social studies
teacher told the group, “Before this discussion today, I never thought
about the stresses that some students might feel as they travel between
the U.S. and Puerto Rico, thanks Edgar [bilingual counselor]” (FN,
January 30). The group was able to use the bilingual counselor’s
expertise as a cultural informant within the context of a real problem.


On the other hand, not all the participants demonstrated the ability to
collaborate at this level. In February, feelings of powerlessness and
isolation emerged during a discussion of problems with standardized
tests and the district’s testing policy. My field notes reveal how a
participant’s comment elicited similar feelings from the group: “All this
new information, it just causes me stress, because I have no influence.”
Another participant added, “I’m only one teacher; what can I do?” (FN,
February 12). In June, I received an unsolicited letter from a participant
that expressed feelings of isolation, powerlessness, and lack of control.
The writer thanked me for my efforts with the TSG and wanted me to
know that


Concerns about multiculturalism and second language learners are not all
that is on our mind now. We are suffering funding cuts, job and personnel
cuts and fears about the stability of the program; as well as immediate day to
day questions of inclusion and integration as they affect Title I teachers and
students. ( June 18)


These teachers could not see that they could tackle feelings of
isolation or problems by collaborating. However, as the school year
progressed, the participants began to articulate new ways of drawing
upon each other and supporting staff outside the study group. In the
midterm feedback in April, all the Title I teachers wrote about how they
could support the regular classroom teachers with what they had learned
in the TSG. One participant commented, “We can offer support to
classroom teachers by sharing info from the study group.” A bilingual
counselor wrote in March that “as a bilingual counselor I see myself as a
support to teachers in this group and the school.” A content classroom







TEACHER STUDY GROUPS 481


teacher wrote, “I’m beginning to think about and question new ways to
work with the bilingual staff” (PF, April 12).


Finally, during the May session the Title I teachers’ discussion of
assessment issues moved from assessment techniques to broader struc-
tures that affect their work.


There was a free flow of information. The conversation turned to how Title I
teachers are unique, that they had time to meet, that they engaged in
professional development, that collaboration was part of the job. We talked
about what parts and pieces of Title I could be exported to regular classroom
teachers. We talked about the developmental span of teachers, that those that
were secure with their classroom practice could begin to look outside of their
classroom, to focus on the broader issues that influence teaching. I asked the
group who was ready and how they could tackle broader issues. Responses
ranged from how to influence other teachers, i.e., volunteering to take a
regular classroom teacher’s class, to exchanging information when you are
catching a smoke. A participant suggested formal collaboration with the
bilingual department. (FN, May 18)


Additional evidence suggests that the participants were beginning to
take responsibility for the group. In February, when I told both groups
that I would miss our March meeting, the participants commented that
they would meet without me. Both groups used the March session to fill
out the midterm feedback form and discuss the responses. In May, when
an accident on the road caused me considerable delay in arriving at the
session,


I pulled off the road to call and expected to cancel the session. Sue said, “Just
get here when you can, we’ll start without you.” When I arrived, the group was
looking at a student’s work. I entered the room and watched as the teachers
discussed the student’s work. It was if I was invisible. The participants were
engaged, the group was working. (FN, May 18)


Comments on the final feedback form suggest the participants’ shift
in working with one another and with colleagues outside the group. One
participant wrote, “As a Title I teacher I will offer much more support for
the mainstream.” Another wrote, “I’ll be more forceful in influencing
proper placement of ELLs and seeing that they get appropriate service”
(PF, June 7).


Understanding the Educational Needs of ELLs


The heart of the TSGs was the educational needs of ELLs. Topics such
as SLA, instructional strategies, culture, and district policies emerged as
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we read, argued, asked questions, looked at students’ work, examined
teaching strategies, and brainstormed solutions to authentic challenges.
The data suggest that the participants deepened their knowledge regard-
ing L2 issues, as evidenced by the increased sophistication in the way they
discussed ELLs. There is less evidence that the participants’ understand-
ing of the influence of culture on learning deepened, but this is not
surprising, as only one group focused explicitly on culture during one
session.


There was progressive development in the participants’ understand-
ing of L2 issues. For example, questions generated by the group in
November show a naivete about language acquisition either because they
are yes-no questions or because they focus on surface features. “Do we
correct or not?” “What works, what doesn’t?” “How can students learn
grammar and vocabulary?” (FN, December 7). As early as December,
some participants were addressing some of the questions from the
November session. When I asked participants to begin a KWL (What do
you know, what do you want to know, and what have you learned?) chart,
a teaching technique that builds on prior knowledge, the following
responses went on the board under the K column (What do you know
about ELLs?): “A strong L1 facilitates L2”; “Languages can be learned
simultaneously”; “There’s a difference between academic and social
language”; “Verbal skills appear stronger than writing skills in some
students” (FN, January 30). In the W column (What do I want to know?)
the questions were more sophisticated than those from the previous
meeting: “What correction strategies work for written language?” “Is
proficiency in L2 only as good as proficiency in L1?” “Can students really
be proficient after 3 years in a bilingual program?” (PF, April 12). These
questions are more detailed and demonstrate application of the time
factor to program options. The midterm feedback forms revealed an
ever greater sophistication as the participants wrote about ELL issues:
“Some ELLs are mainstreamed too soon”; “It takes 5–7 years to acquire
academic English”; “First language provides a base for the second
language, we need to learn how to support the first language as students
learn English” (PF, April 12). The participants affirmed what they
learned about ELLs on the final feedback forms with comments about
the integration of the four skills, specific strategies for working with
newly mainstreamed students, differences between fluency and accuracy,
and what it means to be proficient in a language (PF, May 18, June 7).


I noticed another example of the participants’ increased sophistica-
tion in discussing language in January. In preparation for the develop-
ment of authentic case studies, I asked the participants to choose a
challenging ELL and respond to a series of questions about the cause of
the challenge and the student’s strengths. The participants’ responses
regarding the causes for the challenges were vague: “The student can’t
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read”; “he doesn’t know the basics”; “language barriers” (challenging
child questionnaire, January 26). In addition, descriptions of students’
strengths dealt with character: “The student is eager”; “Rodrigo wants to
learn” (challenging child questionnaire, January 26). In contrast, when
we discussed the case studies in April, some participants identified the
problem and brainstormed solutions based on students’ strengths.


We went to the first case study about Nga, a 15-year-old Vietnamese student
who has been in the US for 15 years. Vietnamese is her first language and she
speaks it at home. She had 3 years of school in her first language. Nga’s
English is not free flowing (fluent) and she gets frustrated. Through group
discussion and questions the participants learned that Nga was progressing
conceptually, but her written mistakes dealt with surface features. They
brainstormed ways to work with Nga with one of the ESL teachers contribut-
ing correction techniques. The discussion included participants contributing
thoughts on accuracy vs fluency, and the continued development of concep-
tual knowledge. (FN, April 10)


We looked at students’ work to see their strengths and brainstorm
next the instructional steps. In February we looked at students’ work for
the first time together.


We began by having the participants describe the work. The responses were
overwhelmingly judgmental, negative and focused on surface features; he
can’t write a sentence, his spelling is wrong, his vocabulary is wrong, he
doesn’t punctuate. ( J, February 17)


In contrast, by May the participants were looking at students’ work and
detailing strengths.


When I arrived the participants were looking at student work. The responses
to the work were affirming. In fact the teacher who was presenting the work
said that the student was doing ok, he just needed more time. She said that
she could see evidence of logical thought, paragraph conventions, the ability
to compare and contrast. She said this was the student’s third draft. (FN,
May␣ 18)


The above examples are illustrative of the participants’ deepened
understanding of language issues, but there is less evidence of change
regarding their understanding of culture. Discussions about culture
remained vague. During the initial meetings the participants’ expecta-
tions regarding culture were general and in some cases meaningless. The
participants’ journal entries after the first session contained such state-
ments as “I want to have a better understanding of cultural awareness”; “I
want kids to become aware/respect other cultures”; “students and other
teachers need to be culturally aware”; “I want to learn about Cambodian
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culture”; “what else besides patting students on the head is wrong?” (PJ,
December 7). In January, we discussed aspects of a talk we had attended
on Cambodian culture by a district Cambodian bilingual teacher.


We spent time in the study group discussing culture (based on reactions to
Vong’s talk). I asked the group their reactions. I was struck again by the initial
level of response. Sue mentioned again about patting Cambodian kids on the
head. Should she do it? The level of conversation stayed on the do’s and
don’ts of culture. I handed out Triandis high context and low context3 to see
how participants connected. Lynn mentioned that all immigrants go through
the same process and they all survive. We generated a list comparing and
contrasting the experiences of Eastern European and Southeast Asian immi-
grants. I thought that might generate discussion. It was like pulling teeth.
(FN, January 18)


The discussions and references to culture never deepened consist-
ently on their own, which is not surprising, as the emphasis of our work
was on language. We did, however, refer to culture as it emerged in the
context of discussing students.


My Experiences as a Participant


The above four themes focus primarily on the participants’ responses
to the TSGs. This final theme is more personal as it refers to my
experiences. My field notes and journal entries reveal two major aspects
of the work with these TSGs: the tension between invitation versus
imposition, and my doubts, fears, and questions in working with in-
service teachers in new ways.


Invitation versus imposition refers to the tension inherent in discuss-
ing issues of race, class, or culture. Cochran-Smith (1995) describes the
tensions she has experienced with students in preservice settings. On the
one hand, she invites students to devise new and potentially unsettling
ideas about race; on the other hand, she acknowledges her power as a
professor to impose her ideas. I struggled with this tension during the
group meetings as teachers began formulating thoughts about ELLs. At
times teachers’ statements about ELLs were startling and erroneous. For
example,


I’ve just reread my field notes from last week’s session. There were so many
statements about bilingual parents that lacked substantiation. It has become
common folklore to stereotype Asian parents as caring about their children’s


3 According to Triandis (1975), the greatest difference between cultures is the contrast
between collective cultures (high context) and individualistic cultures (low context).
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education in contrast with Latino parents who are stereotyped as not valuing
education. How can these ingrained attitudes be brought to the light so we
can examine them? ( J, January 30)


I found myself constantly making choices between intervening or not,
with my choices being driven by an intuitive sense about the person and
the statement. This example demonstrates an instance when I chose to
intervene.


In a discussion regarding students with limited formal schooling a number of
the participants referred to these students as having no language or culture.
I expected that some of the other participants would intervene emphasizing
that all students have a language and a culture. No one intervened. After a
few minutes of silence, I stood up and told the group that I was so tired of
hearing participants describe students as having no language and culture. I
asked the group, how is that possible? ( J, April 22)


When and how to intervene is an unsettling aspect of TSGs for me, but
I have found that honesty and clarity regarding my own views about the
education of ELLs is essential. My field notes reveal a discussion
regarding a student who was questionably promoted.


The feeling that I get from this group in doing the case studies is that
someone else will deal with the kids, not me. The example is Jorge. The 6th
grade teachers made assumptions about him, did not gather sufficient
information, lowered her expectations, passed him and now she has him
again in the 7th grade. I asked the group who is responsible for this student.
We discussed retention and promotion of students. I spoke honestly to the
group about my views. ( J, May 18)


In addition to the conflicts between inviting the participants to
express their views and imposing my own, my journal contains questions
about and expresses conflict between my agenda and that of the
participants. An early entry contains reflections about the participants’
expectations.


We moved into expectations and I told the group that we had a unique
opportunity to explore together issues about the education of ELLs. Perhaps
this was my need to convince myself and the group that what we were doing
would be worthwhile. I believe that TSGs are unique opportunities; I know
that one-shot workshops can never address the complexities of educating
ELLs, yet I don’t know if study groups are the answer. I don’t know what the
outcome of teachers negotiating their own agenda will be. I don’t know what
connections will be made. It’s scary, I feel the pressures of accountability.
What will the learning look like? Will I know it when I see it? ( J, December 8)


A week later I wrote,
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I’m working on providing space, voice. Sue appears to be enthusiastically
filling in every moment. I wonder again and again about the relationship
between my agenda and that of the group. ( J, December 15)


My journal is full of entries that express the emotional energy expended.
It is difficult to know exactly what caused my fatigue in facilitating and
collecting data for two separate groups. Nevertheless, the words tired,
exhausted, and this is hard are frequent. There are entries that express
doubt about TSGs in their ability to facilitate change.


This is where I wonder, “Is what we are doing in this study group enough to
make change?” I can see change in the knowledge base, but I don’t know if
this type of work is producing a change in behavior, in the classroom. I’ll ask
the participants. ( J, March 19)


Even with doubt and fear, and questions about what the evidence might
look like, I continued to express optimism in my journal.


I’m still convinced that the TSG is the way to go, but I’m too tired to comb
through the data to look for evidence yet. I wonder what the evidence will
look like? Perhaps it will be classroom changes, schoolwide changes, continu-
ation of the group? What am I looking for as evidence that TSGs are
beneficial? I know that relationships are important to learning, that issues are
complex, that collaboration is essential. I know that teachers need not be
afraid to know what they know, and to be able to ask one another for help.
Isolation and fear are not ways to foster personal growth and professional
development. I know that my goals for the study groups are for teachers to
understand the complexities regarding ELLs; to gain confidence in their
knowledge (to know what they know) and to ask for help when they need it;
to problem solve; to be proactive; to check with each other, all for the purpose
of doing a better job with kids. ( J, April 16)


DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS


As stated previously, the purpose of this study was to illuminate the
complexities of working with teachers in new ways regarding the educa-
tion of ELLs. Specifically, would TSGs support independent thinking,
challenge alliances with one-shot workshops, and facilitate collaboration
in order to address complex problems? And what could my experiences
as a group member contribute? Responses to these questions are partial,
ambiguous, and dynamic in that they represent the experience of
individual participants and two groups at points in time. There are no
easy answers; nevertheless, the themes illustrate the intricacies and
hurdles that were inherent in these two TSGs. The findings depict
evidence that some participants began to think independently, trust their
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expertise and that of their colleagues, and value the merits of sustained
professional development. Moreover, the participants began to use each
others’ expertise and look for ways to collaborate with colleagues outside
of the group. Finally, some participants suggested that they would join
TSGs instead of participating in one-shot workshops. One school is using
TSGs as a basis for its professional development plan.


Amidst the good news are broader issues that are critical to under-
standing TSGs as a professional development option for preparing
teachers to work with ELLs. Each issue raises persistent questions that
merit discussion because they raise central issues in teacher education.


How can teacher education and the socialization of teachers be understood in a
way that prepares teachers as problem solvers? The first issue is the tendency
to address complex educational problems, such as how language and
culture influence learning, through simplistic answers like teaching
techniques, curriculum materials, and one-shot workshops. Why did the
participants persist in asking for recipes? How had they come to believe
that quick fixes are available? Why have notions of knowledge that
perpetuate technical solutions persisted even as technical solutions
alone fall short? Part of the answer lies in teacher education and the
socialization of teachers (Clair, 1995). Most U.S. preservice teacher
education programs stress technical as opposed to social-constructivist
approaches to teaching and learning (Howey & Zimpher, 1989). In
technical approaches, the curriculum is given not constructed, and skill
development and demonstration are stressed over critical questioning
and problem solving. In its extreme form, the hidden message in
technical conceptions of preservice teacher education is that the teach-
ers’ role is to merely implement the instructional system; teachers’
questions, decisions, and creation of knowledge are unnecessary. Techni-
cal conceptions contribute to the de-skilling of many teachers because
they are never given the opportunity to make instructional decisions or
taught that decision making is part of their role (Ginsberg, 1988, cited in
Clair, 1995).


The accountability movement (Benveniste, 1985) also contributes to
the de-skilling of some teachers and perpetuates the quick-fix myth. As
long as schools receive state and federal funds, accountability will be
perceived as the answer to the crisis in education. Standardized tests, the
primary accountability measure, serve to rank, reward, or punish stu-
dents, teachers, and schools. With this power, standardized tests will
continue to drive the curriculum. The result, once again, is a given
curriculum; there is no need for teachers to coconstruct knowledge with
their students or to question or make decisions about what is to be
taught. Add one-shot workshops to the mix, and the quick-fix myth is
perpetuated. Until teacher educators acknowledge the influence of
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teachers’ socialization on their behavior and seek new ways to work with
them, professional development will remain inadequate in addressing
complex educational problems.


How can powerlessness be understood in a way that promotes change? The
second issue related to the role of TSGs as a viable professional
development option is the structure, culture, and environments within
which teaching and learning occur. Two aspects are relevant here: the
feeling of powerlessness among some of the participants and the lack of
a formal structure for meaningful collaboration. Why did some partici-
pants feel powerless to respond to the changing needs of ELLs? Why was
collaboration desired but only randomly practiced? The feeling of
powerlessness may be related to the socialization of teachers because, if
preservice teacher education delivers the curriculum, the teachers’
response may be blind acceptance. Once again, there is no need for
teachers to question. Powerlessness may also be related to a limited sense
of efficacy. Efficacy, whether a personal belief in one’s ability to teach or
a universal belief that the teaching profession can have an impact on
students’ success, has been related to student achievement (Ashton &
Webb, 1986). With the dramatic change in the student population, it is
possible that many of the participants felt personally inadequate or
collectively unqualified to meet the academic and social needs of a
growing number of students.


Powerlessness, whether it is related to teachers’ socialization or
efficacy, calls attention to the structures, environments, and culture
within which teaching and learning are situated. Effective teaching and
learning go beyond classroom practice because teachers and students
are part of a greater social structure that influences thought and actions.
Consequently, it is important for discussions to go beyond instruction;
professional development must have the structure and flexibility to
accommodate these discussions as they emerge.


How can collaboration that is nurtured within TSGs become a more critical,
day-to-day feature of teachers’ work? Collaboration is also related to the
structures, environments, and culture of schools. Starting at the midterm
feedback (March), the participants in both groups frequently made
comments about sharing and collaboration as essential features of the
TSGs. These comments were encouraging, but they also suggest the
detrimental reality of some schools, where teachers have little or no time
to share information and ideas about teaching and learning. Exchanging
information may be the first step toward meaningful collaboration;
information sharing and collaboration are clearly important elements
that need to be explored.
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What does it take to put the I in serious questions about teaching linguistically
and culturally diverse students? Teachers’ socialization and the structure,
environments, and culture of schools are general issues that are critical
to understanding the role of TSGs in professional development. More
specifically with regard to TSGs as they assist practicing teachers in
meeting the needs of ELLs, what do teachers perceive as their responsi-
bilities toward educating ELLs? The focus of the TSGs in this study was
on the educational needs of ELLs, and the implication of bringing ESL,
bilingual, and content teachers together is that all teachers are respon-
sible for the education of all students. This belief did not always hold
true in the TSGs, particularly when it came to discussions regarding
culture. Statements that students, teachers, and parents needed to be
culturally aware were frequent and problematic in that they imply no
ownership on the part of the speaker. The responsibility for understand-
ing culture appeared to be outside of one’s own responsibility. There was
no questioning about the role of one’s own culture, and there was no
definition of what it means to be culturally aware. Without ownership or
definition, vague statements about culture are facile.


How can teacher educators reconcile the tension between inviting teachers to
reformulate ideas and imposing their own? The final issue in understanding
TSGs as a professional development option in preparing teachers to
work with ELLs is the tension mentioned previously: inviting the
participants to reformulate beliefs about ELLs without imposing one’s
own. One of the reasons TSGs are a potentially powerful structure is that
the sustained time together allows discussions to go beyond teaching
techniques. Educating ELLs brings to the surface issues of race, class,
language, and culture. Asking the participants to make their beliefs
public implies a certain amount of trust. In my work with teachers I
continually confront this final persistent question.


CONCLUSION


TSGs raise nettlesome questions about professional development and
teacher education. The problem then becomes how we as teacher
educators respond to these questions. Duckworth (1996) reminds us that
it is what teacher educators do with what they do not know that makes
the difference. The persistent questions that emerged from my work with
these groups warrant a discussion within the teaching community. If we
believe that complex educational problems cannot be addressed by a
mere transmission of information, then we must explore new ap-
proaches to professional development and make their difficulties public.
TSGs hold promise, but more examples are needed. It is not enough to
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say that teachers and teacher educators need time to codesign profes-
sional development experiences and engage in substantive conversations
about their students and schools. The teacher education community
needs practice with these new structures and processes, and teacher
educators with TSG experiences need to come forward and contribute to
the conversation.


Although persistent questions remain, TSGs offer ESL and content
teachers the sustained opportunities they need to critically reflect on
schooling issues that have a direct impact on their day-to-day lives. The
teachers who participated in the TSGs in this study deepened their
understanding of the educational needs of ELLs with regard to the role
of the L1, the language of content areas, and the untapped human
resources in the school. Moreover, the TSGs were generally a positive
experience for the participants. “Study groups are an excellent opportu-
nity to share what we already know and to explore new opinions and
methods. We all look at things differently and I always find it helpful to
learn from my peers” (participant journal, June 8). In a telephone
interview a participant noted, “When teachers spend time together, they
can figure out what they need . . . . that is the basis from which we plan
our course of action together” (TI, October 6, 1995). Finally, a partici-
pant spoke about her experience in the group: “We miss it, we refer to it
frequently. It was an empowering group, we had a voice. We don’t do
one-shots anymore. The study group widens the circle of people who
care about ESL students” (TI, October 8, 1995).
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BEST PRACTICE
This section presents best practices as specific and theoretically grounded program-
matic responses to particular contextual challenges in language teacher education.
These challenges present themselves through issues and demands in the educa-
tional, institutional, and social contexts in which these practices occur.


Best Practice—Hype or Hope?


DENISE McKEON
The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education


■ The notion of best practice in education has caught fire of late,
particularly in the U.S. Maybe the dismal portrayals of school failures
and underachieving students splashed on the pages of newspapers coast
to coast in the U.S. have fueled the move to do something (anything)
now.


What is best practice? How did the idea originate and mature? How is
it applicable to education? What can TESOL professionals learn from
best practice in other fields? Why is the best practice approach worth
examining? How might TESOL professionals strengthen best practice
models to increase their viability? In this conceptual analysis I offer some
answers (although clearly not the only ones) to these questions and
discuss best practice as it originated and as it might be strengthened in
education.


BEST PRACTICE DEFINED


The term best practice is traditionally thought to have come from the
professions of medicine and law, in which the terms good practice and best
practice are everyday phrases used to describe solid, reputable, state-of-
the-art work in a field:


If a practitioner is following Best Practice standards, he or she is aware of the
current research and consistently offers clients the full benefits of the latest
knowledge, technology and procedures. If a doctor, for example, does not
follow contemporary standards and a case turns out badly, peers may criticize
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his decision and treatments by saying something like, “that was simply not
best practice.” (Zemelman, Daniels, & Hyde, 1993, p. vii)


Although educational research has enjoyed a somewhat lackluster
reputation among practitioners (and even among researchers; see
Kaestle, 1993) and has been criticized for being out of touch with the
realities of the classroom, the facts remain that
1. we have learned some things about education, teaching, and learn-


ing from research;
2. many in the educational research community share a commitment


to working with teachers as partners in the research enterprise; and
3. educational practitioners (and their students), like practitioners and


their clients in other professions, would benefit from a closer
relationship with both the conduct and the products of research.


Indeed, the intimate connection of practice to a knowledge-base has
often been thought to characterize the work of professionals. The move
to professionalize teaching has research at its heart—both in terms of
providing teachers with a more thorough working knowledge of research
methods as a way of observing and studying their own classes and in
terms of giving them an appreciation and understanding of what
research has shown about teaching, learning, and human development.
In fact, much of the recent work in the development of content and
professional teaching standards across the disciplines reflects this move
toward a best practice ideal of teaching and the connection of research
and practice.


THE ORIGINS OF BEST PRACTICE IN THE U.S.


The concept of best practice in the U.S. is tied historically to the field
of agriculture. In the days when agriculture was the driving force of the
U.S. economy and the family farm was the norm rather than the
exception, the U.S. agricultural extension service began as a way of
diffusing research-based information to farmers. In the early 1900s,
professors of agriculture at land-grant colleges would stump local
communities in a state in favor of a particular agricultural innovation.
Local farmers were hungry for information that might help them
improve production, but follow-up was lacking, and eventually these
efforts fell into disuse.


The first extension approach, whose format is largely followed today,
was pioneered in the state of New York in 1911. As agriculture was the
local industry, the local chamber of commerce was particularly con-
cerned about the welfare of farmers. Accordingly, the farm bureau (so
named in accordance with other divisions of the chamber, such as the







BEST PRACTICE 495


better business bureau) decided to hire a recent agricultural graduate to
spread the word about innovations throughout the county (because the
railroad contributed part of his salary, this employee, like other railroad
employees, became known as an agent). Donations from local farmers
helped pay the agent’s salary. The idea of a county extension agent
spread throughout the U.S. after 1911, spurred largely by the provision
of federal funding to support the county agents and the need for higher
agricultural production during World War I.


Today the agricultural extension service also includes state extension
agents (i.e., subject-area specialists who have largely assumed the task of
interpreting research findings in their specialized fields). The reward
system for research workers in the U.S. Department of Agriculture and
agricultural experiment stations strongly encourages the publication of
research results in a form that is useful to farmers. All participants in the
research/transfer process pull together to produce utilizable knowledge,
diffuse it, and have it adopted by farmers. The linking function of the
state extension specialists and of the county extension agents is facili-
tated by the orientation of agricultural researchers toward the potential
utilization of their innovations.


Although some might argue that this model of innovation diffusion
and research utilization is a top-down approach and that top-down
approaches never work, the U.S. agricultural extension service is re-
ported to be the world’s most successful change agency (Rogers, 1995).
Rogers offers several conclusions about the elements of the agricultural
extension model that provide important lessons for a best practice
model of education:
1. a critical mass of new technology, so that the technology transfer


system has a body of innovations with potential usefulness for its
clients;


2. a research subsystem oriented to utilization, due to the rewards for
researchers, research funding policies, and the personal ideologies
of agricultural researchers;


3. A high degree of user control over the technology transfer process,
as evidenced by client participation in program determination,
attention to users’ needs in guiding research and extension deci-
sions, and the importance afforded client feedback on the system’s
effectiveness;


4. linkages among the system’s components as provided by a shared
conception of the total system;


5. a high degree of client contact by the extension subsystem;
6. a spannable social distance across each interface between compo-


nents—for example, when the gap between agricultural scientists







496 TESOL QUARTERLY


and county extension agents became too great, state extension
specialists were created as linkage agents;


7. evolution as a complete system rather than the grafting of the
extension system onto an existing research system; and


8. a high degree of control by the technology transfer system over its
environment so that the system can shape its environment rather
than passively react to changes.


I return to these conclusions during my discussion of how TESOL
professionals might strengthen best practice models in education.


CAN THESE MODELS BE APPLIED TO EDUCATION?


Can best practice/innovation diffusion models like the agricultural
extension model work in fields like education? There is evidence to
suggest that they can. The recently defunct National Diffusion Network
(NDN) of the U.S. Department of Education in many ways mirrored the
agricultural extension service. The network relied on state facilitators to
disseminate information and technical assistance relating to curricula
and programs that were locally developed and proven to work (through
a formal independent review process) to those who wanted to adopt a
particular proven program. Studies of the efficacy of the NDN were
generally favorable; the NDN worked well in getting information to users
and had a strong track record in producing specific changes in school
practice at a moderate cost. The problem with the NDN was that of going
to scale, that is, producing enough change in enough programs to bring
about change in the larger school context.


As Sashkin and Ergermeier (1993) point out in their review of
dissemination and use of innovations in education,


the more that dissemination consists of stand-alone information, the less
likely it is that potential users will actually adopt innovations. In contrast, the
more that any dissemination effort is based on a variant of the Agricultural
Extension Service model, with personal assistance and continuing support
from a skilled and knowledgeable agent, the more likely it is that the
innovation will be used in some form and that the use will be of long
duration␣ . . . . personal support and expert assistance from a friendly outsider
who can be counted on to be there over the long run increases the
effectiveness of this knowledge dissemination strategy. Even a relatively low-
cost investment in this regard seems to pay off handsomely. (p. 8)


Unfortunately, although the NDN provided a modest and effective
way to make relatively small-scale program innovations widely available
and usable, it never received the resources it needed to create a truly
national educational extension system. In addition, the broader policy
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issue of whether program improvement can actually be used as a lever
for whole-school improvement that results in improved student achieve-
ment remains questionable.1


Although the NDN model failed to scale up in the way the agricultural
extension service did, several important lessons about best practice in
education emerge from the NDN experience. First, best practice can
strengthen the research-practice link. The NDN validation process (a
notoriously rigorous one) provided a systematic way to verify what
teachers and local curriculum developers suspected about promising
practices. It corroborated practitioners’ knowledge and wisdom. This
systematic review and subsequent replication of programs lend power to
the notion that research and practice can enjoy a compatible relation-
ship in education.


Second, the NDN offers insight about the role that user networks can
play in strengthening best practice in education. In essence, the NDN
provided a research-based way for teachers and local curriculum devel-
opers to learn from their peers, leveraged by change agents (facilitators)
who disseminated what had been learned and assisted in the technology
transfer process. Other successful best practice models (such as James
Comer’s School Development Program, the Coalition of Essential Schools,
and Reading Recovery)2 are likewise characterized by large national and
international networks comprising thousands of practitioners, hundreds
of schools, and strong regional training programs (Slavin, 1997).


Perhaps the efficacy of the NDN can further be explained by two
contributory factors related to the educational system in the U.S.: The
NDN provided coherent direction in the apparently incoherent and
decentralized U.S. education system (characterized by a lack of agreed-
upon goals, decentralized decision making, and competing educational
fads), and the NDN’s programs and curricula alleviated the painfully
short amount of time (relative to teachers in other countries; Centre for
Educational Research and Innovation, 1995) U.S. teachers have to
devote to formulating curricula, developing daily lesson plans, and
thinking systematically about their experiences in the classroom. Both
the NDN’s structure and its emphasis on best practice appear to have
provided focus, stability, and the luxury of not having to reinvent the
curricular and programmatic wheel but instead being free to build on
the knowledge and success of peers and colleagues. This is not to suggest


1 A recent study of the seven New American Schools schoolwide reform designs found that
reform models focusing on core elements of schooling such as curriculum, instruction, and
professional development tended to have higher levels of implementation than more ambitious
designs that also addressed issues such as school governance or community engagement
(Olsen, 1998).


2 For additional descriptive information on these programs, see Pinnell (1991), O’Neil
(1995) and Goldberg (1997).
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that practitioners are automatons who will successfully implement new
curricula and programs at the drop of a hat (many a new curriculum
guide has sat on the shelf of teachers not involved in the original
development process), but rather that research-based approaches can be
used effectively as a stimulus for teachers to generate knowledge about
practice generally and about their own practice specifically.


STRENGTHENING BEST PRACTICE MODELS


Even the best best practice models do not always work the same way in
every setting. Robert Slavin, developer of Success for All (a widely
replicated program model), has candidly admitted that despite the
program’s requirements for an 80% buy-in (by secret ballot) by teachers
at any campus choosing to implement his program, it is not 100%
successfully implemented by all schools. Moreover, as Walberg and
Greenberg (1998) point out, stringent independent evaluation is neces-
sary to verify claims of success in any attempt to label a model one of best
practice.


Adopt a Generative Approach


The one-size-fits-all approach to best practice does not usually work in
medicine or law, and it is not likely to work in education, either. Doctors
and lawyers are called upon to make professional judgments based upon
both their extant knowledge of the field and their knowledge of a
particular case. Therefore, what is more likely to work in education (as in
medicine or law) is a more generative approach to the concept of best
practice—with teachers asking questions, exploring the research, mak-
ing educated guesses about the models that are most likely to fill the bill,
trying those models, and observing the effect those models have on their
classes and their practice.


Observations of the adoptions of many different types of best practices
or innovations (including educational innovations) indicate that rein-
vention (the degree to which users change or modify an innovation in
the process of adoption and implementation) is a widespread phenom-
enon (Rogers, 1995). This has typically been a problem in getting users
to adopt a best practice or innovation, to the degree that even teachers
who have tried to implement specific classroom innovations (even those
that were designed to be teacher-proof) did not adopt them but instead
adapted them (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978). By understanding and
promoting a more generative approach to best practice—one that
encourages teachers to reconsider their prior assumptions and influ-
ences teachers’ thinking (Kennedy, 1997)—best practice models are
more likely to contribute to teachers’ social and knowledge construction
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of the kind that enhances teacher professionalism, and research is less
likely to be viewed as a bitter pill that practitioners must swallow to make
them better.


Construct a Collaborative Research and Development System


Another important way to strengthen best practice approaches is to
ensure collaboration between researchers and practitioners. Although
the agricultural extension model may at first glance appear to be a top-
down approach, with researchers plucking ripe innovations and present-
ing them to a waiting clientele, a closer examination of Rogers’ (1995)
analysis, presented earlier, suggests that this is not exactly the case. In
fact, many of the characteristics Rogers points to indicate that the
agricultural extension system, rather than being a top-down system, was
really somewhat collaborative. Those characteristics include the fact that
the extension service evolved as a complete system rather than the
dissemination subsystem simply being grafted onto an existing research
subsystem: The research subsystem was oriented to utilization, with a
high degree of client contact, of user control evidenced through
attention to user needs in guiding research, and of client feedback on
the system’s effectiveness.


Could a collaborative research and development system be con-
structed in education? Could it include teachers as colleagues and
partners in the research and development enterprise? Could it permit
both formal research and practical inquiry (research conducted by
practitioners to help them understand their contexts, practices, and
students)? There is evidence to suggest that it could (Richardson, 1994),
although the development of such a system has not yet been tried on the
large scale needed to emulate the reach of the agricultural extension
service. It seems clear, however, that both types of research are needed to
fully develop the notion of best practice in education.


One other thing seems clear: Educators (researchers and practition-
ers working together) need to develop a consensus process to sort out
the research wheat from the chaff. Although the research community
has generally been loathe to do this in the past, the American Educa-
tional Research Association is currently considering processes whereby
consensus might be reached about what research shows. The U.S.
government has begun to convene a series of expert panels to make
recommendations about promising or exemplary practices. These two
activities will help to combat the notion that educational research is
insubstantial—showing results in one study that are refuted by the next.
Educational research, like all other research, requires a cumulative body
of knowledge on which to make best practice decisions. Although
educators have developed a cumulative body of knowledge in many areas
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of education, what has been lacking to date is some agreement about
what has been learned.


Redefine and Develop Dissemination


The final consideration in strengthening best practice is the impor-
tance of the dissemination or diffusion function. Once there is some
agreement about what constitutes best practice, how does that knowl-
edge make its way to the people who need it most? Studies of research
use have shown that simply informing teachers will not result in changes
in practice. If teachers (like anyone else) are sympathetic to a specific
approach, they will be receptive to its research findings, but if they are
not at least sympathetic, they will probably not be persuaded by the
research, no matter how compelling or relevant it is. This is largely due
to the fact that teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning are
particularly resistant to change. Placing knowledge within the concep-
tual (rather than the physical) reach of teachers by encouraging them to
reconsider their assumptions might ultimately pave the way for change
(Kennedy, 1997). The role of research therefore becomes to provide not
only the what but the how of best practice by influencing teachers’
thinking—showing them a new way of viewing their profession and their
identities as teachers. An aid to this process would be to develop and use
strong networks of researchers and practitioners so that knowledge
moves not from the top down or the bottom up but in a circular fashion.


Given what educators have learned about best practice, research
utilization, and diffusion of innovations in education as well as in other
fields, it seems that the considerations outlined here offer some hope to
make the best practice notion a workable and profitable one in education.
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A Case for Professional Development Schools


MEG GEBHARD
University of California, Berkeley


■ In discussing the contextual, situated nature of L2 teaching, Freeman
(1994) writes,


For teacher education, time and place are unexamined issues. Aside from the
structural distinctions between pre- and in-service education, “front loading”
persists as the dominant format in teacher education so that a single,
sustained professional input early on in teachers’ careers is assumed to equip
recipients for a lifetime of professional work. (p. 3)


In an attempt to move away from the generic front loading, in which
theoretical course work and a teaching practicum are separated in time
and space and often represent competing ideologies, many institutions
preparing teachers are attempting to restructure their programs to
contextualize teacher education by forming partnerships with innovative
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local schools. Over a decade ago, the Holmes Group (1986) developed
the concept of professional development schools (PDSs) to improve the
professional development of preservice and in-service teachers and
thereby support the capacity of schools to implement and sustain
penetrating educational reforms. PDSs differ from typical student-
teaching placements in that the university actively seeks out and makes a
long-term commitment to a public school. The purpose of this joint
venture is to create a setting that supports the theoretical and practical
aspects of learning to teach, allow expert teachers to play a larger role in
the development of new teachers by acting as mentors and university
adjuncts, and allow school and university educators to engage in joint
research projects (Darling-Hammond, 1994).


THE CONTEXT


Theoretical Context


The theoretical rationale behind the PDS movement is rooted in the
literature regarding the sociology and professionalization of teaching,
which underscores the role contexts play in the development of teaching
practices. Lortie’s (1975) seminal study of teachers, for example, docu-
ments the eased entry, lack of career stages, isolation, low task interde-
pendency, and weak socialization process in teachers’ work, which result
in their efforts being compromised by weak commitments, endemic
uncertainties, and a lack of a shared technical culture (a specialized
knowledge-base and set of practices).


Drawing on Lortie’s (1975) work, researchers have studied the contex-
tual factors that militate against a shared technical culture, weak commit-
ments, and low control over membership in teachers’ professionalization
(Little, 1984, 1990; Louis & Kruse, 1995; Talbert & McLaughlin, 1994).
Little’s work, for example, suggests that professional development initia-
tives are most influential when teachers’ interactions are marked by high
norms of collegiality (Little, 1990). That is, when teachers enter into
interdependent, joint work relationships through long-term collabora-
tion focused on understanding and improving student learning, they
enhance their teaching practices, have a shared investment in student
learning, and create an atmosphere of experimentation. This stands in
contrast to contexts marked by high norms of privacy, in which teachers
who trespass into each other’s teaching spaces by asking for help or
giving advice risk being perceived as incompetent or intrusive. In such
contexts, beginning teachers benefit very little from working next door
to gifted teachers. Moreover, in contexts marked by high norms of
privacy, inappropriate and even harmful teaching practices are tolerated
in relative silence.
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Building on Little’s (1984, 1990) work, Talbert and McLaughlin
(1993, 1994) further explore the relationship between context and
teacher professionalism in U.S. secondary schools. Specifically, they
describe the ways in which professionalism is supported or constrained
by the multiple, embedded contexts within which teachers interact.
These contexts, resting within varying ideological climates, include
differences in sectors (e.g., public or private schools), districts, schools,
departments, and classrooms and, for many teachers, differences in their
participation in professional networks (e.g., teacher associations and
university affiliations). In a comprehensive qualitative and quantitative
analysis of 16 high schools in two states, Talbert and McLaughlin (1994)
found that more removed contexts were less consequential for teachers’
professionalism than were the strength and character of the local
teacher communities. They concluded that norms of teaching practices
are socially negotiated within the everyday contexts of schooling. Talbert
and McLaughlin note, however, as does Little (1990), that in some
strong teacher communities, teachers’ shared understandings can work
against a service ethic. In contexts such as these, for example, teachers
collectively reinforce each others’ uninformed beliefs and practice,
particularly in regard to recent immigrants and nonnative speakers of
English.


Kruse, Louis, and Bryk (1995), taking this body of work as a founda-
tion, asked questions about ways to redesign institutional, structural
arrangements in schools so that they develop the strength and character
of teachers’ professional communities. Based on six case studies of the
implications of school restructuring for teachers’ work, they developed a
framework that suggests that teachers’ professional communities can be
supported in powerful ways. Specifically, teachers need time, communi-
cation structures, interdependent teaching roles, access to expertise,
leadership, ways of inducting new members, and a climate of trust and
respect.


In sum, the research on the socialization and professional develop-
ment of L1 teachers offers valuable insights into new ways of conceptual-
izing and contextualizing L2 teacher education. Namely, a synthesis of
the literature indicates that contextualized alternatives to front loading
in the preparation of L2 educators, as represented by the PDS concept,
can be analyzed according to the degree to which they
1. foster interdependent teaching roles,
2. provide teachers with institutional resources in the form of time and


space to collaborate,
3. establish communication structures in which teachers develop a set


of discourse practices for analyzing their teaching practices and
student learning,
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4. develop social mechanisms for the recruitment and induction of new
teachers,


5. provide teachers access to technical expertise,
6. foster leadership, and
7. operate in a climate of trust and respect.


Work Context


A school in the process of becoming a PDS consistent with the above
characteristics is Trent Academy, an elementary school in the Los
Angeles area that formed a partnership with one of California’s state
universities.1 Located in a low-income, high-crime area, Trent serves
approximately 1,100 students in Grades K–6, 81% of whom are identified
as limited English proficient and speak Spanish as their L1. Before 1990,
Trent had a reputation as one of most dysfunctional schools in the
district. Demographic changes during the late 1980s resulted in conflicts
between the African American community and the incoming Latino
community, conflicts that spilled over into the school. Tensions reached
such a pitch that a newly hired principal was reported to have received
death threats. Almost half the teaching staff, many of whom were
working on emergency credentials, quit. Moreover, students’ test scores
ranked among the lowest in the district. The situation began to change
the following year with the hiring of a second principal, Elizabeth Dang.
Described as having “enough energy and drive to power a locomotive”
(Wallis, 1994, p. 54), Dang brought to the position a host of talents and
experiences that enabled her to act as a catalyst for school change.
Important to a discussion of PDSs is that Dang, who holds a PhD in
special education, was also on the faculty at nearby CSU.


Seven years later, in 1997, the school had a stable, committed staff who
were capable of implementing an array of school reform initiatives in
daily practices. The turnover rate was less than 1%, all staff members had
their teaching credentials, and the number of teachers certified to teach
in a Spanish-English bilingual program had increased by 50%. Moreover,
in the spring of 1997 the school purchased a piece of property next to
the school site and obtained the services of a retired architect to design
a new building to serve as the CSU-Trent Teacher Training Academy,
with the specific mission of improving the teaching of L2 learners with
learning disabilities.


1 The data reported here come from a larger study of school restructuring at the University
of California, Berkeley, under the direction of Judith Warren Little. All names are pseudonyms.
To preserve the anonymity of the school site, I use the generic California State University or CSU
to refer to this university.
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THE PRACTICE


The complex story behind the strides made by the principal and the
teachers at Trent makes it difficult to highlight a single aspect of their
reform initiative, such as their partnership with CSU. Therefore, the
following description of Trent’s professional development program is
embedded in a broader discussion of the overall reform process. The key
elements of this process include dynamic leadership, the implementa-
tion of reforms to make institutional structures more flexible, the
innovative allocation of institutional resources to support teachers’ work,
and the creation of a discourse of possibility.


Leadership


Dang is one part educational reform analyst, one part hard-pressing
entrepreneur, and one part missionary. In an interview she described her
philosophy of educational renewal and talked about developing ways of
supporting teachers and administrators in “dreaming bigger and moving
faster” than the bulky bureaucracy in education typically allows. She also
emphasized her belief that “hard work pays off.” Her philosophy was put
into action during her first few years at Trent. First, she improved the
school campus by writing and receiving a grant to clean up the campus,
doing a good deal of the “painting, scrubbing, and cleaning” herself. She
maintained that “a good safe campus is easy, it’s doable, it’s tangible, and
people see obvious results” (interview, fall 1995). Next, she instituted a
form of school governance, known as site-based management, that
emphasizes shared decision making by granting real authority to teach-
ers and parents in order to harness their collective energies in changing
what matters most to them. Third, she applied for and received large
grants from the state ($580,000 over 5 years), a national nonprofit
organization ($400,000 over 3 years), and a leading corporation ($350,000
over 3 years). In discussing these efforts, she highlighted the importance
of “building momentum in the organizational capacity” of the school in
two ways. First, she stressed “always bringing it back to curriculum and
instruction” by asking, “When I spend this dollar, how does it help kids?”
Second, she emphasized the importance of being a role model. This was
evident not only in her belief that “you don’t ask people to do things
you’re not willing to do yourself” (interview, fall 1995) but also in the
ways in which a number of teachers talked about being apprenticed into
her leadership style by working closely with her.


Reforms and Flexible Institutional Structures


In her third year as principal, Dang, capitalizing on a piece of state
legislation that would allow Trent to break free from district regulations,
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negotiated contracts with the teachers’ union in order to become a state-
funded, quasi-independent school. This reform initiative, known as
Charter School Legislation, gave Trent greater freedom in pushing what
Dang called system buttons in education. Specifically, under site-based
management, the school formed eight teacher-parent committees on
which participation was mandatory. These committees had the authority
to, among other things, define the curriculum; structure teaching teams;
recruit, hire, and assess staff members; and provide opportunities for the
professional growth of teachers.


In regard to their relationship with CSU, the school staff, through a
host of projects, attempted to identify and support members of the local
community who showed promise for a career in education. As a result of
their work, an informal career ladder formed in which several volunteers
at the school, some of whom had left professions in Latin America,
became paid teaching assistants, took courses at CSU toward their
teaching credentials, and accepted positions at the school. José Zurillo,
for example, had been a medical doctor in Bolivia, but his medical
credentials were not recognized in the U.S. To make a living, keep an eye
on his children who attended Trent, and learn English, he applied to
become a teacher’s aide. Through the support of Dang, after a number
of years he became the director of bilingual education at the school. In
addition to community recruitment, Trent drew from the cadre of
student teachers who do their practicum at Trent. An example of a
teacher who came through this route was the special education teacher,
who was a student in a course taught by Dang.


Allocation of Resources


The staff at Trent allocated institutional resources in the form of
space, time, and funds to support the work of teachers. With regard to
space, in addition to the proposed teacher education academy, Trent
established a Teacher Resource Center equipped with a Power Macintosh
computer, a laser printer, a scanner, and Internet access. With regard to
time, the teachers created a schedule in which students were released
from school early every Wednesday afternoon, when teachers met in
their teaching teams or as a whole staff to plan curriculum and analyze
student learning. On one Wednesday in particular, the entire staff
participated in a workshop on the development of rubrics in the
assessment of L1 and L2 writing. The workshop was led by three teachers
who attended a conference sponsored by the National Writing Project2


2 The National Writing Project works to improve students’ writing abilities by improving the
teaching and learning of writing in U.S. schools, providing professional development programs
for classroom teachers, and expanding the professional roles of teachers.
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and felt that the information was important enough to share with the
entire staff. As part of the workshop, teachers broke into smaller team-
teaching groups to develop rubrics using samples of student writing from
their own classes. Later, as part of a teacher assessment protocol, teachers
were evaluated on the degree to which they demonstrated the use of
rubrics in their classroom practices.


In regard to funds, the 1994–1995 budget shows that the school
allotted money for each teacher to have 10 paid release days for
professional development. Teachers used these days in a variety of ways,
including attendance at professional conferences and workshops. New
teachers in particular were encouraged to use these days to observe their
mentor teachers—eight teachers who exemplified Trent’s definition of
teaching excellence and received stipends of $1,500 each to support
their work with novice teachers.


Discourse of Possibility


In talking with the staff members at Trent, one gets the impression of
a committed staff who believe anything is possible through their collec-
tive efforts. As one first-year teacher expressed it, “If you want to make a
change there is an avenue to do so . . . you can really see your ideas
become action” (interview, fall 1995).


THE FIT


An analysis of the ways in which Trent’s PDS initiative fits the
theoretical body of literature regarding the context of teachers’ work
suggests that Trent made significant gains in developing an environment
that fostered teacher professionalism. Specifically, the collective reforms
at Trent cultivated a teaching faculty that have developed a shared
knowledge-base and set of practices, have a strong service ethic, and have
control over who enters the profession and how their practices are
evaluated. Trent achieved this largely by providing teachers with institu-
tional resources in the form of time, space, and funding, all of which
resulted in new and experienced teachers alike having access to techni-
cal support in further developing their practices. Second, Trent estab-
lished communication structures and fostered teacher leadership through
mandatory, active participation in site-based governance committees that
emphasized issues surrounding curriculum and instruction. Third, the
school developed mechanisms for the recruitment and induction of new
teachers from the local community who spoke the students’ L1, were
knowledgeable about the students’ culture, and had a strong investment
in the students’ academic success. Fourth, the teachers at Trent devel-
oped a climate of trust and respect through their diligent work on
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various committees. Finally, in regard to interdependent roles, the
teachers at Trent developed interdependency through their site-based
committee work at the macro, school administrative level. This led to
shared understandings on such difficult issues as curricular frameworks
and assessment practices.


At the microlevel, however, true joint work was less visible in teacher-
student-curricular interactions within classrooms. In fact, several teach-
ers commented that, despite the gains they made professionally through
their committee work, committees often pulled their focus away from
their individual teaching practices and students. In describing this
situation, one teacher said that after a number of years of having served
on high-powered committees, such as the Curriculum and Instruction
Committee, she was ready to play a smaller role on a less controversial
committee so that she might redirect her attention back to her classroom
(interview, fall 1995). The situation this teacher is describing may
improve with the advent of a more fully developed PDS program or as
the school’s various reform initiatives mature.


In conclusion, what stands out in Trent’s professional development
program is the degree to which the school energized and sustained the
professional character of its teaching staff by supporting the work of
teachers on site in a contextualized, well-grounded fashion. Similar to
Anderson’s (1997) discussion of a TESOL-PDS, the narrative of school
reform at Trent signals that true innovation in teacher education takes
place not at the university in generic discussions about teaching but in
the act of teaching in local contexts. This suggests that L2 teacher
educators have a responsibility to identify and form partnerships with
innovative schools that have the capacity to support the professional
development of preservice L2 teachers. This step is crucial if teacher
educators are to understand and support the work beginning teachers
do, make good use of the knowledge gifted teachers have, play an active
role in educational reform, and further a more grounded theoretical
understanding of teaching practices and student learning.


GENERALIZABILITY


As situated in Trent Academy, the PDS initiative hinges on the unique
qualities of the individuals involved and the ways in which district and
state policy contexts shape their work. In this sense, a discussion of
Trent’s approach to teachers’ professional development is intended to
be not a model solution but rather an example of a well-crafted,
contextually based approach to L2 teacher education. As discussed, this
approach is more powerful than traditional behavioral approaches to L2
teacher education. For example, in California, one of the solutions to
the shortage of ESL and bilingual teachers is the de-skilling practice of
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equipping emergency credentialed teachers with do-this-every-time work-
books or mandating that L1 teachers log a specified number of hours in
generic ESL methodology classes offered by districts. In contrast, the
concept of a PDS, in line with a socioconstructivist perspective of
development (e.g., Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1985), recognizes that
teachers’ practices are rooted in cultural, historical, and institutional
settings. As such, attempts to develop a theoretical basis for understand-
ing teacher learning or to improving teacher education in significant
ways must address the context of teaching. Moreover, the current call to
examine what Freeman refers to as the “time and place” of teaching is
not limited to discussions of teaching in the U.S. but extends to
discussions of the practices of ESL/EFL teachers in international con-
texts. Specifically, Duff and Uchida’s (1997) report that participants
teaching in a Japanese context changed their practices as a result of the
“classroom and institutional culture, instructional materials, and reac-
tions from students and colleagues” (p. 460). Further, Kramsch and
Sullivan (1996) advocate a pedagogy of appropriation, in which interna-
tional ESL/EFL teachers revise their teaching methodologies to be in
tune with both local, culturally specific forms of discourse and the global
language needs of learners of English. Clearly, as is evident at Trent
Academy, cultural and institutional contexts matter in the ways in which
teachers construct and enact their teaching practices.
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A Systemic Teacher Education Intervention:
The Italian In-Service Education Program for
Foreign Language Teachers


LUCILLA LOPRIORE
University of Rome, La Sapienza


■ In 1978, the in-service education project known as the Progetto
Speciale Lingue Straniere (Special Project for Foreign Languages, or
PSLS) was conceived to retrain Italian teachers of English, French,
German, and Spanish in lower-age (11–14) and upper-age (15–18)
secondary schools. The project was organised by Italy’s Ministry of
Education with the assistance of national cultural agencies from the U.S.,
France, Germany, and Spain.1 The PSLS marked a systemic response to


1 These agencies included the British Council (United Kingdom), the Goethe Institut
(Germany), the Consejeria de la Educación (Spain), the Bureau Linguistique (France), and the
U.S. Information Service and the Fulbright Commission (U.S.).
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ongoing and troubling problems in foreign language education in
Italian schools, including poor student competence in foreign lan-
guages, a lack of either general or subject-specific pre- or in-service
teacher education, and the focus of university foreign language pro-
grams on literature studies as opposed to communicative competence.
As a result of the PSLS, teachers have had more opportunities for
professional development, and foreign language education is gradually
improving. At the same time, the program itself has adjusted to emerg-
ing professional needs, such as the use of information technologies.


THE CONTEXT


Work Context


In Italy, foreign languages are taught an average of 3 hours per week
in lower and upper secondary schools. In 1991, foreign languages were
also introduced in primary schools. When the PSLS was conceived in
1978, there was no preservice teacher education in Italy, and in fact there
is still none today. Teachers at all levels enter the profession by examina-
tion after completing their university degree. Primary schoolteacher
candidates take an examination at the end of their secondary school
studies and undertake a practicum before starting their first job. This
lack of preservice education has affected the foreign language achieve-
ment of students throughout the Italian school system. To compensate
for the lack of preservice education, the Ministry of Education, some
universities and professional associations, and private sector institutions
have offered in-service education courses, but these courses have not
been comprehensive, and at the beginning most were subject specific;
only in the past few years have they become geared to the development
of interdisciplinary skills such as assessment, classroom management,
and the use of information technology.


To address the problems caused by the lack of preservice education, in
1990 the Italian parliament passed a law that introduced optional 2-year
preservice education. Programs have been slow to start, and only since
1990 has public attention focused on the need to implement preservice
education and address teachers’ professional development. As a result,
some universities have become more concerned about preservice educa-
tion and the need to establish productive relationships with existing
in-service programs and practicing teachers.


A 1977 report on the achievement of students aged 16 to 19 through-
out Europe (Tortora, Sanzo, & Palamidesi, 1977) showed that Italian
students had extremely low proficiency in foreign languages (Tortora,
Sanzo, & Palamidesi, 1988, p. 4). The poor performance was generally
attributed to teachers’ lack of linguistic and pedagogical competence.
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The Ministry of Education considered several options, including intro-
ducing preservice education, modifying university programs to address
communicative competence, and developing intensive language courses
for teachers. However, only one option seemed feasible at the time: to
develop a national, systemwide in-service teacher education program for
foreign language teachers. The program would meet the general goal of
improving foreign language education in a cost-effective, immediately
applicable way.


Theoretical Context


At present the PSLS is the only structured in-service program in Italy.
Throughout its 20 years of operation, it has been continually updated
according to teachers’ needs. The stated official aims of the PSLS are (a)
to improve the standards of foreign language education for Italian
students, (b) to update the professional knowledge and linguistic
competence of Italian foreign language teachers, and (c) to address the
lack of preservice education in the educational system. The program was
based on several theoretical assumptions that were highly innovative in
terms of both structural organisation and professional development
aims. These assumptions held that in-service education would be most
effective when it was
1. conducted by fellow teachers. Peer education was seen as conducive


to strong interpersonal relationships among the seminar leaders and
participants.


2. conducted in a familiar school context, with the content defined and
developed from an emic perspective. It was felt that education would
be more relevant when leaders and participants shared a common
work background and familiarity with the school context.


3. conducted in a collaborative way, in a nonthreatening atmosphere,
and without hierarchical pressures of assessment and evaluation.
Collaboration was seen as helping to overcome problems of profes-
sional isolation, which can impede development.


4. immediately applied in the teacher’s own context. Thus content
could be tested and the results brought back to the education
setting.


5. readjusted to meet the teachers’ changing needs.
6. conducted in the target language, thus integrating language im-


provement with the development of teaching skills.
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THE PRACTICE


The PSLS is run annually throughout Italy by 400 teacher educators
who are themselves schoolteachers. The project is financially supported
by the Italian Ministry of Education, whereas the leader seminars are
partially sponsored by the cultural agencies mentioned in footnote 1,
which now provide their own seminar leaders. The courses do not
include a practicum component, which means the participants are not
observed unless a specific agreement is negotiated with the leader. The
latter reflects the general lack of an evaluation culture within the
educational system in Italy; there is little evaluation of curriculum design
or pedagogical effectiveness. This stands in contrast to the rather
excessive emphasis placed on student assessment through tests and final
examinations, which are taken as exclusive indicators of teaching quality.


Leader Seminars


New leaders are usually selected once a year according to regional
demand from among those teachers who are the most committed to the
project. Until 1993, 10–15 leaders were sent abroad annually to France,
Germany, England, Spain, and the U.S. for 6-week seminars run by
experts in those countries. Starting in 1993, due to a shortage of funds,
the seminars, though still led by guest experts, were held in Italy and
were shortened to 3 weeks.2


Course Organisation and Content


The PSLS was initially organised into three levels. Level 1 (100 hours)
provided teachers with a theoretical background in foreign language
teaching and general language improvement. Levels 2 and 3 (50 hours
each) dealt with areas not covered in Level 1, including teaching the
four skills, testing and evaluating, and teaching literature. Thus a natural
progression through the levels led to the gradual reinforcement of
knowledge and specific skills.


To meet participating teachers’ needs, in 1991 the Ministry of Educa-
tion changed the courses so that they focused on topic instead of level.
All of the courses became 50-hour modules focused on specific areas,
such as spoken and written language, language learning strategies, and
language and culture. However, an obstacle that leaders must overcome
in designing and teaching the topic-specific courses is that they attract
teachers with diverse levels of education, including some who lack basic
background in general methodology.


2 The courses for the English leaders in Italy were twice led by Mark Clarke (U.S.) and by
John Morgan (United Kingdom).







514 TESOL QUARTERLY


Individual leaders submit proposals for the content of the modules to
the local school authorities by the end of the school year before the
course is to be offered. Course proposals are based on end-of-course
evaluations as well as on topics leaders feel more confident about or on
which they are doing research. Teachers then voluntarily apply to take
the courses most relevant to their needs. A maximum of 20 participants
per course are selected on the basis of seniority. Unfortunately, there has
not been any regular networking about course syllabi among leaders
nationally, although there has been some local networking.


Course Logistics


Teachers and leaders are given release time from their regular school
duties to participate in the courses, which combine 3-hour afternoon
sessions with three intensive 8-hour days throughout the school year. The
weekly meetings are generally held on the school premises, chosen by
the leader to allow easy access to resources and equipment. The course
location is often a major criterion for participants as they choose courses,
particularly in urban areas such as Rome or Milan.


Accreditation and Program Evaluation


Until 1995, there was no system of accreditation or career incentive
for either teachers or leaders who took part in PSLS courses, although
the school contract instituted in 1989 introduced incentives for both
groups. Leaders have no official contract or acknowledged official status.
Given this lack of external motivation, the high number of course
participants shows the level of commitment of attending teachers. This
motivation may stem from the lack of preservice education, the
noncompulsory nature of the courses, or perhaps the fact that courses
are peer-led and nonthreatening and do not include any form of
assessment or examination. For the leaders, motivation stems from the
almost total freedom they have to devise their own courses and to
experiment. The little external accountability there is hinges on practi-
cal administrative issues such as course proposals and final reports,
though leaders often demonstrate professional accountability by writing
articles or textbooks and giving conference presentations.


The need to evaluate the PSLS has been recognized both systemwide
and by the leaders. The Centro Europeo dell’Educazione (European
Centre of Education) and the Ministry of Education have developed a
plan for evaluating the entire program, but at this writing it has yet to be
implemented. In 1991 the U.S. Information Service conducted an
evaluation of the English component of the program in Rome (Hill,
1991).
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The demand for the PSLS continues to be extremely strong. In 1995,
236 courses were run throughout Italy, and in 1996, 218 courses served
more than 4,000 secondary school foreign language teachers. Since
1997, the PSLS has not run any courses, as the Ministry of Education has
been working to integrate the project into new plans for tertiary and
in-service teacher education systems. In some ways the hiatus has been
welcome, as it has offered participants time to reflect and to run special
seminars for leaders on information technology.


RESPONSIVENESS


Despite the constraints on its effectiveness, the PSLS has been one of
the few opportunities for professional development offered to Italian
teachers by the state school system in the past 20 years. In fact, teachers
of subjects other than foreign languages do not have access to any
teacher education programs.


Reforms since 1990 have reemphasized some of the main features of
the PSLS. These reforms include the creation of preservice education for
all teachers, support for new forms of in-service education developed
locally by teachers with university personnel or other experts, and the
provision of closer links between practical and theoretical issues in in-
service education. These reforms appear to build on valuable aspects of
the PSLS, such as the initial leader seminar, the national network of
education courses, and the use of leaders who are themselves full-time
teachers and mostly nonnative speakers of the languages they are
teaching. These characteristics have helped the program respond to the
demands of the educational context for 20 years, adjust to changing
needs, and provide at least a partial answer to some of the problems that
led to its founding.


Although the PSLS addressed the lack of pre- and in-service education
as well as the need for collaborative professional development, it has not
achieved the main goal of improving Italian students’ standards in
foreign languages. This may be due to several concurrent causes not all
related to the project itself. The provision of in-service courses is not
enough; problems in setting a national educational policy on how best to
promote students’ (and teachers’) proficiency in foreign languages also
remain to be solved.


GENERALIZABILITY


After 20 years, the PSLS continues to offer a potentially generalizable
example of effective in-service education. There are three reasons for its
durability: (a) the project’s adaptability to changing needs and condi-
tions, (b) the value of its theoretical assumptions, and (c) the leaders’
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and participants’ shared status. In terms of adaptability, the Italian
school system is undergoing important changes in curriculum and in
forms of teacher education. The project’s longevity and the ability of the
program and of the leaders, in the absence of strong systemic support, to
pause to reformulate aims, procedures, and focus and perhaps to
refashion the project to better address teachers’ needs are undoubtedly
signs of its worth.


The amount of freedom allowed PSLS leaders is a direct consequence
of the project’s theoretical assumptions. If the PSLS had adopted a
deficit model of staff development, participating teachers would not
have been formally involved in planning the courses to develop new skills
or meet changing circumstances. The PSLS is a successful model of
professional development because the leaders have the freedom to
collaborate with their colleagues in addressing their needs. Leaders and
participants have thus felt valued and make the most of their work
together.


Likewise, the leaders have continually sought to build bridges to the
participants’ classrooms and have gradually developed noninvasive pro-
cedures, such as narratives, focus groups, lesson transcript analysis, and
teacher logs, aimed at bringing the participants’ classes into the course.
It is difficult to tell whether these procedures have meaningfully affected
the participants’ teaching practice, but certainly they have improved the
participants’ awareness of what they are doing.


And last, in terms of equal status, a final challenge for the PSLS is to
maintain full-time teachers as leaders. Participants see leaders as peers
who are effectively working within their school contexts and who share
their mother tongue and deeper intercultural perceptions. For the
leaders, being a full-time teacher means both extra work and continuous
reflection upon their own teaching.


Thus the theoretical assumptions underlying the original design of
the PSLS as a systemic intervention in foreign language education have
proved correct. The end-of-course evaluation questionnaires3 and the
numerous requests for new courses have demonstrated both the positive
responses of participants to the program and its format and the quality of
the teacher education it has offered. An increasing number of in-service
courses in all subjects are now offered in Italy, and teachers have been
able to compare the quality of PSLS courses with that of other courses.
Because many foreign language teachers are experienced consumers of
in-service education through the PSLS, they are now often perceived as
the most up-to-date professionals in their school contexts. Thus the PSLS


3 In 1997 the Ministry of Education carried out a partial evaluation of the PSLS courses,
collecting and analysing all course preliminary programs, needs analyses, evaluation question-
naires, and participants’ diaries when available. The evaluation has not yet been completed.
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has greatly contributed to providing an environment rich in stimulation
and the exchange of ideas.
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Reconfiguring the Past and the Present:
Performing Literacy Histories in a
Johannesburg Classroom


PIPPA STEIN
University of the Witwatersrand


Let all the stories be told. The gift of our freedom partly lies in our ability to ensure
that where oppression is no longer a major defining characteristic of the social
environment, the different features of our society will now emerge as aspects of a
more complex definition of that environment.


Ndebele (1998, p. 27)


■ The present moment in South Africa is marked by a collective
engagement in a national process of truth and reconciliation in which
victims of the apartheid past have the opportunity to talk about their
experiences in public hearings before the National Truth and Reconcili-
ation Commission.1 The term truth and reconciliation has become a


1 The Commission also encourages perpetrators of apartheid crimes to come forward to
confess and apply for amnesty.
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shorthand for the act of remembering and mourning that leads to
healing and, in so doing, permits the invention of a future. Through
their oral and written testimonies, victims of apartheid abuses engage in
an important process of recovery and validation of their histories
through memory, a process the novelist Brink (1998) has named the
excavation of silence.


THE CONTEXT


It is within the context of the processes of recovery and collective
remembering in a public forum as a path to understanding and
reconciliation that I critically reflect on a teacher education course I
have been directing since 1994 with in-service postgraduate English
teachers from diverse cultural contexts at the University of the
Witwatersrand in Johannesburg. All the students speak English as a
home or additional language, and many students are multilingual,
speaking several of the 11 official languages of South Africa. Through an
analysis of the processes and outcomes involved in a particular aspect of
the course—namely, the collaborative dramatic performances by groups
of students of their literacy histories—I argue that using collaborative
group performance as a mode of meaning making to explore autobio-
graphical memory in relation to social literacies can lead to certain kinds
of learning that the traditional written essay does not provide. The kinds
of learning that result from using collaborative group performance are,
I believe, particularly valuable to language teacher education in contexts
of linguistic and cultural diversity.


THE PRACTICE


The content of the 7-week course is based on the New Literacy Studies
(Street, 1993, 1995)2 and the work of the New London Group in
multiliteracies (1996). Theorists and researchers working in the New
Literacy Studies reject the dominant view of literacy as a neutral,
technical skill for a view of literacy as an ideological, site-specific social
practice implicated in power relations and embedded in specific cultural
meanings and practices. Much of the research in this area explores
literacies from a cross-cultural perspective, paying attention to the
particular ways people use and value different literacies in social and
cultural life.


The New London Group’s use of the term multiliteracies describes two


2 The New Literacy Studies include, amongst others, the work of Barton (1991, 1994), Gee
(1990), Graff (1979), Heath (1983), Prinsloo and Breier (1996), Scribner and Cole (1981), and
Street (1984).
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closely related phenomena that are profoundly affecting the emerging
cultural, institutional, and global order: the increasing salience of
cultural and linguistic diversity and the nature of the new, increasingly
multimodal communications technologies in which written-linguistic
modes of meaning interface with visual, audio, gestural, and spatial
patterns of meaning. Both the New Literacy Studies and the multiliteracies
project reject a universal account of the oral and the written and rather
see the significance of different forms of communication, like written
and oral language, as differing according to the social and material
conditions of their use.


The course is designed to work at a number of different levels in an
attempt to integrate the cross-cultural perspectives and diverse
multiliteracies in the student body itself into the course practices and
content. Final assessment for the course is based on a mini–case study on
literacy practices in a specific site; a weekly one-page written reflective
account on issues arising from the course content and pedagogy; and a
collaborative, dramatic presentation of the students’ literacy histories in
the final week of the course. It is this dramatic presentation of literacy
histories that I focus on in this article.


Teachers have 7 weeks in which to prepare a 20-minute, small-group
dramatic presentation based on their individual literacy histories.3 This
presentation is assessed on a group basis only (i.e., no marks are
allocated for individual performances) and counts for 25% of the final
grade for the course. A literacy history is defined loosely as an account of
an individual’s relationship with different literacies from early childhood
onwards upon which the present is built (Barton, 1994). These different
literacies include dominant or mainstream literacies (e.g., the literacies
of school) and vernacular or often marginalised literacies, like the
literacies of home, community, or subcultures (Street, 1993). A literacy
history may be made up of a set of literacy practices that include literacy
events.


Literacy events are the particular activities in which literacy has a role: they
may be regular repeated activities. Literacy practices are the general cultural
ways of utilising literacy that people draw upon in a literacy event. (Barton,
1991, p. 5)


Drawing on the work of the multiliteracies project, I have included the
concept of multimodal literacies as part of an individual’s literacy history
(Kress, 1997). Many of the students come from communities that
privilege oral, performative, and gestural forms of communication above


3 I am grateful to Shirley Brice Heath for her suggestions and influence on the structure of
these presentations.
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print-based literacy. Oral traditions, practices, and events such as
storytelling, singing, and praising are therefore a central feature of these
literacy histories.


One of my main pedagogical aims as a teacher educator is to
productively utilise the diverse cultural and representational resources
within the student group (Peirce & Stein, 1995). This often means that I
select the small working groups, mixing students together across lan-
guages, race, gender, and educational and cultural backgrounds. This
selection procedure has met with some opposition from students who
prefer to self-select their groups, particularly as the presentation is to be
assessed. I continue to grapple with the politics and ethics of group
selection procedures, but I have found that, with some exceptions, by the
time the whole process is over the students welcome the opportunity to
meet new people and learn from the cross-cultural collaboration and
interaction. I know and they know that what is going on in the classroom
is at one level a social project—an attempt to connect people across the
great social divide that has existed for so long in South Africa and
continues to exist. As one student put it in her weekly reflective account,


Having grown up in a racially segregated way, I find that meeting students and
teachers from other communities has been enriching and worthwhile. It
makes me feel intolerant of all those who still cling to values and attitudes of
the old South Africa.


In their small groups, students spend some time sharing their literacy
autobiographies. I stress to students that this is a literacy autobiogra-
phy—in that literacies (or an absence of such) and changing attitudes
and practices around literacies should be the pivotal point from which
and around which a life history might be constructed. In a multilingual
context like our own, any literacy history will include multilingual
literacy practices. Students are then encouraged to weave together these
diverse histories and languages, like a braid, into a coherent narrative
that takes into account their points of connection as well as their
divergences. But coherence is not enough: The braid they are weaving
has to be transformed into a performance for an audience, with all its
attendant features of spectacle, music, dance, costume, language, ges-
ture, and visual design.


Since I began teaching the course, I have been increasingly struck by
the powerful effects of both the process and the final performances on
the participants. Their excitement and interest are often reflected in
their weekly feedback papers—“a wonderful experience,” “fun and
fascinating,” “an enjoyable and memorable experience.” After the per-
formances, students are keen to reflect critically on what they have
witnessed, trying to make sense of the extraordinary range of experi-
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ences that are contained in this one community of learners, who have all
come together in this moment of history to tell their stories.


Performance 1


Imagine that you are in a small seminar room in Johannesburg full of
excited and nervous adults laughing at themselves and at each other, as
they display their costumes and props for the play. The cast of characters
includes students dressed up as their mothers, fathers, nannies, and
teachers. One student is in a white apron and doek,4 playing her mother,
who was a domestic worker for a rich White family. The performance
begins. A young Black woman dressed as a 10-year-old girl shyly takes the
stage to begin her monologue:


In 1968, I was 10 years old and in Standard 1 when I came to Petanenge (Put
Leg) village in the Northern Province, so named because of the river one has
to cross to reach the place. The community in Petanenge was illiterate, if I
may use the word in its traditional sense. Without a single school, teacher, or
doctor. Our house, just like many houses surrounding us, was mud built. We
often had to go for days without proper meals. Many families lived in
degradation. The fathers worked on the mines in Johannesburg and
Pietersburg—many never came back to their families, and they left them
destitute. There was little or no motivation for learning. My two sisters and I
were amongst the few who stuck to school. Since the place did not have any
electricity or telephones, communication was limited to letter writing. Many
people would come to us every week to ask us to either read or write letters for
them. The majority would be women who wanted to communicate with their
husbands, children, or boyfriends. These were the most humbling moments I
could remember from my youth, humbling because many of the old people
would entrust me with the most private and intimate news of their lives. Old
men would squat and old women would kneel when asking for my services.
This was a gesture only accorded elderly people or important members of the
community. Old people would ask me to write letters to their sons who were
enticed to the city and were no longer prepared to come home. The
sufferings of these people would be shamelessly shed. What I dreaded most
was to read letters, telegrams, and messages informing the relatives about
deaths in the family. This was not uncommon for a community where people
worked on the mines. I would watch helplessly while my aunt tried to comfort
the poor father, mother, wife.


Let me draw you to the fact that when I started reading these letters I was
a young girl of 10. I began to think that by right women were inferior to men,
as the women around me were subjected to shame and humiliation. Men
could decide on how many children they wanted, while they stayed for years
in Johannesburg, entertaining themselves with other women, expecting their


4 Head scarf often worn by domestic workers as part of their uniform.
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wives to wait for them. Some women tried to go against this but were met with
great criticism from both genders. Fathers were not prepared to fund their
daughters’ education while they were prepared to do it for their sons.


At the tender age of 10, I was a letter reader and a letter writer for my
village. Through my access to literacy, I came to know the ways of men and
women. I feel now that I was exposed too early to adult life and, in a way, I feel
robbed of my childhood.


What you now witness is a poignant scene between this young girl and a
woman from the village, who brings in a letter she has just received from
her husband. The letter is written in Tsonga, the local language. The
young girl slowly reads the letter aloud in Tsonga and in English. The
woman begins to weep. Her husband is demanding that she procure a
second wife for him—her own sister.


Performance 2


A different group of students, a different year. This time, the cast of
characters includes a group of four men dressed in traditional African
clothes, blankets, skins, and assegais,5 carrying their faded school certifi-
cates from Bantu Education6 days, a Voortrekker7 lady from the Great
Trek, and a visiting Japanese student clutching large posters full of
beautiful Japanese and Chinese calligraphy. She carefully pins up her
calligraphy on the walls of the classroom, creating a vivid backdrop to
her performance. She then begins speaking in Japanese while a member
of her group provides a running translation in English.


Rumiko (in Japanese to the audience): From the time I was 7 years old, my
parents forced me to go to lots of schools every day after normal school,
like electric piano, calligraphy, and the abacus. When I was 10 years old,
my parents forced me to go to juku,8 where we learn the same subjects
but with better teachers. Even on Sunday I went to swimming school
because my mother didn’t want to play with me—she needed a rest. So
my parents never taught me to read books. If they had I would have
become a child who loves reading. I didn’t like my private high school
because my teacher insulted my mom and me when I told him the fact
that my mother was illiterate. Teachers often asked for the parents’
responses in writing. In the morning before the teacher collected the
forms from the pupils, the pupils showed them to one another to
compare the calligraphy skills. I hated it because I had to hide my
mom’s illiteracy every time. I always filled in the forms myself. In Japan


5 Spears for hunting and war used by Africans from earliest times.
6 The name given to the oppressive apartheid education system.
7 Afrikaans pioneers who took part in the Great Trek from the Cape Colony, circa 1835.
8 Intensive extramural classes for students who wish to sit for entrance exams into highly


competitive secondary schools.
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you are regarded as an illiterate person if you can’t read and write
difficult Chinese characters even if you can write in two kinds of
Japanese characters.


Jenny (in English): So even though your mother could write two different
Japanese characters she was regarded as illiterate because she couldn’t
write Chinese characters? Seems like Japan has a very narrow definition
of literacy.


 Rumiko (in English): If my mother could hear you now she would be very
happy!


RESPONSIVENESS OR FIT


Obviously, no amount of analysis can fully account for the power of a
performance, for it is in the living and visualising of it that its power
occurs. What I wish to show, however, is that the power of this pedagogi-
cal practice lies in the complex network of cognitive and affective
associations that develop in the participants from the relations that are
established in the practice between autobiographical memory, collabora-
tion, and reconfiguration of the past and the present.


The use of autobiographical narrative as a pedagogic practice can be
a powerful device for interpreting, renaming, and validating one’s
experience. Feminist researchers have focused attention on the narrative
autobiography technique as a significant means of recovering the voices
and social experiences of silenced women and marginalised groups. This
interest in using autobiography in educational contexts—in sociology,
for example—encourages students to develop critical self-awareness in
exploring the relationship between individual experiences and wider
social patterns (Evans, 1993; Ribbens, 1993; Stanley, 1993). Much has
been written on the important role of narrative enquiry and autobiogra-
phy in teacher education as a way to link past history as students in
school, to present experiences as teachers, and to imagined future
experiences (Clandinin, 1986; Connelly & Clandinin, 1990; Haarhof &
Pflaum, 1996).


The act of re-membering, or reconstructing the truth about one’s
history, can be a form of validation of that history. Brady (1990) has
made a strong case for the use of autobiographical texts and what he
calls autobiographical acts (any process of recording one’s personal
history) in adult learning. The process of remembering is not merely an
act of repetition of the past but an act of re-membering or collecting
together one’s “members”—one’s prior selves and the figures and events
that belong to one life’s story—in a purposeful and conscious way. In
South Africa, where the majority of adult learners were written out of
history during colonialism and the apartheid era, this act of constructing
one’s personal history, of holding it up for others to see and comment
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on, is an important act of recovery and validation (Charlewood, 1996;
Jackson & Thompson, 1997).


One explanation for the powerful effect of this practice lies in the
complex emotional, linguistic, and cognitive associations that occur in
the process of recovering a literacy history. Student teachers whose
histories, languages, and literacies have been previously silenced rapidly
come to see the links between their individual, private experiences of
literacy and wider social and political structures, like education and
schooling, that control an individual’s access to literacy as well as
determine which literacies have currency in social networks. Through
this exploration, it becomes increasingly clear the extent to which a
literacy history of an individual, a family, or a community is also
emblematic of cultural values and practices within a family and community.


A further key aspect of autobiography is that it is often an act of self-
definition and identity construction. In this practice, however, the focus
on the collaborative process in which the act of remembering occurs can
lead to new definitions of the self and identity. The collective remember-
ing and the collaboration involved in working towards a common goal of
creating a coherent drama for presentation force the participants to
reevaluate their individual lives in relation to others and to much
broader social and historical processes. They come to see themselves not
only as part of a history of a family but also as part of a community, of a
country. For many student teachers, what may have seemed boring and
uninteresting in their own literacy histories suddenly acquires a new
identity when it is seen as part of the political and social history of a
nation. This identity-quest aspect of autobiography has particular rel-
evance to the South African context, where, as Jacobs (1992) has put it,
the entire country is engaged in the process of bringing the past into
proper perspective in a drama of self-definition, and at the core of this
new nation-making project is, of course, “its narration” (p. 73). But it is
through the collective, comparative experience that new definitions are
derived.


Drawing on the work of Benjamin (1992) and Simon (1992), I suggest
that the process, practice, and performance of these literacy histories is
a form of “brushing history against the grain” (Benjamin, p. 248). For
Benjamin, to brush against the grain meant to wrest images from their
original context and codifying structures in order to reinsert them in
new constellations that will help illuminate the present as a moment of
radical possibility. This practice requires not the obliteration of the past
but rather a reconfiguration of the past and the present that reveals the
possibility of the present.


The use of collaborative dramatic performance as a mode of represen-
tation, in its multimodal use of the visual, textual, performative, gestural,
and dramatic, sets up powerful juxtapositions of images and memories in
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the minds and eyes of the viewers and performers. This radical
reconfiguration of the past in relation to the present challenges the
existing beliefs individuals hold about themselves, others, and their
environment with new patterns and forms of association and representa-
tion. For example, an experienced teacher from Lesotho did not believe
that the complex knowledge of Basotho songs, dances, and multilingual
language practices that he had acquired as a boy in the single-sex hostels
on the mines in Johannesburg could constitute a part of his literacy
constellation until he participated in this project. The visiting student
from Japan believed that her mother was illiterate until she told her story
to members of her group, who reinterpreted her definition of literate and
set up a reconfiguration of her relationship to her mother and to her
past. The collaborative process is central in all of this—elements from
the past break loose of the ways in which individuals see them, are then
rescued and redeemed, and are drawn together by the group in new
constellations with the present. In some sense, then, what my students
have been doing is a pedagogy of remembrance in which the past is being
discovered by the present in a way that gives hope and possibility to the
future (Simon, 1992). Thus the act of working collaboratively in diverse
groups to produce a coherent, intertextual performance changes the
frame in which individual group members’ personal memories are
constructed. And it is in the reframing and transforming of their literacy
histories into a multimodal public performance for an audience that
some kind of reconciliation and healing occurs. As one participant wrote
in his weekly reflective account,


Looking back on this experience, the memories are still strong of this coming
together of different cultures and finding each other as individuals. To see
someone as an individual is to see that they don’t fit perfectly into any
stereotypes. Of course the memories are not just of our group working
together, but also of the other groups and their presentations. At times, as I
watched them, I felt as I imagine my pupils felt during the cross-cultural
storytelling exercise we did recently—a little bit taken aback by the power and
mystery of things like the initiation ceremonies. I wondered about my place in
this. But most of all was a feeling that all of this, from Wilbur Smith to Chief
Makapan, could fit together and make sense if people are willing.


The dramatic performance as a mode for meaning making is also
central to this practice. Drama is built on the concept of role play—the
imaginative enactment of individuals in the frame of play. Bateson
(1955) has defined play as the kind of learning about the self that results
in a change in self. Play allows the self to metaphorise, to become
something or someone that the nonplaying self would not ordinarily
allow. Thus play allows multiple versions of the world (Heath, 1993).
This multivocality seems particularly appropriate when literacy histories
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become the subject matter of the play, as literacy histories are social
histories, involving many different people—parents, friends, teachers,
and peers as well as communities and social institutions like the church,
the family, and the school. The multivocality of the performance mode,
in which, in the guise of play, people can inhabit one another’s life
worlds, lends itself to exploring cultural diversity. At its best, the kind of
learning that occurs from these role shifts encourages empathy, cross-
cultural understandings, and reflexivity. One student, an experienced
high school teacher, wrote in his weekly paper:


We gather around Rosalin and listen to her rendition of a Nigerian village
story. We pretend to be indiscreet children. Then we perform a tableau from
Belinda’s past. Belinda is the child who is read stories to make her fall asleep,
except Rosalin plays Belinda who plays her mother. I’m the father, drawing on
my close relationship with my niece. The discomfort of proximity to people of
a different culture is eased because we’re taking on each other’s lives.


Using the performance mode when literacy is the subject matter is
particularly appropriate in a teacher education course because literacy is
a series of culturally specific practices that often express themselves
across multiple modalities: One literacy event can include the oral, the
visual, the written, and the gestural. In performance, students do not
merely display their knowledge—as they would in a written essay—but
actually embody knowledge of those practices in action. Many students
commented on this aspect of the practice:


The experience of participating in such an event was a culmination of, and a
challenge to, our past literacy practices. It was frightening in some ways . . .
because of the marginalisation of oral practices in our lives, and the emphasis
on writing for evaluation. This performance approach merges all skills and
being competent in it has lifelong implications for pupils.


The essay and other written formats only seem to favour the individual and
promote a highly competitive atmosphere. With the group performances not
only does the individual have the opportunity to express him/herself but it
also gives the individual valuable experience in working with others—
something which traditional written assignments do not do. In addition
drama gives the learner an opportunity to experience humour. This is always
absent from the more traditional written assignments.


GENERALIZABILITY


The best practice I have described above is valuable for teacher
education because it works with teachers at multiple levels: As a commu-
nity of learners they have a powerful emotional and intellectual experi-
ence of cross-cultural collaboration and performance, the subject of
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which is their own literacy histories; as teachers, through demonstration,
collaboration, and watching of each other’s performances, they gain
empathy and theoretical and practical insights into literacy as a social
practice across cultures and communities. This comparative perspective
is essential to building hybrid classroom cultures that value and incorpo-
rate diverse literacies, discourses, and modes of meaning making in
pedagogic practices. Finally, for human beings struggling to interpret the
changing present, this practice can offer a supportive context within
which individuals can reconfigure and transform their past relations to
the critical issue of literacy.
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Language Learning Experience
in L2 Teacher Education


JOHN FLOWERDEW
City University of Hong Kong


Throughout this course, what I treasure most is not only a few German words,
phrases and expressions I have learnt; the most fruitful benefit is that I can
experience what difficulties the second language learners encounter, thus giving
me an insight on how to teach second language in a way that helps the students
most, based on the general teaching principles that I have generated from German
lessons.1


■ The notion of reflection is fundamental to contemporary thinking on
L2 teacher education. Building on Dewey’s (1933) original conception
of reflection, Schön (1983) argues that reflection-in-action represents
the complex ways in which professionals interact with practical problems
as they test out and modify their solutions within the specific contexts in
which they work. Although there are many conceptualizations of the
notion of reflection, there is general agreement that reflection is an
intrapersonal process with the potential to facilitate personal and
professional knowledge, that it can be a process and method of inform-
ing practice with reason, and that it can promote changes in behavior
and practice (Knowles, 1991). Reflective approaches to teacher educa-
tion can be seen as a reaction to the model of teachers as technicians, in
favor of a recognition of the thoughtful and professional aspects of
teachers’ work. A reflective approach toward teacher education encour-
ages teachers to take responsibility for and ownership of their own
professional growth and autonomy. It encourages individuality among
teachers by enabling them to develop their own theories of educational
practice and by constructing a vocabulary for talking about their own
practice (Calderhead & Gates, 1993).


In this article, I describe an unusual reflective language learning
experience that is part of the preservice BATESL program at City
University of Hong Kong. The entire BATESL program is based on a
reflective approach to teacher education, in part because the course
designers themselves viewed this approach favorably but also in response
to the particular educational situation of Hong Kong. Although in the
late 1980s Hong Kong was experiencing tremendous economic growth


1 Quotations throughout the article are from a collection of student diaries covering a 3-year
period from 1993 to 1996.
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and was rapidly becoming an extremely sophisticated metropolis, the
educational system remained very traditional. Instruction in Hong Kong
schools was teacher centered, with a heavy dependence on rote learning.
The government was committed to reforming the system, however, with
a view toward developing young people who would be more attuned to
the new, sophisticated living and working environment of modern-day
Hong Kong. A reflective approach to teacher education was therefore
very appropriate because the society would need teachers who could
adapt to the coming reforms but who would not necessarily accept them
uncritically. Moreover, Hong Kong would need teachers who could take
responsibility for their own professional growth and eventually assume
new roles as leaders in curriculum development and educational reform.


Although a reflective approach underlay the whole of the BATESL
program, here I describe one component, a language learning experi-
ence (LLE) course in which apprentice teachers learn a language that is
new to them from the beginner level. The idea of an LLE course as part
of a teacher education program is not new (Birch, 1992; Lowe, 1987;
Rinvolucri, 1988; Waters, Sunderland, Bray, & Allwright, 1990). Accounts
of such courses have focussed on the value of reflection on the LLE
course as a means of gaining participants’ insights into their future
students’ learning processes and thereby informing their approaches to
teaching. This article builds on these earlier accounts but shows how
such a course can maximize its reflective potential by being fully
integrated with the other components of a teacher education program.


THE PRACTICE


The LLE course is part of the 3-year, full-time BATESL program at City
University of Hong Kong. The LLE course is a 40-hour, first-year course,
running over one 15-week semester. Participants study a language other
than Cantonese (their L1) and English for 2 hours per week and
participate in eight 1-hour reflection sessions, spread over the semester.
Participants keep a written diary during their LLE, the final entry of
which is an extended reflection on the whole LLE course. The course
has been run with German, French, and Spanish as the target languages.


The goals of the LLE course are for participants to develop insights
into the language learning process at the beginner level; reflect upon,
analyze, evaluate, and adapt their own foreign language learning strate-
gies; develop their knowledge of the structure, function, phonology, and
sociocultural dimension of language; and relate and evaluate issues in
language teaching theory in the light of their own experience as
language learners. The actual language instruction is somewhat eclectic,
exposing participants to a wide range of teaching and learning tech-
niques. All four skills are taught. The overall framework is communica-
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tive, insofar as instruction is directed towards the goal of enabling
participants to express basic functions and perform basic communicative
tasks. At the end of the course participants should be able to communi-
cate a range of basic functions in the target language. That is not to say
that attention is not paid to language form. A balance is struck between
focus on accuracy and fluency.


Given that the LLE course has two distinct aspects, the language
learning itself and the reflection sessions that follow, it is important that
they be carefully coordinated. For example, a reflection session on
different methods of grammar instruction is generally preceded by a
language class that exposes participants to a range of different grammar
teaching techniques. Moreover, the syllabus for the reflection sessions
includes various facets of the language learning experience: different
ways of organizing the syllabus, goal setting, language learning attitudes,
different teaching methods, vocabulary learning, grammar learning, the
four skills, and fluency and accuracy. The reflection session syllabus is
not meant to be comprehensive, however. It aims to cover a range of
issues that are most appropriate for reflection and relate to various other
courses in the BATESL program. The emphasis is on the process of
language learning more than on the product, although as many links as
possible are established with the other courses in the degree program.
Such linkages are possible because the language instructor and the
reflection facilitator are familiar with the entire BATESL syllabus and
coordinate their efforts accordingly.


At the beginning of each reflection session participants exchange
diaries and review their latest entries. Although participants are encour-
aged to include a self-initiated part in each diary entry, each week they
write on an assigned topic from the reflection sessions syllabus. This
provides a certain amount of structure for reflection and diary writing
and creates a specific focus for discussion in the reflection sessions.
Periodically, the diaries are collected by the facilitator, who returns them
the following week to maintain ongoing feedback. A typical reflection
session might include group brainstorming on what it means to be a
good language learner, trying out different vocabulary or grammar
teaching techniques, discussing fluency and accuracy in the target
language, or comparing particular features of the target language with
English and Cantonese.


Because the BATESL is a modular course organized around three
main strands—English proficiency, English language and sociocultural
studies, and theories and practices of teaching and learning languages—
participants have opportunities to compare the ways they learn the target
language with the processes described in their theory courses. Moreover,
they can focus on structural aspects of the language—for example, how
tense and aspect are realized in the target language—or they can reflect
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on the sociocultural dimensions of the target language—for example,
politeness conventions, contextual appropriateness, and language learn-
ing motivation. Because all of these features of the target language can
be contrasted with those in both English and Cantonese, the LLE course
makes an important contribution to the development of participants’
overall language awareness (Bolitho, 1988; Hawkins, 1984; James &
Garrett, 1991; Wright & Bolitho, 1993).


RESPONSIVENESS


Within the context of the need for a reflective approach for the
BATESL program at City University of Hong Kong, the LLE course
responds in practice to the theoretical rationale of encouraging partici-
pants to reflect on their own language learning experiences and estab-
lish links with the other strands of the BATESL course. The LLE course
creates a meaningful context in which participants can reflect on what
Wallace (1991) distinguishes as experiential knowledge and received knowl-
edge. Experiential knowledge, or Schön’s (1983) knowledge-in-action, re-
flects knowledge gained from practical experience, whereas received
knowledge refers to facts, theories, concepts, research findings, and the
related specialized vocabulary that make up the intellectual content of a
discipline, sometimes referred to as technical knowledge or research-based
theory (Schön, 1983). Experiential knowledge, it can be argued, is
enriched when it has input from received knowledge (or theory). At the
same time, received knowledge may be better assimilated when learned
in an experiential way. As Wallace puts it, the aim should be to create
conditions “so that the trainee can reflect on the received knowledge in
light of classroom experience and so that classroom experience can feed
back into the received knowledge sessions” (p. 55). Grounded in this
perspective, the LLE course not only develops experiential knowledge,
but it also allows for the integration of received knowledge.


Extracts from the participants’ own diaries provide striking evidence
of how these two types of knowledge are developed and integrated
through reflection on the LLE experience. For example, the following
extracts highlight the value of participants experiencing the problems
that their future students will have:


1. I think the module [course] gives me a good chance to gain experience in
learning a new language and understand the difficulties that language
learners may have.


2. I am the second language learner in learning foreign language that is new
to me. Therefore I can note all the problems and characteristics of this
second language learning, especially the communication problem.
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Moreover, the following two diary extracts demonstrate that participants’
reflection on the LLE experience went beyond the self as a language
learner to include reflection on the methods used by the LLE teacher as
well as on the actions of and interactions with the other participants in
the LLE course.


3. The syllabus can help me to learn simple Spanish that is useful in reality. I
can also experience the difficulties and different teaching methods
through the lessons.


4. Among all of my classmates, Henry was the one who I admired most. His
learning attitude was active, positive and self-motivated. He [is] used to
ask[ing] [the French teacher] anything about French no matter music,
culture, etc. This time, I was amazed by his pillow-like dictionary. His
Chinese-French dictionary was so thick that scared me much indeed.
Certainly, he is really diligent in the pursuit of knowledge and he is also
inquisitive. If he continue this learning attitude, he will be a successful
language learner in future.


An important subsidiary role of the LLE course is to provide a point of
reference against which participants can test out theories of learning and
teaching in practice. It is this aspect of the course that optimizes the
interaction between received knowledge and experiential knowledge.
For example, an introductory course in Semester 1, Introduction to
Language Learning Theories, provided a retrospective means for this to
happen, as the following diary extract illustrates:


5. I think it [the LLE course] is a very good chance in proving the theories of
language learning that I learned in this Semester 1.


A reference to a more specific feature of an earlier course is
highlighted in the next diary extract, concerning the critical period
hypothesis:


6. Speaking French is quite difficult for me. I find the /r/ especially hard to
pronounce. After 12 weeks’ practice, I still can’t produce it accurately. In
my opinion, it’s not easy for me to articulate foreign language phonemes.
Usually people who are already past the puberty stage would keep their
own accents whatever language they try to learn. I am already 19, so it’s not
surprising that I can’t vibrate my throat appropriately to produce /r/.


One of the roles of the facilitator in the LLE course is to guide
discussion and reflection in such a way that other theories that will be
introduced more formally later in the overall program are touched
upon. In this way the reflection sessions can act as what Ausubel, Novak,
and Hamesian (1978) call “advance organizers,” providing “ideational
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scaffolding” in preparation for “the stable incorporation and retention
of the more detailed and differentiated material that follows” (p. 172). In
other words, the reflection sessions provide a means of introducing
important metalanguage (reflective knowledge) that is needed when the
theoretical concepts are later presented. For example, learners might
experiment with different types of learning strategy in the LLE course
whereas much later in the BATESL program they will be exposed to
published taxonomies in the Learner Strategies course.


Another way of conceptualizing reflection in the LLE course is in
terms of the direction in which it is pointed, or whether it takes place
before, during, or after learning. Schön (1983) referred to reflection
during action as reflection-in-action, whereas reflection before and after
action he called reflection-on-action. Reflection in the context of the LLE
course generally takes place after language learning, when learners write
their diary entries following a language class and later take part in a
reflection session. In these instances, learners’ diaries cover a very wide
range of issues representing different types of retrospection. For ex-
ample, they focus on the structure of the language, sociocultural issues,
different teaching techniques, motivation, and learning problems and
strategies. In the following extract, a participant reflects on the useful-
ness of a teaching technique:


7. We find that speaking with each other in German is really a fun thing to
do. We can correct our own mistakes and it is not embarrassing at all. Such
a strategy for practicing speaking German is really good and interesting.


But learners are also encouraged to reflect during the language learning
experience. Reflection here consists of observations on classroom activi-
ties (what the teacher, fellow learners, and the learners themselves may
have been doing) and reactions to and evaluations of these activities. On
the other hand, reflections at this stage also take the form of introspec-
tion into thought processes and feelings that occur during actual
language learning. Participants are encouraged to keep notes on their
reflection during learning for later incorporation into their diaries.
These diary entries typically mention problems with staying motivated,
concentrating, or participating actively during the language learning
course. In the following diary extract a participant reflects on her
increased motivation as a result of better understanding:


8. Later, we watched the video presented last time once again. This time I
found the video more interesting because I understood more as compared
with that last time. A sense of satisfaction made me feel more motivated to
continue my learning.
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Finally, reflection, or more properly prospection, also takes place
before learning. Throughout the course, and in all of the reflection
sessions, learners are asked to project forward on specific language
learning issues, and ideas first mentioned in these sessions could later be
tested in the language classroom.


GENERALIZABILITY


The LLE course described here provides participants with an opportu-
nity to reflect on language teaching from the perspective of the learners
whom they will teach when they themselves become language teachers.
In addition to renewing this connection with the learning experience,
the LLE course is valuable in the cross-fertilization it establishes with the
main strands of the BATESL program. With its emphasis on reflection,
the LLE course, fully integrated within the overall teacher education
program, encourages future teachers to adopt a reflective approach that
we hope they will carry with them when they become full-fledged EFL
teachers. In the context of the BATESL at City University of Hong Kong,
the LLE has allowed us to respond to the particular situation in which we
found ourselves when the program was designed, a situation in which
Hong Kong was and still is seeking to develop EFL teachers and an
education system more responsive to the conditions prevailing in its
rapidly developing society.
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■ As teacher educators, we encourage our preservice and in-service
teachers to critically reflect on their teaching practices, and we support
them in doing so. Regular reflection on their classroom experiences
allows teachers to identify areas in their teaching that they feel need
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attention and thus spurs their continuing professional development.
Research also shows promising results for reflective teaching (Clift,
Houston, & Pugach, 1990; Freeman & Richards, 1996; Richert, 1991;
Smyth, 1989; Zeichner & Liston, 1996). We have found that having an
opportunity to interact with others facilitates teachers’ reflection. The
interactions force teachers to negotiate their meaning and, by so doing,
to extend and reframe the ways in which they look at their own practice
(Bailey, 1996; Hollingsworth, 1992). Thus, teachers are often helped to
reflect on their teaching by having collaborative and critical conversa-
tions with us or with their peers.


We believe that through the process of negotiating meaning with
others, we can come to critique, extend, and reframe our understand-
ings (Hunsaker & Johnston, 1992). But when do teacher educators have
the opportunity and time to reflect on their own teaching? How many
teacher educators engage in collaborative critique and reflection of their
own practices? Although there have been recent moves toward teacher
educators reflecting on their personal experiences (Russell & Korthagen,
1995), most acquire their professional knowledge through unsupported
processes of trial and error and intuition (Kremer-Hayon & Zuzovsky,
1995). Reflections occur in private moments as teacher educators
attempt to interpret students’ evaluations or read their own journals, or
in formal and public forums when they present at conferences or
contribute to edited volumes.


THE PRACTICE


In this article we attempt to convey the power and value of a
collaborative conversation among a small group of teacher educators
who meet regularly to discuss practices. The Language Teacher Educa-
tors Collaborative (LTEC) began in June 1992, when a group of 16
language teacher educators met to discuss their beliefs and practices (see
Willett & Hawkins, 1993, for a description of that meeting). We have
continued meeting three times a year, with the number of participants
varying as our other responsibilities have changed. The six authors of
this paper have participated in almost all the meetings since the LTEC’s
inception. We are primarily ESL teacher educators, although some of us
also work with bilingual and foreign language teachers. We work mostly
with master’s students, but several of us also work with undergraduates
and direct doctoral research. We teach in public or private colleges or
universities, and some of us have administrative roles in addition to
teaching. Most of us also supervise student teachers and interns. Among
us, we teach or have taught almost all the courses offered in an MATESL
program: methodology, linguistics, second language acquisition, literacy
development, and many others. We are all active in local and national
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professional organizations, do consulting with school systems and other
agencies, and are involved in research, in many cases classroom based.
We have many years of experience in language teacher education among
us, but we all feel a need to continue examining our practices and
finding ways to improve them. The LTEC gives us that opportunity,
allowing us to reflect on our practices, analyze cases presented to the
group, and co-construct ideas and theories about learning and teaching.
Many of us share similar assumptions about teaching and learning, but
we are far from being in total agreement on the issues that come up in
our conversations.


The discussions at our meetings are based on a text written by one of
the members and sent to everybody in the group several days before the
meeting. The topic for the text may be chosen by the person writing it or
agreed upon by the group at a previous meeting. We have discussed such
topics as our authority as teachers of teachers, paradoxes inherent in an
approach to teacher education that attempts to empower students, the
ways teaching knowledge can be taught, the definition of effective
practice in language teaching, issues of privilege and marginalization,
and challenges of small-group learning (the topic discussed in the
example presented below). At the meeting, we turn on a tape recorder
and begin talking. The author of the text often initiates the discussion by
providing additional background on the text. Our discussions are always
animated, and although we seldom reach any conclusions, they leave us
with a great deal to think about. As a way of extending our conversations
and providing a different perspective, we decided that a valuable
addition to our conversations would be to solicit responses from people
who are affected by the issues we discuss. Several tapes have thus been
transcribed and edited, and teachers have written responses.


This article has a dual purpose. One is to identify an issue in teacher
education that is representative of those that have arisen in our group.
The second is to share an example of our discussions and what they
produce. What follows are excerpts from a text that was the stimulus for
one of our conversations, plus a short segment of the edited transcript of
the conversation itself and part of a response written by Tom Nicoletti,
the preservice teacher whose comment on a course evaluation was the
catalyst for the text and discussion. The text focuses on two tensions
inherent in an approach to teacher education that goes beyond purely
knowledge transmission. The context of the text is a class, taught by one
member of the LTEC (Jerri), where another (Francis) was doing
research on group processes.
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Text


Our methods course for L2 teachers is designed around small groups
of students researching topics in L2 learning (problem posing, content-
based learning, and so forth) and then teaching their classmates about
those topics in a way that embodies the principles of whole language
learning presented earlier in the term. Tom, a student in the class one
semester, raised a critique of his experience with small-group learning on
his course evaluation:


. . . the old transmission model part of me wishes there had been more nuts-
and-bolts material from you . . . perhaps lectures (heavens do I admit this!? Old
modes die hard!) I realize this contradicts so much of what you tried to
convey . . . .


Tom’s critique centers around his desire for what he has elsewhere
called hard information, that is, knowledge of experts in the field, such as
the instructor and authors of texts. As the excerpt suggests, he would
have preferred that the instructor deliver this knowledge in the form of
lectures. Clearly, he recognizes that his desire for a more traditional
educational experience is at odds with the philosophy of the course.


We have identified the following two core tensions that operate in
small-group learning in teacher education.
1. Small-group learning positions students in new roles; this can cause


anxiety, fear, and resistance but also forces them to confront a variety
of core issues around the nature of learning and teaching.


2. Small-group learning requires students to use one another as re-
sources and communally struggle to make sense of course content,
but at the same time the students may feel deprived of the instructor’s
expertise.


Our research into the group processes in this class showed a real
pooling of knowledge from group members. They helped each other
figure out what the readings were about based upon their own subject-
matter knowledge and real-life experiences with language teaching and
learning. However, as the quote from Tom shows, some group members
felt the need for the authoritative voice of an expert who could help
them make sense of the core ideas in their readings and tasks. Moreover,
the teacher also experienced anxiety in not being able to directly ensure
that students dealt with these core ideas. Even though the teacher had an
opportunity to respond to the groups’ presentations and papers, an
uneasy feeling that the students “won’t get it” without more direct
instruction was ever present.


The question we have as teacher educators is not how to resolve these
tensions, because we believe that learning occurs at these particular
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junctures. Paradoxically, it is at these same junctures that group work can
also fail. Our question is how we can manage and exploit these tensions
in order to increase student learning without being subverted by the
negative affect of both students and teacher.


Conversation


Diane: I mentioned earlier that there might be three reasons for Tom’s
comment: unclear expectations, group dynamics, and issues around
authority. I’d like to move on to the appeal to authority issue, if we
could.


Francis: One of the authority issues that’s kind of interesting is that, in some
ways, I feel like it’s illusory that you’re giving authority to students.
What I saw in my research was a lot of Jerri’s voice coming out
through other people’s mouths. Ventriloquism was really common.
From that point of view, collaborative learning is very interesting:
You set up the task, you choose the topics that people research, you
guide them to certain kinds of literature, and you set up certain
kinds of norms and structures that people operate within. All of
this creates almost a kind of sleight-of-hand.


Maggie: But I don’t even look at it as giving the students authority. Maybe
Tom felt like Jerri wasn’t taking authority, but I don’t see it as giving
students authority that they wouldn’t otherwise have. My underly-
ing rationale is that people make meaning by exploring and
negotiating ideas in social interaction, so it’s not that I’m abdicat-
ing my authority. It’s that I am giving them the structure within
which to explore ideas and make meaning of them for themselves
and with each other. If I just explain these ideas and meanings to
them, I don’t think they get as much out of it. But I’m not fooling
myself into thinking that I don’t care if they get out of it what I want
them to.


Francis: Let me give you a very specific example of students’ authority. In
this class, they have the right to reject the textbook. In most
classrooms, you don’t have this right. You don’t have to read it, you
can kind of fudge it, but basically you have to deal with that text
because the teacher’s going to hold you accountable. The teacher’s
going to continue working with that text. Exams and papers should
somehow reflect something that came out of that text, and you’re
supposed to know that material. But in this group, they didn’t have
to do that. They tried to make sense of it, but they really couldn’t,
so they just said, “We’re going to bag it and use other materials.” It
seems to me they did have some authority.


Diane: However, what if we take Tom’s comment at face value? What he
says is, “I need hard information.” We could say he had access to a
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text and other materials, but that clearly was not enough. This is
the kind of thing I wrestle with—students saying, “We want to hear
it from you, Diane.” I think Tom’s reaction could have come from
the fact that Jerri gave them a list of principles in the beginning,
and maybe he perceived a clash between those values-based prin-
ciples and the cognitive nature of the task they were being asked to
do. It’s possible that the students were saying, “We have been given
a cognitive task, we need cognitive input.” That’s one plausible
explanation for why you get that request for authority. But I also
think it has to do with the purpose of the group activity. Is this an
activity that is likely to be better accomplished in a small group? I
think we have to ask ourselves if all activities are better accom-
plished in a collaborative fashion. If we are seeking to empower
students, it might be that we accomplish this by responding to their
requests for information, not by withholding it. Is there perhaps a
contradiction between what the students were being asked to do on
this occasion and the nature of small-group work?


Jerri: You know what’s interesting about that question? You talk about
what’s the cognitive input, the value-based input, and the process. I
don’t see those as separate. Students may come into the course
asking, “What is problem posing?” “What is content-based teach-
ing?” “How do you use those methods in the classroom?” But
successful teaching is more than these techniques and definitions.
While there are plenty of techniques demonstrated in this course,
techniques are not the point. The point is how you think about the
problems and tasks of teaching, what it is you want to get across,
how you view learners, how you make the decisions you need to
make. You learn how to use the techniques and tools in the process
of using them. So I see the process as being the content of the
course, and the techniques are just things that you could choose or
not choose, depending on your particular context.


Diane: But what do you think Tom was asking for then? What is Tom’s
problem?


Maggie: Well, it’s much more comfortable to think that there are experts out
there who have the answers, that they can tell you how to teach well,
and exactly what to do to be a good teacher, and that you can walk
into a classroom, do exactly what they say, and be a good teacher.


Diane: Part of the problem could be Tom’s fear of his own inadequacy in
getting the information. “I don’t have the answers, I need the
answers, somebody needs to tell me because I can’t find them out
on my own.” Perhaps Tom fears his inability to do the assignment
by himself. Perhaps he needs the process to be scaffolded as much
as the content.
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Ellen: At the same time I think there can be a frustration on the part of
students, not just because they feel inadequate to find their own
answers, but simply because they feel that they’re with someone
who is an expert, so they feel that the professor is being arrogant by
saying, “I won’t give you the answer. I know it but I won’t give it to
you, you have to find it out for yourself.” Even if it’s not taken as
arrogant, it’s still a frustration. It’s as if an ESL teacher were to say,
“You have to translate this but you can’t look in a dictionary. You
have to figure out every word from context.”


Suzanne: I’m not sure that it’s always a fear of “I can’t figure it out myself.” I
think it’s a lack of any kind of experience doing that. People have
been exposed to so much transmission teaching that turning them
around is a major undertaking. I think Tom may be in the process
of being turned around here, but he hasn’t made it completely. But
I would hesitate to call it fear of his own inadequacy and his own
lack of knowledge about teaching, or fear that he can’t come to it
himself. I think it’s just a lack of enough experience to show him
that he really can do it.


Maggie: But also, as soon as you say, “I can’t come to it myself,” you’re
assuming there’s an it to come to. That gets me back to the
assumption that there’s a right way, that there are answers out there.
Unfortunately, I don’t see teaching as a cognitive process; teaching
is values based. Teaching is not saying, “There are pieces of
information I have, and if I tell them to you and you can tell them
back to me, you will be a well-educated person.” That’s not how I
see education. And therefore, in a system where you are told, “It’s
in this text, it’s in this teacher, and when you memorize and can spit
back what they say, you’ve got it,” you’re still looking for it.


Tom Nicoletti’s Response


I must admit that having my words and experience serve as a vehicle of the
discussion causes a certain amount of embarrassment. But if my experience
can provide a useful example of how some students respond to small-group
learning, then I’m happy for that.


I still feel quite new to teaching, and in group work there are personal
issues of expertise and authority that I still have to confront in myself. But I
am learning that the main issue is about process and context, not the
existence of some body of “decontextualized hard facts.” In another class, a
professor said something that has stayed with me and which, I think, relates to
the it that Maggie mentions. He was discussing publishing in education, and
he asked us, in a rather rhetorical way, how we regarded new articles and
books in the field. Did we view them as advances in our knowledge, as though
they were bricks being added to the edifice of Education? I was just about to
nod in assent to this question when he said, “No, that’s not it.” They are all
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just part of a “conversation” about how we think things work. I find this a
meaningful way to express the concept that all our ideas, our knowledge,
occur within a context, and we are just conversing about how, at this time, we
perceive their nature. It really sounds so elementary—and on a larger scale,
it’s something that I’ve intuitively understood and agreed with for a long
time. Perhaps when people are new to a field of endeavor, what they are really
asking when they look to authorities for the answers and the “knowledge” is,
“How do I/we become part of this conversation? What do I/we need in order
to participate?” What I now see as important is not some disconnected
collection of facts, but the frame of reference for a body of knowledge. And
I think that small-group learning can offer students an effective means for
exploring this.


With regard to stress and anxiety, and how to perhaps manage these so that
they serve to move everyone forward rather than hinder students’ efforts, I
agree with the group that these are going to be inherent in the process. For
me, much of the stress arose from questions to myself, along the lines of, “OK,
I don’t have much of any experience with this subject and these issues—how
can I contribute to the group’s success?” and “How is our group going to work
together on this to produce something that shows everyone we’ve explored
the material/issues and is useful for our classmates?” To be sure, there were
times when I’d wished the whole process could be less stressful, but I think
that significant changes designed to increase student (and teacher) comfort
may mean losing some of the students’ sense of initiative and learning. Much
of what makes these courses so valuable and rewarding is the degree of
engagement that is required—even if what one is feeling is not always
necessarily pleasant. Reading the transcript and Francis and Jerri’s introduc-
tion makes me appreciate the fact that this teaching approach can also create
stress for the instructor.


RESPONSIVENESS AND GENERALIZIBILITY


As indicated earlier, the way teacher educators have traditionally
acquired professional knowledge is by trial and error and intuition. What
we have briefly described and illustrated here is a collaborative practice
that supports us as teacher educators in moving beyond the limits of our
own experience. For this reason, we consider our way of working in the
LTEC a best practice.


For most teacher educators, the typical sites for interaction and
professional development are the formalized ones of publications and
conferences. Our conversations differ from these activities in that they
allow ongoing feedback from a supportive community on ideas before
they are fully formed and worked out. The act of bringing real dilemmas
to colleagues allows us to see problems in a new light. Although we start
with a particular member’s issue, we quickly (and deliberately) remove it
from specifics. The act of decontextualizing an issue is a powerful one as
it enables all the members to gain ownership of the discussion and helps
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limit the constraints of our own ways of viewing the situation. As the
discussion proceeds, we learn that others in the group have faced similar
issues, and we begin to gain insight from their ongoing educational
practices. We do not always agree, and we do not completely share the
same views on teacher education. Nevertheless, many issues have previ-
ously been hidden in the confines of teacher educators’ classrooms.
What these discussions have done is allow us to bring these issues to the
surface and to wrestle with those that resonate with our own practice,
even when the issues originate in someone else’s classroom.


In addition, participation in oral discourse requires constantly adjust-
ing one’s meaning for purposes of aiding others’ understanding. The
process of adjustment is helpful in clarifying one’s own thinking.
Sometimes the ideas we first put forth are ragged and inchoate. They are
more easily reshaped or even abandoned in conversation than they
would be if we had published them. In ways that formal published
writing could not, our gatherings have allowed us to create a dynamic
forum in which to negotiate meaning, challenge ideas, and stretch our
own thinking.


We believe that any group of teacher educators dedicated to examin-
ing and improving their practices can establish a similar collaborative.
The format will vary as each group develops procedures that are
appropriate for its own members. We would be remiss, however, if we did
not acknowledge certain difficulties with our practice. Institutional
norms around teacher educator positions are such that participating in
an ongoing series of conversations is not rewarded. Publishing and
giving formal talks are valued ahead of our LTEC activities. In the
busyness of professional lives, it is sometimes difficult to make LTEC
participation three times a year a priority.


Partly in order to address this, we are considering publishing options.
Other problems then arise, not the least of which is members’ feeling
more inhibited about contributing less-than-fully-formed ideas. We are
concerned that we not lose the spontaneity of our discussions.


What has perhaps prevented this from happening thus far is that, over
time, the LTEC has developed into a very supportive community. It has
created opportunities for us to witness members bringing difficult and
complex issues to the group meetings. The trust that has developed
among us is the foundation for the rest of the work. Sharing rides to and
from meetings has provided us an opportunity to get to know one
another beyond merely professionally. We talk about our families, world
events, and other professional issues. Meeting in each other’s homes,
which we do for the most part, has allowed us to see group members’
domestic side, to which we might normally not have access. In short, our
membership in the LTEC has helped us create a small community of
teacher educators who are supportive of each other, who can call on one
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another for other professional projects, and who can use each other as
sounding boards as we seek to define other best practices in teacher
education.
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Undeniable Insights: The Collaborative Use of
Three Professional Development Practices


KATHLEEN M. BAILEY
Monterey Institute of International Studies
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Chinese University of Hong Kong


DAVID NUNAN
University of Hong Kong


■ In this article we report on the experience of investigating reflective
teaching and professional development by practicing what we preach.
For one academic year we utilized, in teaching our own EFL classes,
three professional development procedures—journals, videotaping, and
teaching portfolios—that we have used as teacher educators with in-
service and preservice teachers to promote reflective teaching and
improvement. The common framework uniting these three practices is a
model of reflective teaching that entails these characteristics: Each
practice is data based; each is under the direct control of the teachers
involved in professional development; and each allows teachers to build
upon strengths as well as identify weaknesses. Although these procedures
can all be used by teachers working in isolation, we maintain that their
use with trusted colleagues in a collaborative approach to reflective
teaching can definitely promote professional development.
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In examining these three procedures, which we consider to be best
practices, we each undertook professional development tasks, based on
our work with university EFL students in Hong Kong. David compiled a
teaching portfolio (read by Andy and Kathi). Andy and Kathi were
videotaped while team teaching (and all of us viewed the video). And for
two semesters Kathi kept a teaching journal (later read by David and
Andy). In other words, there were two phases to our work together: the
initial professional development activity and the subsequent sharing and
discussion of the outcomes. (Because we are writing about what we did
collaboratively as well as what we learned individually, references to
ourselves as authors will vary between first-person plural and third-
person singular.)


In this article we describe each practice and explain what we learned
by using it. In the final sections we look at the underlying principles that
make these practices successful, their use generalizable, and the result-
ing insights undeniable.


WHAT WAS OUR CONTEXT?


The specific context in which we used these three practices was our
work teaching English to university students: David at the University of
Hong Kong, and Kathi and Andy at Chinese University of Hong Kong.
David compiled a portfolio, in part because the university administration
was requiring some form of faculty accountability and the teachers in his
unit had selected portfolios as the mechanism they would use. As the
unit’s director, David chose to compile his own teaching portfolio to
provide an example for his faculty of both the process and the outcome
and also to demonstrate his willingness to take the same risks as his
colleagues. Kathi kept a journal because she was working in a new
context in terms of the program and the students (their L1, their
culture, their age, and their English proficiency levels). Andy and Kathi
chose to be videotaped because they were teaching a new course (the
content of which fell largely outside their areas of expertise) and because
they were team teaching together for the first time.


In a broader sense, however, our context is much wider than that of
university EFL teaching in Hong Kong. We were all experienced full-time
teachers with teacher education responsibilities, and we wanted to
improve our own teaching. Yet we had little time to engage in broad-scale
teacher development programs (such as taking courses, observing one
another’s classes, or going to conferences). We therefore needed to
engage in professional development activities that would mesh smoothly
and easily with our ongoing responsibilities (as teachers, teacher educa-
tors, and administrators). In this regard, our needs were similar to those
of professional teachers everywhere.
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Our theoretical context is also broadly generalizable and begins with
reflective teaching as our basic orientation. According to Pennington
(1992), in reflective teaching, “teachers analyze their own practice and
its underlying basis, and then consider alternative means for achieving
their ends” (p. 48). In this approach to professional development,
teachers “collect data about teaching, examine their attitudes, beliefs,
assumptions and teaching practices, and use the information obtained as
a basis for critical reflection about teaching” (Richards & Lockhart, 1994,
p. 1). This kind of reflection-in-action (Schön, 1983) can lead to undeni-
able insights that come from the insider knowledge that only we as
teachers possess. The three practices described below provided plat-
forms for such reflection to occur.


Freeman (1996, pp. 91–99) has discussed three stances traditionally
taken by authors of research on teaching: the behavioral view (teaching
as doing), the cognitive view (teaching as thinking and doing), and the
interpretivist view (teaching as knowing what to do). In our decision to
practice what we preach, we have taken the interpretivist stance and tried
to examine how it is that we learn what to do.


It might be assumed that teachers know the rationale for what they do
in classrooms. However, as Richards and Lockhart (1994) point out,
“Much of what happens in teaching is unknown to the teacher,” and
“experience is insufficient as a basis for development” (pp. 3–4). For
these reasons, there are certain benefits to teachers reflecting on their
own teaching by keeping teaching journals, compiling portfolios, and
being videotaped, each of which we will explore in the following
discussion.


WHAT WERE OUR PRACTICES?


It is especially difficult to deny awareness gained through self-initiated
data collection, and therefore practices based on such data collection are
particularly powerful in promoting development. Below are descriptions
of the three practices we used in addition to our later comments (from
discussions and e-mail exchanges) about what we learned in doing so.


Teaching Journals


Making daily entries in confidential journals can help us as teachers
see where we divert from our lesson plans, what procedures seem to work
well for the students, which activities are less successful, and so on. The
journal can be a place to document questions that arise while our
primary focus is on working with the learners rather than on analyzing
our own behaviors and attitudes. Writing regular reflections in a teach-
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ing journal provides a place for questions to accumulate, like taking the
jumbled pieces of a puzzle out of a box and arraying them on a table.


While teaching in Hong Kong, Kathi kept a journal about her lower-
intermediate speaking and listening classes. Each day she summarized
the lessons, evaluated her own work, thought about future lessons, and
so on. The ongoing practice of making diary entries led to several
undeniable insights, including her growing awareness of the vocabulary
explanation trap. She writes,


My classes felt sluggish for the first month of the term. In spite of my teaching
experience, my intellectual understanding of learner-centered classrooms,
and my familiarity with the research on Asian learners’ classroom participa-
tion patterns, I had trouble getting the students to speak in class. By writing in
my teaching journal I realized that I was unwittingly running a teacher-
fronted classroom by over-explaining idioms and vocabulary items. When I
realized what I was doing by writing in my journal, I made a conscientious
effort not to explain vocabulary items unasked—and if asked, I got the
students to explain to their peers instead of doing the talking myself.


This example illustrates the fact that “much of what happens in teaching
is unknown to the teacher” (Richards & Lockhart, 1994, pp. 3–4).


David and Andy both read Kathi’s journal. Of that experience, Andy
wrote,


I used to think that teaching and learning were primarily intellectual
processes. However, reading Kathi’s journal was a powerful reminder of the
importance of teachers’ and learners’ feelings as factors that not only shape
our teaching and learning, but also influence considerably how we reflect on
those experiences.


He also noted that “reading Kathi’s journal made me realize the value of
keeping one. I have read many articles on the value of journal writing,
but as always it is quite different to read about something and to read the
thing itself.”


David had a similar response:


Reading Kathi’s journal reinforced the insights that I gained into teaching
and learning by obtaining accounts of teachers’ work in a previous study
(Nunan, 1996): first, that in order to understand fully what is happening in
the classroom, one needs subjective accounts from teachers (and also from
learners); and second, that the complex, evolving relationships between
teachers and learners over time are crucial in identifying what it is that makes
teaching successful. The relationships cannot be captured, either by the
observation of a single lesson or by the analysis of external videotaped data,
without the perspectives of the participants themselves. A journal (or an
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audiotaped diary account) is an ideal vehicle for generating insights into the
evolution of these relationships.


Bartlett’s (1992) comments on the role of writing in teacher develop-
ment are particularly pertinent in understanding the value of journal
keeping as a professional development activity. He states that the best
means of recording our practice “would seem to involve some form of
writing” because “in writing, we begin not only to observe, but we take
the first step in reflecting on and about our practice” (p. 209).


Teaching Portfolios


The use of portfolios is common in some professions (e.g., graphic
design, art, photography, and architecture) to demonstrate one’s work to
potential employers and clients. In composition and English language
teaching, student portfolios are popular alternatives to standardized tests
for demonstrating achievement (see, e.g., Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 1993;
Murray, 1994). Recently the idea of teaching portfolios as professional
development tools has gained currency in language teacher education
and assessment as well (Johnson, 1996).


Brown and Wolfe-Quintero (1997) define the teaching portfolio as “a
purposeful collection of any aspect of a teacher’s work that tells the story
of a teacher’s efforts, skills, abilities, achievements, and contributions to
his/her students, colleagues, institution, academic discipline or commu-
nity” (p. 28). Thus, a portfolio is a collection of artifacts through which
teachers present their own professional persona. One’s strengths as a
developer of classroom materials, for example, should feature promi-
nently in the portfolio. Other possible selections include students’ test
results, student evaluations of teaching, letters of recommendation,
samples of students’ work, syllabuses, and so on.


Johnson (1996) discusses the types of evidence that can be included in
the portfolios of preservice teachers. Categories include (a) artifacts
(“documents produced during the normal course work of the teacher
education program”); (b) reproductions (“documents about typical
events in the work of preservice teachers that are not captured in
artifacts”); (c) attestations (“documents about the work of the novice
teacher prepared by someone else”); and (d) productions (“documents
prepared especially for the portfolio”) (p. 12). These categories work
equally well in portfolios compiled by in-service teachers.


Although teachers’ portfolios will be unique in terms of the items
selected, there should be common elements as well. Minimally a teach-
ing portfolio should contain (a) examples of lesson plans, syllabuses,
tests, and materials developed by the teacher (artifacts); (b) a statement
of the compiler’s teaching duties, indicating the types of courses taught
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(reproductions); (c) external data on teaching from students and
colleagues (attestations) and the compiler’s commentary on those data
(a production); (d) a statement of teaching philosophy (a production);
(e) a self-appraisal of one’s strengths as a teacher and of areas for
improvement (productions); and (f) a statement by a peer reviewer who
has read the portfolio and can provide a second-party perspective on its
contents (an attestation). Each exhibit should be accompanied by an
interpretive gloss to explain why it was included (productions).


We claim that portfolios, like teaching journals, generate undeniable
insights. What is it that makes the awareness gained from compiling a
portfolio undeniable? First, teaching portfolios contain multiple sources
of external data. The data themselves, particularly test scores, students’
evaluations, and records of peer observations, confront the compiler
with the reality of his or her teaching persona from the perspective of
significant professional others. But just as importantly, in the process of
reviewing, selecting, and explaining the items in a teaching portfolio, the
teacher must face and interpret those data.


What is the value of compiling a portfolio? Apart from the fact that
educational institutions are increasingly requiring teaching portfolios
for accountability, creating a portfolio can be a valuable professional
development experience. As Brown and Wolfe-Quintero (1997) observe,


Portfolios allow teachers to present a rich array of the information that best
represents their professional personas. The very process of developing a
portfolio can help them to gather together their thoughts about their
professional strengths and synthesize them into a cogent collage␣ .␣ .␣ .␣ . Because
of the reflective nature of portfolios, developing one inevitably enlarges a
teacher’s view of what teaching is. (p. 29)


By assembling artifacts and reproductions, we present our work. In
compiling attestations and productions, we re-present its value by
synthesizing others’ and our own views of our work.


Of his own experience creating a teaching portfolio, David wrote,


By compiling a portfolio, I was confronted with aspects of my teaching that I
doubt would have been revealed by casual observation or feedback from a
colleague. On the negative side, I was confronted with the need to give more
explicit instructions to my students, and to clarify more precisely for students
my expectations concerning the submission of assessable pieces of work. On
the positive side, my commitment to a learner-oriented philosophy was
reaffirmed, although not always in comfortable ways.


Kathi and Andy read David’s portfolio together and tape-recorded
their discussion. Afterward, Andy wrote,
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Apart from ideas on what to include in my own portfolio, reading David’s
made me realize that, even if the compiling of such a document is not self-
initiated but requested from on high, it provides an ideal opportunity to
present our professional selves in a detailed picture. It enables us to show
clearly the many different facets of being professional teachers and to
demonstrate how we develop over time.


Videotaping


Videotaping has been used in teacher development for nearly 30
years, with teachers viewing videos of other teachers (Borg, Kelley,
Langer, & Gall, 1970) and themselves (Paulston, 1974). However, it is still
often used as an assignment (e.g., in a practicum setting) rather than in
self-initiated professional development contexts.


The theoretical and conceptual bases for videotaping have been
widely discussed. For instance, Wallace (1991) notes that video provides
an “objective record of what actually took place” (p. 8) and describes it as
“individualised training par excellence” (p. 11). Wallace also found in an
earlier study (1979) that 87% of 87 in-service and preservice EFL
teachers said that “seeing themselves on videotape had made them aware
of habits and mannerisms that they were now trying to change” (p. 13).
He concluded that the main advantage of video is that “it is a means of
objectifying the teaching process and converting what is subjective and
ephemeral into something that is experienced in common and capable
of analysis” (p. 17). Recent technological advances and increased user-
friendliness mean that it is now possible to simply point and press.
Another advantage of video is that it can be viewed privately, with one or
more colleagues, or by a combination of both.


We chose to watch a video of two of us (Kathi and Andy) coteaching,
with David audiotaping and facilitating the discussion, observing, and
taking notes. This process enabled us to set up a highly collaborative
form of triangulation. During the discussion, we realized that the visual
support of the video, together with our three-way freeze-frame discus-
sion, appeared to trigger recall in a way that written or audio data alone
might not have done. David’s questions to Andy and Kathi paralleled the
use of the stimulated recall technique in research (see Nunan, 1992, pp.
94–96), applied in this case to professional development.


Some of the strengths of video relate both to what it does and to what
it does not record. Even though we viewed the tape 6 months after the
initial recording, it led to vivid recall of what we had done as teachers
and even of how we had felt during that lesson. Of particular interest was
what the camera did not record—in our case, the difference between the
way Kathi felt during and after the lesson—unsure and stressed—and
how she presented herself to the class (and to the camera)—confident
and calm.
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David wrote of the experience,


What was intriguing, in listening to Kathi and Andy discussing their lesson,
was just how much they were able to identify of what was going on in the
lesson that was not immediately apparent from the raw footage itself. It was
interesting to note the connections they made between what was revealed
(and masked) by the video, and other aspects of the lesson. The video showed
the two teachers co-constructing the lesson as it evolved, from the raw
materials provided by their lesson plan. In this sense, the teaching act
appeared almost as a form of art.


One example was the way Andy and Kathi alternately occupied the space
in the lecture theater, moving into and out of the teaching zone in the
teacher-fronted portions of the lesson, giving and taking the floor,
without any explicit verbal cues, by being sensitive to the goals of the
lesson and to each other’s nonverbal signals. As Kathi described team
teaching when watching the video, “It’s funny: it’s so much like learning
to dance.”


WHY DID THESE PRACTICES FIT?


We believe these three practices worked for us for many reasons. We
undertook them voluntarily, so there was a sense of ownership and
commitment. They also stemmed directly from and built upon our
teaching and our other work, so they did not create distractions. And
although these practices were time consuming, they did not seem to
compete for time in our busy teaching days; instead they grew out of and
complemented our regular work. Thus the processes of recording and
reviewing data about our teaching seemed organic and natural rather
than forced or extraneous.


As noted above, each of these practices entails some form of record-
ing. In ethnography, “recording is used as a tool for description and
analysis, not just as a mnemonic device, but more importantly as an
estrangement device” (van Lier, 1988, p. 37). The usefulness of such a
device is that it “enables the ethnographer to look at phenomena with
detachment [italics added]” (van Lier, p. 37). Each of these three
procedures provided us with distancing mechanisms, allowing us to
examine our teaching dispassionately. Like ethnographers, in the pro-
cess of recording data based on our teaching, we too become distanced
from it and therefore less ego-involved in maintaining the status quo and
thus more open to insights and change.


Furthermore, the longitudinal nature of journal keeping and portfo-
lio compilation allowed us to trace development over time. We believe
the videotaping experience would have been even more valuable had we
continued with it in a longer course. (The seminar we taped lasted only
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2 weeks.) Finally, the three practices described in this article are data
based and self-directed; therefore, we could not deny the insights they
generated.


We also benefited from sharing the results of our efforts. The
collaborative dimension helped us learn from discussing one another’s
products as well as from viewing them. Lortie (1975) referred to
teaching as the egg carton profession because the walls of classrooms
become boundaries that separate teachers as they each occupy their own
insulated niche. Engaging in teacher development in such isolation can
lead to what Wells (1994) has called “the loneliness of the long-distance
reflector” (p. 11). In this regard, we benefited not only from our initial
use of these three practices but also from our communal discussions
about them.


HOW GENERALIZABLE ARE THESE PRACTICES?


Ultimately, all professional development is a matter of self-develop-
ment. Just as teachers cannot do the learning for the learners, teacher
educators cannot do the learning for preservice or in-service teachers.
We believe the self-selected use of any of the three procedures described
above can lead to powerful professional development, especially when
the data are shared with trusted peers.


As we stated at the outset, despite their differences, these three
procedures share a number of key principles. First, they are all con-
nected directly to practice and can help teachers do their jobs better.
They also enable teachers to build on strengths as well as to identify
weaknesses. Each of these procedures can operate under the direct
control of the teacher—both in the initial choice to participate and in
the techniques used. If the results of these practices are shared, they
allow for the emergence of multiple collaborative perspectives on
teaching. They involve rewards (in terms of information, knowledge, and
satisfaction, if not in the currencies of release time or money) for the
teachers involved. Each procedure has considerable potential for ongo-
ing reflective professional development because each encapsulates these
principles.


We believe, both as teachers and as teacher educators, that successful
professional development must be ongoing, sustained, and self-directed.
As Lange (1990) notes, the phrase teacher development is used “to describe
a process of continual intellectual, experiential, and attitudinal growth
of teachers” (p. 250). The term development is specifically used “to suggest
that teachers continue to evolve in the use, adaptations, and application
of their art and craft” (Lange, p. 250). We also believe that the
sustainability of professional development initiatives will be maximized if
they incorporate these characteristics. As Nunan and Lamb (1996) point
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out, “reflecting on one’s teaching, and, in the process, developing
knowledge and theories of teaching, is an essential component” (p. 120)
in the lifelong process of professional growth.
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Interactive Group Journals: Learning
as a Dialogue Among Learners*


ROBERT COLE, LINDA MCCARTHY RAFFIER,
PETER ROGAN, and LEIGH SCHLEICHER
Monterey Institute of International Studies


■ The interactive group journal (IGJ) is a new way of looking at and
using journal writing in the context of teacher education. The IGJ is a
written document that takes the idea of reflective practice and merges it
with social interaction by recording active dialogue among peers in a
journal format. This type of journal captures the ideas and synergy of a


* Contributors to the article are Jessica Buchsbaum, Diane Malamut, and Cristie Reich of
the Monterey Institute of International Studies.
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group by allowing individual members to share, express, and reflect on
process as well as progress. The structure provided by the IGJ is one
wherein personal, academic, and professional growth is as boundless as
the collective energies, creativity, and insights of its contributors.


THE CONTEXT


Many language educators have chronicled the use of journals as a
learning tool and as a vehicle for teacher development; journals have
been heralded as a means of promoting critical reflection and action
(see, e.g., Bailey, 1990; Brinton, Holton, & Goodwin, 1993; Brock, Yu, &
Wong, 1992; Ho & Richards, 1993; Jarvis, 1992; Moulton & Holmes,
1994; Porter, Goldstein, Leatherman, & Conrad, 1990). The underlying
pedagogical motivation for maintaining journals in teacher education
programs is closely linked to three current educational paradigms: a
focus on process, a focus on the learner, and a focus on reflection.
Contemporary thought on education emphasizes process-oriented expe-
riences, a concept implicit in both writing and learning theories. The act
of writing about one’s experiences is a process that activates the making
of connections, the exploration and generation of ideas, and the
discovery of meaning (Porter et al., 1990). Journal writing is also
motivated by a current emphasis on learner centeredness, which stresses
the value of individual experience and beliefs. Learners are not passive
recipients of knowledge but active participants invested in the learning
process. In this sense, effective learners should be able to take initiative,
become actively engaged in the learning process, and assume responsi-
bility for their learning. Journal writing provides a place for learners to
develop an awareness of their own discovery processes. Thus, journals
can provide opportunities to heighten self-awareness and engage writers
in a process of critical thinking.


Lastly, reflection, a dominant principle in teacher education pro-
grams, justifies the use of journals. According to Zeichner and Liston
(1987), within a reflective teaching model great value is placed on “the
preparation of teachers who are both willing and able to reflect on the
origins, purposes, and consequences of their actions, as well as on the
material and ideological constraints and encouragements embedded in
the classroom, school, and societal contexts in which they work” (p. 23).
In this framework, journals function as “a vehicle for systematic reflec-
tion” (p. 33) in that teacher trainees are encouraged to become actively
engaged in their search for meaning. As preservice teachers write about
the problems they encounter and the ideas they discover, they are
constructing personal meaning in light of their experiences and beliefs
(Wajnryb, 1992). The journal is thus viewed as a potentially invaluable
record of this learning process.
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Journal-writing activities have clearly become an accepted forum for
the expression of ideas within the process of teacher development,
perhaps because they can be implemented easily in a variety of forms.
Most common among these are diaries, learning logs, dialogue journals,
and collaborative diaries (Bailey, 1990; Brock et al., 1992; Peyton & Reed,
1990; Porter et al., 1990). In implementing journal-writing activities,
teacher educators typically adhere to a standard set of practices that
includes using a prescribed format, assigned guidelines, and accepted
procedures. For example, page length is often dictated, content is
restricted to the particular class, and the audience is limited to the
teacher. The teachers’ role is to assign the guidelines for the journal, and
the students’ role is to produce within those parameters. In addition,
basic, typically nonnegotiable ground rules are often established at the
beginning of the course. Porter et al. state that an effective journal will
consist of the following ground rules: (a) the journal is primarily a place
for personal reflection as it relates to course material and should not be
a personal diary, (b) the journal should be a place for critical thinking
and not simply a vehicle for note-taking, (c) the journal is meant to
encourage a student’s thinking process rather than produce a finished
product, and (d) the journal should be given the same consideration as
any other course assignment, although it is not graded.


The Missing Element: Student-Student Interaction


Grounded in sound pedagogical rationale, all of the standard prac-
tices above have been successfully used in some form or another in our
teacher education program. However, they ignore a critical component
in the learning process, that of interaction among students.


Balanced classroom practice involves attention to four key relation-
ships: teacher-student, student-student, student-subject, and student-
world. It is the student-student relationship that typically remains un-
tapped inside and outside the classroom. Limiting the dialogue within
the journal to the teacher and the learner restricts the flow of interaction
because the learner receives feedback from only a single perspective.
Despite the inherent value of teacher-learner exchanges, this system
affects the intended nature and outcomes of journal writing as an
instructional tool; namely, it limits the learner’s potential for the
discovery and sharing of knowledge.


Thus, activating collaboration and interaction among classroom par-
ticipants is an essential feature of balanced classroom practice. As van
Lier (1996) states, “Neither intelligence, skill, knowledge nor under-
standing are locked inside individuals; rather, they are acquired in social
interaction and spread around in our social and physical environment”
(p. 8). In this sense, social interaction is a force through which people
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share intelligence, skills, knowledge, and understanding. Therefore,
classroom practices should actualize a full range of interactive activities.
Interaction can and should involve members of the class and not be
limited to engagement with the teacher. One theory that sheds light on
the effect of having multiple participants in the process of constructing
new knowledge is Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development (ZPD) (see
Vygotsky, 1978, chap. 6). Van Lier explains that the ZPD refers to the
area of knowledge that learners can construct only with assistance
(through interaction) beyond what they already have access to on their
own (as cited in van Lier, 1996). Expanding on this theory, van Lier
incorporates “multiple zones of proximal development” to illustrate the
importance of involving multiple “whos” in social interaction (p. 194). In
this way, the who (participants engaged in social interaction) is expanded
to include all of the following: (a) assistance from more capable peers or
adults, (b) interaction with equal peers, (c) interaction with less capable
peers, and (d) inner resources (van Lier, 1996, p. 193). The broader
roles of participants described by van Lier engage students in a form of
social interaction that “extends the students’ area of self-regulation
outwards by pulling them into challenging but attainable areas of work”
(p. 194). It is this dynamic growth that is currently missing in standard
journal practice.


In fact, previous research on the nature and value of journal writing
has confirmed that the full range of social interaction remains
underutilized in teacher education programs. Barkhuizen (1995) exam-
ines dialogue journals within a teacher education program and poses
questions regarding for whom the journals are really intended. Specifi-
cally, he asks, “Should the teacher be the only reader? Could students not
read each other’s journals, for instance?” (p. 34). Suggesting a possible
answer to these questions, one of Barkhuizen’s preservice teachers states
that journals could be exchanged among students, thus enabling them
to enter into a dialogue with one another, exchange ideas, and discuss
issues in the course. This confirms our own feelings about the meaning-
fulness of the group journal process and lends pertinent evidence for a
model describing interactive journals as a means to enhance the active
construction of new knowledge for all participants.


Institutional Context


To meet the initial challenges and the rigorous nature of the TESOL
master’s degree program at the Monterey Institute of International
Studies (MIIS), our group of seven incoming preservice teachers volun-
tarily formed an out-of-class academic study group. The MIIS TESOL
program makes high demands on students’ ability to simultaneously
assimilate theoretical knowledge, reflect on their own understanding of
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the theories and related experience, and direct their own learning
through negotiated syllabi, projects, and long-term group work.


Arriving at graduate school from a variety of backgrounds and with
different expectations, enthusiasm, and expertise, we struggled with the
new academic community in which we found ourselves immersed.
Realizing that we needed an added source of support, we decided to
create a discussion group—a think-tank of sorts where we could tackle
issues and pool our resources; we wanted a place to invest our collective
energies. Each group member had something to contribute. One
member of the group had been an English teacher in a boarding school
in the U.S. One had been a Peace Corps volunteer in Tonga and a dive
instructor and had no language teaching experience. Another had spent
2 years teaching in Polish high schools as an untrained native speaker
“expert.” One group member had been a Peace Corps volunteer
teaching English in Hungary and later educating other teachers in
former Soviet countries. Others had come to the MIIS program directly
from their undergraduate school with no teaching experience but with a
variety of cross-cultural experiences while studying abroad.


Out of a desire to share, express, and reflect on our process and
progress through our teacher education program, our group quickly
jelled and drew strength from weekly meetings that proved to be
productive and motivating. To extend these feelings of investment and
energy, hear our individual voices, and tap the potential power of
student-student interaction, we decided to explore a medium that could
capture the opinions, ideas, and synergy of the group: a variation on the
standard teacher-student journal, the IGJ.


THE PRACTICE


To initiate the process, we passed a computer diskette from person to
person, each member writing about any issues, concerns, questions, or
insights that seemed appropriate at the time. Other members could
choose to respond to previous entries or to branch off on new topics. We
began by electing a group member to write the journal’s first entry. Next,
we established the order in which the IGJ would be passed among group
members. Given the size of our group, our individual and collective
goals, and the constraints of the academic time frame, we decided to
strive for 1-week journal-writing cycles, meaning that each group mem-
ber would be able to read and respond to the IGJ at least once a week.
Due to computer compatibility issues and for the sake of access, we also
decided to pass around both computer diskette and hard-copy versions.
(Group members frequently commented on the added pleasure of
holding the text in their hands as they read.) There were no limitations
on the content, length of the entries, style, or voice. With this basic
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protocol in place, the IGJ became practice. We maintained this journal
throughout our first and second semesters of graduate school, eventually
applying the interactive concept to an assigned academic journal for a
second language acquisition (SLA) course.


For the IGJ to be most effective, interested participants must first find
themselves within a common context such as a class or study group and
must define for themselves a common mission, such as exploring a
research problem, investigating pedagogic issues, or simply generating
and sharing thoughts and ideas. Negotiation of the IGJ’s group-defined
parameters is key. Participants should answer a few basic questions at the
outset: (a) What topics will be the focus of the journal writing? (b) In
what order will members write? (c) How often will the journal be passed
from member to member? and (d) In what format will the output
appear? Participants must also initially consider the resources at hand
that will directly determine the form, manner, and medium of the IGJ.
Given the diversity of potential contexts and group composition, no two
IGJs will look the same or operate in the same manner.


RESPONSIVENESS


IGJs have a variety of implications for both learners and educators.
Below we present the key features and beneficial outcomes of the IGJ.
The IGJ served in multiple roles: as a forum for collaborative inquiry, as
a way to build a professional community, and as a bridge to professional
development.


Collaborative Inquiry as a Heuristic


The central feature of collaborative learning is interacting with other
students in order to assimilate ideas and information (Golub, 1988).
Journals, in particular, are a natural forum for such collaboration among
student colleagues. As journals are intended for the journal writers
themselves, a dialogue among these participants is a logical extension of
standard teacher-student journal practices. In our case, the IGJ fostered
collaboration by expanding upon opportunities to inquire, explore, and
discover together. These extended opportunities became points of
discovery, or heuristics, for all group members. The term heuristic
describes a discovery-oriented learning process that relies on explora-
tion, trial and error, and problem solving. Heuristic methods provide the
learner with a way into a learning experience. Within the journal
environment, different group members latched onto different new
points, making sense of new ideas in their own way and contributing that
understanding to the shared knowledge of the group.


The following journal excerpt illustrates such a dialogic contribution
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prompted by ideas introduced during a student presentation in an SLA
class:


In [a classmate’s] picture, he has two forms trying to fit through one function
slot. Clearly, only one form can fit. I’m not sure, but did he explain it as only
the correct form fits through? I don’t agree, because language learners use
incorrect forms all the time and most people can still understand the
message. The incorrect form fits through the function hole. (F)1


This entry shows the use of the journal as a place to discuss new
information. Another group member addresses F’s questions and ex-
tends the discussion in the excerpt below:


F’s questions/comments about [classmate’s] diagram of the functional pi-
geon hole was thought provoking. She’s right when she says that what a
learner says incorrectly can be understood by others so why not make the
function hole look like it could fit many different forms? I can agree with
that.␣ .␣ .␣ . I think, though, that in this case, we were discussing the acquisition
of rules, or conscious knowledge that shows the learner is correctly using the
form. (D)


Such discovery through questioning and analysis is a type of reflection
associated with journal writing: the essence of an inquiry-oriented
atmosphere. An environment that fosters inquiry is one that “rewards
initiative and critical thought” (Zeichner & Liston, 1987, p. 28). In such
a problem-posing milieu, dialogue among students is quintessential.
Freire (1970/1995) defines dialogue as “the encounter between men,
mediated by the world, in order to name the world” (p. 76). Thus,
inquiry is echoed in the concept of naming the world.


Building a Professional Community


A group journal moves beyond a storage device for minutes or other
reports of group activity to include the opportunity for reflection in
order to collaboratively extract meaning from shared experiences. “We
always live at the time we live and not some other time, and only by
extracting at each present time the full meaning of each present
experience are we prepared for doing the same thing in the future”
(Dewey, 1963, p. 49). This kind of reflection on process led another
participant to express feelings about a growing sense of community:


Last semester we talked about self-actualization. I think that we have gone
beyond self-actualization into a different realm. I feel part of a community for


1 The letters A, B, C, D, E, F, and G represent the seven group journal members.
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the first time in my life. Not just a citizen or a member of the student body,
but a real, participating, activated member of a face-to-face, fully committed
group. (E)


The participant above feels connected to the group in both academic
and affective realms. Evident here is the notion that “essential to
community . . . is communication of the whole person, not just the
intellect, for that would be simply a way of protecting oneself and thus
remaining isolated from the community” (Rardin, Tranel, Tirone, &
Green, 1988, p. 96). Students beginning professional and academic
programs bring with them a wide array of personal and professional
experience. “Learning is a process of interpersonal dialogue, and
community is essential to it” (Rardin et al., p. 2). How can one teacher
alone attend to all of the needs and strengths of his or her students?
Tapping a group’s collective resources requires actively fostering a sense
of community.


Below, two group members summarize the nature and value of the
community that the journal has helped foster:


. . . the meta group is what it’s all about. We are our own mentors, inspiration,
editors, critics, support. We have all the tools around us, resources, equip-
ment, professionals, time (albeit little) and I feel that we are really attempting
to make the most of it . . . but I think this is just the tip of the iceberg
compared to what we can accomplish together if we try. I think that we are
aware of a lot of issues, now we need to dive way down and play in the mud,
get dirty, and then surface with some mind-blowing metastuff. It won’t end
with our eventual diploma from this school. We are forming professional
habits and connections that will evolve throughout our lives. (G)


These reflections on community led another member to write about
the empowerment and energy generated by the group journal:


I am amazed, but not surprised, each time we are able to talk to our profs,
negotiate an assignment, a project, a discussion, a syllabus. I am empowered
and enriched by the energy and ideas of this group. I hope together we are
allowed the time to build the skills, discover the knowledge, to make the most
of our courses. I think that energy, intention, dedication is one aspect of why
this group is special to all of us and why different observers get stoked to see
what we are up to. (C)


Using empower in the reflexive rather than the passive form makes it
possible to escape from the notion that power comes from somewhere
(van Lier, 1996). Students who empower themselves are invested in their
own learning. Investment has been defined as “the inner act by which a
person becomes receptive to new information and assimilates it in such
a way that he/she is able to operate out of it. It is the act of ownership







564 TESOL QUARTERLY


and commitment to new meaning and values” (Rardin et al., 1988, p.
154). In this sense, our IGJ served as a vehicle for stimulating interest,
increasing motivation, and recognizing the value of our own contribu-
tions to the process. Because the audience was our peer group, we felt
safe enough to express ourselves candidly. The journal was a means of
building confidence within members of the journal-writing group,
enriching the notion of a learning community.


Bridge to Professional Development


Building a bridge from graduate school to professional practice is an
additional benefit of our IGJ. The evolving dialogue provided the
foundation for entrance into and autonomous membership in an
otherwise unfamiliar academic discourse community. The members of
the group practiced and developed their own understanding of the
appropriate rhetoric of the field. In addition, the IGJ allowed our ideas
and principles to germinate by developing our ability to reflect critically
on individual and group understandings of personal and professional
issues. At the same time, we were able to draw upon the strengths of the
group and to become independent and autonomous learners. The IGJ
created a safe environment in which to openly express and hear
expectations, thus enabling members to enter into the educational
discourse community. As seen in the excerpt below, initial entry into a
discourse community is challenging and full of self-imposed expectations:


. . . my head aches with the idea of trying to express my self intelligently. . . .
I’m afraid I don’t have what it takes. . . that I’m not good enough or smart
enough or aggressive enough to make it . . . that soon somebody is going to
figure out that I don’t belong and laugh at me, tell me to go. I am given so
much by each of you and I want to return something. But what? (D)


In addition to providing a forum for collegial support, the IGJ further
enabled membership into a new professional field by helping partici-
pants explore the new discourse world, eventually prompting discussion
of relevant issues. The IGJ became a catalyst for academic papers and
research projects, encouraging members to use new terminology. The
following excerpt illustrates the movement of a concept first discussed
within the journal to an academic context outside the journal. First, an
issue was raised by one group member (G) and picked up by C:


G, on Freire’s idea about people/systems changing, here’s my take. The
people, grounded in who they are, discover what they need and reform the
system to fit themselves, not reform themselves to fit the system. (C)


Then A challenges the idea:
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I think we need to discuss more about Freire and changing the system. We,
the people, are the system and that I guess is the hard part about changing
anything. (A)


Finally, G puts the idea to use, presents new information, and uses it in a
context outside the original discussion.


I am enjoying our dialog about social constructivism. I was able to use it in my
learning strategies paper. I found a very cool article about a study of a college
French class which used portfolio assessment suggesting that theories about
learning strategies continue to evolve. The study went beyond defining and
identifying learning strategies to discussing their development within socio-
cultural theory. (G)


Such reflection combined with peer feedback in a nonthreatening
environment provides the framework for autonomous and principled
learning. Necessary for the transformation from teacher trainee to
professional teacher is the ability to make useful, principled decisions.
The following entries illustrate how reflection on past experiences and
new ideas helped group members develop as teachers, bringing them to
a new understanding of current issues:


We discussed a variety of issues—one of them being whole language vs.
grammar instruction. We all reverted to childhood memories about “diagram-
ing sentences” and its evil nature. As a group we seem to be divided—I lean
to the grammar side even though I hated [my teacher’s] methods, I still feel
well-grounded in English grammar and its intricacies, and that this has
helped me enormously in writing and comprehension. (D)


In the IGJ, members also reflected upon their own experiences,
discussed them with colleagues, and eventually formed their own prin-
ciples and beliefs.


I think there is some real work in hashing out of issues going on, on an
academic and personal level. Today’s frustrating discussions about teaching
standard English, written vs. spoken English, teaching culture, and dialects vs.
languages were getting at the whole point of sociolinguistics. (F)


In the process, members learned to respect others’ teaching principles
and evaluate their own perceptions of what constitutes good practice.


GENERALIZABILITY


The common goal of teacher education programs remains the devel-
opment of candidates into professionals. The IGJ experience helped
shape the lives, minds, and beliefs of our group of seven preservice
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teachers and thus can accurately be described as a best practice. In the
context of a modern teacher education program such as that of MIIS,
where collaboration and reflection are reinforced as crucial elements of
professional development, the IGJ with its negotiated structure en-
hanced the education of all group members. It acted as a catalyst for
academic papers and research projects, thus not only serving as a record
of process but also acting as a forum for the creation and testing of
original ideas and hypotheses, as shown by the list of projects that
resulted from the IGJ (see Table 1).


The two central features of autonomy are choice and responsibility
(van Lier, 1996). Emphasizing responsibility as well as choice in teacher
education programs can ensure that new teachers will emerge as
professionals capable of thinking like teachers and making sound
decisions that teachers make. The IGJ serves as a place where members
can reflect on experiences, formulate and reformulate ideas, and gain
autonomous membership in the professional discourse community. The
journal itself acts as the necessary bridge from student-student interac-
tion to professional-professional relationships.


The implications of IGJs will surely grow as future generations of
group journal writers and facilitators experiment with and expand upon


TABLE 1
Interactive Group Journal Products


Product Format Context


Methods Awareness: A Consciousness- CD-ROM Class: Principles and Methods of
Raising Hyperstack Language Teaching


Language data file Portfolio Class: Language Analysis


Second language acquisition journal Student Class: Second Language Acquisition
journal


Redefining Learner Training: A Step Paper Class: Second Language Acquisition
Toward Awareness, Autonomy, and
Authenticity in the Language Learning
Classroom


Curriculum design Curriculum Class: Teacher Education


Comparison of IGJ to Individual Paper Class: Sociolinguistics
Student Journals


What Makes Groups Work? Research Class: Applied Linguistics Research
design and paper


Interactive Group Journals Paper Class: Professional Writing


Group Journals Presentation 31st Annual TESOL Convention,
1997


“Interactive Group Journals: Article TESOL Quarterly
Learning as a Dialogue Among
Learners”
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the journaling process. We are certain that the notion of the IGJ can be
implemented in a variety of ways. For example, the IGJ could be
recorded on-line in an electronic academic discussion group or other-
wise among teachers and preservice teachers separated by geographic
distance. Regardless of the kinds of adaptations that may arise from the
basic IGJ model, preservice teachers must be involved in the formation
of their own education. Without a personal stake in their preparation,
future teachers may simply mimic the current and widely accepted
standards and practices of teaching methodologies. The IGJ embodies
academic as well as affective process, documents personal and group
insights and discoveries, and bridges the distance between teacher
education and professional practice. The IGJ model provides an impetus
for necessary changes in current standard journal practice, placing
interaction among learners at the center of the journal activity.


THE AUTHORS


At the time of writing the authors and contributors were students in the MATESOL
program at the Monterey Institute of International Studies.
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CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS
This section presents analytical commentaries that address issues and problems in
language teacher education. Each commentary situates and analyzes a specific
problem within appropriate literature and research and offers concrete recommen-
dations for language teacher education.


Why Best Practice Is Not Good Enough


JULIAN EDGE and KEITH RICHARDS
Aston University


■ The editors of this volume assert that accounts of properly justified
and fully contextualised responses to actual teaching (and teacher
education) situations provide a valuable resource for professional devel-
opment. We identify fully with this assertion and with the editors’ stated
intention to give such reports more attention than has previously been
the case in TESOL Quarterly.


Our concern in this piece is to take this position further by arguing
that the concept of best practice is an illegitimate importation from an
inappropriate paradigm and that its use threatens to undermine the very
values that its proponents espouse.


A CRITIQUE


To understand why this transfer of terminology is unacceptable, the
use of the term best practice needs to be considered within a rationalist
paradigm, in which, for all practical purposes, procedures are precisely
specifiable and outcomes predictable. To take a practical example, when
new procedures for diagnosing a specific illness become available, it is
essential to disseminate these as quickly and as widely as possible to
members of the medical profession so that they can be implemented.
The same might apply, in an organisational context, to a way of
processing certain types of application or of producing particular
products. Applications of best practice can be clearly described and
offered as models for fellow professionals who wish to improve the
quality of their service.







570 TESOL QUARTERLY


The assumptions behind this use of the term are that there exists, at
any one time, a best way of achieving clearly identifiable ends and that
this best way can be made generally available. The process involved is
straightforward:
1. Discovery: Research and practice lead to the discovery of new and


more effective ways of doing things.
2. Dissemination: Because best practice is also the most professionally


effective practice, it is vital that all practitioners should be made
aware of it as quickly as possible.


3. Delivery: Practitioners make appropriate changes to their current
practice for the benefit of those to whom the service is delivered.


The implementation of best practice in varied professional contexts
may involve minor contextual adjustments, but these are incidental to
what is best. However, in an educational environment, and especially one
as diverse as TESOL, the importation of the term represents a dangerous
distortion of its professional significance. In a world where teacher
educators struggle every day with the complexities and conundrums of
the educative process, the talismanic power of sanctified product repre-
sents a threat to our developmental well-being. There are at least three
areas in which the delusional potential of this concept can be identified
as it affects teacher education.


Practice and Theory


The traditional, rationalist theory/application discourse has not served
teaching well (Clarke, 1994). Nor do teacher educators improve the
quality of that discourse simply by focusing on specific contexts (Prabhu,
1990)—arguments about how many angels dance on the head of a pin
are not made any more relevant by casting them in the context of
particular pins. Characterising individual accounts of practice as best
undermines the status of particular understanding by holding out the
prospect of general application. The struggle to translate (general)
theory into (individual) practice subtly mutates into an even more
procrustean struggle to transfer (ideal) practice into different situations.
The terminology of division has changed, but the gulf remains. The
definition of best practice in this special-topic issue expressly excludes
such simplistic modelling, but the term can easily be misinterpreted, and
it is a part of our responsibility as teacher educators to develop
terminology that will function in society at large.


At the same time, teacher educators need to recognise the dangers of
seeming to conclude that theory is somehow irrelevant to the day-to-day
business of teaching. In Britain, for example, the decoupling of teacher
education from higher education is already under way (Evans, 1997), a
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response that backs down from the very real challenge of exploring and
resolving a theory/practice dynamic.


Practice and People


By emphasising the status of particular practices, best practice
downplays the importance of the individuals concerned. Teacher educa-
tors are then stuck with the idea of best teaching being external to
teachers rather than being the individually determined best-next-step for
each teacher. Furthermore, only the successful voices, the paragons that
exist on the page, are heard, and their presence in this form can serve as
much to undermine the confidence of teachers as to encourage them.
Dialogues of doubt can be at least as important as the dictates of success,
for whereas the former hold out the prospect of development for the
sake of improvement, the latter imply that the destination is already
decided. The best is the enemy of the good.


Practice and Power


Any sense of alienation that teachers may feel is likely to be exacer-
bated if those in power exploit the coercive potential of best practice.
The greatest danger of such a position is that, like ritual magic, it is not
open to challenge: Best practice is by definition best, so any failure to
achieve it arises not as a result of flaws in its own constitution but because
the correct procedures are not being followed or the teacher has the
wrong attitude. The vision that we are trying to counterbalance is the
following, put forward by Elmore (1996) in answer to the question of
how localised best practice can be disseminated:


One promising approach . . . is to create strong professional and social
normative structures for good teaching practice that are external to indi-
vidual teachers and their immediate working environment, and to provide a
basis for evaluating how many teachers are approximating good practice at
what level of competence. (p. 18)


This scenario is well known to us. Unchecked, it leads to the de-
skilling of teachers, who are seen as the technicians responsible for
learning-delivery systems. It leads to the distancing of teacher education
from higher education, as teachers are called on to learn their delivery
skills on the job. It leads to the establishment of orthodoxies suitable to
education’s political masters. It leads to the assessment of teachers by
administrators with checklists on processes they do not understand. And
it leads to a disillusioned body of teachers, divided from the society they
set out to serve and disenfranchised in terms of their own professional
development.
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AN ALTERNATIVE VISION


Our critique of best practice requires a constructive response; this is
what we now attempt to provide.


Theorising Practice


A fundamental break from a restrictive theory/practice discourse can
be brought about by encouraging teachers to investigate, and thereby
better to understand, their own current practice, constrained and
inspired as it is, in and by its own context. As teachers, we shall expect to
articulate in each instance just why it is that
• particular practices are seen as appropriate in the pursuance of


locally formulated goals,
• local goals have been formulated in the way that they have,
• the social situation that led to the formulation of these goals can be


improved by pursuing these goals, and not others, in these ways, and
• pedagogic understanding in general is furthered by pursuing these


goals, and not others, in these ways.
To the extent that teachers’ investigations lead them to question any of
the above assertions, their theorised practice will develop in response to
their increased awareness, just as educational theory will develop in
order to account for the findings of socially and pedagogically aware
practice.


Emergent praxis. We thus see the essence of good teaching to lie in its
continuingly emergent nature: never completely formalised or normalised,
always responding to another cycle of action and observation, reflection,
planning, and further action, through which the very nature of practice
is theorised. A more convenient term for this theorised practice might be
praxis, which Carr and Kemmis (1986) define as “informed, committed
action” (p. 190). And one way to become involved in praxis is through
some version of action research:


a form of self-reflective inquiry undertaken by participants in social situations
in order to improve the rationality and justice of their own practices, their
understandings of these practices, and the situations in which these practices
are carried out. (Carr & Kemmis, 1986, p. 162)


Educational practice that involves a conceptual and research element is
demonstrably empowering to its practitioners. A recent example of such
work in TESOL is provided by Hales (1997), whose data-based investiga-
tions led to improvement in his work on language awareness with his
teacher trainees.
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Building theory. We have emphasised so far the importance of praxis
(theorised practice) in its context of operation, but we would not wish to
ignore the importance of praxis to the building of educational theory.


The local understandings that emerge through praxis will present
problems for those who wish to work toward the building of generalised
pedagogic theory (see Edge & Richards, 1998). But this very reversal of
responsibility serves only to illuminate the unsatisfactory nature of the
status quo as far as current theory-building and research procedures are
concerned. In Guba and Lincoln’s (1982) terms, we need to work
towards developing a paradigm that is sensitive to real world conditions,
rather than “manipulating those conditions to meet the arbitrary design
requirements of a paradigm” (p. 234). The issue, ultimately, is one of
educational quality, and the path to this, as Somekh (1993) recognises,
must find its way through the lived world of teachers’ own educational
practice:


Because quality in educational research resides in its ability to explore,
resonate with, explicate and improve practice, I would argue that all educa-
tional research must have at least an action research component to achieve
quality. (p. 32)


Educational research that does not arise from educational practice is
sterile. In illuminating contrast to this, we would cite Hancock (1997) as
an example of how pedagogically motivated investigation can lead to
significant contributions to the description and explanation of linguistic
interaction itself.


Praxis and Teacher Development


Our version of theorised practice does not allow for the concept of
best practice as an abstraction in the absence of particular teachers and
learners in specific contexts. The development of pedagogic practice,
therefore, is indivisibly tied in with the personal and professional
development of teachers. This may sound an easy proposition to put
forward in the context of a professional journal’s world of discourse, but
we are far from its implementation in the lived world of teacher
education.


TEACHER EDUCATION PRAXIS


Although it may seem redundant to make the point, teacher educa-
tion is most importantly a form of teaching. For the reasons sketched
necessarily briefly above, we find best practice equally insidious whether
imported into teacher education or other forms of teaching. Its particu-
lar danger in teacher education is the negative potential of what Argyris
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and Schön (1974) identify as double-loop learning, in that our students are
always affected by what we do as well as by what we say. Our forms of
teacher education, including our resolution of theory/practice relation-
ships and our views of how teaching develops, will inevitably inform the
teachers who learn from us and with us.


The challenge to teacher educators is first and foremost to acknowl-
edge their own privileged role in the educational system. If praxis is to
make sense, it must make sense here. Teacher educators need to engage
in a style of teacher education in which their own development as
teachers is a recurrent focus of attention, as it is explored and furthered
by teacher educators themselves in collaboration with their colleagues
and their teacher-students (Edge, 1995; Mann & Willis, 1996; Richards,
1995).


This process provides, in one sense, the research base of teacher
education via what Elliott (1993) has called second-order action research. In
another sense, it helps teacher educators demonstrate as developing
professionals their continuing determination to meet the challenge that
Gore (1991) spells out so compellingly with regard to investigative
approaches to teaching:


If we argue that we do not have time [for adopting such approaches], can we
blame teachers for not adopting them as part of their teaching? If we argue
that teaching is not a priority among the many academic tasks before us, can
we justify our location in teacher education? (p. 254)


CONCLUSION


We believe that important elements of the future of educational
practice and theory lie in the development of praxis, the theorised
practice of specific situations. The documentation of praxis is central to
its continuation, and this documentation will also provide a valuable
resource for the professional development of future teachers and
teacher educators.


Although the concept of best practice appears initially attractive,
inasmuch as its reporting gives some voice to the participants of actual
situations, we fear that it is, in fact, a blind alley. It helps keep in place
distinctions in the field (e.g., conceptual analysis, research, practice) that
are themselves unhelpful, while also leaving teacher educators open to
misunderstandings in their communication with the political forces and
wider societies that they serve.
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Changing Lives in Changing Times: Preservice
Teacher Education in Postapartheid South Africa


MICHAEL SAMUEL
University of Durban-Westville


■ This conceptual analysis addresses some of the challenges of prepar-
ing English language teachers during the reconstruction and develop-
ment of the South African education system in the postapartheid society
(after 1994). The legacy of the apartheid education system and its impact
on language teaching and learning are the backdrop to the policy
initiatives promulgated in 1997. The article describes what it means to
educate teachers in a transforming society. The response to the problems
of apartheid school education is to develop teachers who can view
themselves critically as products of separatist ideologies within the school
and the society and as agents for the achievement of new, liberating
ideologies of teaching and learning languages within their (future)
classrooms. In this way, teacher education can contribute to the renewal
of the education system and the society in general.


THE BAGGAGE


The infamous apartheid ideology of the former South African state
has received numerous condemnations internationally. The country’s
education system was clearly designed to fuel the apartheid conceptions
of the racial, cultural, and linguistic supremacy of the controllers of
legislative power and was characterised by designs to provide unequal
and iniquitous education to different races. Amongst pupils it bred
narrow and distorted conceptions of self-identity, about relations with
individuals outside one’s defined cultural and racial group, and about
the boundaries of one’s culture. Most pupils (Black and White) had
almost no personal communication with pupils from other racial groups.


These political designs had the following consequences for language
teaching and learning within the schooling system.
1. The apartheid regime legislated the L1s of the White minority


(approximately 13% of the total population) as the only official
languages of the country. This afforded an elevated status to English
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and Afrikaans within the society in general; even the world of work
and commerce was dominated by these languages as a means of
keeping economic wealth in the hands of the White minority.


2. The only official media of instruction at schools during the apart-
heid era were English and Afrikaans. White pupils were more likely
to succeed in the schooling system because instruction was in their
home languages; this led to perceptions that White pupils were more
intelligent than Black pupils.


3. The home languages (Sepedi, Sesotho, Setswana, siSwati, Tshivenda,
Xitsonga, isiNdebele, isiXhosa, and isiZulu) of the majority of the
South African Black population became marginalised.


4. An ideology of subtractive bilingualism was adopted, whereby the
majority of Black South Africans were systematically separated from
their mother tongues and inducted into the English-Afrikaans me-
dium of instruction.


5. Teachers were seen as implementors of a carefully manipulated
syllabus, and their education was aimed at promoting slanted
Eurocentric (White) conceptions of knowledge.


6. Both L1 and L2 teaching tended to adopt a structuralist approach, in
which students were taught about the language rather than learning
how to use the language; consequently, communicative competence
in the languages was limited.


The outcomes of these policies still live on in postapartheid South
Africa because even many of the oppressed have internalised and
naturalised the ideologies. Many Black South Africans were duped into
believing that to be educated was to be able to speak English and
Afrikaans. Speakers of minority languages amongst the Indian commu-
nity progressively abandoned their heritage languages (Hindi, Tamil,
Urdu, and Gujerati) in favor of the languages of access to better life
opportunities, namely, English and Afrikaans. Understandably, many
African language speakers valued the passport to prosperity that English
and Afrikaans offered. A major challenge facing the reconstruction of
the South African education system, therefore, is to address the distorted
supremacist conceptions of individual racial, linguistic, and cultural
heritages; to confront the premises underlying existing teachers’ ritualised
practices of disempowerment; and to provide a mirror for ideas that have
become entrenched in educators’ and pupils’ minds about their own
practices and capabilities and about the underlying theoretical and
pedagogical premises upon which they have organised schooling, teach-
ing, and learning.


Reconstructing the educational system means reeducating not only
pupils but also teachers. Teacher educators and teachers have also been
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victims of an oppressive education. The National Teacher Education
Audit (Hofmeyer & Hall, 1996), which investigated the status of teacher
education governance, curricula, and institutional conditions, reveals
that teacher preparation is inefficient and dismal, barring a few pockets
of excellence. A large percentage of student teachers currently within
teacher education institutions do not regard teaching as a vocation they
chose voluntarily: It was their only means of access to postsecondary
education. Teacher education institutions, as part of the agenda of
apartheid thinking, were also racially divided, and the disparities in the
resources provided to the White and the Black teacher education systems
ensured that Blacks received a poorer education. The ideology of
fundamental pedagogics as promoted by the ruling powers became the
tool by which they curtailed the liberation of the minds of teachers (and
consequently their pupils) and promoted strongly Calvinist and authori-
tarian views of the role of adult educators (see Suransky, 1998). Christian
national ideology was the wolf disguised in sheep’s clothing that held
dominion over the teacher education system. Teacher educators them-
selves in postapartheid South Africa are products of this teacher educa-
tion system, yet they are expected to deliver the ideologies and visions of
the new state’s policies.


REPACKING THE BAGGAGE


Several deliberate educational policy proposals enacted with the
advent of the newly elected state reflect the goals of a more democratic
society. The postelection period (1994–1997) was characterised by a kind
of policy euphoria as new legislation was introduced to signal the
intentions of the elected state. Amongst the milestones in the education
policy arena were the White Paper on Education and Training (Parliament
of the Republic of South Africa, 1995), which projects the framing vision
of a reconstructed education system; the Schools Education Act 1995
(Department of Education, 1995), an attempt to regulate the process of
school governance and funding; the South African Qualifications Authority
Act (1995), which legislated a common qualifications framework for
education and training; and the Norms and Standards for Teacher Education
(Committee on Teacher Education Policy, 1996), which outlined a
reconceptualised teacher education curriculum. Most recent was the
phased-in introduction of Curriculum 2005 for primary and secondary
schooling (Lotz, 1997), which is described as a shift away from product-
based rote learning to a outcomes-based development of pupils through
active learning.


The legislation regarding the development of school language poli-
cies has been entrusted to the schools, which are expected to promote
any 2 of the now constitutionally recognised 11 official languages of the
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country. The Curriculum 2005 policy aims for a system of additive
bilingualism that attempts to tap the diverse linguistic resources of the
country. One of the eight learning areas targeted for development
throughout the education system is language, literacy, and communica-
tion, in which the social use and functions of different languages are
recognised. Language use is seen as bound to its context, its audience,
and the purpose of communication. Therefore the language learner is
expected to become familiar with the various styles of language and their
sociolinguistic value. It should also be noted that, with the relaxation of
the racially separated schooling policy, many previously White, Indian,
and Coloured schools now have pupil populations that represent a wider
variety of linguistic, cultural, and racial identities.


Understandably, these new policies are only symbols of the intentions
of the legislators, who wish to signal the break from apartheid concep-
tions of language learning and teaching. The ultimate success of
implementation depends on whether the teaching community and the
society at large understand and accept the philosophical assumptions
about reversing the linguistic imperialism (Phillipson, 1992) of the
former apartheid official languages. This is problematic given that
English and Afrikaans are languages of better life opportunities, as the
wheels of business and industry still revolve around their knowledge and
use. The promotion of multilingual teaching and learning (beyond just
Afrikaans and English) is arguably seen by some quarters as yet another
opportunity to keep the previously disempowered Black population from
bettering their life conditions.


Teacher education under apartheid education did not equip the
teaching force with alternate conceptions of language teaching and
learning, and many teachers within the existing school system feel
inadequate to promote a more communicative and sociolinguistic analy-
sis of language teaching and learning. The success of the new language
policies thus entails a massive reskilling of the existing teaching staff via
in-service education. The curricula of both preservice and in-service
teacher education will need to address the changing conceptions of the
teacher as a curriculum developer, the changing conceptions of lan-
guage learning as the development of communicative competence in a
variety of languages, and the issues of power relations among the
different languages within the South African society.


Most of the approximately 360,000 teachers who constitute the target
group of this massive reskilling are products of the iniquitous apartheid
education system. They have had little direct experience of creatively
designed language learning programmes. Many of them have not been
socialised into seeing the teaching profession as one that does research
or into sufficiently confronting their own thinking about the teaching
and learning of languages. The teacher education curriculum therefore
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has become a valuable opportunity to unpack the baggage around
language learning and teaching.


UNPACKING THE BAGGAGE


To deal with the challenges facing the reconstruction of the education
system, teacher educators must unpack the baggage of teacher develop-
ment. Perhaps the analogy of developing a philosophy of wardrobe
selection for one’s baggage may be more appropriate, as the goals of a
reformulated education system ought to be to develop teachers who can
be more critical of the educational ideology(ies) they promote; who are
more flexible about the methodologies and approaches used in their
classrooms (i.e., who can justify their actions both theoretically and
practically); and who can challenge previously demarcated boundaries
of race, culture, and language. In short, the system should develop
critical reflective practitioners.


Amongst other, more pragmatic issues of resource allocation and
provision, the reconstruction of the education system in a transforming
context will need to acknowledge the following focuses:
1. the renewal of the philosophical (and ethical) basis of the education


of teachers and pupils and the reexamination of the kinds of values
that students imbibed during 12 years of induction into apartheid
formal schooling: the challenging of one’s apprenticeship of observation
(Lortie, 1975);


2. the reexamination of the rituals of disempowerment that characterised
current teachers’ previous pedagogical practices within the school
system (usually entailing a massive reskilling of teachers already
within the system—an in-service focus);


3. the reexamination of the conceptions of self-identity developed by
teachers and pupils during apartheid schooling; of the ideological
basis of racial, linguistic, and cultural boundaries; and of the realm
of possibilities for alternate and wider views of self-identity within a
changing sociopolitical context;


4. the development of alternate curricular practices within preservice
teacher education institutions with the purpose of raising the quality
of teachers’ critical reflection and action research skills in a way that
will fuel the process of active intervention through research (This
will enable teachers to see themselves as agents of change rather
than victims of externally, or state-, driven ideologies—a preservice
focus.); and


5. the development of a system of collaborative partnerships within
schools (developing “collegiality beyond contrivance”; Hargreaves,
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1994, p. 195) and between schools and teacher education institu-
tions to address the curriculum policy intentions of the new system.


The development of relations between teacher education institutions
also needs attention because this constituency is perhaps the least
organised group of stakeholders within the education system.


It may be argued that the above list focuses on transformation at the
microlevel—at schools and teacher education institutions. This prefer-
ence confirms the views of critics ( Jansen, 1997; Samoff, 1997) who
argue that the macroeducational reform policy initiatives of the new
state, whilst a necessary ingredient in the reform process, merely provide
the “frameworks for reconstruction” (Samoff, p. 1). The ambitious
curriculum designs of state policies often give lip service to the specific
realities and histories that the different schooling contexts currently
have to cope with: underdeveloped human and physical resources, the
entrenchment of ritualised practices of teaching and learning, the poor
administration and management of the curriculum renewal process, the
inability of the teacher educators to reconceptualise their role as
promoters of alternate visions of teaching and learning, the arrogance of
teacher educators who value theoretical knowledge above the practical
knowledge of teachers, and unreflective teachers who dismiss the value
of theory. Renewal of the system therefore entails conversion at the
lowest (and most important) level: the way teachers think about address-
ing the specific realities within their own schools using the necessary
theoretical/philosophical and practical/pragmatic resources at hand.
The reconstruction of the education system relies on a transformation
from within the system itself, as teachers come to accept that they can
effect change and address the specific realities of their working condi-
tions. The role of the academic teacher educator is to ensure the
constant probing necessary for reflexive inquiry into the theory and
practice of the schooling experiences meted out to pupils. To fulfill such
a role, the teacher education sector must be more organised, for
example, in the form of professional associations in which teacher
educators interrogate research and practices around teacher develop-
ment in a more open and supportive manner.


Such a process of renewal should not be an individual act; agents of
control usually exploit the balkanised state (Hargreaves, 1994) that
disempowered teachers and teacher educators usually display. The
success of renewal from within lies in developing teachers and teacher
educators who see themselves as agents working collaboratively towards
defining their problems and toward a collective understanding of the
possibilities for alternative forms of action. These ideals therefore should
become the agenda for the reconstruction of teacher education institu-
tions’ curricula, both preservice and in-service. Cooperation between
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schools/learning sites and teacher education institutions as joint stake-
holders in the transformation of the education system therefore be-
comes crucial. The relationship should be seen as one of mutual
development because both sides offer valuable insights into the nature of
the problems of teaching and learning and the solutions to those
problems (see Boles & Troen, 1997, for discussion of a form of
collaborative ventures between schools and teacher education institu-
tions). This model of cooperative teacher development benefits both the
qualified practicing teacher and the newly qualifying teacher and
therefore collapses the traditional distinctions made between preservice
and in-service teacher education.


SOME CONCLUDING THOUGHTS


As in all changes, in South Africa tensions exist between the ideals of
the new and the remnants of the old. Student teachers do not always
welcome the opportunity to confront their own histories. Many South
Africans have been made to feel comfortable with their apartheid
cultural and linguistic boxes; even those who realise that elevating the
status of English marginalises other linguistic and racial groups often
accept it unproblematically. Student teachers and teachers within the
school system do not fully grasp the role of the teacher as a promoter of
all the linguistic resources of the country. Teacher education programmes
should foreground and challenge these issues. Student teachers have to
develop beyond just learning content about teaching and education to
regurgitate on examinations. The process of critical self-reflection often
results in student teachers feeling out of step with the school system in
which they have to practice. Full-time teachers within the schools often
face resistance as they interact with such student teachers. Mentor
teachers sometimes claim that student teachers have become too
politicised in their thinking about English language teaching. The
novice student teachers are easily co-opted into the rituals of disem-
powerment characterising schools that are unwilling to fundamentally
transform how they teach the English language. Of course, it is also
possible that student teachers fake their personal theories in relation to
what they think the university supervisors would like to hear them say
about English language teaching and learning. Teacher educators need
to develop into a research profession in order to act as agents of change
with the school system. Their preoccupations seem to be about survival
in the era of rationalisation and cutting back in the claimed surplus of
teacher education institutions nationally.


The challenge is to strike the necessary balance between externally
delivered reform processes, such as the enactment of new educational
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policies via legislation, and internally driven reform processes, such as
investment in the reformulation of teachers’ personal thinking and
collegial conceptions of their abilities to effect change from within their
own contexts through a respect for theory and practical pedagogical
considerations.


These are the challenges facing South African teacher educators in
attempting to deal with the changing lives of their students as they shed
their baggage of their apartheid schooling, as they embark upon the
process of changing their lives in their interactions with their fellow
South Africans on the teacher education programme, and as they
attempt to change the lives of the next generation of school pupils. It is
hoped that these reflections indicate some of the contributions teacher
education can make to the transformation of the education system in a
transforming society.
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A Framework for Teacher Reflectivity


CLAIRE STANLEY
School for International Training


■ Although John Dewey first outlined his understanding of the notion of
reflection in 1933, not until the past 15 years or so have the concept and
practice of reflective teaching gained credence and undergone wide-
spread discussion in Western education systems. More teachers and
teacher educators are understanding the issues of teaching through the
lens of reflection. Indeed, a comprehensive study identified seven major
universities in the U.S. that teach reflection as a cornerstone of their
teacher education programs (Valli, 1992), and authors from Australia,
Europe, and New Zealand report teacher education programs in their
countries that are aiming to develop teachers as reflective practitioners
(Hatton & Smith, 1995; Korthagen, 1985; Smyth, 1989; Wallace, 1996).
The discussions about reflectivity in teacher education have focused on
the definitions of reflection, the processes of reflection, and, most
recently, the investigation of evidence of reflection.


Dewey’s definition of reflection is “that which involves active, persis-
tent, and careful consideration of any belief or practice in light of the
reasons that support it and the further consequences to which it leads”
(Zeichner & Liston, 1996, p. 9). Reflection involves emotions, passions,
and intuitions (Greene, 1986) as well as logical thinking processes.
Attitudes of open-mindedness, responsibility, and wholeheartedness that
require teachers to examine multiple perspectives of their own and
others’ beliefs and practices are essential to reflective action (Dewey,
1910/1933).


Central to the discussion of when and how reflection takes place and
what processes are used in reflective teaching has been Schön’s (1983,
1987) framework of reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action. He
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describes what reflective practitioners do when they look at their work in
the moment or in retrospect in order to examine the reasons and beliefs
underlying their actions and generate alternative actions for the future.
Such reflective thinking and examination either during or after the fact
can lead to greater awareness on classroom teachers’ part in relation to
their knowledge-in-action, or the theories, ideas, metaphors, and images
they use as criteria for decision making in their teaching practice. Some
teacher educators (e.g., Duckworth, 1987; Perrone, 1989) have placed
their faith in the belief that considerable practice with reflection-on-
action will lead to a greater capacity for reflection-in-action or reflective
classroom teaching, whereby a teacher’s in-the-moment decision making
and practice will be increasingly aware and informed.


Given the above definitions and processes of reflection, researchers
have sought to find evidence of reflection in teachers’ thought and
speech (Rodgers, 1993; Wallace, 1996). Hatton and Smith (1995) used
reflective writing texts as data from which to extract evidence of
reflection-on- and -in-action. The results of their study describe techni-
cal, descriptive, dialogic, critical, and contextual qualities of reflection as
found in the teachers’ writing.


A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF TEACHER REFLECTION


The framework I propose is based on my research (Stanley, 1995; in
press) into the development of six experienced teachers who were
attempting to implement reflection and reflective action into their
teaching practice. They were teaching L2s in the U.S. and overseas in
public and private schools as well as in refugee and immigrant programs.
Data sources included in-depth interviews, transcripts of supervisory
dialogues from the teaching practicum, and excerpts from reports,
reflective journals, and correspondence. The findings of the research led
to the emergence of a conceptual framework that outlines the process of
the development of a reflective teaching practice and is grounded in the
direct experience of classroom teachers.


Phases in the Development of a Reflective Teaching Practice


The process of developing of a reflective teaching practice can be
represented as a series of phases: (a) engaging with reflection, (b)
thinking reflectively, (c) using reflection, (d) sustaining reflection, and
(e) practicing reflection. The phases do not represent a sequence that is
followed but rather moments in time and particular experiences that
constitute a particular phase. At certain points in time, given personal
and contextual circumstances, teachers may find themselves in any of the
phases.
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Engaging with reflection. Deciding to engage with Dewey’s “active, persist-
ent, and careful consideration of any belief or practice” in one’s teaching
is not as simple as it may seem. The amount of energy and commitment
needed to put one’s teaching to scrutiny, let alone the time and space
needed to do so, can be daunting. Personal, professional, and contextual
factors may limit and even inhibit a teacher’s ability to engage with
reflection.


Personal issues of self-esteem may trigger responses of guilt, pain, and
self-doubt when teachers examine their teaching. Childhood experi-
ences, adult traumas, and even cultural conditioning may be strongly
embedded in a teacher’s psyche and create a fear of looking too closely
at oneself and one’s work. If the experience of reflection is too painful,
a teacher may consciously or unconsciously resist learning to reflect. It
takes a healthy degree of ego development to put oneself and one’s work
under the microscope. Therefore, some teachers may not become
reflective for reasons that are beyond the scope of the field of teacher
education. To date, this reality seems to have been ignored in the
literature on reflection.


Similarly, professional and contextual factors can influence a teacher’s
capacity to engage with reflection. If a teacher needs to work many hours
a week to barely make a living, there may be little time left for reflective
thinking or writing. The contexts in which teachers work may not be
reflective if colleagues are interested only in a paycheck and not in
professional growth and development. Stable professional and contex-
tual factors seem to be prerequisites to reflection and, indeed, influence
a teacher’s capacity to engage with reflection.


When basic personal, professional, and contextual factors are stable
and teachers are curious about learning the process of reflecting on
their teaching, they can engage with reflection. This will require a
continuous commitment to the process and a mobilization of will that
may need to be renewed on an ongoing basis.


Thinking reflectively. Learning to think reflectively is a skill that some
teachers may have acquired previously. However, many teachers’ initial
reaction to reflection is simply to think back on a classroom situation and
describe what happened and how they felt about it. The following
excerpt, which is taken from my research (Stanley, 1995, in press), is a
good example of a teacher’s spontaneous effort to think reflectively:


I didn’t feel nervous but somehow I didn’t know where I was heading. And I
should have taken that sentence and written it on the blackboard and started
from there. But I don’t know why I left it. I didn’t take advantage of that
sentence. Instead I kept on talking. . . . Well, starting from there everything,
well I think it was a mess although I tried to sort of organize things later. But
again, somehow I felt it was not working.
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What had been written on the board? Why did she need to go back to it?
How did it connect to the rest of the lesson? What data did she observe
in order to come to the conclusion that “it was a mess”? Where are the
students and their reactions? How does this lesson fit within a larger
whole or syllabus? What possible alternative actions could she have taken
in the lesson? What will she do the next time she teaches this particular
lesson or this group of students? These questions and many others would
help this teacher develop the skill of thinking reflectively.


Using reflection. When teachers have understood what reflection is and
how to think reflectively, they can use it as a tool. Just as in learning any
new skill, there is a phase of experimentation and joy in seeing how many
different shapes reflection can take and when, how, and with whom it
can be done. Is it an activity best done alone and through writing, or is it
also beneficial to shape reflective dialogues with colleagues, friends, and
supervisors? Can it be done in the mind’s eye in unconventional settings,
such as during a daily jogging routine? How many books or articles or
people is it useful to consult in reframing a situation or a problem?


One of the teachers who participated in my study (Stanley, 1995) had
been writing a reflective journal, but in a conversation with her supervi-
sor she noted,


And it’s very important to the activity we are doing now to talk about what
happened because I was writing and I wrote things in my notebook last week
but somehow I tend to be too polite with myself or sometimes too rude with
myself. But talking and listening to you and listening to myself is very
important.


This teacher was exploring and testing the usefulness of her attitudes
toward herself when critiquing her work in a reflective journal. By being
too polite, was she not wholehearted enough in her reflections? By being
too rude, was she not accepting and open-minded enough? What inner
climates and outer forms, such as journals, conversations, or cassette or
video recordings, serve teachers best at different points in their develop-
ment as reflective practitioners? In the phase of using reflection,
teachers begin to sort out the forms and feelings of the process that are
most beneficial to their practice.


Sustaining reflection. In the midst of using and experimenting with
reflection, teachers encounter difficulties that they need to overcome in
order to sustain their commitment to developing a reflective teaching
practice. One of the greatest difficulties is usually emotional reactions to
what is uncovered through the investigation of classroom teaching. In
going deeper into reflection on one’s teaching, it is not unusual to begin
to find issues of prejudice or favoritism toward certain students, learning
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styles, or theories of teaching and learning. In fact, it is precisely to this
end that critical reflection must come.


However, teachers can find it difficult to accept evidence in their
classroom teaching of pedagogical issues, such as a high percentage of
teacher talk or lack of clarity in classroom procedures, or of political
issues, such as gender bias, racism, and power inequalities. At this point,
they may want to retreat to a safe haven of distance and choose not to
reflect at this more introspective level for a while until they have sorted
out the emotions of fear, anger, or shame triggered by these discoveries.
Teachers may, however, be able to sustain reflection at a more externally
oriented level at this time through readings, workshops, or dialogues
with other teachers or professionals.


The most important aspect of this phase is to maintain contact with
reflection in forms that are workable without abandoning a commitment
to the development of a reflective teaching practice and to a continuing
investigation of the difficult findings. By sustaining reflection in ways that
are feasible when difficult emotions and insights arise, teachers maintain
the link to a reflective teaching practice. With time, new input, and a
sense of distance, it is usually easier to look at the findings with greater
understanding and clarity and with some compassion toward oneself and
one’s students.


Practicing reflection. With time and practice, as in the development of any
skill, reflection becomes an integral part of practice. Contextual factors,
such as having at least one other person with whom reflective conversa-
tions are possible or having time for reflective writing on a weekly if not
daily basis, are important for further development of a reflective teach-
ing practice. Although this was not true at the time of the study, recent
graduate students in the MAT program at the School for International
Training have established reflective learning communities on the Internet,
which are evidence of the creative practice of reflection.


After experimenting with the use of reflection for some time, teachers
often develop frameworks and procedures for continuing reflective
thinking that leads to reflective action in their classrooms. One such
framework is examining a class through the multiple lens of its compo-
nents: the teacher, the students, and their relationship; the materials or
activities of the lesson; the processes that the students are asked to use;
and the context of the school or program and the wider cultural society.
Working with this kind of analytical framework, a teacher can begin to
see the multiple influences on any one lesson in a way that allows for
greater clarity as to the source of problems in the classroom.
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Implications for the Field of Teacher Education


By understanding the concept of phases in the development of a
reflective teaching practice, a teacher educator may be more skilled in
responding to particular teachers who are trying to implement reflection
and reflective action in their teaching. Teachers need to work on
different aspects of reflection, reflective thinking, and action depending
on which phase of development they are in. Table 1 serves as a point of
reference for the phases.


If a teacher is struggling to engage with reflection, it is helpful to
examine personal and contextual factors that could be detrimental to
reflection. Or if the teacher’s reflective thinking is mostly descriptive, it is
useful to work with a transcript or videotape of a class in order to
examine all the data present in a teaching moment. This can lead to an
investigation of the decisions made at the time and the values and beliefs
that supported those decisions.


When a teacher is actually using reflection with some degree of ease,
the teacher educator can inquire into values and assumptions that drive
the teacher’s practice. It may also be possible to uncover pedagogical or
political issues that teachers cannot see on their own. It is very useful for
the teacher educator to know that painful emotions can be triggered as
a result of this investigation. Reflective conversations with a teacher
educator or other teachers in which there is a great deal of listening and
understanding can be particularly helpful at this time. In talking with
other teachers about the issue, teachers may be able to see that they are
not the only ones dealing with this issue, that others can and do
encounter similar issues in their classrooms. Clearly, written accounts
from classroom-based research or the broader literature on the specific
issue would also be useful at this time.


CONCLUSION


The conceptual framework of the phases and the suggestions for
responses to teachers in the different phases of developing a reflective
teaching practice can be of particular use to university professors
teaching courses on reflection, supervisors of teaching practica, school-
based administrators and supervisors, and practicing teachers who are
using reflection for professional growth and development. To date, no
other framework in the literature describes the process of learning how
to reflect and can then be used in educating teachers to reflect. Just as
conceptual frameworks from the fields of linguistics, language acquisi-
tion, and intercultural communication have informed teachers and
teacher educators in their work, it is hoped that the framework pre-
sented in this article will begin a conversation among teacher educators
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on the development of useful tools that will guide them in the education
of reflective practitioners. On a practical level, by using the framework of
the phases, teachers and teacher educators will be able to more accu-
rately assess their development of a reflective teaching practice and then
respond in more precise ways in order to sustain and internalize that
practice.
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■ If it is true that all understanding can be rendered as a story, then this
story begins with Mary, Jackie, and Barbara, three fourth-grade teachers
who have been teachers and touchstones for us since 1990 (Clarke,
Davis, Rhodes, & Baker, 1996, 1997; Davis, Clarke, & Rhodes, 1994).
These three remarkable teachers consistently achieve success with low-
income, urban minority students under difficult circumstances using
dramatically different methods and materials. Mary, who believes that all
troubles can be solved by reading and writing, is the epitome of a whole
language, process-oriented teacher. Jackie, a bilingual teacher raised in
Chicago, uses technology and street smarts in requiring that her students
not back down from the realities that assail them. Barbara, calm and
confident in her use of choral drill and leveled reading groups, seems to
have stepped out of an episode of Leave it to Beaver. Initially, our
fascination with them began as a variation on Stevick’s riddle:


In the field of language teaching, Method A is the logical contradiction of
Method B: if the assumptions from which A claims to be derived are correct,
then B cannot work, and vice versa. Yet one colleague is getting excellent
results with A and another is getting comparable results with B. How is this
possible? (1976, p. 104; 1996, p. 193)


However, as we began to understand them and their teaching, it became
apparent that teaching method, as conventionally understood, would
not account for the success of these three teachers. Methods discussions
inevitably focus on procedural details, typically elaborated in the form of
dichotomous choices—drill versus conversation, didactic presentation
versus focused instruction growing out of communicative interaction,
use of the native language versus immersion in the target language, for
example. Approaching the data with this perspective proved to be an
analytical cul-de-sac for us. The details of the three classrooms were so
dramatically different that exhaustive comparisons of classroom prac-
tices left us with lists of techniques and activities that seemed to derive
from mutually exclusive conceptions of teaching and learning.
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RECONCEPTUALIZING TEACHING


As we searched for alternative interpretations, we came to see good
teaching as the creation of coherent contexts for learning through
flexible responses to events and situations. Coherence and flexibility
became the organizing concepts in our efforts to understand the
teachers and their accomplishments. Coherence we define as a commit-
ment to core values and focused movement in the direction of those
values, connecting the particulars of daily experience with the larger
patterns of the school year. Flexibility refers to the ability of the teacher to
respond to the surprises of the moment in a way that reflects commit-
ment to an identified ideal. It entails a focus on outcomes and accom-
plishments rather than a commitment to habitual or comfortable ways of
doing things. As we worked through the daunting complexity of day-to-
day phenomena, we were able to identify the values from which the
teachers worked; these values provided a coherence to what otherwise
might have appeared to be widely divergent responses to events and
circumstances. The teachers routinely baffled us with choices they made
that seemed incongruous given their expressed teaching philosophies;
however, after reflection and examination of the results of their deci-
sions, we were able to see how their choices reflected their larger
commitments. The classrooms came to function as learning communi-
ties, in which teachers demonstrated the behaviors and values they
encouraged in students, avenues of successful participation were avail-
able to all, and students themselves became active promoters of the
practice of their classroom. We came to understand effective teaching as
a function of relationships rather than of methods. The three teachers
established meaningful relationships with each student, and they worked
within those relationships to move students toward their goals. We came
at last to an understanding of the paradox that faced us: It is not so much
what teachers do; it is how they do it. It is not the particulars that matter
but the patterns they create.


But the contexts of effective teaching extend beyond the classroom.
As we moved away from classroom instructional technique and began to
take into account the teachers’ interactions in school and community, we
came to see effective instruction as an institutional accomplishment
rather than as an individual tour de force. The most inept teachers can
be helped to be more effective if they work in a school where there is
professional collegiality and educational leadership. Likewise, the most
effective teachers can be reduced to mere ineffectual flailing if those
qualities are missing. Our evolving understanding of effective teaching
began to run up against the work we were doing as teacher educators. We
found ourselves in the incongruous position of coming to believe one
thing in the context of the research project yet catching ourselves doing
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another in our teacher education work. For example, even as we grew
more and more convinced of the importance of relationships and of
teaching through example and practice, we were still teaching large
classes in which it was difficult to get to know the students and counting
seat time in university classrooms rather than demonstrated teaching
competence as equivalent to learning. It was becoming clear that we
needed to adjust either our conception or our practice of teacher
education.


Our research contributes to a growing body of scholarship that
questions the role of method in teaching and teacher education (Clarke,
1994; Kumaravadivelu, 1994; Pennycook, 1989; Prabhu, 1990). Instruc-
tional procedure by itself does not distinguish good teaching from poor
teaching; we cannot, therefore, justify teacher preparation courses built
solely on academic elaborations of second language acquisition and
teaching methods. At the same time, however, when teachers conduct a
lesson, they must do something, and every procedural decision reflects
theoretical, philosophical, and personal commitments. Methods do,
therefore, matter; what Mary, Jackie, and Barbara did in organizing and
orchestrating lessons constituted the experience that permitted students
to learn, and each of these teachers had strong methodological preju-
dices. However, their decisions were based also on a rich understanding
of individual students, community and home situations, peer pressures,
school politics, and curriculum/testing pressures. So the dilemma inten-
sifies—given the complex array of factors that influence day-to-day
instructional decision making, how do we organize teacher preparation
experiences so that competent teachers emerge from our programs?
This article presents a brief overview of our answer to that question.


RECONCEPTUALIZING TEACHER PREPARATION


We came to the conclusion that teacher preparation should be
organized around the results that teachers are expected to accomplish in
their work rather than around the procedures used to achieve those
results (Bellamy, 1996). After all, if one agrees that the accomplishments
of the three teachers are significant, one cannot quibble about the
methods they prefer to use in their work. To do so constitutes ideological
myopia—judging teachers by standards of academic fashion rather than
by the learning of their students, a charge that is commonly leveled
against the professoriate by teachers (“Well, it works in practice, but will
it work in theory?”).


This required us to make a number of significant adjustments in our
thinking about and our organization of the experiences we provide for
prospective and practicing teachers. First, it no longer seemed defensible
to present theory, techniques, and curriculum in the abstract. The
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particulars of teaching must be understood in relationship to the
multiple contexts within which they occur. Although it is true that there
are common problems in education, there are no generic solutions; each
teacher must solve those problems in relation to the actual details of his
or her situation. ESL teachers working in public schools, for example,
must deal with interpersonal, professional, political, and community
issues that differ in significant ways from those faced by teachers in
intensive or adult programs. To a certain extent, therefore, one must
look to schools for support in creating contexts for effective teaching.
Although teachers are at the center of the process, they cannot be
successful if they do not have appropriate support. And, because
teaching situations vary considerably, teacher preparation experiences
must also vary. This, in turn, has significant implications for the content
and dynamics of learning experiences and for the responsibilities of
teacher educators. Course work and practica designed by university
faculty, based on knowledge and skills acquired in other times and
places, are not necessarily relevant to the teachers in our programs. It
seemed clear that what we needed was a structure that provided a
convergence of theoretical and practical concerns.


We took Goodlad’s (1994) program for educational renewal as a
starting point; this is a framework that links schools and universities in a
collaborative process for innovation. Goodlad calls for the simultaneous
renewal of schools and universities in four areas: initial teacher educa-
tion, ongoing professional development, research, and curriculum de-
velopment. The primary mechanism for accomplishing this is partner-
ships. The framework by itself, however, is not sufficient. The stakeholders
have to be engaged in the process; there has to be commitment to doing
things differently, to taking risks, to changing. We wanted to avoid the
risk of merely going through the motions, conducting tongue-in-cheek
performances.


PRINCIPLES OF COLLABORATION


We extended invitations for partnerships to a number of schools that
serve nonnative English speakers—elementary and secondary schools in
the public school system, intensive English programs, and community-
based adult education programs. Through a process of negotiation
involving all interested staff on both sides, we created formal agreements
that articulated specific goals envisioned by all participants. We used
Goodlad’s (1994) four functions of partnerships as an organizing frame-
work, and we emphasized the importance of outcomes and achievements
in gauging the success of our endeavors. This focus on demonstrable
effects is especially important; it provides a thread of continuity in our
interactions, a consistent measure of the effectiveness of our projects. It
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quickly became clear, however, that mere good intentions would not
suffice. The complexity of the problems we were interested in working
on and the differences in our backgrounds and responsibilities required
us to formulate explicit agreements on how to proceed, rules for
interaction, if you will. Our efforts to translate lessons learned from
Mary, Jackie, and Barbara led us to four principles for productive
collaboration. We gradually came to agree that our conversations needed
to be critical, grounded, pragmatic, and attuned to scale. In the
remainder of the article we elaborate on these principles and provide
examples from some of our partnership projects.


Critical


By critical we intend three broad commitments. First, we assert that all
participants come to the table as equal partners and that exchanges be
conducted in the spirit of democratic collaboration. We participate in
the conversations in particular roles—as teachers, professors, or adminis-
trators, for example—but we remain aware of the validity of perspectives
represented by others, and we constantly challenge ourselves and each
other to speak plainly and openly. We do not rely on institutional or
professional authority as debates proceed. Second, we hold each other
accountable for consistency in the service of outcomes. That is, we
recognize that attempts to work toward coherence at different levels of
context will inevitably provide opportunities for us to choose expedient
solutions over more difficult solutions that are consistent with the values
we have elaborated. We give each other permission to provide critiques
that keep us focused on key values. And third, we follow recent work of
scholars, such as Skrtic (1995), who extend the tradition of Dewey
(1916) by attempting to anchor critique in an assessment of the
consequences—intended and unintended—of action rather than by an
appeal to some ultimate truth. What this means is that we surrender our
commitment to particular ways of doing things, and we focus instead on
agreed-upon outcomes.


This principle underlies all aspects of our collaboration, and it
represents the most notable—and most difficult—accomplishment of
our efforts. To speak plainly and honestly is the hallmark of healthy
relationships, and the boom industry in group psychology and team
management provides eloquent testimony to the fact that it is not easily
realized. We have created structures and procedures within which critical
exchanges can occur—leadership academies, conferences, planning
meetings, and so on—and we work to encourage frank exchanges. For
example, in debriefing a summer institute in which graduate courses
were team taught by university faculty and ESL teachers, the general
glow of success was tempered by the acknowledgment by some of the
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teachers that they often felt like glorified graduate assistants. The course
evaluations confirmed this and underscored the importance of creating
class activities that balanced classroom realities with theoretical perspec-
tives. In another instance, a group of teachers, administrators, and
professors were developing a survey instrument to assess the student
climate at a high school with a large proportion of ESL students. In a
heated exchange it became clear that ESL students and the teachers who
worked most closely with them had been systematically excluded from
the process. In fact, it became clear that the survey was going to be
constructed and administered only in English, thereby effectively exclud-
ing the very group it was designed to serve. This was a difficult realization
for the group to confront, but the open dialogue provided a mechanism
for working through the problem.


Grounded


We work from a perspective of teaching that is situated in particular
settings, anchored in the daily realities of participants. There is an
ongoing interplay between what we observe and what we believe, but
when the two are in conflict, observation takes priority over ideological
or methodological commitment. Our efforts proceed from an attempt to
acquire and understand an accurate picture of daily realities. In the
complex realm of human endeavor, what gets done reveals what is
valued, and it is essential that we construct our understanding from what
we see happening. Although it may be true that the future must be built
on a vision, it is equally true that action must be based on the realities of
the present.


This is a relentlessly empirical stance, the academic equivalent of “put
up or shut up.” Professors in methods courses do not talk about teaching
without providing sample lessons with L2 learners. Teachers may assert
their belief that they work for a risk-free environment in which every
student can learn, but they must also demonstrate the variety of
assessment tools that demonstrate this. All participants are encouraged
to keep personal-professional journals in which they record the details of
events and situations and that serve as the data on which decisions are
based. Videotape of instruction is a common element of methods
conversations, and classroom observation by peer coaches and graduate
students forms the basis for most conversations. Test scores are supple-
mented by other indicators of achievement, and student evaluations of
teachers and professors are used to provide different perspectives on
classroom activities.
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Pragmatic


Our goal is not to discover truth but to solve problems in the real
world. We attempt to develop a critical assessment of the functional value
of ideas, models, methods, and materials. We ask not only if a teaching
practice satisfies a particular theoretical or philosophical position but
also what consequences result if we adopt it. As we work, we avoid
indulging in the gratifying but narrow practice of addressing comments
only to members of our immediate circle; findings and recommenda-
tions must ring true for everyone engaged. Closely related to this is the
admonition that no one be allowed to create work for others to do. In
our attempt to solve complex problems of practice, everyone brings
important insights and experience to the table; this is a collegial—not
hierarchical—endeavor in which individuals choose how they will partici-
pate and how they will change.


Judging the practical merits of a proposal requires an explicit state-
ment of purpose and value, and this will always vary according to one’s
role and responsibility. Multiple assessment of student learning, for
example, always sounds better to administrators or policy makers than to
teachers who have to actually implement the procedures. Similarly, it is
the job of university professors to conduct research and write papers for
publication, so they can be expected to be more enthusiastic about finely
tuned measures of methodological or curricular effects than school
personnel, who often find that such procedures interfere with the
teaching that they are intended to assess. Student teachers can be
expected to propose frequent coaching sessions with their mentors in
which they receive encouragement and suggestions for improving their
practice, just as their mentors can be expected to groan as they search
their calendars for the time required to conduct such sessions with all of
their teacher candidates. This principle is invoked to provide balance for
our individual enthusiasms.


Scaled


Decisions made at different levels have different impact, and failure to
take this into account can have serious consequences. An understanding
of teaching requires an examination of relationships among patterns
that connect different levels of context. Depending on the phenomenon
of interest, these levels might include the individual student, the
classroom, the school, the family, the community, the school system, and
the broad network of connections with civic, cultural, and professional
associations. However, these phenomena are not all of the same order of
magnitude, and we have had to develop procedures for dealing with the
disparities. It is easy to slip, for example, from discussions of long-range
planning and organizational decision making into examinations of
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classroom activities without recognizing the potential errors involved in
mixing phenomena of different scale.


Each of us involved in educational partnerships views issues of
teaching and learning with lenses that are crafted from our particular
responsibilities. Teachers tend to focus on individual students and
classroom dynamics. Administrators worry about schools, curriculum,
and testing. Professors have a high tolerance for abstraction as they
examine the interaction of psycholinguistic phenomena and instruc-
tional dynamics. All views are equally valid, but they cannot all be
accommodated at the same time. As we work with our partners, we need
to decide what problem we are seeking to solve and at what level. We
might agree, for example, that learning is the primary goal of our work,
but as we devise strategies for promoting student learning, we need to
balance the sometimes conflicting demands of our roles and responsi-
bilities. Standardized language proficiency tests provide evidence of
learning across districts, and they provide comparison statistics for
evaluation in a national or state context. This would be of interest to
school administrators, but teachers and teacher candidates can be
expected to be more interested in informal measures of assessment that
also provide evidence of students’ adjustments to a new culture, new
friendships, and potentially frightening school situations.


CONCLUDING REMARKS


School-university partnerships carry no prescription apart from what
is implied in creating environments for learning. The process is cyclical,
not linear, and subject to constraints, not control. Decision making at all
levels is conducted with an awareness of the essential unpredictability of
human events and the need to view learning, whether the formal
acquisition of knowledge and skills by students or student teachers or the
more informal learning of administrators, policy makers, teachers,
professors, and researchers, as a process more akin to socialization than
to training. What is required, at all levels, is time, patience, and attention
to important details in contexts of genuine concern for all involved.
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Learning About Language Assessment: Dilemmas,
Decisions, and Directions.
Kathleen M. Bailey. Pp. xii + 258.


Teaching Second-Language Writing: Interacting With Text.
Cherry Campbell. Pp. xi + 295.


Doing Teacher Research: From Inquiry to Understanding.
Donald Freeman. Pp. x + 258.


Teaching Bilingual Children: Beliefs and Behaviors.
Suzanne Irujo. Pp. vi + 134.


Working With Teaching Methods: What’s at Stake?
Earl W. Stevick. Pp. 192 + xv.


■ As this review is written, five books have appeared in the TeacherSource
series. These are on teacher research, academic writing, assessment,
bilingual education, and methods. Each volume is made up of three
interwoven elements: teachers’ voices, frameworks, and investigations.


As the rubric suggests, teachers’ voices are narrative accounts by
practicing teachers that inform the issues raised in the texts. The
frameworks articulate key concepts and issues and set out what the
author considers to be important in the topic. The investigations address
readers directly and are intended to engage them in reflecting on and
exploring issues in relation to their own context and situation. Each of
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these elements is meant to represent a different perspective or point of
view. The teachers’ voices are meant to represent the practitioner; the
frameworks represent received knowledge or the views of the profes-
sional community; and the investigations are designed to encourage
readers to develop their own points of view.


At first sight, the teachers’ voices sections are the most innovative
aspect of what is an innovative series. As I read the volumes that have
been published at this writing (April 1998), I am impressed by the many
teachers’ voices that find expression through the volumes. Many of these
teachers are relatively new to the field, and their ability to conceptualize
and articulate their professional concerns, challenges, successes, and
failures is an indication of the growing maturity of the field.


Several assumptions underlying the TeacherSource series deserve
comment. In this review, rather than critique the individual volumes that
have appeared so far, I present, expand on, and critique three of these
assumptions: (a) that teaching is a profession, (b) that the transmission
model that dominates language teacher education needs to be chal-
lenged, and (c) that teachers are capable of and ultimately responsible
for their own professional development.


Teaching is a profession. The first and, to my mind, the most important
assumption is that language teaching constitutes a profession and that
language teachers are professionals, although in the concept document
for the series a number of other metaphors, including teaching as craft,
are invoked. In addition, in his own contribution to the series, Freeman,
the series editor, draws an interesting distinction between teaching as a
profession and teaching as a discipline. His view is that teaching is a
profession but not a discipline.


Presumably, those of us who belong to TESOL and who subscribe to
TESOL Quarterly would take as axiomatic the proposition that teaching is
a profession. However, many outside the field have an impact on it and,
through their actions, call into question the professionalism of language
educators. In ESL settings, the exploitation of part-timers is one such
action; in EFL, the employment of people who have no professional
training is another. It is hoped that the appearance of professional
development resources such as TeacherSource will go some way toward
reinforcing the notion that language teaching is a profession.


The transmission model that dominates language teacher education needs to be
challenged. In the concept paper for the series, Freeman (1993) argues
that there is a need to reexamine the conceptual basis of teacher
education as well as the assumptions, norms, and practices in teacher
education. In particular, he questions the transmission model of educa-
tion that he sees as the norm.
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According to Freeman (1993), this model assumes that knowledge
and skills can be taught that will last teachers throughout their careers.
He calls this teacher preparation and argues that it is inadequate and needs
to be replaced by a reflective, constructivist model in which teachers are
not told what to do in their classrooms. In this alternative model,
teachers construct their own knowledge and skills base by “figuring out
the new information in relation to what they know, by building from
their experience” (p. 3).


In TeacherSource, the constructivist ideology is realized through two
of the elements that make up the books. The Teachers’ Voice sections
present the experiences of classroom teachers working in a wide variety
of contexts and situations. Through these narratives, readers are intro-
duced to the complexity of language classrooms. The Investigations
sections, on the other hand, present readers with inquiry-based activities
through which they can contest ideas presented in the books in their
own situations and settings. In Freeman’s (1993) words, they “open up
the topic and create an immediate experiential reference point on which
the conceptual material can be hung” (p. 10).


Although I am in general agreement with the constructivist view of
learning (and the analogy can be, and has been, extended to ways in
which learners construct their understanding of an L2), I would like to
sound a note of caution. I do not believe that the constructive and
transmission models are mutually exclusive. There are things that can be
transmitted, and they are not necessarily trivial. The TeacherSource
books are full of invaluable information that is transmitted in the
traditional sense. In fact, if my reading of the texts is accurate, this is the
function of the Frameworks sections of the books.


Teachers are capable of and ultimately responsible for their own professional
development. A third assumption is that teachers can direct their own
professional development and that professional development is a career-
long process. Although the series is aimed at those undertaking profes-
sional preparation programs, it is also intended for practicing teachers
who are interested in their own ongoing professional renewal. The
problem for many teachers is that little time and too few resources are
available to stimulate reflection and help teachers connect theory and
practice in ways that make sense. The elements that constitute the
TeacherSource materials make them highly appropriate for self-study
and reflection. There is also a gulf, in terms of professional development
opportunities, teaching resources, and status, between language profes-
sionals working in ESL settings and those working in EFL settings.


My major criticism of the series (and, of course, a biased view,
reflecting my own teaching context and situation) is that it focuses very
much on the teaching of ESL in North American contexts. All of the
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authors live and work in North America, and the overwhelming majority
of teachers’ voices are North American. This may well be a deliberate
choice. If so, I believe that it is an unfortunate one. The series promotes
itself as “a must-read for MA-TESOL course and practitioners interested
in ongoing study” (cover). Many of these teachers-in-preparation will
find themselves working in EFL contexts. This series speaks only tangen-
tially to their concerns. Whereas the series could be an invaluable
resource for resource-hungry EFL professionals, that fact that it frames
issues overwhelmingly in terms of ESL limits its value for many teachers
of EFL. It is hoped that future volumes might address this concern.


Very occasionally in the educational marketplace, an idea appears that
is conceptually straightforward, fills a need, is destined to take the field
forward, yet is unique. One wonders why it had not been thought of
before. TeacherSource is such a concept. The only series that comes
close in conception (although they are miles apart in execution) is the
Oxford University Press Scheme for Teacher Education, the first volumes
of which appeared over 10 years ago. Both series are designed to involve
teachers in their own professional renewal, both validate reflective
practice, and both advocate and provide stimuli for reflective teaching
and action-oriented investigation.


One of the dangers in developing a series such as this is that the
detailed editorial specifications developed to ensure coherence will act
as an inhibiting force on the authors. However, this appears not to be the
case. Each author has interpreted the guidelines in his or her own way,
and whereas there is a clear family resemblance among the volumes,
each is unique, reflecting the nature of the subject, the author’s
interpretation of the subject, and the data each author has to work with.
As a result, the voices in the volume on assessment are very different
from those in the contribution on methods; the investigations in the
book on teacher research are different from those in the book on
bilingualism. This variety could have been a weakness. If each author had
interpreted the editorial guidelines in an idiosyncratic way, then the
guidelines themselves would have been little more than a rhetorical
gimmick. However, the series editor has allowed the authors to interpret
the guidelines in ways that are consistent with their own ideologies yet at
the same time has helped them adhere to a common vision.


When I was approached to undertake this review, I was asked not to
critique the individual titles published to date but to examine the fit
between the principles underlying the series and the ways in which these
ideas have been realized in practice. Despite some of the concerns
articulated above, I would say that the fit is good. TeacherSource is just
what it says it is, a professional resource and teacher education series.
This is its strength and also a potential weakness. It is there to be used in
as many ways as there are teachers and professional development
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programs. All in all, the series achieves what it sets out to do, and it does
so in innovative and original ways. Of course, the originality of
TeacherSource is no guarantee that it will succeed—in many ways, the
field is a conservative one, and originality is as often punished as
rewarded. However, the fact that theory and practice are packaged
together in ways that will speak to the interests and concerns of
practicing teachers as well as provide a range of excellent resources for
teacher educators makes it a safe bet that the series will succeed.
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Christiane Dalton and Barbara Seidlhofer. 1994. Pp. xii + 191.


Grammar.
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Reading
Catherine Wallace. 1992. Pp. xi + 161.


Writing.
Christopher Tribble. 1996. Pp. xii + 172.


Modes of Action


Roles of Teacher and Learners.
Tony Wright. 1987. Pp. xi + 167.


Classroom Interaction.
Anne Malamah-Thomas. 1987. Pp. x + 153.


Syllabus Design.
David Nunan. 1988. Pp. x + 169.


Evaluation.
Pauline Rea-Dickins and Kevin Germaine. 1992. Pp. xiii + 175.


■ Oxford University Press’s Language Teaching: A Scheme for Teacher
Education was the first series produced by a major ESL/EFL publisher
that aimed to provide comprehensive coverage for teacher education
and teacher development. This ambitious goal is stated in the series
introduction found in each book in the series: “The purpose of this
scheme of books is to engage language teachers in a process of continual
professional development. We have designed it so as to guide teachers
towards the critical appraisal of ideas and the informed application of
these ideas in their own classrooms. The scheme provides the means for
teachers to take the initiative themselves in pedagogic planning. The
emphasis is on critical enquiry as a basis for effective action.” Elsewhere
in this introduction, the series editors speak of a “dual purpose” of
teachers “seeking to be more effective in their pedagogy” and providing
“for their own continuing education.”


The series comprises 12 books in three sets or subseries, one devoted
to aspects of language (e.g., grammar, pronunciation), one to the four
skills, and one to pedagogical issues (e.g., syllabus design, classroom
interaction). Each book has a tripartite structure in which part 1,
Explanation, introduces some theoretical concepts; part 2, Demonstra-
tion, considers how these concepts relate to what goes on in language
classrooms; and part 3, Exploration, encourages teachers through “a
combination of teaching techniques and action research” (series intro-
duction) to test out the ideas and issues raised in the first two sections.
Likewise, each book closely follows a common layout comprising short
sections in which passages of expository text are interspersed with
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frequent tasks, often posed as questions. All the books are of a similar
length, 150–160 pages of text. The feature that distinguishes the series
and constitutes probably its most significant contribution to the field of
language teacher education is what might be called its reflective ap-
proach. Other books on pronunciation, discourse, and evaluation have
been published in the field, yet until recently none have been inter-
spersed so consistently with interactive tasks. The editors and authors
have clearly understood that if their books are to be effective, they must
encourage a thoughtful, questioning response from their readers.


Another strength is the concerted effort of each author to link the
theoretical concepts introduced to actual classroom practice. The failure
to explore this link explicitly has traditionally been the Achilles’ heel of
other professional books, especially in areas such as discourse or
pronunciation. However, for three reasons, at times these strengths may
become weaknesses for some readers. First, the series tends to treat
reflection as central yet at the same time takes a top-down approach in
which reflection begins with input concerning theoretical concepts that
the reader is then asked to apply. The second reason is the ambiguity
about the exact uses the authors and editors imagine for the series and
the audience they have in mind. The third is the publisher’s claim that
the series presents what is currently on the cutting edge of theory and
research on language teaching.


The first issue goes to the problematic conception of teacher learning
that underlies the series as a whole. The series introduction claims that
“advances in language teaching stem from the independent efforts of
teachers in their own classrooms”; yet in reality the series assumes a
knowledge transmission model of teacher education employing a top-
down approach to teacher development—theory leading to practice and
input leading to learning. This assumption is apparent in the tripartite
structure of the books, which begins with theory and follows with
applications of that theory, only later finishing with classroom practice. I
would argue that current practice in language teacher education has
moved beyond such an applied science model (Wallace, 1991). In my own
teacher education classroom, I begin with my students’ prior experi-
ences of learning and (where applicable) teaching languages and use
reflection on this experience as a basis for the introduction of new
theoretical concepts. This is what Ramani (1987) has called theorizing
from the classroom, and I have found it considerably more effective than
first presenting the students with a theory and then trying to figure out
how to apply it. The applied science approach denies the very thing that
the series editors want to acknowledge—that teachers’ own experiences,
intuitions, prior knowledge, and present beliefs must be the starting
point for teacher learning. As Edge (1992) puts it, “I can only develop
from where I am” (p. 64).
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The second problem relates to a crucial ambiguity of the series’
audience. In which contexts do the authors and editors imagine the
books being used, who will use them, and to what purposes will they be
put? Generally speaking, either language teachers have some training, or
they do not. However, the series fails to state explicitly whether it is aimed
at those who have some background (for example, practicing teachers
with an MA or a diploma) or those who do not. On the one hand, the
tenor of the series introduction, as seen in the extract cited above,
implies that the books can be used by individual teachers pursuing their
own professional development. If this is the case, novice teachers in
relative professional isolation may be overwhelmed by too much
decontextualized theoretical input that may seem distant from their own
teaching contexts. On the other hand, if the books are intended to be
used in the context of language teacher education programs such as the
MA in ESL, then they tend to lack the comprehensive presentation and
in-depth analysis that are needed.


A case in point is Pronunciation, which I have used in a teacher
education class on language structure. The book does not offer a
comprehensive overview of the English sound system, preferring instead
a scattershot approach of isolated and somewhat random facts about the
system and reflections on these facts. Other books in the series are
similarly selective about the material presented. The ambiguity at the
heart of this matter may well be the result of marketing pressures more
than anything else; yet the net result is a lack of clarity that is problematic
for either form of teacher learning context.


Despite these concerns, some of the books in the series have made a
truly original contribution to the field. The earliest to appear are most
noteworthy in this regard: Topics such as the roles of teachers and
learners or classroom interaction are still underappreciated aspects of
teaching, and the books on these areas constituted a significant advance
in the understanding of learning and teaching processes. Unfortunately,
these books are among the earliest in the series and have not been
updated. Consequently they tend to be the most out of date as concerns
the theoretical frameworks and empirical research that they draw on.
Precisely because they were ahead of their time, the intervening 10 years
or more have seen a great deal of new, high-quality research on these
issues, much of it published in TESOL Quarterly. Although individual
authors can hardly be faulted for not citing works that did not exist at the
time of writing, it becomes somewhat problematic for the publishers to
present the theoretical material presented in part 1 of each book as
“what has been said,” a claim made on the back cover of each book, when
in fact it only describes what had been said until 1988, for example. At
the very least, it is time to revise these important titles.
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This brings me to the third issue: the series’ claim to present current
material. The series clearly does not offer the comprehensive, up-to-date
coverage needed in a formal teacher education context. Even the more
recent books suffer from significant gaps. Evaluation has nothing on the
use of portfolios. Discourse makes no reference to the work of critical
discourse analysts like Robert Hodge and Gunther Kress or critical
applied linguists like Alastair Pennycook. Reading has only one reference
to whole language and none to Stephen Krashen’s recent work on
reading. Writing makes no mention of the political dimensions of
literacy, which have been explored at length over the past few years. Such
omissions clearly weaken the series’ claim to represent what has been
said in any given field. In light of this, it is unfortunate that the wording
of the series introduction remains unchanged from the first book in the
series to the last, a period of 10 years in which a huge volume of
empirical research and informed theory has emerged in the field of
language teacher education.


In sum, at its inception the Oxford series represented a valuable step
forward in incorporating reflection into the processes of teacher educa-
tion and linking theory and practice. However, ultimately the series is
still rooted in a knowledge transmission approach, such that its aim of
allowing teachers “to take the initiative themselves in pedagogic plan-
ning” is only partly realized. This, its ambiguity in terms of audience and
purpose, and its somewhat uneven coverage mean that the claims made
by the publishers and the series editors are not entirely justified. In the
end, one is led to question the wisdom of undertaking an ambitious
scheme of this kind, particularly in such a uniform fashion. Perhaps, in
the final analysis, the issue is time and timeliness: how can a professional
series remain current in the climate of constant newly generated
knowledge and practices?
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Reflection in Second Language Teacher Education


Teaching English as a Foreign or Second Language:
A Teacher Self-Development and Methodology Guide.
Jerry G. Gebhard. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1996.
Pp. 280.


The Self-Directed Teacher: Managing the Learning Process.
David Nunan and Clarice Lamb. New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1996. Pp. xiii + 296.


Reflective Teaching in Second Language Classrooms.
Jack C. Richards and Charles Lockhart. New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1994. Pp. xii + 218.


■ Each of the three books reviewed here values the principle of teacher-
generated, teacher-directed professional development. Each operates
from the assumption that becoming a good teacher is a process rather
than a point at which one finally arrives. To this end, each book has
something to offer, though the three differ markedly in how they direct
teachers towards the shared end of teacher growth. Each book falls at a
different place along a continuum of telling and asking, whereby telling
is distinguished by direct intervention and how-to instruction and asking
is a seen as a process of eliciting teachers’ views, assumptions, and
awareness of their own teaching. Each also allows more or less space for
reflection to happen, if reflection is seen as an open-ended but system-
atic examination and analysis on one’s teaching, the “reorganization and
reconstruction of experience” that leads to “intelligent action,” in the
words of Dewey (1916, p. 72).


Gebhard’s book falls most squarely at the how-to, telling end of the
continuum. Although the book’s subtitle suggests an open-ended pro-
cess, Gebhard clearly has a destination in mind for his readers. The book
is laid out in three parts: The first is an explanation of self-development
and exploration; the second outlines principles of EFL/ESL teaching
and learning; and the third presents different ways to teach the four skills
of listening, speaking, reading, and writing. In part 1, Gebhard lays out
reflection as the key to self-development. As do the authors of the other
two books, he views reflection on teaching as a systematic process
involving the gathering of data, the analysis of that data, and the
generation of possible plans of action that grow out of that analysis: The
first step in the cycle is to collect descriptive samples of one’s teaching.
This is followed by an analysis and appraisal of these samples. The next
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step is to consider how the same lesson could be taught differently and to
draw up a teaching plan. Then, with the implementation of the new
plan, the cycle returns to the collection of samples of teaching. In this
part Gebhard also champions the benefits of reflecting with other
teachers and offers sound advice about how to share observations made
about one’s own and others’ teaching. He cautions against offering
advice and passing judgment and advocates the “generation of alterna-
tives based on descriptions of teaching” (p. 35).


In parts 2 and 3, Gebhard lays out a number of alternative approaches
to classroom management, the teaching of culture, materials design and
selection, and strategies to get students to interact. At the beginning of
each chapter he poses questions, for example, “What are the advantages
and disadvantages of using authentic materials and media?” (p. 89).
After weighing the advantages and disadvantages for the reader, Gebhard
demonstrates a number of ways to use authentic materials. At the end of
the chapter, under the heading of Teacher Self-Development Tasks, he
suggests that teachers talk about their ideas for using authentic materi-
als. Although no one would argue with the value of such information and
the accompanying tasks, the question about materials posed at the
beginning of the chapter clearly has a right answer—authentic materials
are better.


In summary, Gebhard’s book is a useful entry into teaching with many
good ideas for beginning teachers or experienced teachers whose well of
ideas might be a bit dry, but a reflective book it is not. Rather than
trusting that teachers can “reorganize and reconstruct” their own
experience, it asks them to compare the way they do things to the way
they should do them.


Nunan and Lamb’s book falls midway along the continuum of telling
and asking. It has less pretense in terms of reflection. In fact, only three
pages are dedicated to reflective teaching, and they fall in the middle of
the book in the chapter entitled “Classroom Dynamics.” Here they defer
to Richards and Lockhart’s book (also reviewed here) as a full treatment
of reflective teaching. Other chapters include “The Planning Process,”
“Classroom Talk,” “Instructional Groups,” and “Affective Issues in the
Language Classroom.” Nonetheless, The Self-Directed Teacher invites read-
ers to deal reflectively with each chapter: “Rather than attempt to push a
particular line, we invite you to consider the issues, challenges, and
options in a reflective way and relate them to the pedagogical contexts
with which you are familiar” (p. 3). The authors see teaching as a series
of decisions that teachers make, and they systematically lay out the
domains of decision making (planning and preparation, classroom
strategy, and whole-school strategy) and a range of decisions within each
domain, paying particular attention to the domain of classroom strategy.


In each of the chapters, Nunan and Lamb put forth the theory from
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the field and link it to examples of classroom practice. These examples
are not held up as “the way” but are rather provided as a springboard for
discussion. The tasks that follow these descriptions ask readers to reflect
on their own classroom situation. For example, in the chapter on
classroom dynamics, they ask readers to summarize the management
strategies presented in the chapter and then to list the strategies that
would be most appropriate for their classroom. Then they ask readers to
articulate how those choices are in harmony (or not) with their own
teaching philosophy and the philosophy of the institution where they
teach.


In summary, although the book is not explicitly aimed at reflective
teaching, it asks teachers to work in a reflective way with its contents. At
the same time, it provides a wealth of theory and alternative modes of
practice from which the reader can choose without being prescriptive
about which ways are best.


The third book, the one with reflection in its title, works most effectively
with the concept of reflective teaching and most clearly falls at the asking
end of the continuum. Richards and Lockhart operate from the premise
that experience is not enough. For teachers to grow, and, they say, for
teachers to “evaluate their stage of professional growth” (p. 4), they must
critically and systematically reflect upon that experience. However, a
framework for stages of professional growth is never laid out. With this in
mind, in chapter 1 Richards and Lockhart introduce the reader to a
number of techniques for gathering information about one’s classroom
(journals, lesson reports, surveys, taping, observation, and action re-
search) and proceed to schematically outline a number of different areas
upon which a teacher might reflect.


They start with exploring teachers’ beliefs about English, learning,
and teaching as well as about curriculum and teaching as a profession.
The next chapter explores learners’ beliefs. They go on to look at
teacher decision making, the role of the teacher, lesson structure,
interaction in the classroom, activities, and, finally, language use. In sum,
they provide readers with a number of different perspectives from which
to examine their teaching.


Each chapter describes and provides the theory behind its topic area
and then invites readers to engage in one or more of a number of tasks.
These include discussion points, action-research case studies that guide
the teacher through the reflection-planning-action-observation-reflec-
tion cycle, journal activities, video or audio recording, lesson reports,
and observation tasks. In addition, each chapter is appended with a
wealth of observation forms, activities, surveys, and checklists.


The strength of this book is that it directs teachers’ attention to areas
of teaching that they might not have been aware of and attempts to make
explicit what might have been implicit. It provides an encyclopedia of
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different directions in which to go and different ways for getting there.
Most importantly, it trusts that teachers will get to where they need to go.


If these books share any single fault, it is the assumption that more is
more—the more resources, ideas, and ways to proceed teachers have, the
better off they will be. I would someday like to see a book on reflection
that simplifies rather than complicates teachers’ lives. I am not advocat-
ing making the very complex job of teaching seem simple-minded but
rather looking for a way to explore what is essential in language teaching.
What lies at the heart of what they do? What is the wisdom of their
practice? This is especially important when one thinks of experienced
rather than preservice teachers. Although these books purport to be
written for both, they do not seem to take into consideration the wisdom
that experienced teachers bring to their work. Nonetheless, on the
whole the books arm teachers with more than enough material with
which to engage in the work of reflection.
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■ In 1991, 1993, and 1995 the City University of Hong Kong sponsored
the International Conference on Teacher Education in Second Language
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Teaching. Hosted by Jack C. Richards, these conferences drew hundreds
of professionals from around the world, allowing ESL educators to
present their ideas on current theory, research, and practice. At the close
of each conference, selected presentations were collected and published
(in 1992, 1994, and 1996, respectively) in three volumes of proceedings.
These proceedings present current perspectives on teacher education
and L2 teaching and offer different ways of exploring and expanding the
professional development of ESOL teachers and the structure and
content of ESOL teacher education programs.


A common theme throughout the three volumes is the recognition of
teaching as an activity that involves both cognition and behavior.
Teaching is treated not as a simple execution of prescribed behaviors but
rather as a culmination of teachers’ decision-making skills, attitudes, and
experiences. Donald Freeman’s leading article in Perspectives on Second
Language Teacher Education affirms this notion. He believes teaching
involves thought, action, recognition of prior knowledge, and experi-
ence. As Freeman points out, teacher educators need to help teachers
articulate their individual conceptions of practice, in other words, make
the “tacit explicit” (p. 7). This conceptualization of teaching lends itself
to an approach to teacher education that focuses on the development of
reflective thinking skills and the articulation of underlying beliefs and
motivations, a view also supported in this volume by Martha Pennington
and Karen E. Johnson. Learning more about the implicit aspects of
teaching is one of the clear objectives of teacher education presented by
these scholars.


Other contributors to Perspectives examine more closely these implicit
thoughts and attitudes as well as possible approaches to teacher educa-
tion programs. Getting teachers to articulate their beliefs may help them
discover connections between these beliefs and practice, but David
Nunan reminds teacher educators that the decisions teachers make are
more likely influenced by the exigencies of the classroom than by
reflection on beliefs and values. He concludes that teachers think mostly
about their performance in front of the class, perhaps even at the
expense of the immediate needs of students and maybe even in
contradiction to their personal philosophies of teaching. Consequently,
the goal of teacher education should be to help teachers strengthen the
link between their espoused values and actual classroom behaviors.


This conceptualization of teaching as thought and action generates
two approaches to teacher education: First, each of the components can
be examined separately; second, the two can be looked at in relation to
one another. A fragmented approach seems inadequate. Diane Larsen-
Freeman’s contribution to Perspectives exemplifies this idea. She discusses
the apparent differences between teacher training, which focuses on
techniques, and teacher education, which concerns the examination and
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development of cognitive processes. She maintains that the two are not
mutually exclusive. From her own experience, in fact, she describes the
use of training techniques as a springboard for education.


Although the combination of training and education seems practical
and necessary, several of the papers in Exploring Second Language Teacher
Development address training and education (or development) as separate
veins of teacher education. From the education perspective, Freeman
first challenges teacher educators not to assume that students know little
about teaching or that they will automatically transfer the knowledge and
skills learned in a program to practice. This forces educators to question
the ways in which teachers can be encouraged to reflect on their actions
and motivations and carry on this practice throughout their careers.


Several papers in Exploring Second Language Teacher Development address
this issue by discussing the roles of interpersonal relationships, psycho-
logical needs, and the role of learners in teacher education programs.
First, traditional relationships among teachers, teacher educators, ad-
ministrators, and supervisors are brought into question. As Mike Wallace
points out in his discussion of partnerships and collaborative efforts, a
shift from a managerial to a formative relationship is necessary. The roles
of teacher educators here are recognized as active and dynamic. If
teacher educators are, in fact, to help new teachers think about their
teaching, then those educators must apply the same reflective approach
to their own work. One area that deserves consideration includes the
nature of the relationship between teacher educators and teacher-
learners.


Secondly, as Freeman points out, teachers are not mere technicians.
As such, they deal with issues beyond explicit classroom methods.
Pennington reminds us of the psychological needs of teachers, and Bill
Johnston voices the needs of MATESL candidates. This concern for
teachers’ personal needs makes obvious sense in a profession that
recognizes the cognitive complexity of teaching, the knowledge teachers
bring with them to the classroom, and the centrality of reflection as a
catalyst for innovation and change. Thirdly, a few authors address the
role of the language learner in the teacher education process. The raison
d’être for teacher education—the student—is an integral link in the
discovery of ways to improve teaching. As Kathleen Bardovi-Harlig
argues, teacher educators can involve learners in the process by having
student teachers work with language learners as conversation and
dialogue journal partners. Student teachers need to learn to ask the right
questions about their students as well as themselves.


Many of the contributions to Exploring Second Language Teacher Develop-
ment, however, still focus on the specific strategies that student teachers
can later use in the classroom rather than on the examination of
personal beliefs and student perspectives. In other words, these authors
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deal with teacher education by presenting pedagogical strategies. From
macrolevel suggestions, such as guiding students to discovery, to more
microstrategies, such as examining teachers’ questions and analyzing
vocabulary and discourse, teacher educators are still concerned with the
how-to’s of improving instruction.


Interestingly, a desire to understand and quantify the ways to improve
teacher education is not unlike the desire to find foolproof techniques
for the classroom. If we as teacher educators expect teachers to face
struggles and ambiguity in the effort to reflect on their own beliefs and
practice, we must also accept the fact that easy answers or formulas that
will make the “tacit explicit” may not exist. The best we can do is to share
the various approaches to teacher development that have had a positive
impact on teachers and learners.


The most recent volume of proceedings, Directions in Second Language
Teacher Education, looks at these approaches. No longer arguing for a
reconceptualization of teaching, the contributors now accept the idea
that teachers’ beliefs and previous experiences influence their practice.
The questions instead focus on how beliefs and attitudes are formed,
how they are linked to behavior, how they can be articulated, and
ultimately how they can be changed if necessary. Richards first delves
into this arena by questioning the motivations behind teachers’ deci-
sions. From interviews with teachers he generated a list of maxims that
illustrate the values teachers use when making decisions. Personal views
(represented by maxims) seemingly work in conjunction with teachers’
subject-matter knowledge to guide teachers’ behaviors. Additionally,
Judith Kennedy discusses the role of beliefs and attitudes in shaping
behavior. She concludes that attitudes do not always influence behavior
as might be expected, due to intervening pressures from students,
parents, and administrators.


The question that remains, once teacher educators help teachers
articulate their beliefs, is “What is the next step?” If the role of teacher
education is to help teachers articulate their attitudes and beliefs, yet
these attitudes and beliefs do not influence behaviors as much as was
thought, then what does? Part of the answer lies in recognizing the
importance of context in teaching. For example, to bring the implicit
into the open, Johnson introduces an approach called cognitive apprentice-
ship, which recognizes teaching as an action that is socially negotiated,
placing emphasis on the use of knowledge in context. She also offers
ways in which teacher educators can use cognitive apprenticeship with
student teachers.


Moreover, other contributors to this volume point out that teachers
are sometimes driven by examinations, that realities of the classroom do
not always allow the teacher’s philosophy to be carried out in practice,
and that classroom-based research is often too time consuming to
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implement. Still, there are optimistic reports of teachers sharing infor-
mation with colleagues and supporting each other. Tim Murphey talks of
positive changes in behavior and attitudes produced by giving teachers
the opportunity for interaction, professional sharing, and classroom-
based inquiry. The most positive aspects, it seems, come from allowing
teachers to share with one another and giving them the opportunity to
take risks.


The three International Conferences on Teacher Education in Sec-
ond Language Teaching have certainly created a venue for teacher
educators to share their work, and the resulting volumes of proceedings
are an excellent collection of the theoretical and practical issues that
challenge the field on an international level. Questions about the
epistemological nature of teaching and the practical scope and limita-
tions of teacher education programs are addressed with clarity and
expertise. Moreover, the international contributions in these proceed-
ings offer perspectives on teacher education that incorporate the signifi-
cance of context and differences in cultural expectations. Though the
overriding theme of the conference remains the advancement of thought
and research, each year the focus changes. The themes follow a logical
development, beginning with definitions of teaching; advancing to the
examination of practice and change; and ending with discussions of the
relationship among attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, and classroom instruc-
tion. The knowledge-base represented in these proceedings is an essen-
tial resource for teacher educators and will undoubtedly continue to
open the door to further questions and innovation in theory, research,
and practice.


CARLA CHAMBERLIN
Penn State Abington


Research in Second Language Teacher Education


Teacher Cognition in Language Teaching: Beliefs,
Decision-Making, and Classroom Practice.
Devon Woods. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996.
Pp. x + 316.


Teacher Learning in Language Teaching.
Donald Freeman and Jack Richards (Eds.). New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1996. Pp. x + 388.


■ Until about the late 1980s, research on TESOL had concentrated
almost exclusively on language acquisition, teaching methodologies, the
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testing of English proficiency, and learner variables. Conspicuously
absent was a focus on the teacher as an essential variable in effective
teaching and, consequently, in successful student learning. Reminiscent
of the process-product research paradigm in general education, the
approach to research in TESOL was based on the assumption that, once
in possession of knowledge of second language acquisition and teaching
methods, the teacher had only to implement instruction congruent with
such knowledge. In this approach, teaching was viewed as a series of
behaviors reflecting an externally derived theory and a corresponding
method, which, provided the teacher has followed it accurately, will work
regardless of the instructional context. Work by Chaudron (1988)
constituted an important step towards the systematic examination of
TESOL in the context of the classroom, but it focused exclusively on
teachers’ behaviors with no concern for what had motivated the teach-
ers’ actions in the particular context of their own classrooms.


The past decade has seen a substantial change in the ways we as ESOL
educators conceptualize teaching and teacher learning. We have come
to understand teaching as a highly complex process involving teachers’
continuous interpretation of classroom events, on the basis of which
teachers make instructional decisions that shape what they do in their
classrooms. The interpretive and situated nature of teaching implies that
teachers do not learn and implement unadulterated versions of any
given methodology but develop their own understandings of the teach-
ing-learning process. Teachers develop their own personal theories of
teaching, which are largely dependent upon their prior knowledge and
beliefs about learning and teaching. To understand how teachers learn
how to teach and how they come to conceptualize what they do, we need
to focus on the mental lives of teachers and the activity of teaching as
practiced by teachers. The two titles reviewed here are the first book-
length works published in the field of language teaching that follow a
cognitive approach to research on teaching. Teacher Cognition in Language
Teaching is an in-depth look at the decision-making processes of a group
of experienced teachers and the way their knowledge and beliefs shape
their decisions. Teacher Learning in Language Teaching is a collection of
independently conducted studies on teacher learning in pre- and in-
service contexts and thus offers an overview of various research venues in
teacher cognition.


 In Teacher Cognition in Language Teaching, Woods reports on a longitu-
dinal study of eight experienced ESL teachers and explores teachers’
preactive and interactive decision making in the context of planning a
course and implementing their plans. At the start, Woods sets the stage
(or the expectation) for an examination of teacher cognition focused on
the participants in that the entire volume draws on teachers’ verbaliza-
tions or comments on moments of their teaching captured on videotape
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and answers to the researcher’s interview questions. He proposes a
model as the framework for understanding teachers’ decision making in
the context of planning: a loop consisting of classroom events or actions,
the planning that precedes them, and the teacher’s understanding or
interpretations of the events or actions. This model allows him to
demonstrate how teachers’ planning—which he equates with decision
making—is influenced by their background knowledge and belief sys-
tems; what happens in the classroom (events or actions) thus reflects
such knowledge and beliefs and at the same time feeds back into the
loop as the teachers interpret classroom events or actions in light of such
mental structures.


Halfway through the book, however, the reader may notice that the
theory that Woods is gradually developing bears more resemblance to
the literature he has cited abundantly than to the teachers’ verbaliza-
tions, which he uses as evidence of the theoretical concepts he puts forth.
The teachers’ voices, although present, are overpowered by other
voices—that of the author as he uses very technical language and those
of scholars in general education, linguistics, cognitive science, artificial
intelligence, and so on, whose works are heavily cited. The end result is
that, at least up to this point in the book, the language Woods uses does
not convey the theory he is developing as grounded in his data. Only
much later in the book does Woods’ report effectively convey his theory
along the lines he described at the start, that is, a theory based on
teachers’ interpretations of the courses they teach and the decisions they
make. In the second half of the book, Woods weaves teachers’ accounts
and interpretations skillfully with his own interpretations of the relevant
themes and concepts he highlights, and as a result his theory of teacher
cognition comes alive and becomes much more powerful as it describes
teachers’ decision making in ways that reflect the teachers’ perspective.


Woods finds that the teachers’ verbalizations indicate unequivocally
the all-pervasive influence of teachers’ knowledge and belief systems:
They both determine teachers’ decision making in planning and carry-
ing out their plans and evolve constantly as a result of the teachers’
interpretation of their teaching experience. Further, he finds that
change in teachers involves the acquisition of greater expertise (the
refinement of procedural knowledge derived from classroom experi-
ence) or a shift towards classroom practices that are more consistent with
the teacher’s current beliefs about teaching. Woods also raises, but
unfortunately does not discuss in detail, two important concepts and
related issues. First, he introduces the concept of tensions in teachers’
practice but does not discuss how their beliefs, assumptions, and
knowledge influence the way these tensions are resolved and how the
resolution of such tensions contributes to teachers’ growth. Second, he
introduces the concept of consistency in teachers’ belief systems but does
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not discuss whether it is possible to find inconsistencies within teachers’
knowledge and belief systems; what discrepancies between beliefs, as-
sumptions, and knowledge and actual practice reveal about teachers’
growth; or what teachers may gain from examining such discrepancies.


The density of the first chapters in Teacher Cognition in Language
Teaching should not discourage one from reading the book. It may be
best to start reading from chapter 6 and scan chapters 1–5 for explana-
tions of concepts essential to an understanding of the second half of the
book. All in all, the book makes an important contribution to the study
of teacher cognition in ESOL teaching. Woods’s in-depth study of
experienced teachers’ decision making in context provides sound evi-
dence of such essential concepts in teacher education as the role of prior
knowledge (and assumptions and beliefs) in the learning of novice
teachers, especially in formal teacher education programs; the highly
interpretive nature of teachers’ work, which results inevitably in the
development of a personal rather than an externally imposed theory of
teaching; and the importance of the awareness and articulations of one’s
beliefs, assumptions, and prior knowledge about teaching for the con-
scious development and refinement of such a theory.


The papers in Teacher Learning in Language Teaching represent a variety
of themes in the area of teacher learning, such as learning how to teach
as a novice teacher, reconceptualizing and creating one’s practice
throughout one’s career, and defining the role of formal teacher
education in teacher learning. Within these themes, the chapters also
represent a variety of contexts of teacher learning: the experiences of
novice teachers of different subject matter (speaking and listening,
writing) in different settings (foreign language, adult ESL, ESL in the
public schools) and the experiences of novice teachers taking courses as
preservice and in-service teachers. In addition, the chapters represent a
variety of research methodologies, such as observations, interviews,
stimulus recall, personal narratives (journals, autobiographies), and
discourse analysis.


Although the contributing authors examine the experiences and
perceptions of teachers in different stages of their professional develop-
ment in various contexts of teaching, collectively their studies show that
the learning processes experienced by all these teachers reveal funda-
mental principles in teacher learning that constitute important theoreti-
cal constructs in the field. These include the fact that (a) teachers bring
to their teaching situation, as well as to the teacher education situation,
a well-formed set of beliefs, assumptions, and knowledge about teaching,
learning, language, and language teaching (albeit one that is not always
within their awareness); (b) these beliefs and prior knowledge systems
determine how teachers understand theoretical knowledge about teach-
ing and how they understand and change their practice; (c) teachers
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develop their own personal understandings of theoretical knowledge,
that is, their teaching will reflect their understandings and reconstruc-
tion of any given method of teaching rather than a mirror image of such
method; and (d) teacher learning often occurs as a response to difficul-
ties teachers face in their practice, which they interpret and seek to
overcome in ways compatible with their philosophy of teaching.


One of the main contributions of this volume, then, is the cross-
validation of theoretical constructs that arises out of the consistencies in
findings from many, very different studies of teacher learning. In
addition, this volume provides baseline research results against which to
compare results of studies. Note, for example, the consistency of findings
among the studies reported in the Freeman and Richards volume and
the study that Woods reports in Teacher Cognition in Language Teaching.


Another important contribution of the volume is the conceptual
framework it provides for future research in the field of teacher
cognition in language teaching. The very organization of the book
suggests a particular way of conceptualizing teacher learning as research:
One can examine the experiences and conceptualizations of novice and
more experienced teachers in the contexts of the classes they teach and
in the classes they take. A closer look at the themes and research
methods employed in the various studies, however, reveals that they
represent ways of conceptualizing such research that span an even wider
range of possibilities than that suggested by the overt structure of the
book. As Freeman points out in the last chapter, collectively the studies
illustrate different ways of conceptualizing teacher learning and re-
searching it. For example, the studies in the volume fall into different
categories of research methods by type of data collection (real versus
post facto), the relation of the researcher to the data (emic and etic
perspectives), and researcher stance (participatory, collaborative, and
declaratory), among others. In addition, the studies focus on such
diverse themes as teachers’ understanding of their experiences, the
influence of the social context in teachers’ practice, and teachers’
cognitive change over time and thus depart from a sole focus on teacher
decision making, as might be expected in studies on teacher cognition.


Freeman and Richards state in their preface that “the real measure of
a project like this one is the degree to which it fosters further inquiry,
debate, and discussions” (p. x). I am confident that their book provides
stimulus and momentum for inquiry and discussion in ESOL teacher
education. However, it would have been stronger as such a stimulus had
all the contributing authors consistently devoted a section in their
chapters to a discussion of the implications of their studies for further
research on teacher learning and for the theory and practice of ESOL
teacher education. Most authors in the collection did so by placing their
studies in the larger context of research in teacher cognition, making
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direct and explicit connections between their findings and the practice
of teacher education, and raising questions that their research findings
had generated.


Both Teacher Cognition in Language Teaching and Teacher Learning in
Language Teaching establish systematically the pervasive influence of
teachers’ knowledge and beliefs on the ways they conceptualize teaching
and the reciprocal relationship between such conceptualizations and the
actual practice of teaching. They also demonstrate that effective teach-
ers, that is, those concerned about the consequences of their teaching
for student learning, take an active role in the further development of
their own expertise. They consciously and actively seek to understand the
events in their classrooms and their own roles in contributing to a
conducive or nonconducive learning environment and to identify ways
to improve that environment in order to increase student learning. The
findings in both books, therefore, point to the need to conduct research
on teaching that takes into account what teachers know and how they
understand what they do in the classroom. What happens for and inside
teachers is the key to understanding how they learn how to teach and
increase their expertise throughout their careers. The books also under-
score the importance of examining teachers’ cognitive processes in the
contexts of actual teaching, whether it is courses that teachers teach or
courses that they take in preservice and in-service teacher education
programs. Such research can illuminate ways to conduct teacher educa-
tion for teacher development, that is, for the preparation of teachers
who have the skills to continue to examine and reshape their practice.
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readership.
• The manuscript strengthens the relationship between theory and prac-


tice: Practical articles must be anchored in theory, and theoretical articles
and reports of research must contain a discussion of implications or
applications for practice.


• The content of the manuscript is accessible to the broad readership of the
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• The manuscript offers a new, original insight or interpretation and not
just a restatement of others’ ideas and views.


• The manuscript makes a significant (practical, useful, plausible) contri-
bution to the field.


• The manuscript is likely to arouse readers’ interest.
• The manuscript reflects sound scholarship and research design with
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the number of words at the end of the report. Longer articles do not appear in
this section and should be submitted to the Editor of the TESOL Quarterly for review.
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the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (4th ed.),
which can be obtained from the Order Department, American Psycho-
logical Association, P.O. Box 2710, Hyattsville, MD 20784-0710. The
Publication Manual is also available in many libraries and bookstores.
Authors are responsible for the accuracy of references and reference
citations, which must be in APA format.


2. All submissions to the TESOL Quarterly should be accompanied by a
cover letter that includes a full mailing address and both a daytime and
an evening telephone number. Where available, authors should include
an electronic mail address and fax number.


3. Authors of full-length articles, Brief Reports and Summaries, and Forum
contributions should include two copies of a very brief biographical
statement (in sentence form, maximum 50 words), plus any special
notations or acknowledgments that they would like to have included.
Double spacing should be used throughout.


4. The TESOL Quarterly provides 25 free reprints of published full-length
articles and 10 reprints of material published in the Reviews, Brief
Reports and Summaries, and The Forum sections.


5. Manuscripts submitted to the TESOL Quarterly cannot be returned to
authors. Authors should be sure to keep a copy for themselves.
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publication elsewhere.


7. It is the responsibility of the author(s) of a manuscript submitted to the
TESOL Quarterly to indicate to the Editor the existence of any work
already published (or under consideration for publication elsewhere)
by the author(s) that is similar in content to that of the manuscript.


8. The Editor of the TESOL Quarterly reserves the right to make editorial
changes in any manuscript accepted for publication to enhance clarity
or style. The author will be consulted only if the editing has been
substantial.


9. The views expressed by contributors to the TESOL Quarterly do not
necessarily reflect those of the Editor, the Editorial Advisory Board, or
TESOL. Material published in the Quarterly should not be construed to
have the endorsement of TESOL.
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Statistical Guidelines


Because of the educational role the Quarterly plays modeling research in the
field, it is of particular concern that published research articles meet high
statistical standards. In order to support this goal, the following guidelines
are provided.


Reporting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should be explained
clearly and in enough detail that it would be possible to replicate the design
of the study on the basis of the information provided in the article. Likewise,
the study should include sufficient information to allow readers to evaluate
the claims made by the author. In order to accommodate both of these
requirements, authors of statistical studies should present the following.


1. A clear statement of the research questions and the hypotheses that are
being examined.


2. Descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and
sample sizes, necessary for the reader to correctly interpret and evaluate
any inferential statistics.


3. Appropriate types of reliability and validity of any tests, ratings, ques-
tionnaires, and so on.


4. Graphs and charts that help explain the results.
5. Clear and careful descriptions of the instruments used and the types of


intervention employed in the study.
6. Explicit identifications of dependent, independent, moderator, inter-


vening, and control variables.
7. Complete source tables for statistical tests.
8. Discussions of how the assumptions underlying the research design were


met, assumptions such as random selection and assignment of subjects,
sufficiently large sample sizes so that the results are stable, etc.


9. Tests of the assumptions of any statistical tests, when appropriate.
10. Realistic interpretations of the statistical significance of the results


keeping in mind that the meaningfulness of the results is a separate and
important issue, especially for correlation.


Conducting the analyses. Quantitative studies submitted to the TESOL
Quarterly should reflect a concern for controlling Type I and Type II error.
Thus, studies should avoid multiple t tests, multiple ANOVAs, etc. However,
in the very few instances in which multiple tests might be employed, the
author should explain the effects of such use on the probability values in the
results. In reporting the statistical analyses, authors should choose one
significance level (usually .05) and report all results in terms of that level.
Likewise, studies should report effect size through such strength of associa-
tion measures as omega-squared or eta-squared along with beta (the
possibility of Type II error) whenever this may be important to interpreting
the significance of the results.
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Interpreting the results. The results should be explained clearly and the
implications discussed such that readers without extensive training in the
use of statistics can understand them. Care should be taken in making causal
inferences from statistical results, and these should be avoided with correla-
tional studies. Results of the study should not be overinterpreted or
overgeneralized. Finally, alternative explanations of the results should be
discussed.


Qualitative Research Guidelines
To ensure that Quarterly articles model rigorous qualitative research, the
following guidelines are provided.


Conducting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should exhibit an
in-depth understanding of the philosophical perspectives and research
methodologies inherent in conducting qualitative research. Utilizing these
perspectives and methods in the course of conducting research helps to
ensure that studies are credible, valid, and dependable rather than impres-
sionistic and superficial. Reports of qualitative research should meet the
following criteria.


1. Data collection (as well as analyses and reporting) is aimed at uncovering
an emic perspective. In other words, the study focuses on research
participants’ perspectives and interpretations of behavior, events, and
situations rather than etic (outsider-imposed) categories, models, and
viewpoints.


2. Data collection strategies include prolonged engagement, persistent
observation, and triangulation. Researchers should conduct ongoing
observations over a sufficient period of time so as to build trust with
respondents, learn the culture (e.g., classroom, school, or community),
and check for misinformation introduced by both the researcher and
the researched. Triangulation involves the use of multiple methods and
sources such as participant-observation, informal and formal interviewing,
and collection of relevant or available documents.


Analyzing the data. Data analysis is also guided by the philosophy and
methods underlying qualitative research studies. The researcher should
engage in comprehensive data treatment in which data from all relevant
sources are analyzed. In addition, many qualitative studies demand an
analytic inductive approach involving a cyclical process of data collection,
analysis (taking an emic perspective and utilizing the descriptive language
the respondents themselves use), creation of hypotheses, and testing of
hypotheses in further data collection.


Reporting the data. The researcher should generally provide “thick descrip-
tion” with sufficient detail to allow the reader to determine whether transfer
to other situations can be considered. Reports also should include the
following.
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1. A description of the theoretical or conceptual framework that guides
research questions and interpretations.


2. A clear statement of the research questions.
3. A description of the research site, participants, procedures for ensuring


participant anonymity, and data collection strategies. A description of
the roles of the researcher(s).


4. A description of a clear and salient organization of patterns found
through data analysis. Reports of patterns should include representative
examples not anecdotal information.


5. Interpretations that exhibit a holistic perspective in which the author
traces the meaning of patterns across all the theoretically salient or
descriptively relevant micro- and macrocontexts in which they are
embedded.


6. Interpretations and conclusions that provide evidence of grounded
theory and discussion of how this theory relates to current research/
theory in the field, including relevant citations. In other words, the
article should focus on the issues or behaviors that are salient to
participants and that not only reveal an in-depth understanding of the
situation studied but also suggest how it connects to current related
theories.
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Editor’s Note


■ Because of the length of the autumn issue and the inclusion of the
cumulative index for Volumes 31 and 32, 1997–1998, in this issue, only two
full-length articles are included here. I wish to thank Catherine Hartman
and Sung-Mee Chu for their careful work on the cumulative index.


I remind readers that all submissions to TESOL Quarterly should now be
sent to Carol Chapelle at the following address.


Department of English
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011


Finally, I call readers’ attention to the Call for Abstracts for the year 2000
special-topic issue on TESOL in the 21st century that appears in this issue.


In This Issue


■ The articles examine two topics that are currently receiving much
attention in the field: assessment and communicative language teaching.


• James D. Brown and Thom Hudson delineate and examine three kinds
of assessment that can be used for classroom purposes: selected-response,
constructed-response, and personal-response assessments. They argue
that all types of assessment procedures, including what are termed
alternative assessments, should be viewed as alternatives in assessment,
each appropriate for a specific assessment purpose. They conclude
with a discussion of how teachers can best select an appropriate
assessment option as they consider the consequences of washback, the
significance of feedback, and the importance of using multiple sources
of assessment.


• Defeng Li examines the difficulties of implementing communicative
language teaching (CLT) in Korea and other EFL countries. The
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author begins by reporting on his investigation of South Korean
English teachers’ problems in using CLT. He found that teachers,
students, the educational system, and CLT itself all present difficulties
in the implementation of CLT. He argues that innovations in method-
ology should be based on an analysis of the educational values and
attitudes of the country, the learning goals of the students, and the
proficiency and education of the teachers. He concludes with a call for
countries to undertake their own L2 teaching-learning research in
order to devise a methodology most appropriate for their own context.


Also in this issue:


• The Forum: H. G. Widdowson challenges the use of authentic lan-
guage in the classroom. He argues that it is largely impossible to use
authentic language in the classroom because the classroom itself
cannot provide the contextual conditions necessary for the text to be
authenticated by the learners. Peter Master maintains that because the
field of English for specific purposes deals with the language of
science, technology, and business, it is in a pivotal position regarding
the use or abuse of linguistic power. As such, he believes it is essential
for the field to examine the positive and negative aspects of the current
dominance of English.


• Gayle L. Nelson and Joan G. Carson react to Ruth Spack’s commentary,
“The Rhetorical Construction of Multilingual Students.” Each reaction
is followed by a response from the author. Diane L. Schallert and
Jeong-Won Lee respond to Julian Bamford and Richard R. Day’s
comments on their article, “The Relative Contribution of L2 Language
Proficiency and L1 Reading Ability to L2 Reading Performance: A Test
of the Threshold Hypothesis in an EFL Context.”


• Research Issues: Carol A. Chapelle and Mark Warschauer examine the
use of technology in language learning. Whereas Chapelle analyzes
interaction sequences in computer-assisted language learning, War-
schauer argues for a critical approach to technology.


• Brief Reports and Summaries: István Ottó presents the results of his
small-scale study of a group of Hungarian students, in which he
examines the relationship between creative thinking and classroom
tasks used in communicative approaches to language learning. Based
on his findings, he argues that language lessons should include tasks
that require different levels of creativity from students so that all
learners have the opportunity to use the target language. Sherry A.
Dorobish and Richard T. Walls examine what types of cues serve as the
most effective recall prompts for Japanese college students studying
English. In their study they found that English cues, picture cues, and
Romanji cues all produced better immediate and delayed recall than
no cues at all. However, in the delayed recall, the Romanji cues worked
significantly better to facilitate the recall of English words.


Sandra McKay
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The Alternatives in
Language Assessment
JAMES D. BROWN and THOM HUDSON
University of Hawai‘i


Language testing differs from testing in other content areas because
language teachers have more choices to make. The purpose of this
article is to help language teachers decide what types of language tests
to use in their particular institutions and classrooms for their specific
purposes. The various kinds of language assessments are classified into
three broad categories: (a) selected-response assessments (including
true-false, matching, and multiple-choice assessments); (b) constructed-
response assessments (including fill-in, short-answer, and performance
assessments); and (c) personal-response assessments (including confer-
ence, portfolio, and self- or peer assessments). For each assessment
type, we provide a clear definition and explore its advantages and
disadvantages. We end the article with a discussion of how teachers can
make rational choices among the various assessment options by think-
ing about (a) the consequences of the washback effect of assessment
procedures on language teaching and learning, (b) the significance of
feedback based on the assessment results, and (c) the importance of
using multiple sources of information in making decisions based on
assessment information.


Avariety of alternative assessments have become popular in recent
years. Alternative assessment procedures listed by Huerta-Macías


(1995) include checklists, journals, logs, videotapes and audiotapes,
self-evaluation, and teacher observations. We would add at least port-
folios, conferences, diaries, self-assessments, and peer assessments. But
what makes these alternative assessments, whereas other types of assess-
ments are called traditional assessments? In other words, what common
characteristics make these types of assessments special and different?
Various authors have different answers to this question. Aschbacher
(1991) lists several common characteristics of alternative assessments,
stating that they


1. require problem solving and higher level thinking,
2. involve tasks that are worthwhile as instructional activities,
3. use real-world contexts or simulations,
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4. focus on processes as well as products, and
5. encourage public disclosure of standards and criteria.


Herman, Aschbacher, and Winters (1992, p. 6) offer a somewhat
different set of characteristics. In their view, alternative assessments


1. require students to perform, create, produce, or do something;
2. tap into higher level thinking and problem-solving skills;
3. use tasks that represent meaningful instructional activities;
4. approximate real-world applications;
5. ensure that people, not machines, do the scoring, using human


judgment; and
6. call upon teachers to perform new instructional and assessment


roles.
Huerta-Macías (1995) says that alternative assessments


1. are nonintrusive in that they extend the day-to-day classroom activi-
ties already in place in a curriculum,


2. allow students to be assessed on what they normally do in class every
day,


3. provide information about both the strengths and the weaknesses of
students, and


4. are multiculturally sensitive when properly administered.
Combined, the characteristics listed in the three papers cited above
provide an impressive list of positive characteristics for alternative
assessments that should appeal to most language teachers and testers
alike:


1. require students to perform, create, produce, or do something;
2. use real-world contexts or simulations;
3. are nonintrusive in that they extend the day-to-day classroom activities;
4. allow students to be assessed on what they normally do in class every


day;
5. use tasks that represent meaningful instructional activities;
6. focus on processes as well as products;
7. tap into higher level thinking and problem-solving skills;
8. provide information about both the strengths and weaknesses of


students;
9. are multiculturally sensitive when properly administered;


10. ensure that people, not machines, do the scoring, using human
judgment;
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11. encourage open disclosure of standards and rating criteria; and
12. call upon teachers to perform new instructional and assessment


roles.


RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY ISSUES


However, other claims made by advocates of alternative assessments
may not be quite so universally acceptable. For instance, Huerta-Macías
(1995) argues that the


trustworthiness of a measure consists of its credibility and auditability.
Alternative assessments are in and of themselves valid, due to the direct
nature of the assessment. Consistency is ensured by the auditability of the
procedure (leaving evidence of decision making processes), by using multiple
tasks, by training judges to use clear criteria, and by triangulating any decision
making process with varied sources of data (for example, students, families,
and teachers). Alternative assessment consists of valid and reliable proce-
dures that avoid many of the problems inherent in traditional testing
including norming, linguistic, and cultural biases. (p. 10)


Although we are excited about the possibilities of developing new
assessment procedures that provide opportunities for students to dem-
onstrate their abilities to use language for meaningful communication
(in ways that are consonant with the particular curriculum in which they
are studying), we must take issue with the statements made about
reliability and validity.


We agree that, in part, the “trustworthiness of a measure consists of its
credibility and auditability.” However, we believe that trustworthiness so
defined is not enough. We also agree that consistency is aided by “the
auditability of the procedure (leaving evidence of decision making
processes), by using multiple tasks, by training judges to use clear
criteria, and by triangulating any decision making process with varied
sources of data (for example, students, families, and teachers),” but that
is not enough either. We are very concerned about the attitudes
expressed above that somehow the consistency of alternative assessments
is “ensured” by the various strategies listed and that somehow such
procedures are “in and of themselves valid, due to the nature of
assessment.” These statements are too general and shortsighted to fit
with our experiences as decision makers who, from lifelong habit, rely on
the guidelines set forth in the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing (American Psychological Association, 1985, 1986) for designing
measures that will be used to make responsible decisions about students’
lives.
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Certainly, we would agree that credibility, auditability, multiple tasks,
rater training, clear criteria, and triangulation of any decision-making
procedures along with varied sources of data are important ways to
improve the reliability and validity of any assessment procedures used in
any educational institution. In fact, these ideas are not new at all. What is
new is the notion that doing these things is enough, that doing these
things obviates the necessity of demonstrating the reliability and validity
of the assessment procedures involved.


Those strategies are not enough. Like all other forms of assessment,
the so-called alternative assessments are used to make decisions, some-
times very important decisions, about peoples’ lives. As in all other forms
of assessment, the designers and users of alternative assessments must
make every effort to structure the ways they design, pilot, analyze, and
revise the procedures so the reliability and validity of the procedures can
be studied, demonstrated, and improved. The resulting decision-making
process should also take into account what testers know about the
standard error of measurement and standards setting.1 Precedents exist
for clearly demonstrating the reliability and validity of such procedures
in the long-extant performance assessment branch of the educational
testing literature, and the field of language testing should adapt those
procedures to the purposes of developing sound alternative assessments.
These existing procedures for showing the reliability and validity of
performance assessments are not new, nor are they difficult from logical
or technical perspectives. Hence, we find the views that the consistency
of alternative assessments is “ensured” and that they are “in and of
themselves valid” to be incredible. Such a stance could easily lead to
irresponsible decision making. As we point out elsewhere, “the issues of
reliability and validity must be dealt with for alternative assessments just
as they are for any other type of assessment—in an open, honest, clear,
demonstrable, and convincing way” (Norris, Brown, Hudson, & Yoshioka,
1998, p. 5).2


ALTERNATIVES IN ASSESSMENT


The literature on language testing is full of examples of new and
innovative types of tests being introduced. Examples are, to cite just a


1 For more information on standards setting, especially for performance assessments, see
Bond (1995), Brennan and Johnson (1995), Burger and Burger (1994), Green (1995), Guion
(1995), Jaeger (1995), Linn (1994), Linn and Burton (1994), Messick (1995), and Yen (1997).


2 Indeed, numerous other criteria exist for evaluating the quality and effectiveness of
assessments, such as consequences, fairness, transferability and generalizability, cognitive
complexity, content quality, and content coverage (see, for instance, Linn, Baker, & Dunbar,
1991).
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few, various types of composition tests, cloze tests, c-tests, cloze elides,
dictations, reduced-forms dictations, oral proficiency interviews, simu-
lated oral proficiency interviews, role-play tests, group tests, task-based
tests, and performance assessments. Portfolios, conferences, diaries,
self-assessments, and others are becoming increasingly prominent in the
literature, even appearing in some language testing books (e.g., Cohen,
1994; Genesee & Upshur, 1996; McNamara, 1996). New assessment
alternatives are always exciting and interesting, but one should not view
them as somehow magically different.


In our view, the phrase alternative assessments may itself be somewhat
destructive because it implies three things: (a) that these assessment
procedures (like alternative music and the alternative press) are some-
how a completely new way of doing things, (b) that they are somehow
completely separate and different, and (c) that they are somehow
exempt from the requirements of responsible test construction and
decision making. We view procedures like portfolios, conferences, dia-
ries, self-assessments, and peer assessments not as alternative assessments
but rather as alternatives in assessment.3 Language teachers have always
done assessment in one form or another, and these new procedures are
just new developments in that long tradition.


LANGUAGE TEACHERS’ ALTERNATIVES IN ASSESSMENT


Language testing practices are fundamentally different from assess-
ment practices in most other disciplines, not only because of the
complexity of the domain being tested but also because of the different
types of tests that language teachers and administrators can and do use.
From discrete-point tests like the multiple-choice and true-false tests
used predominantly in the 1950s and 1960s, to the integrative tests like
cloze and dictation used in the 1970s and early 1980s, to the more
communicative tests like task-based and other new assessments used in
the 1980s and 1990s, language testers have tried out, researched, and
argued about a wide variety of different types of tests. Which tests are
most valid? Which tests are most reliable? Which tests are easiest to
score? Which tests measure what skills? These are all legitimate ques-
tions. But the one idea that seems to get lost in the shuffle is that virtually
all of the various test types are useful for some purpose, somewhere,
sometime. In other words, all of the different types of tests are important
to keep because all of them have distinct strengths and weaknesses.


3 This distinction between the labels alternative assessments and alternatives in assessment was
first suggested by our coauthor, John Norris, in Norris et al. (1998).
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In search of a way to explain the relationships among these various
types of tests to students in our language testing and advanced language
testing courses, we have organized the discussion around the three basic
assessment types: (a) selected-response (including true-false, matching, and
multiple-choice assessments); (b) constructed-response (including fill-in,
short-answer, and performance assessments); and (c) personal-response
(including at least conference, portfolio, and self- and peer assessments).
In this article we define each type of assessment, highlight the relative
strengths and weaknesses of each, and discuss how teachers can choose
among the many options with two primary considerations: the impor-
tance of the washback effect and the crucial need to use multiple sources
of information in making decisions. The article ends with suggestions to
help teachers choose among the various options.


Selected-Response Assessments


Selected-response assessments present students with language mate-
rial and require them to choose the correct answer from among a limited
set of options. In selected-response assessments, students typically do not
create any language. Thus these assessments are most appropriate for
measuring receptive skills like listening and reading.


In general, selected-response assessments are relatively quick to ad-
minister. In addition, scoring them is relatively fast, easy, and relatively
objective. However, these assessments have two disadvantages: (a) They
are relatively difficult for the test writer to construct, and (b) they do not
require students to use any productive language. Three types of selected-
response assessments are commonly used: true-false, matching, and
multiple-choice.


True-False


True-false assessments present a sample of language and require the
students to respond to that language by selecting one of two choices, true
or false. The primary strength of true-false assessments is that they focus
on the students’ abilities to select the correct answer from two alterna-
tives. Thus true-false assessments provide simple and direct indications of
whether a particular point has been understood. One problem with
true-false assessments is that, in order to produce items that discriminate
well, test writers may be tempted to write items that are tricky, that is, that
turn on the meaning of a single word or phrase or that depend on some
ambiguity. Most teachers prefer to create straightforward assessments
wherein students who know the answer get it correct and students who
do not know the answer get it wrong.
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The relatively large guessing factor is another problem for true-false
assessments. In fact, the examinees have a 50% chance of answering
correctly even if they do not know the answer. However, if a large number
of carefully designed true-false items are used, the overall score should
overcome much of the guessing factor’s influence.


If the language knowledge or skills a teacher wants to test lend
themselves to two-way choices and enough items can be written, true-false
items may turn out to be useful. However, because true-false assessments
tend to place emphasis on details and unimportant facts, it may be
difficult to find 25 nontrivial points to assess (in, for example, a listening
or reading passage).


Matching


Matching assessments present students with two lists of words or
phrases from which they must select the words or phrases in one list that
match the ones in the other list. The main advantages of matching
assessments are that they are relatively compact in terms of space and
have a low guessing factor (for instance, only 10% for 10 items if extra
options are supplied). Matching assessment is generally restricted to
measuring students’ abilities to associate one set of facts with another,
which in language testing usually means measuring passive vocabulary
knowledge (i.e., the students’ ability to match definitions to vocabulary
items).


Multiple Choice


Multiple-choice assessments require students to examine a sample of
language material and select the answer that best completes a sentence
or best fills in a blank in the sentence from among a set of three, four, or
five options. Multiple-choice assessment, like matching assessment, has
the advantage of a relatively small guessing factor. Whereas true-false
assessment has a 50% guessing factor, multiple-choice assessment typi-
cally has a 33%, 25%, or 20% guessing factor depending on whether
there are three, four, or five options. Multiple-choice assessment also has
the advantage of being useful for measuring a fairly wide variety of
different kinds of precise learning points.


Multiple-choice assessments are frequently criticized by language
teachers because real-life language is not multiple choice. In truth,
authentic productive language use rarely offers options from which
speakers can select, so avoiding the use of multiple-choice assessment (or
true-false or matching assessments, for that matter) for measuring
productive skills like writing and speaking is just common sense.
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Nonetheless, many aspects of language, particularly the receptive skills,
can be tested using multiple-choice assessment. Testing reading, listen-
ing, grammar knowledge, and phoneme discrimination with multiple-
choice items can provide useful information about students’ abilities or
knowledge in those areas with relative efficiency. Unfortunately, because
reading, listening, and grammar skills are often the only assessments
measured on the commonly used proficiency and placement tests,
multiple-choice assessments have often been overused. Looked at in
reverse, the pervasive use of multiple-choice items (usually because of
ease of administration and scoring as well as objectivity) may often have
limited the types of language skills that were tested in reading, listening,
and grammar. In addition, multiple-choice items have sometimes been
twisted to uses that seem quite inappropriate (for instance, multiple-choice
assessment of writing ability).


Constructed-Response Assessments


Constructed-response assessments require students to produce lan-
guage by writing, speaking, or doing something else. Hence, these
assessments are probably most appropriate for measuring the productive
skills of speaking and writing. Constructed-response assessments can also
be useful for observing interactions of receptive and productive skills, for
instance, the interaction of listening and speaking in an oral interview
procedure or the interaction of reading and writing in a performance
assessment in which students read two academic articles and write an
essay comparing and contrasting them.


There are certain trade-offs in deciding whether to use selected-
response or constructed-response assessments. For example, selected-
response items allow for some guessing, but they are relatively objective;
on the other hand, constructed-response items eliminate some of the
guessing factor but create problems of subjectivity, especially when
human judgments get involved in deciding what is a correct answer for a
blank or short answer or when raters score the language samples.


The guessing factor is less of a problem on constructed-response
assessments. However, they are not completely immune from guessing,
though guessing on constructed-response assessments might better be
called bluffing. For example, on a composition examination, some
students might try to use key words in the prompt to write around the
topic or take a shotgun approach to answering in the hope of hitting
something that will be counted as correct. Although this is a type of
guessing, it is guessing that scorers or raters can see if they are alert to its
possibility.
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In general, constructed-response assessments have virtually no guess-
ing factor, and they measure productive language use as well as the
interaction of receptive and productive skills. However, bluffing is a
possible problem, and scoring may be relatively difficult and time-
consuming. Constructed-response assessments may also be fairly subjec-
tive depending on the type. Three types of constructed-response assess-
ments are commonly used in language testing: fill-in, short-answer, and
performance assessments.


Fill-In


Fill-in assessments give a language context with part of the context
removed and replaced with a blank. To answer, students are required to
fill in the blanks. Fill-in assessment comes in many shapes and forms,
from single-word fill-in items in single sentences to cloze passages with
many blanks embedded in a longer stretch of text.


Fill-in assessments have the advantages that they are fairly easy to
construct, are flexible in what they can assess, and are quick to adminis-
ter. Moreover, like the other constructed-response types, fill-in assess-
ments measure the students’ abilities to actually produce language,
albeit small amounts of language, and open up the possibility of assessing
interactions between receptive and productive skills (for example, in a
listening cloze, students must listen to a passage while reading it and
filling in the blanks).


One limitation to fill-in assessment is that it is generally very narrowly
focused on testing a single word or short phrase at most. Another
problem is that a blank to fill in may have a number of possible answers.
For instance, in the process of conducting one study (Brown, 1980), as
many as 28 possible answers were found for a particular cloze test blank.


Short Answer


Short-answer assessments require the students to scrutinize a question
or statement and respond with a one or more phrases or sentences. The
advantages of short-answer assessments are that they are easy to produce
and are relatively quick to administer. One disadvantage of short-answer
assessments is that they focus on assessing a few phrases or sentences. A
second disadvantage is that multiple answers are possible, which means
that if the prompts are not carefully crafted, each student may produce
a completely different answer.
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Performance


Performance assessments require students to accomplish approxima-
tions of real-life, authentic tasks, usually using the productive skills of
speaking or writing but also using reading or writing or combining skills.
Performance assessments can take many forms, including fairly tradi-
tional tasks like essay writing or interviews or more recent developments
like problem-solving tasks, communicative pair-work tasks, role playing,
and group discussions.


In short, by definition, the performance assessment has three require-
ments: (a) Examinees are required to perform some sort of task, (b) the
tasks must be as authentic as possible, and (c) the performances are
typically scored by qualified raters. (For more on performance assess-
ment in language testing, see Shohamy, 1995, and Wiggins, 1989.)


The principal advantage of performance assessments is that they can
come close to eliciting authentic communication (at least insofar as
authentic communication can be elicited in any testing situation).
Advocates of performance assessments maintain that performance as-
sessments provide more valid (a) measures of students’ abilities to
respond to real-life language tasks, (b) estimates of students’ true
language abilities than traditional standardized multiple-choice assess-
ments, and (c) predictions of students’ future performances in real-life
language situations. Performance assessments can also be used to
counteract the negative washback effects of standardized testing, like
bias and irrelevant content. In fact, well-designed performance assess-
ments can provide strong positive washback effects (see discussion
below), especially if they are directly linked to a particular curriculum.
(For details on the positive aspects of performance assessment, see the
discussion in Norris et al., 1998.)


Performance assessments are relatively difficult to produce and rela-
tively time-consuming to administer. Considerable costs may also be
incurred in developing performance assessments, administering them,
training raters, conducting rating sessions, reporting scores, and so on.
Still another disadvantage is that logistics involve a number of complex
issues like collecting and storing audio- or videotapes of the perform-
ances, providing special equipment and security, and planning and
conducting rating sessions. Reliability may be problematic because of
rater inconsistencies, limited numbers of observations, subjectivity in the
scoring process, and so on. Validity may also be problematic because of
(a) inadequate content coverage; (b) lack of construct generalizability;
(c) the sensitivity of performance assessments to test method, task type,
and scoring criteria; (d) construct underrepresentation (i.e., the prob-
lem of generalizing from a few observations to the whole spectrum of
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real-life performances); and (e) construct-irrelevant variance (i.e., per-
formance characteristics that have nothing to do with the students’ real
abilities). Test security may also be problematic because of a small
number of prompts (each prompt may be very easy for examinees to
remember and pass on to others), the difficulty of creating and equating
new prompts for each administration, and the potential effects of
teaching to the test. (For details on the negative aspects of using the
performance assessment, see Educational Testing Service, 1995, and
Norris et al., 1998.)


Personal-Response Assessments


Like constructed-response assessments, personal-response assessments
require students to actually produce language, but personal-response
assessments also allow each student’s responses to be quite different. In
a real sense, these assessments allow students to communicate what they
want to communicate.


In general, personal-response assessments are beneficial in that they
provide personal or individualized assessment, can be directly related to
and integrated into the curriculum, and can assess learning processes in
an ongoing manner throughout the term of instruction. However,
personal-response assessments also have the general drawbacks of being
relatively difficult to produce and organize and of involving subjective
scoring. The most common types of personal-response assessments are
conferences, portfolios, and self- and peer assessments.


Conferences


Conference assessments typically involve the student visiting the
teacher’s office, usually by appointment, to discuss a particular piece of
work or learning process, or both. More importantly, conferences are
different from other forms of assessment in that they focus directly on
learning processes and strategies (Genesee & Upshur, 1996). For ex-
ample, consider a series of conferences conducted to discuss multiple
drafts of students’ compositions. During the conferences, the focus
could be on students’ views and worries about the learning processes
they are experiencing while producing and revising their compositions.


In total, the advantages of conferences are that teachers can use them
to (a) foster student reflection on their own learning processes; (b) help
students develop better self-images; (c) elicit language performances on
particular tasks, skills, or other language points; or (d) inform, observe,
mold, and gather information about students. Naturally, such advantages
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are offset by certain disadvantages. In the case of conferences, the
disadvantages are that they are relatively time-consuming, difficult and
subjective to grade, and typically not scored or rated at all.


Portfolios


For decades, photographers, models, graphic artists, and practitioners
of similar vocations have collected portfolios of their work in order to
show their work and skills in a compact and convenient form. Recently,
language teachers have begun using portfolios in order to encourage
their students to select, compile, and display their work. We define
portfolio assessments here as purposeful collections of any aspects of
students’ work that tell the story of their achievements, skills, efforts,
abilities, and contributions to a particular class. However, several other
definitions exist for this fairly new type of assessment, which might more
aptly be called a family of assessments. (For other definitions, see Arter &
Spandel, 1992; Brown & Wolfe-Quintero, 1997; Camp, 1993; Shaklee &
Viechnicki, 1995; and Wolf, 1989.)


The literature reports at least three advantages for portfolio assess-
ments. We see these advantages as falling into three categories: strength-
ening students’ learning, enhancing the teacher’s role, and improving
testing processes.


Portfolio assessments may strengthen student learning in that they (a)
capitalize on work that would normally be done in the classroom anyway;
(b) focus learners’ attention on learning processes; (c) facilitate practice
and revision processes; (d) help motivate students, if well-planned,
because they present a series of meaningful and interesting activities; (e)
increase students’ involvement in the learning processes; (f) foster
student-teacher and student-student collaboration; (g) provide means
for establishing minimum standards for classroom work and progress;
and (h) encourage students to learn the metalanguage necessary for
students and teachers to talk about language growth.


Portfolio assessments may enhance the teacher’s role to the degree
that they (a) provide teachers with a clearer picture of students’
language growth, (b) change the role of the teacher (in the eyes of
students) from that of an adversary to that of a coach, and (c) provide
insights into the progress of each individual student.


Portfolio assessments may improve testing processes to the extent that
they (a) enhance student and teacher involvement in assessment; (b)
provide opportunities for teachers to observe students using meaningful
language to accomplish various authentic tasks in a variety of contexts
and situations; (c) permit the assessment of the multiple dimensions of
language learning (including processes, responses, and activities); (d)
provide opportunities for both students and teachers to work together
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and reflect on what it means to assess students’ language growth; (e)
increase the variety of information collected on students; and (f) make
teachers’ ways of assessing student work more systematic. (For more on
the advantages of the portfolio assessments, see Chittenden, 1991;
Genesee & Upshur, 1996; LeMahieu, Eresh, & Wallace, 1992; Valencia,
1990; and Wolf, 1989.)


The literature also addresses at least five disadvantages of using
portfolio assessments: the issues of design decisions, logistics, interpreta-
tion, reliability, and validity. Design decision issues include deciding
(a)␣ who will determine grading criteria, (b) how grading criteria will be
established, (c) who will determine what the portfolios will contain, and
(d) how much of daily authentic classroom activities will be included in
the portfolios. Logistical issues involve finding (a) the increased time
and resources needed to support portfolio assessments, (b) ways to rely
on the training and abilities of teachers to implement portfolio assess-
ments, and (c) the time for teachers to read and rate portfolios on a
regular basis throughout the school year while simultaneously helping
students develop those portfolios. Interpretation issues include (a)
grading students’ achievements as represented in their portfolios; (b)
setting standards and interpreting the portfolios in a way that is equally
fair to all students; (c) training teachers to make fair interpretations; and
(d) reporting portfolio assessment results so that all interested audiences
(e.g., students, parents, administrators, politicians) can understand
them. Reliability issues involve (a) ensuring sufficient reliability across
raters and occasions when ratings occur; (b) encouraging objectivity; (c)
preventing mechanical errors, especially those that could affect deci-
sions; (d) standardizing the rating and grading processes; and (e)
ensuring equal access to resources for all students. Validity issues include
(a) demonstrating the validity of the portfolios for the purposes of
making decisions about students; (b) determining how adequately the
portfolios exemplify students’ work, development, and abilities; (c)
identifying and controlling any potential intervening variables that
might affect students’ achievements; and (d) separating out which
student abilities lead to which performance characteristics in what
amounts. (For more details on the disadvantages of portfolio assess-
ments, see Arter & Spandel, 1992; Camp, 1993; and Valencia & Calfee,
1991.)


Self- and Peer Assessments


Self-assessments require students to rate their own language, whether
through performance self-assessments, comprehension self-assessments,
or observation self-assessments. Performance self-assessments require
students to read a situation and decide how well they would respond in
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it. Recent examples of self-assessments of performance can be found in
Hudson, Detmer, and Brown (1992, 1995) and Yamashita (1996).
Similarly, comprehension self-assessments require students to read a
situation and decide how well they would comprehend it. (For examples,
see Bergman & Kasper, 1993, and Shimamura, 1993.) In contrast,
observation self-assessments require students to listen to audio- or
videotape recordings of their own language performance (perhaps
taped in natural situations or in role-play activities) and decide how well
they think they performed. Recent examples of observation self-assess-
ments can be found in Hudson et al. (1995) and Yamashita (1996). A
variant of the self-assessment is the peer assessment, which is similar to
the self-assessment except that, as implied by the label, students rate the
language of their peers.


Self-assessments have a number of advantages. First, self-assessments
can be designed to be administered relatively quickly. Second, they
inevitably involve students directly in the assessment process. Third, in
turn, such involvement may help students understand what it means to
learn a language autonomously. Finally, both the students’ involvement
and their greater autonomy can substantially increase their motivation to
learn the language in question. (For more information about designing
self-assessments, see Blanche, 1988; Blanche & Merino, 1989; Gardner,
1996; Hudson et al., 1992, 1995; McNamara & Deane, 1995; Oscarson,
1989; and Oskarsson, 1978.)


Self-assessments also have a number of disadvantages. For instance,
Blanche (1988), in a comprehensive literature review, concluded that
“the accuracy of most students’ self-estimates often varies depending on
the linguistic skills and materials involved in the evaluations” (p. 81).
Both Blanche (1988) and Yamashita (1996) noticed that those students
who were more proficient tended to underestimate their language
abilities.


In addition, Blanche (1988) warned that “self-assessed scores may
often be affected by subjective errors due to past academic records,
career aspirations, peer-group or parental expectations, lack of training
in self study, etc.” (p. 81). Such subjective errors can probably be
overcome to some degree if the scoring grids the students are using to
rate themselves describe clear and concrete linguistic situations in which
they are to consider their performance in terms of precisely described
behaviors. However, such subjective errors may be difficult to surmount
in some situations, that is, when the consequences of the self-assessment
become an integral part of the assessment itself. For instance, a
self-assessment might turn out to be quite successful when used for
research purposes, but the same self-assessment might not function well
at all in a higher stakes setting where students are asked to assess their
placement into levels of study in a language program. Any students with
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a vested interest in being exempted from study might rate themselves
considerably higher in such a placement situation than they would in a
research setting. (For examples of self-assessments used in real testing
and research, see Bachman & Palmer, 1981; Bergman & Kasper, 1993;
Davidson & Henning, 1985; Heilenman, 1990; and LeBlanc & Painchaud,
1985.)


FITTING ASSESSMENT TYPES TO CURRICULUM


Testing and curriculum very often do not match very well in language
programs. To correct such a situation, three sets of issues are worth
considering: the negative and positive consequences of washback, the
significance of feedback, and the importance of using multiple sources
of information.


The Negative and Positive Consequences of Washback


Washback is the effect of testing and assessment on the language
teaching curriculum that is related to it. Washback is also called backwash,
test impact, measurement-driven instruction, curriculum alignment, and test
feedback in various places in the literature.4


Recently, Alderson and Wall (1993a) called into question the exist-
ence of washback, and rightly so, given that little if any actual research
had ever demonstrated its existence. Alderson and Wall themselves
discussed four studies that had empirically addressed the issue of
washback in the past (Hughes, 1988; Khaniya, 1990; Wall & Alderson,
1996; Westdorp, 1982). More recently, a number of studies have further
confirmed the existence and complex nature of the washback effect
(e.g., Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Shohamy, Donitsa-Schmidt, &
Ferman, 1996; Wall, 1996; Watanabe, 1992, 1996a, 1996b). All in all, the
empirical studies to date seem to confirm the existence of the washback
effect in various places with a variety of different effects, but these studies
also indicate that washback is not a simple or straightforward phenom-
enon that conforms neatly to popular notions about the effects of tests
on language learning.


Washback effects can be either negative or positive. If the assessment
procedures in a curriculum do not correspond to a curriculum’s goals
and objectives, the tests are likely to create a negative washback effect on
those objectives and on the curriculum as a whole. For example, if a


4 Dan Douglas once considerably lightened the mood of a very serious meeting at
Educational Testing Service by referring to the washback effect as the bogwash effect.
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program sets a series of communicative performance objectives but
assesses the students at the end of the courses with multiple-choice
structure tests, a negative washback effect will probably begin to work
against the students’ being willing to cooperate in the curriculum and its
objectives. Students soon spread the word about such mismatches, and
they will generally insist on studying whatever is on the tests and will
ignore any curriculum that is not directly related to it. We have each seen
this occur in numerous settings.


A positive washback effect occurs when the assessment procedures
correspond to the course goals and objectives. For instance, if a program
sets a series of communicative performance objectives and tests the
students using performance assessments (e.g., role plays, interviews) and
personal-response assessments (e.g., self-assessments, conferences), a
powerful and positive washback effect can be created in favor of the
communicative performance objectives. Positive washback occurs when
the tests measure the same types of materials and skills that are described
in the objectives and taught in the courses.


Language teachers can use the information given above about the
advantages and disadvantages of selected-response assessments, con-
structed-response assessments, and personal-response assessments when
designing course objectives. If teachers consider how those objectives
will be assessed or observed at the end of the course and follow through
by using the assessment format that best matches each objective, they will
be helping to create a strong relationship between the assessment
procedures and the objectives and therefore helping to produce a
positive washback effect. (For more information on the washback effect,
see Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Alderson & Wall, 1993a, 1993b;
Gates, 1995; Messick, 1996; Shohamy et al., 1996; Wall, 1996; Wall &
Alderson, 1996; and Watanabe, 1996a. For summary articles, see Bailey,
1996, and Brown, 1997.)


The Significance of Feedback


The purpose of feedback will differ in different situations, but
feedback is nonetheless important (see, e.g, Shohamy, 1992). For
example, the purpose of feedback in the form of scores from a diagnostic
pretest administered at the beginning of a course will be to inform
students of their strengths and weaknesses vis-à-vis the knowledge or
skills covered in the course. In other words, the scores will be interpreted
diagnostically: A low score on a particular objective indicates that a
student needs to work hard on that objective, and a high score on
another objective shows that the student already has mastered the
knowledge or skill involved in that objective (and that the student should
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focus energy on other, weaker objectives). Thus in a diagnostic pretest,
the feedback is given in terms of what the students need to do about each
course objective.


On the other hand, with scores derived from an achievement test
given as a posttest, the purpose of the feedback will be quite different. If
the scores are referenced to the objectives of a particular course, they will
be interpreted in terms of what the students have learned or learned how
to do in the course. Thus a low score on a particular objective will
indicate that the student did not get the knowledge or skills necessary to
master that objective. Such a student may be advised to work hard on the
perceived weakness or may be required to do remedial training on it.
Alternatively, if some students have low scores on a number of objectives,
the teacher may decide that those students should not be promoted to
the next level or that they should fail the course and be required to take
it again.


The decisions made with such test scores are often a matter of policy
within a given institution, and the making of those decisions should
relate directly to the curriculum: The feedback from the tests will not just
be a number but will also provide an warning that the student did not
achieve, say, Objectives 2, 3, 8, 11, and 13. Hence achievement tests
provide feedback to the students in terms of what they have learned in
the course and provide feedback that the teachers can use for grading.


Clearly, feedback is important in diagnostic and achievement testing,
particularly in objectives-based testing (Brown, 1990, 1996). Students
want to know how they did on a particular test. To the extent that
feedback can be couched in terms more meaningful than a single score
(e.g., by reporting subscores related to particular course objectives), that
feedback can become an integral part of the learning process. Such
integration is one of the particular strengths of the personal-response
types of assessments described above. Conferences, portfolios, and
self-assessments all provide rich forms of feedback to the students that
can be integrated into their learning. But some mixture of different
types of tests and feedback may prove best in a particular curriculum.


The assessment procedures used within a particular language pro-
gram must be directly related to the curriculum if that feedback is to be
maximally useful. In some programs that we have observed, scores on the
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) or Test of English for
International Communication (TOEIC) serve as pretests and posttests
for language courses as well as a means to assess student improvement
(gain), teacher effectiveness, and so on. In the vast majority of cases,
such tests will not be appropriate for such purposes. They are
norm-referenced tests, which are by definition very general tests (Brown,
1996, pp. 2–8). Therefore, much of what is being tested on the TOEFL
or TOEIC will not be directly related to the knowledge or skills that the
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students are learning in a particular course. Moreover, such norm-
referenced tests are very global in nature and are not designed to make
the fine distinctions that would reflect the amounts and types of learning
that take place during a single term in a single language course.
Furthermore, such norm-referenced tests are not level specific, in the
sense that the material tested is typically not at exactly the correct level of
difficulty for the students involved in a particular course. Because the
TOEFL and TOEIC must spread students out along a continuum of
proficiency levels, these tests must have items with a wide variety of
difficulty levels. As a result, many of the items on such a test will be too
easy or too difficult for the students in a particular course, which means
that those items are not appropriate for assessing performance in that
course or for assessing the learning gains that students make in that
course.


The Importance of Multiple Sources of Information


Basing any decision on a single source of information is dangerous
and maybe even foolish. For instance, hiring a new teacher on the basis
of a single recommendation letter would be foolish because that letter
might be motivated by friendship with the teacher, by a desire to get rid
of the teacher (due to incompetence), by a desire to make a particular
MA program look good, or by any number of other factors. Generally,
most teachers realize that multiple sources of information are more
reliable than any single piece of information. Hence, administrators
typically gather many different types of information about teachers when
making hiring decisions. For example, in recent hires at the University of
Hawai‘i, the department has required three letters of recommendation,
a résumé, graduate school transcripts, a personally written statement of
teaching philosophy, a sample lesson plan, an interview with the director,
a teacher portfolio (see Brown & Wolfe-Quintero, 1997), and even a live
demonstration lesson for those teachers on the short list. The faculty
feels that those multiple sources of information help make decisions
about hiring much more dependable. Multiple sources of information
are important to think about in selecting assessment strategies and in
interpreting their results.


In Selecting Assessment Strategies


The general educational testing literature shows repeatedly that tests
should be made up of a sufficient number of observations, or bits of
information, to increase the chances that they will collectively be
reliable. A one-item multiple-choice test would never seem fair or
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reliable to any teacher or student. Intuitively, they would feel that a
single-item test could never do a really good job of testing. That is why
tests are usually made up of 40–50 items instead of just one. When
thinking about the advantages and disadvantages of the various assess-
ment types discussed above, especially which ones to select and how to
use them in a particular curriculum, language teachers should remem-
ber that assessments based on multiple observations are generally more
reliable than assessments based on a few observations. Hence, a single
interview done once and providing a single score is likely to be less
reliable than, say, the multiple scores of a video portfolio of oral work
created and rated on multiple occasions over an entire semester.
Similarly, an interview rated by one rater is less likely to be less reliable
than a score on a composition rated by three raters.


In Interpreting Assessment Results


The use of multiple sources of information in designing and selecting
assessments is also a key factor in interpreting assessment. One impor-
tant type of decision that we make at the University of Hawai‘i concerns
the admission of thousands of international students. Although TOEFL
scores are used in deciding whether an international student should be
admitted, basing that decision solely on a single TOEFL score would be
highly irresponsible. To get around this problem, we use other types of
information, like the students’ high school grade point average; statement-
of-purpose essays; recommendation letters; transcripts of high school
performance; and information about sports, clubs, and other extracur-
ricular activities. These pieces of information along with the TOEFL
scores help us make much more reliable admissions decisions. No
responsible educator, least of all the testing professionals at Educational
Testing Service, would advocate using a single test score in making
important decisions because using multiple sources of information of
varying types increases the collective reliability of that information and of
any decisions that may result from interpreting it. As McNamara and
Deane (1995) put it, “Using these complementary assessment tools—
traditional measures and student self-assessment information—we have a
more complete picture of our students’ ability, effort, and progress”
(p.␣ 21).


CONCLUSION


In this article, we have organized and tried to expand the options that
teachers have in classroom assessment. Teachers and testers might better
be served by thinking of all types of language tests as alternatives in
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assessment rather than viewing some types as being special. These
alternatives, including selected-response, constructed-response, and per-
sonal-response assessments, each exhibit advantages and disadvantages.
The consequences of the washback effect of assessment on curriculum,
the significance of feedback in assessment, and the importance of using
multiple sources of information in making important decisions are
important considerations for choosing a means of assessment.


Tests are neither good nor evil in and of themselves. They are simple
tools. Teachers must look with clear eyes at all of these tools as
alternatives in assessments. They are by no means magical, but they are
alternatives that teachers should consider within an overall framework of
responsible assessment and decision making.
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“It’s Always More Difficult Than
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South Korea
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Chinese University of Hong Kong


Despite the widespread adoption of communicative language teaching
(CLT) in ESL countries, research suggests that curricular innovations
prompted by the adoption of CLT in EFL countries have generally been
difficult. The literature on curriculum innovation suggests that teach-
ers’ understanding of an innovation is central to its success. A study of
a group of South Korean secondary school English teachers’ perceived
difficulties in adopting CLT reveals that the difficulties have their
source in the differences between the underlying educational theories
of South Korea and those of Western countries. The results suggest that,
to adopt CLT, EFL countries like South Korea will need to change their
fundamental approach to education and that implementation should
be gradual and grounded in the countries’ own EFL situations. In the
long run, EFL countries should establish their own contingent of
language researchers in order to develop English teaching theories
more suitable for their EFL contexts. Change agents must study
teachers’ perceptions of an innovation to ensure its success.


Recently, educational innovations in L2 education have received
considerable attention (Bailey, 1992; Freeman & Cazden, 1990;


Kennedy, 1988; Markee, 1997; White, 1987). The literature on this topic
includes studies of language curriculum development, language teach-
ing methodology, and the process of innovation that occurs in teacher
development contexts (Bailey, 1992).


Attempts to introduce communicative language teaching (CLT) into
EFL contexts on EFL countries’ own initiatives and through interna-
tional aid projects have prompted many innovations in L2 education. In
general, such innovations have had a low rate of success (Brindley &
Hood, 1990), and implementing CLT worldwide has often proved
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difficult (Anderson, 1993; Chick, 1996; Ellis, 1994, 1996; Gonzalez, 1985;
Kirkpatrick, 1984; Sano, Takahashi, & Yoneyama, 1984; Shamin, 1996;
Ting, 1987; Valdes & Jhones, 1991). Difficult as it is, many EFL countries
are still striving to introduce CLT in the hope that it will improve English
teaching there.


Why has CLT been so difficult to implement in EFL classrooms? How
appropriate is CLT for EFL contexts? I believe teachers’ perceptions of
the feasibility of a CLT innovation in a particular context are crucial in
determining the ultimate success or failure of that innovation (Kelly,
1980; Markee, 1997). For this reason I undertook a case study of South
Korean secondary school English teachers’ understanding of the uptake
of CLT in South Korea. As many EFL countries share some of the
characteristics of English teaching in South Korea, for example, tradi-
tional teaching methods and large classes, this study has widespread
implications.


CLT: ONE DEFINITION


Since its initial appearance in Europe in early 1970s and subsequent
development in ESL countries (e.g., Britain, the U.S., and Canada) over
the past 20 years, CLT has expanded in scope and has been used by
different educators in different ways. It has no monolithic identity, and
no single model of CLT is universally accepted as authoritative (Markee,
1997; McGroarty, 1984; Savignon, 1983; Savignon & Berns, 1984).
However, according to Richards and Rodgers (1986), CLT starts with a
theory of language as communication, and its goal is to develop learners’
communicative competence. Canale and Swain’s (1980) definition of
communicative competence is probably the best known. They identified
four dimensions: grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic
competence. This definition has undergone some modifications over the
years, perhaps best captured in Bachman’s (1990) schematization of
what he calls language competence. The most significant difference be-
tween the two models is that Bachman takes a far broader view of the role
of strategies than Canale and Swain do and separates strategic compe-
tence completely from what he calls language competencies (Bachman,
1990; North, 1997).


In CLT, meaning is paramount. Wilkins (1972) classifies meaning into
notional and functional categories and views learning an L2 as acquiring
the linguistic means to perform different kinds of functions. According
to Larsen-Freeman (1986), the most obvious characteristic of CLT is that
“almost everything that is done is done with a communicative intent”
(p.␣ 132). Students use the language a great deal through communicative
activities (e.g., games, role plays, and problem-solving tasks).
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Another characteristic of CLT is the introduction of authentic materi-
als (Dubin, 1995; Larsen-Freeman, 1986; Long & Crookes, 1992; Nunan,
1991; Reid, 1995; Widdowson, 1996). In CLT, it is considered desirable to
give learners the opportunity to respond to genuine communicative
needs in realistic L2 situations so that they develop strategies for
understanding language as actually used by native speakers (Canale &
Swain, 1980). Also, “activities in the Communicative Approach are often
carried out by students in small groups” (Larsen-Freeman, 1986, p. 132).
Students are expected to interact with one another, either through pair
and group work or in their writings (Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983). CLT
favors interaction among small numbers of students in order to maxi-
mize the time each student has to learn to negotiate meaning. Teachers
therefore select learning activities according to how well they engage the
students in meaningful and authentic language use rather than in the
merely mechanical practice of language patterns.


Another dimension of CLT is “its learner-centered and experience-
based view of second language teaching” (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p.
69). According to CLT theory, individual learners possess unique inter-
ests, styles, needs, and goals that should be reflected in the design of
instructional methods (Savignon, 1991). Teachers are to develop materi-
als based on the demonstrated needs of a particular class. Students must
be made to feel secure, unthreatened, and nondefensive in a CLT
classroom, so teachers using CLT should avoid adopting a teacher-
centered, authoritarian posture (Taylor, 1983).


Thus, CLT is characterized by


1. a focus on communicative functions;
2. a focus on meaningful tasks rather than on language per se (e.g.,


grammar or vocabulary study);
3. efforts to make tasks and language relevant to a target group of


learners through an analysis of genuine, realistic situations;
4. the use of authentic, from-life materials;
5. the use of group activities; and
6. the attempt to create a secure, nonthreatening atmosphere.


I stress that the description above reflects just one definition of CLT,
what Holliday (1994) terms the weak version of CLT. According to
Holliday, the strong version is actually quite different: The focus is not on
language practice but on learning about how language works in dis-
course. The lesson input is language data in the form of text, and
communicative relates more to the way in which the student communi-
cates with the text. Also, students collaborate for the purpose of helping
each other solve language problems rather than for the purpose of
communicating with each other. Because the aim is not to practice
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language forms, teachers do not need to monitor group and pair work
closely, and in fact activities do not have to be carried out in groups or
pairs. As long as students are communicating with rich text and
producing useful hypotheses about the language, what they are doing is
communicative, according to Holliday (pp. 171–172).


CLT IN EFL CONTEXTS


A number of reports in the literature deal with CLT innovations in
EFL contexts. Whereas some accounts have emphasized the local needs
and the particular English teaching conditions in the EFL countries and
the importance and success of traditional language teaching methods
(Bhargava, 1986; Sampson, 1984, 1990), others have strongly advocated
the adoption of CLT in EFL countries (Li, 1984; Prabhu, 1987).
However, the majority of accounts have recognized the difficulties EFL
countries face in adopting CLT.


Burnaby and Sun (1989) report that teachers in China found it
difficult to use CLT. The constraints cited include the context of the
wider curriculum, traditional teaching methods, class sizes and sched-
ules, resources and equipment, the low status of teachers who teach
communicative rather than analytical skills, and English teachers’ defi-
ciencies in oral English and sociolinguistic and strategic competence.
Anderson’s (1993) study of CLT in China reported such obstacles as a
lack of properly trained teachers, a lack of appropriate texts and
materials, students’ not being accustomed to CLT, and difficulties in
evaluating students taught via CLT. Based on a study that assessed the
attitudes of Hong Kong educators toward using CLT in the local context,
Chau and Chung (1987) report that teachers used CLT only sparingly
because it required too much preparation time.


Sano et al. (1984) point out that the Japanese students they studied
generally did not feel a pressing need to use English, so that the goal of
communicative competence seemed too distant for them. A study
conducted in Vietnam identified class size, grammar-based examina-
tions, and lack of exposure to authentic language as constraints on using
CLT (Ellis, 1994). Shamin (1996) identifies learners’ resistance, among
other problems, as a barrier to her attempt to introduce innovative CLT
methodology in her Pakistan English classroom.


The grammar-based English language syllabus makes the English
teaching situation complex and the local use of CLT challenging,
according to Kirkpatrick’s (1984) study of CLT in secondary schools in
Singapore. Gonzalez (1985), who studied CLT in Philippine rural areas,
found that English instruction there was irrelevant to the population’s
needs, as people there seldom used English.
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In studies of CLT outside Asia, Valdes and Jhones (1991) report
difficulties such as teachers’ lack of proficiency in English, their tradi-
tional attitudes toward language teaching, the lack of authentic materials
in a non-English-speaking environment, the need to redesign the
evaluation system, and the need to adapt textbooks to meet the needs of
communicative classes. Efforts to foster a communicative approach to
the teaching of English in KwaZulu, South Africa, met with pervasive
reluctance on the part of teachers and students to adopt the more
egalitarian, decentralized ways of interacting associated with CLT (Chick,
1996).


Although these studies highlight many of the principal problems in
instituting curricular innovations prompted by CLT, many of the studies
take the researcher’s perspective. Teachers’ perceptions of innovations
related to CLT remain largely unexplored.


THE STUDY


The study reported here used a case study approach to investigate
Korean teachers’ perceptions of the implementation of CLT.


Background: CLT in South Korea


The South Korean government has placed English learning and
teaching high on its agenda to ensure that South Korea will play an active
and important role in world political and economic activities. Rather
than wait for speakers of other languages to learn Korean, the govern-
ment wants its people prepared to communicate in English with those
who do not speak their language. To that effect, the South Korean
Ministry of Education recently published a series of new policies regard-
ing English learning and teaching. First, early in 1994 the government
decided that English teaching would begin at a younger age (Grade 3 in
elementary schools) starting in 1997 and began to train prospective
elementary EFL teachers.


In addition, realizing that “the grammatical syllabus does not help
much to develop learners’ communicative competence” (Development
Committee, 1992, p. 66), the government decided to introduce CLT into
English teaching at the secondary school level. Early in 1992, the South
Korean Ministry of Education published The Sixth National Curriculum for
Middle Schools (Grades 7–9) and The Sixth National Curriculum for High
Schools (Grades 10–12), known among practitioners as the Communicative
Curriculums. The new curricula, which are to guide Korean English
teaching from 1995 to 2010, clearly state that CLT should replace the







682 TESOL QUARTERLY


dominant audiolingual method in middle schools and the grammar-
translation method in high schools in South Korea (Choi, Park, & Kim,
1986; Lee, 1990).


In the new curricula, the goal of English teaching is “to develop the
learners’ communicative competence in English through meaningful
drills and communicative activities, such as games, with the aid of
audio-visual equipment” (Development Committee, 1992, p. 180). Stu-
dents are to learn by means of authentic materials, such as newspapers,
magazines, English news on the radio, and English TV programs. The
curricula reflect the belief that “CLT is characterized by learner-
centredness” (p. 181), and teachers are encouraged to organize materi-
als based on students’ needs.


Accompanying the release of the new curricula was the publication of
a series of new textbooks. Over 10 sets of English textbooks are now
available to secondary school English teachers, who are free to choose
any set provided that the whole school adopts it. The new textbooks
incorporate a communicative perspective and more listening and speak-
ing materials and activities relative to the older ones.


Will the shift in the government’s policy result in an improvement in
students’ communicative competence? Is Korea prepared to implement
CLT in English instruction? To answer these questions, I investigated
Korean teachers’ perceptions of the difficulties in using CLT.


Design


The analysis consisted of a pilot study, a written questionnaire, and
interviews. To develop an appropriate survey instrument for this study, in
summer 1994 I administered a pilot survey to 21 South Korean EFL
teachers studying in a teacher education program at a Canadian univer-
sity. The final questionnaire included both open-ended questions and
questions with fixed alternatives generated from the data collected in the
pilot study (see the Appendix).


In summer 1995, the questionnaire was administered to 18 South
Korean secondary school EFL teachers studying at the same Canadian
university. To ensure that the participants fully understood the questions,
I distributed the questionnaires at the end of a class. The participants
were urged to read the questionnaire, and they asked questions for
clarification. All 18 questionnaires distributed were handed back. Follow-
ing the survey, I conducted in-depth interviews with 10 of the partici-
pants to explore further the teachers’ background, their understanding
of English teaching in South Korea, and their difficulties in using CLT.


The interviews were semistructured, conducted in a systematic and
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consistent order but allowing me as the interviewer sufficient freedom to
digress and probe far beyond the answers to the prepared and standard-
ized questions (Berg, 1989, p. 17). The interviews were conducted in
English. Although I was well aware that the teachers’ imperfect English
might limit the information they provided, I made certain that they were
able to express their ideas fully by preparing and sending a number of
questions to them ahead of time.


While formulating interview questions, I made sure that the questions
were clear, precise, and motivating (Denzin, 1989). All the interviews,
which lasted 1–2 hours each, were audiotaped and transcribed verbatim
as soon as possible afterwards. I used the earlier interviews to generate
new interview questions and provide direction for subsequent ones.
Transcripts of the interviews were later given to the participants for
verification.


Participants


Survey Participants


The participants in the formal questionnaire survey were 18 South
Korean secondary school English teachers who were studying in the
Korean Teacher Education Program (KTEP) at a Canadian university in
the summer of 1995. KTEP was a 1-month program designed especially
for Korean secondary school English teachers and cofunded by the
Canadian and South Korean governments. It had existed for over 10
years. Each summer about 20 Korean English teachers were chosen to
participate in the program, based mainly on their years of service and to
a much lesser extent on their communicative competence in English.
Conversations with the Korean supervisors and teachers over several
programs showed that the KTEP teachers were representative of the
English teaching force that would serve in South Korean secondary
schools for the next 20 years or so.


The 9 male and 9 female participants ranged from 30 to 50 years in
age, with the majority in their 30s; the average age was 36.5 (see Table 1).
Their experience in teaching English varied from 5 to 25 years, with an
average of over 11 years. At the time of the study, 8 participants were
teaching in middle schools, and 10 were teaching in high schools. Many
had taught at both middle and high schools, as secondary school
teachers in South Korea must transfer schools every 5 years; high school
teachers quite commonly transfer to middle schools and vice versa. Half
of the participants were teaching in rural secondary schools and half in
urban settings.
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Interview Informants


Ten of the 18 survey participants were chosen for interviews. In
selecting interview informants, following Patton’s “maximum variation
sampling” (in Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 200), I allowed for maximum
variation in participants’ age, sex, teaching experience, teaching setting,
and grades taught. For this purpose, I tabulated the background
information on the survey informants based on the completed question-
naires. I first decided that teachers of all grades (7–12) must be
represented in the group of interview informants and that middle and
high school teachers should be equally represented. Second, I decided
to include an equal number of male and female teachers and of teachers
in rural and urban schools. I then added the other two parameters,
informants’ age and years of teaching, which I wanted to be as varied as
possible. The result was a group that was representative of the 18
surveyed teachers (see Table 2).1


TABLE 1
Background of Survey Participants


Teaching experience


Participant Sex Age Years Type of school Grades


1 M 38 9.0 Urban 8
2 F 33 9.0 Urban 9
3 M 37 9.0 Rural 9
4 F 31 10.0 Rural 11
5 F 33 7.0 Urban 10
6 M 37 8.0 Rural 9
7 F 33 8.0 Rural 8
8 M 50 25.0 Rural 10
9 F 32 8.0 Urban 7


10 M 40 15.0 Rural 12
11 M 41 15.0 Urban 10
12 M 40 15.0 Rural 12
13 M 35 10.0 Rural 10
14 F 32 5.0 Urban 10
15 F 42 18.0 Urban 7
16 F 37 14.0 Rural 7, 8
17 M 37 10.0 Urban 10, 11
18 F 30 8.5 Urban 7


1 All names are pseudonyms.
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Data Analysis


Data analysis is not a simple description of the data collected but a
process by which the researcher can bring interpretation to the data
(Powney & Watts, 1987). The themes and coding categories in this study
emerged from an examination of the data rather than being determined
beforehand and imposed on the data (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). Follow-
ing the strategy of analytic induction (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; Goetz &
LeCompte, 1984), I repeatedly read through the completed question-
naires and the interview transcripts during and after the study. In this
process, I identified and noted recurrent themes and salient comments
in regard to the constraints that the South Korean EFL teachers had
encountered and might have encountered in applying CLT in their
classrooms. These themes were then subsumed under four main
categories.


Results


The South Korean teachers were interested in the methods they used
in teaching English. Fourteen of the 18 participants reported that they
were very concerned, and the other 4 reported that they were fairly
concerned. All reported that the grammar-translation method, the
audiolingual method, or a combination of the two characterized their
teaching. However, 12 reported having tried CLT before attending the
teacher education program in Canada and having encountered difficul-
ties in such attempts.


TABLE 2
Background of Interview Participants


Teaching experience


Participant Sex Age Years Type of school Grades


Na-Yun M 38 9.0 Urban 8
Eom-Mi F 33 9.0 Urban 9
Tack-Soo M 37 9.0 Rural 9
In-Ran F 31 10.0 Rural 11
Myong-Sook F 33 8.0 Rural 8
Dong-Soon M 50 25.0 Rural 10
Mi-Ju F 42 18.0 Urban 7
Young-Cheol M 41 15.0 Urban 10
Joon-Suk M 40 15.0 Rural 12
Jin-Kyu M 32 5.0 Urban 10
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The difficulties reported by the Korean teachers fall into four catego-
ries: those caused (a) by the teacher, (b) by the students, (c) by the
educational system, and (d) by CLT itself. Among them, difficulties
falling into the first category were mentioned most often, almost twice or
three times as much as those in the other three categories (see Table 3).


Difficulties Caused by the Teacher


The Korean teachers were quick to point out that some of their own
problems had stopped them from using CLT. Six major constraints
caused by the teacher were reported: (a) deficiency in spoken English,
(b) deficiency in strategic and sociolinguistic competence in English, (c)
lack of training in CLT, (d) few opportunities for retraining in CLT, (e)
misconceptions about CLT, and (f) little time and expertise for develop-
ing communicative materials (see Table 3).


Deficiency in spoken English. All 18 participants considered that their own
deficiency in spoken English constrained them in applying CLT in their
classrooms. As reported by the Korean teachers, the South Korean
government wanted CLT implemented because of disappointment about
students’ oral proficiency in English. The government as well as the
teachers hoped that CLT would help students develop better oral
English. Although the teachers generally felt that they were highly
proficient in English grammar, reading, and writing, they all reported
that their abilities in English speaking and listening were not adequate to
conduct the communicative classes necessarily involved in CLT. The
following comment was typical.


1. I am good at English grammar, reading, and writing. But my oral English
is very poor. Since I can’t speak English well, how can I teach it to my
students? (Dong-Soon, July 31, 1995)


Surprisingly, even respondents who spoke English fluently and com-
municated well thought their English was “too poor to use communica-
tive language teachings” ( Jin-Kyu, July 17, 1995). Deficiency in spoken
English apparently prevented some teachers from applying CLT, but for
others lack of confidence was more likely to have been the reason.


Deficiency in strategic and sociolinguistic competence. All 18 participants
reported that their low strategic and sociolinguistic competence in
English would limit their use of CLT. As teachers’ sociolinguistic and
strategic competence must be much greater in a communicative class-
room than in a traditional grammar-focused classroom, the participants
generally felt incompetent to conduct a communicative class.
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2. Students asked more questions in the class. I was happy when they asked
me questions related to the English grammar. But those questions that
are related to the sociolinguistic aspects of English are really hard for me.
. . . In Korea, when you can’t answer all of the students’ questions right
away, you can’t be a teacher. (Young-Cheol, July 26, 1995)


The teacher’s ability to answer all questions promptly is highly valued
in South Korea. The fear of losing face because of not being able to
answer students’ questions all the time discouraged teachers from using
CLT.


3. I once tried communicative activities with my Grade 10 kids. The kids
enjoyed it. In fact I enjoyed it too, except they asked so many questions
related to the English culture. They were interesting questions. Some of
them I could answer, and some of them I could not. That made me very
much embarrassed. . . . If your kids find that you cannot always answer
their questions very confidently, you are going to lose their respect and
finally lose them. In our culture, teachers are supposed to know every-
thing and be always correct. ( Jin-Kyu, July 17, 1995)


TABLE 3
Reported Difficulties in Implementing CLT


Source and difficulty No. of mentionsa


Teacher 99
Deficiency in spoken English 18
Deficiency in strategic and sociolinguistic competence 18
Lack of training in CLT 18
Few opportunities for retraining in CLT 16
Misconceptions about CLT 15
Little time for developing materials for communicative classes 14


Students 50
Low English proficiency 18
Lack of motivation for developing communicative competence 17
Resistance to class participation 15


Educational system 61
Large classes 18
Grammar-based examinations 18
Insufficient funding 13
Lack of support 12


CLT 34
Inadequate account of EFL teaching 18
Lack of effective and efficient assessment instruments 16


a The number of times the research subjects referred to a theme in either the questionnaire or
the interview as a constraint in using CLT in their own context. The maximum number of
mentions possible for each of the themes included within the four major categories is 18.
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Because of their deficiency in sociolinguistic competence in English
and fear of losing the respect of their students for being unable to give
prompt answers in class, teachers “chose to stick to the traditional
grammar-centred, text-centred and teacher-centred methods so that
[they] always had a good idea about what was going to happen in every
class and made adequate preparations for it” (Dong-Soon, July 31, 1995).


Lack of training in CLT. All 18 participants named lack of training as one
of the main obstacles they faced in applying CLT. As reported by the
teachers, they had learned about CLT in different ways—in university
methods courses, English teaching conferences, and English teaching
journals—but they all agreed that they had not practiced it much.


4. Like many of us, I learned CLT when I was studying at university. But it
was taught as a piece of knowledge for us to remember, not to use. I did
not practice using it while at university, though I did try it a few times
later when I became a teacher. (Eom-Mi, July 25, 1995)


5. I learned the term CLT at a teachers’ conference. To be honest, I did not
quite understand how it works. (Myong-Sook, July 30, 1995)


This lack of systematic training led to a sketchy and usually frag-
mented understanding of CLT and made it difficult for the teachers “to
leave the security of the traditional methods and take the risk of trying
new unfamiliar methods” (Tack-Soo, July 20, 1995).


Few opportunities for retraining in CLT. Sixteen teachers reported that few
in-service opportunities for retraining in CLT were available. Of the 18
respondents, only 4 had had opportunities for in-service education in
their last 7 or 8 years of teaching. One of the 4 had attended two
in-service teacher-training programs, and the other 3 had attended only
one each. Most of the respondents had not had such opportunities
before the teacher education program they were attending at that time.
Mi-Ju expressed her frustration when asked about her in-service education.


6. This is the first time I participate in an in-service teacher education
program. It took me 18 years to get such an opportunity. (Mi-Ju, July 28,
1995)


Even after the publication of the government’s new communicative
curricula, few in-service teacher education programs offered training in
CLT. Without proper retraining, teachers will inevitably misunderstand
some elements of CLT.
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Misconceptions about CLT. Fifteen respondents referred to teachers’
misconceptions about CLT as one of the principal obstacles. A typical
misconception was that by concentrating on appropriateness and flu-
ency, CLT does not teach form at all and thus totally neglects accuracy.


7. Before attending this teacher education program, I thought that commu-
nicative language teaching does not teach grammar and only teaches
speaking. I did not think that was a good way to teach our kids English. I
think grammar should be part of it, at least for our kids. After all, they
have to pass a lot of exams and there is a lot of grammar in them.
(Myong-Sook, July 30, 1995)


Such misunderstandings led the teachers to believe that CLT contra-
dicted their beliefs about language learning and did not allow them to
prepare students for the various exams that are critical to their future
careers. For that reason, the teachers refused to accept CLT.


Little time for and expertise in material development. Fourteen teachers
reported that lack of time for and lack of expertise in developing
communicative materials had been constraints for them. All the English
textbooks available (before the publication of the new series of textbooks
accompanying the publication of the communicative curricula) had
been developed under the influence of the grammar-translation and
audiolingual methods, so teachers had had to write their own materials
and design their own activities if they wanted to use CLT. Because most of
the teachers were already overloaded, any additional work was a burden
for them. This problem was particularly serious for female teachers
because they also had to deal with housework.


8. I teach in a high school. I have to be at school from 8:00 in the morning
to 6:30 in the afternoon. When I go home, I have to take care of my two
kids. Because my husband teaches away from our home in Seoul, I have
to take my kids there at weekends to see him. I really do not have time for
any extra work. (In-Ran, July 24, 1995)


Lack of expertise in designing communicative activities was also a
concern among the teachers.


9. Even if I have enough time for material writing, I do not think I can write
good communicative materials. First, I have never been taught how to do
it myself. Secondly, there are few authentic English materials around me.
That means I have to create everything. That’s beyond me. It also means
I have to spend more time than I can afford. (Young-Cheol, July 26, 1995)


As a result, the teachers either had given up CLT after a brief try or
simply had not ventured to try it.
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Difficulties Caused by the Students


The second main group of constraints came from the students. These
constraints included the students’ generally low English proficiency, lack
of motivation for communicative competence, and resistance to partici-
pating in class (see Table 3).


Low English proficiency. All 18 respondents reported that one important
difficulty preventing them from using CLT was their students’ low
English proficiency. Korean students do not start to learn English until
after they enter middle school (Grade 7), and they have only four 1-hour
English classes each week, making progress slow. They usually have a
small English vocabulary and a limited command of English structures.
Because students did not have the necessary proficiency in English, the
teachers found it hard to do any oral communicative activities with them.


10. The average secondary school students have a very small English vocabu-
lary. They know limited number of English structures. So they have great
difficulty to express themselves in English when they are assigned to do
communicative activities. Gradually they lose interest in trying to speak
English and become too discouraged to speak English any more.
(In-Ran, July 24, 1995)


As pointed out earlier, the Korean teachers believed that CLT neces-
sarily involved speaking activities. Therefore, when oral activities were
not possible or appeared to be difficult, the teachers became frustrated
with CLT and in most cases gave it up.


11. In such activities, I often see the kids struggling to express themselves in
English, only to make each other more confused. . . . I do not know
whether I am doing the right thing with the kids. To be safe, I prefer to
use the method I am familiar with to help the kids learn. (Eom-Mi,
July␣ 25, 1995)


Little motivation for communicative competence. Seventeen participants
identified students’ lack of motivation to work on their communicative
competence as a great limitation. Although an increasing number of
people in South Korea have realized how important it is to be able to
communicate in English rather than to know English grammar well,
students in secondary schools still care much more about grammar.


12. My students know it is very important to learn to use English for
communication. But since their goal is to enter the university, they prefer
to work on English grammar because the National University Entrance
Exam is grammar based. ( Joon-Suk, July 26, 1995)
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Because grammar still plays a decisive role in all English examinations
in South Korea, “teachers who teach communicative competence are not
liked as well as those who teach grammar” (Mi-Ju, 28/07/95). Students
complained that “they [were] not learning anything if they [did] not
learn new words and grammar in a class” (Na-Yun, July 26, 1995).


Resistance to class participation. Fifteen respondents cited the students’
resistance to class participation as a primary constraint in trying CLT. As
students have already been in school for at least 6 years by the time they
enter middle school, they have become accustomed to the traditional
classroom structure, in which they sit motionless, take notes while the
teacher lectures, and speak only when they are spoken to. After so many
years of schooling in traditional settings, students rely on the teacher to
give them information directly, making it very difficult to get the students
to participate in class activities.


The inconsistencies among teachers in their expectations of students
also discouraged students from participating in class activities.


13. Especially when English class is the only place where participation is
encouraged, it can bring about confusion for the students as most
teachers of other subjects will probably never tolerate, not saying
encourage class participation. ( Jin-Kyu, July 17, 1995)


To play it safe, students usually chose to behave traditionally in English
class. When students were not willing to participate in class activities,
teachers saw little chance of fulfilling their goal of using CLT, rendering
it pointless to adopt CLT in their class.


Difficulties Caused by the Educational System


The third main group of difficulties relates to the educational system
in South Korea. Four major constraints were identified: large classes,
grammar-based examinations, insufficient funding, and lack of support
(see Table 3).


Large classes. All 18 respondents referred to large classes as one of the
principal constraints on their attempts to use CLT. In South Korea, a
secondary school class usually contains 48–50 students. The teachers
found it very difficult, if not entirely impossible, to use CLT with so many
students in one class because they believed that oral English and close
monitoring of class activities were essential in CLT.


14. With that number of students in one class, first of all, it is very difficult for
class management if we use the communicative method. For example,







692 TESOL QUARTERLY


when everyone starts to talk, the class can be very noisy. Teachers and
students in nearby classrooms will complain about the noise in the
English class. Secondly, it is not possible for the teacher to give each of
them [individualized] attention as required by the communicative method.
With nearly 50 students in one class, it is really difficult to make sure that
everyone is on task. As I have found, some kids like to play around during
group work time. Thirdly, with so many students in one regular class-
room, there is not even enough space for the students and the teacher to
move around to carry out the communicative activities. Especially when
the desks and stools are fixed to the floor, you cannot even move them,
and that makes it difficult to rearrange seats to form nice groups for
discussion. ( Jin-Kyu, July 17, 1995)


Grammar-based examinations. Grammar-based examinations were named
by all 18 respondents as another important constraint. Among the many
English examinations in South Korea, the National University Entrance
Examination (the English section) is the most important one because
other formal and informal English examinations are modeled on it.
Until 1994 it consisted mainly of grammar, reading comprehension, and
translation items. Now it has an additional part called “Listening
Comprehension,” but its grammar-based nature has remained unchanged.
Teachers, under pressure to make their students do well on such tests,
often devote valuable class time to teaching test-taking skills and drilling
students on multiple-choice grammar items. This exam has strongly
affected the way English has been taught in South Korea.


15. This exam [the National University Entrance Examination] has had
tremendous influence on the English teaching in South Korea. As soon
as students start middle school, they have a clear goal in mind—to pass
the National University Entrance Examination. Teachers also have a clear
goal in mind—to help students succeed in the Examination. Because it
only tests students’ grammar knowledge and reading ability, both stu-
dents and teachers are interested in grammar and reading in English
classes. (Young-Cheol, July 26, 1995)


Such an attitude leaves little room for CLT for both teachers and
students. As Savignon (1991) observes, many curricular innovations have
been undone by a failure to make corresponding changes in evaluation.


Insufficient funding. Thirteen respondents mentioned insufficient funding
as a constraint. To use CLT in teaching English, certain equipment and
facilities must be in place. Extra funding is needed to obtain resource
books and materials for communicative activities. When the funding is
not there, using CLT is hard.
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16. For example, we will need a photocopier to copy materials for students.
That means we need extra money which is not always there. It’s always
more difficult than you plan and imagine. (Eom-Mi, July 25, 1995)


Lack of support. Lack of support was cited by 12 respondents as a
constraint. Although some of the teachers had learned about CLT in
university methods courses, “applying it was yet another thing” (Dong-
Soon, July 31, 1995). Because the teachers were inexperienced in using
CLT, they would often find themselves in need of help. Unfortunately,
they often found nobody with expertise to turn to for advice.


17. When I had questions about what I was doing, I talked with my fellow
teachers, hoping to get help from them. Often they could not help me.
How I wished there was a CLT expert for questions and support.
( Joon-Suk, July 26, 1995)


Teachers also found lack of support from administration frustrating.


18. It’s difficult to get help from our administrators. Particularly before the
new curriculums were published, the principal in my school didn’t care
about the method I used. He was only interested in the scores my
students got in exams. Even now after the publication of the new
curriculums, he still cares mostly about the students’ scores. (In-Ran,
July␣ 24, 1995)


The respondents also indicated that they seldom got support from
fellow instructors teaching other subjects in the same schools.


19. Also, sometimes I needed cooperation from teachers of other subjects;
but, for some reasons, they showed little interest in what I was doing.
(In-Ran, July 24, 1995)


Teachers generally found this lack of professional, administrative, and
collegial support discouraging. Often they lost interest in coping with
the challenges of introducing CLT in their classes.


20. This [lack of support] was extremely discouraging. It was so hard when
everything was on your shoulder. Finally I had to give up CLT and return
to the peaceful and easy traditional method of teaching English.
(Dong-Soon, July 31, 1995)


Difficulties Caused by CLT Itself


The respondents reported two main problems with CLT itself: CLT’s
inadequate account of EFL teaching and the lack of effective and
efficient assessment instruments in CLT (see Table 3).
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CLT’s inadequate account of EFL teaching. All 18 participants reported that
CLT has not given an adequate account of EFL teaching despite its initial
growth in foreign language teaching in Europe. The teachers saw
important differences between teaching EFL and teaching ESL. They
expressed frustration at the fact that the research community, especially
many Western language education researchers, has rarely differentiated
EFL from ESL.


21. In my opinion, EFL is very different from ESL. But many people tend to
confuse them and often ignore the special elements of EFL situations. I
think that’s why we EFL teachers usually find Western language teaching
methods difficult to use. ( Joon-Suk, July 26, 1995)


The significant differences that the teachers saw between EFL and
ESL included the purposes of learning English, learning environments,
teachers’ English proficiency, and the availability of authentic English
materials.


22. We have a totally different situation in Korea. . . . In ESL situations,
teachers are mostly English native speakers and they are fluent in
English. But in our case, English teachers are mostly Koreans, and our
spoken English is poor. Besides, in ESL situations, there are many English
materials of different levels that can be used in English classes. But in
Korea, I have difficulty to find authentic English materials except
textbooks. (Tack-Soo, July 20, 1995)


23. For example, in ESL situations, students usually have a very supportive
learning environment outside school. They have many chances to hear
and speak English outside class, which can reinforce what they learn in
class. Besides, they have the motivation to work on oral English because
they need it in their lives. In our situation, the classroom is the only place
where students can hear and speak English. They do not need to use the
language in their lives but only in pretended situations. ( Jin-Kyu, July 17,
1995)


To the Korean teachers, accounts of CLT have not taken into
consideration some of the salient features of EFL learning and teaching.
Consequently, introducing CLT into the Korean EFL context could be
problematic.


24. Because they do not have a good learning environment and they have
only 4 or 5 hours in a week to learn English, our students would soon
forget what they learn in a communicative class because they do not use
English in their everyday lives. (Eom-Mi, July 25, 1995)


Lack of effective and efficient assessment instruments. Sixteen respondents
referred to the lack of effective and efficient assessment instruments as a
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barrier to trying CLT. Used to traditional discrete-point testing of
grammatical knowledge, the teachers found it disconcerting that there
were no prescribed, ready-made assessment tools for communicative
competence and that they would have to design their own. The Korean
teachers believed that one of the best ways to test students’ communica-
tive competence was to give the students oral tests. In general, they each
taught four classes of approximately 48 students. Finishing even one
round of individual oral tests would take a long time, and there was
nobody to supervise the other students while the teacher was conducting
the tests.


25. When you teach four classes and each has nearly 50 students, you are
dealing with 200 students. If I have to do oral examinations to assess their
communicative competence, it would take me dozens of days to finish
just one round. (Mi-Ju, July 28, 1995)


Besides, the Korean teachers generally did not support these subjective
tests.


26. There is no way that my colleagues and I would use the same criteria in
the test. Even I myself probably cannot use the same criteria all the time.
I would probably use different criteria when I am tired after long time of
testing. ( Joon-Suk, July 26, 1995)


The South Korean teachers also found it difficult to balance content
and language when scoring oral exams.


27. About a year ago, for the final exam, besides the written test, I did an oral
exam for the students in one of the classes I taught. Giving them a score
was so difficult compared with grading the written tests. My biggest
problem was how much I should assign to the content of their talk and
how much to the language they used. Even before I finished the test, I
knew that I used different criteria. I did not like the results of the test
because they were not reliable. (Myong-Sook, July 30, 1995)


IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY


Much of what the Korean teachers said about EFL teaching in their
country and about their difficulties in using CLT is common to many
parts of the world. The following discussion, although it particularly
addresses EFL teaching in South Korea, thus extends to other EFL
countries as well.


A conflict apparently exists between what CLT demands and what the
EFL situation in many countries, such as South Korea, allows. This
conflict must be resolved before EFL teaching in these countries can







696 TESOL QUARTERLY


benefit from CLT. To resolve the conflict, attention should be given to
the following areas.


Educational values and attitudes. The fundamental approach to education
in Korea needs to change before CLT can be successful there. The
predominance of text-centered and grammar-centered practices in Ko-
rea does not provide a basis for the student-centered, fluency-focused,
and problem-solving activities required by CLT. As Price (1988) points
out, reform of education is not simply reform of the school system but
reform of the behavior and thinking of the wider social teaching-learning
process that guides moral-political ideas and behavior. Far-reaching
curriculum innovation involves fundamental shifts in the values and
beliefs of the individuals concerned (Brindley & Hood, 1990; Burns,
1996). If CLT is to be implemented in a previously traditional classroom,
teachers, students, parents, administrators and other stakeholders must
shift their conceptions of what constitutes good English teaching (Enright
& McCloskey, 1985; Markee, 1997; Penner, 1995).


However, such a fundamental change takes time. “Changes in the way
people think usually lag behind changes in social structure” (Ting, 1987,
p. 49). Therefore South Korea and other EFL countries with similar
situations should adapt rather than adopt CLT into their English
teaching. Rather than simply jumping onto the CLT bandwagon by
mandating its use, the government and EFL teachers of South Korea and
other EFL countries should carefully study their TEFL situations and
decide how CLT can best serve their needs and interests.


Reading. Because the main purpose of learning English for many people
in South Korea and other EFL countries is to be able to read and
translate into their mother tongue scientific, medical, and technical
documents written in English, Korean teachers should continue their
emphasis on developing students’ reading abilities. However, instead of
spending much precious time on intensive reading and grammatical
analysis, teachers might introduce some ideas from CLT, such as exten-
sive reading and reading for meaning.


Oral skills. Because the demand for people who can communicate orally
in English has increased as the result of international trade and
globalization, English classes should include listening and speaking
activities. Teachers and administrators must be aware of the shift in
societal needs and make conscious and persistent efforts to introduce
more CLT into English teaching. With globalization, smaller classes, a
better economy, and more competent teachers, a better understanding
and acceptance of the philosophical underpinnings of the CLT are
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possible. South Korea and other EFL countries may then be able to use
more CLT or, better still, develop their own “locally appropriate version
of the communicative approach” (Tomlinson, 1990, p. 36).


Grammar. While trying to introduce CLT, teachers should not feel guilty
about teaching grammar. Contrary to a common misconception, CLT
does not exclude the teaching of grammar (Tompson, 1996). The
literature abounds with arguments for including grammar instruction in
L2 teaching (Lightbown, 1991; Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Savignon,
1991; Schachter, 1991; Widdowson, 1990). Indeed, Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei,
and Thurrell (1997) believe that “CLT has arrived at a turning point:
Explicit, direct elements are gaining significance in teaching communi-
cative abilities and skills” (p. 148). However, teachers must also bear in
mind that the purpose of teaching grammar is to help students learn the
language, and teachers must be wary of making grammar the end of
their teaching. Teachers should also consider alternatives to traditional
grammar instruction, such as grammar-consciousness-raising tasks (Fotos,
1994; Fotos & Ellis, 1991).


Students’ attitudes. Students and teachers who are negotiating CLT in the
traditional language classroom will need help in adjusting (Abbot, 1987;
Deckert, 1987). In introducing CLT to students who have previously
studied foreign language in a traditional fashion, teachers are likely to
encounter some initial reservations. Thus, teachers will need to con-
sciously reorient students to “the basic function of the classroom, the
role of the student and the nature of language” (Deckert, 1987, p. 20).


Teachers’ attitudes. Likewise, some teachers may be reluctant to try CLT, as
it forgoes much of the familiar and requires something different.
Therefore teachers should also have assistance and encouragement in
trying out new ideas and materials. Continuing support for teachers who
may need further help with CLT along the way is also important. This can
be achieved mainly by appointing highly qualified teaching consultants
and conducting in-service teacher education programs. In such pro-
grams, teachers should have opportunities to retrain and refresh them-
selves in CLT and, more importantly, teachers should receive help in
revising, refining, or changing their educational theories and attitudes
( Johnson, 1994; Littlewood, 1984; Richards & Lockhart, 1994; Tilleman,
1994). A language improvement component should also be a part of
such programs (Cullen, 1994; Murdoch, 1994). Although all the lan-
guage skills should be covered, the program should emphasize the
participants’ speaking and listening skills, a weakness of English teachers
in South Korea and many other EFL countries.
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Preservice teacher education. The delivery of EFL methods courses in
preservice teacher education programs should change. CLT should not
be lectured about but demonstrated. Novice teachers should have
opportunities to get hands-on experience with and gain confidence in
using CLT.


More importantly, considering the dynamic nature of the EFL teach-
ing, preservice teacher education should focus on developing student
teachers’ autonomy and their decision-making and problem-solving
abilities as well as their ability to be reflective practitioners (Richards &
Lockhart, 1994; Schön, 1983).


Local educational growth. Inasmuch as many teaching methodologies
developed in the West are often difficult to introduce into EFL situations
with different educational theories and realities, in the long run EFL
countries may be better off developing methods in their own contexts.
Rather than relying on expertise, methodology, and materials controlled
and dispensed by Western ESL countries, EFL countries should strive to
establish their own research contingents and encourage methods spe-
cialists and classroom teachers to develop language teaching methods
that take into account the political, economic, social, and cultural factors
and, most important of all, the EFL situations in their countries (Daoud,
1996; Phillipson, 1992). In this way, they will be able to devise teaching
methods “appropriate to their learners, their colleagues and their
societies” (Edge, 1996, p. 18).


CONCLUSION


Curriculum innovation involves multiple and interrelated factors that
may influence it at different stages and at different levels (Shamin,
1996). “As a socially situated activity, its success is affected by ethical and
systemic constraints, the personal characteristics of potential adopters,
the attributes of innovations and the strategies that are used to manage
change in particular contexts” (Markee, 1997, p. 41). In any attempt to
improve education, teachers are central to long-lasting changes (Frymier,
1987; Fullan, 1993). How teachers as the end users of an innovation
perceive its feasibility is a crucial factor in the ultimate success or failure
of that innovation.
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APPENDIX


Questionnaire


Please complete the following questions as appropriate.


1. Age ___________
2. Sex ____________
3. How many years have you been a teacher of English? _________________
4. Are you teaching in a middle school or high school?


h Middle School h High School
5. Which grade(s) are you teaching? ________________________
6. Are you teaching in an urban or rural middle/high school?


h Urban h Rural
7. Are you concerned about the methods you use in teaching English?


h YES h NO
8. What methods are you using now?
9. Have you tried Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)?


h YES h NO
10. Why did you or why didn’t you try CLT?
11. How did you like using CLT in your classroom?
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12. The following are some difficulties that other EFL teachers had in adopting CLT. Did you
come across these difficulties or do you think they might be difficulties for you in adopting
CLT in South Korea?


1. Teachers’ deficiency in spoken English? h YES h NO
2. Teachers’ deficiency in strategic and sociolinguistic


competence in English? h YES h NO
3. Teachers’ having little time to write communicative materials? h YES h NO
4. Students’ low English proficiency? h YES h NO
5. Students’ passive style of learning? h YES h NO
6. Lack of authentic teaching materials? h YES h NO
7. Grammar-based examinations? h YES h NO
8. Large classes? h YES h NO
9. The differences between EFL and ESL? h YES h NO
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Context, Community, and Authentic Language*


H. G. WIDDOWSON
University of Vienna
University of London


■ The TESOL community, like any other, needs the stimulus of innova-
tion to keep it going. Although we as TESOL professionals say that we
should not make changes for their own sake, we do make them for the
sake of demonstrating that we are still dynamic, and for this purpose
even the appearance of change will do. And this is why old ideas keep
coming back with the veneer of novelty. But we do not want changes to
be too disruptive either. It is preferable for our sense of security that they
should be easily assimilated, and one way of managing this is to reduce
ideas to simple terms that sound good: comprehensible input, natural
learning, authentic language, real English. These become a kind of
catchphrase currency whose value is taken for granted without further
enquiry. And thus we become slogan prone. There is one slogan in
particular that I would like to question. It is often used as a handy
shorthand for what communicative language teaching stands for. The
slogan is focus on meaning rather than on form. A critical look at this slogan
reveals a fundamental conceptual confusion, and a consideration of that
confusion leads to issues about context, community, and authentic
language that I believe lie at the heart of language pedagogy.


* This contribution is a slightly revised version of a talk given at the 32nd Annual TESOL
Convention, Seattle, WA, March 1998.
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THE STRUCTURALIST APPROACH


TESOL professionals are repeatedly told that what distinguishes the
communicative approach from the outmoded structuralist one is that it
focuses on meaning rather than form. This seems to be taken as a
self-evident truth. But it is not true at all when one looks at the actual
evidence. The structuralist approach did focus on meaning, and its
typical techniques were designed expressly for that purpose.


1. Book. This is a book.


The word book means this object, This is a book as opposed to That is a
book. This is a word that means here, close to me, proximal. That is a word
that means there, away from me, distal.


2. The door is there.


The word the means something we all know about.


3. I am walking to the door./She is walking to the door.


This form of the verb means continuous and concurrent action. And so
on. Focus on meaning.


But what kind of meaning is this? In this teaching procedure teachers
devise a context of some kind and then fit the language into it so that its
meaning is made plain. So the context is specially designed to demon-
strate the meaning in the language. This can be done by situational
presentation in the classroom or in a textbook, where the context is
provided by a picture, perhaps of a sitting room, with pictures on the
wall, a carpet on the floor, and a cat, perhaps, on the mat. There are
people in the sitting room: A man is sitting in a chair, reading a book; a
woman is standing by a table, holding a bag. This is the context. The
accompanying text reads something like this:


4. This is a man. He is John Brown; he is Mr. Brown. He is sitting in a chair.
This is a woman. She is Mary Brown; she is Mrs. Brown. She is standing by
a table. Mr. Brown has a book. The book is in his hand; he has a book in
his hand. Mrs. Brown has a bag. . . .


But is this really meaningful language? It is certainly not very realistic.
And it is not realistic because it is redundant. We do not need it. It keeps
on telling readers what they can already see for themselves. “This is a
man.” Yes, we can see that. “He is sitting in a chair.” So he is. So what?
“This is a woman.” Really! The text for the most part simply duplicates
the context. And, of course, the text has to duplicate, it has to make the
language correspond exactly with the context in order to demonstrate its
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meaning. But this demonstration by duplication results in language that
is unrealistic by normal standards of use. For in normal circumstances
speakers use language only to complement the context, to provide
information that is not already apparent. They do not usually go around
stating the obvious. The same point applies to situational demonstration
in the classroom.


5. I am walking to the door.


It is unlikely that I would ever say this when I am actually doing it.
Speakers do not normally provide such a running (or walking) commen-
tary on their actions. So, if I were entertaining guests at home, and I were
to get up from the table and head for the door, I would not duplicate the
information that is contextually provided by saying, “I am walking to the
door.” I would complement the context by saying something that is not
obvious from my action: “That was the phone, back in a minute.” “I’ll just
check the potatoes.” “I think we need another bottle.”


Notice too that if I were to utter the obvious, “I am walking to the
door,” my guests would assume that I did not just mean what I said but
was implying something else, and they would look for some other
significance by exploring the context for clues. They would not be
interested in what the language means but by what I mean by it (e.g., “He
means he wants us to stop him”; “he means he is going to call the police”;
“he means he’s not as drunk as we think he is”).


The point, then, is that the structural approach did focus on meaning
but on meaning in form, informed meaning, one might say. That is to
say, the focus was on semantic meaning, that which is encoded as general
concepts and principles in the language itself. The problem is that the
demonstration of this semantic meaning, real enough in its own terms,
necessarily results in unrealistic uses of language. In other words, what is
semantically meaningful is at the same time pragmatically meaningless.
For to be pragmatically effective speakers have to use language not so
that it duplicates the context but so that it complements it.


LOCALIZED LANGUAGE


Speakers use language in the normal business of communication to
engage in social action, to enact a discourse in speech or writing. The
pragmatic meaning they achieve realises that discourse and is, of its
nature, linguistically inexplicit because it is context dependent. People
communicate by using language so that it makes an appropriate connec-
tion with the context of shared perception and knowledge. And in so
doing they proceed on a least-effort principle. They pay only as much
attention to the language as is necessary to make this connection and no
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more. Now contexts are constructed out of the local knowledge of
particular communities. So when people use language appropriately, in a
normal pragmatic way, they localise it, they key it into what is familiar in
the communities they belong to. Things are left unsaid because they are
assumed to be common knowledge in the community, and the language,
which, as we have seen, is complementary to context, is used only to
compensate for what the context does not provide. Thus communication
is bound up with community. An example will make this plain.


A scene that, for some reason, figured quite prominently in structur-
ally oriented textbooks was the family breakfast. Mr. and Mrs. Brown are
there, with their son David and daughter Sarah.


And what one notices at once is that they are talking a lot and always
in complete and well-formed sentences.


6. Sarah: Good morning Father, Good morning Mother.
Mr. Brown: Sarah, do you want some of this porridge?
Sarah: No, thank you, I’ll have some toast.
Mrs. Brown: David, here is a cup of tea for you.
David: Thanks.
Sarah: Would you pass me the marmalade, Father, please.
Mrs. Brown: The telephone is ringing. David, could you answer it please,


I am making the toast.
Mr. Brown: Who was on the telephone?
David: It was Uncle Arthur.
Mr. Brown: What time is he coming round to fetch us in his car to go to


the theatre this evening?


This is all very formal—in both senses of that term. And, of course,
nobody actually talks like this. If eavesdroppers were to listen in on a real
family breakfast, they would not hear this kind of language. Indeed, if my
own experience of breakfasts is anything to go by, listeners would not
hear much language at all. They would hear inarticulate grunts and
yawns and occasional elliptical fragments of utterance. They would hear
not this exchange of well-formed sentences but probably only those parts
that are italicised; that is to say, something more like this:


7. Want some of this?
No, I’ll . . . .
Here . . . .
Thanks . . . .
Pass me . . . .
Could you . . .?
Uncle Arthur.
What time this evening?
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This piecemeal use of language is entirely appropriate on this occa-
sion. This is much more like real English. The expressions are linguisti-
cally incomplete (there is not a single sentence to be heard), but they
make communicative sense because they are completed by the context
that is shared by this particular community. It is shared in part because
the community members are all together in the same physical setting. So
nobody has to say that the telephone is ringing because everybody hears
it, and Mrs. Brown does not have to say, “Could you answer the telephone
[which everyone hears ringing] because as you see I am busy making
toast for breakfast?” “Could you . . .?” will do. And Sarah does not have to
produce an explicit “Pass the marmalade.” She just has to point to it.


Furthermore, the context is not only the physical setting but the
knowledge the community members share. They know that Uncle
Arthur has a car and that it has been arranged that he is coming round
this evening to pick them up to go to the theatre, so there is no need to
duplicate this knowledge by referring to it. And as members of the
family, they are familiar with all other customs and preoccupations of
their small community—that is, local knowledge. And all they need the
language for is to activate this local knowledge. The discourse that is
enacted is therefore only partially evident in the actual linguistic text.


This is realistic language, but one would be surprised to find it in an
English language teaching textbook. It is a pragmatically plausible piece
in the sense that it exemplifies a contextually appropriate use of English,
but it does not exemplify much language precisely because the discourse
that is a function of contextual engagement leaves only a partial textual
trace. So this dialogue may approximate to real language use, but, for
that very reason, it is quite useless as language to learn from. Not only are
these utterances structurally incomplete, but their meaning is a mystery.
You cannot infer the semantic meaning from the pragmatic use because
so much of the meaning that the people make of what they say is not in
the language at all but in the context.


What is true of the real language of this small family community is true
of all real language. Its reality is local, pragmatically realised in relation
to the contexts of particular communities. Members of the community,
insiders, can understand what is going on and participate in the
achievement of meaning in the discourse process. But outsiders, who are
not in the know, cannot make the necessary contextual connection to
make appropriate meaning.


For it is only when listeners connect language up to contextual
conditions of one kind or another that they can do things with it. When
people are doing things with language, listeners do not ask what the
sentences mean but what the people themselves mean by saying the
things they do in these circumstances. Listeners may indeed know
perfectly well what the sentences mean but still be entirely in the dark
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about what the people mean by them. Imagine being in a crowded
underground train in, let us say, Leicester Square, and overhearing a
woman making the following remark (this is quoted as an attested
authentic utterance in a little collection of overheard remarks called
eavesdroppings):


8. My mother took hers off at a garden party in front of the vicar.


Her what, one might ask? There are a number of possibilities, all
intriguing in their way. Her hat perhaps? Her coat, gloves, socks, shoes?
What is the woman talking about? It could be any item of apparel.
Listeners might hazard a guess, of course, but they cannot be sure
because they do not know what reality the speaker is using the language
to refer to. They were not at the garden party themselves, nor are they a
party to the context of shared knowledge, so they do not know what this
woman is doing with the language. And the train stops and the woman
gets off, carrying the context with her, so the listeners will never know.
They might pursue her to enquire, but such a course of action might
itself give rise to misunderstanding of a rather different kind.


LOCAL KNOWLEDGE AND WRITTEN TEXT


This contextual dependency applies as much to written as to spoken
language use. Consider the following item (a favourite of mine) from a
British newspaper:


9. It takes bottle to cross Channel


Bibbing tipplers who booze-cruise across the Channel in search of
revelry and wassail could be in for a rough ride. Itchy-footed quaffers and
pre-Christmas holiday-makers are being warned not to travel to France,
where widespread disruption continues despite the lifting of the block-
ade on trapped British lorry drivers. (The Guardian, November 11, 1996)


Here is a text that is designed with a particular discourse community in
mind. The sense of the communication involves the sense of community.
The text will remain pragmatically inert to readers to the extent that they
are not members of that community and cannot therefore engage the
context of common, communal knowledge and assumption. Thus, the
writer here is not only making assumptions that the reader will already
know about certain current affairs, like the French blockade of lorry
drivers, but will also be familiar with the fact that it is common practice
for a certain sector of the British populace to go across the Channel to
France to buy cheap alcohol and indulge in heavy drinking on the way
home. But the writer is assuming not only shared knowledge but a shared
attitude to this practice: an attitude of ridicule. For words like bibbing
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tipplers, booze-cruise, wassail, and quaffers mark the text as satirical, comi-
cally critical. The writer is inviting the reader to share a joke at the
tipplers’ expense. This is language used as a kind of conspiracy with the
reader. But note that this conspiratorial effect does not arise from
knowing what the language means but from recognising what the writer
might mean by it. It is not a matter of reference but of inference. So
readers who have a problem with the words wassail and quaff, for
example, could consult a dictionary and discover that both are archaic
words and that wassail means merry making with eating and drinking
and quaff means to drink alcohol. But this will give readers no clue as to
why the writer is using such old-fashioned words or what effect this would
have on the discourse community for whom this text is written.


In making these rather obvious observations, I am not criticising the
dictionary. I am simply pointing out that there are words and uses of
words that no dictionary can ever account for—not even a dictionary
that claims to describe real English. For what makes the language a
reality for its users is its local value: the specific contextual connection
and the exclusive appeal to common and communal knowledge and
attitudes. Without the local knowledge, one cannot locate the meaning.
Real language, then, is local language in that it is always associated with
specific contextual realities. It is designed to appeal to particular
communities, and this will necessarily exclude people who do not
belong. Reality does not travel with the text.


AUTHENTICITY IN THE LANGUAGE CLASSROOM


To return now to the slogan: Focus on meaning rather than focus on
form. I have said that structuralist language teaching focuses on semantic
meaning, that which is encoded in form. Is it, then, that communicative
language teaching is different in that it focusses on pragmatic meaning,
that which is contextually conditioned in the way I have outlined and
bears the seal of authenticity? This is what many people would have us
believe in their campaign for authentic language, real English in the
classroom.


I would, on the contrary, argue against using authentic language in
the classroom, on the fairly reasonable grounds that it is actually
impossible to do so. The language cannot be authentic because the
classroom cannot provide the contextual conditions for it to be authen-
ticated by the learners. The authenticity or reality of language use in its
normal pragmatic functioning depends on its being localised within a
particular discourse community. Listeners can only authenticate it as
discourse if they are insiders. But learners are outsiders, by definition,
not members of user communities. So the language that is authentic for
native speaker users cannot possibly be authentic for learners.
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This objection is so obvious that it seems odd that the authenticity
argument should ever be taken seriously. The reason why it has can
again, I think, be traced back to a confusion concealed by the seductive
appeal of the catchphrase. The real English that its promoters talk about
refers not to the discourse reality of communicative uses of the language
but to its textual trace. For the promoters, authentic language means the
actual linguistic text that people produce and that can be collected and
analysed by computer. This analysis yields many a fascinating fact about
frequency of occurrence and patterns of co-occurrence. But what it
cannot yield is information about how the texts thus analysed interacted
with contextual conditions to realise discourse. It cannot tell about the
discourse process whereby pragmatic meaning is appropriately achieved:
It can only record the overt attested product of that process, its textual
trace.


Now the obvious problem here is that this textual product can only be
made pragmatically real as discourse if it is reconnected up with context
of some kind. One obviously cannot reinstate the original contexts from
which it came. The only contexts available for reconnection are those of
the foreign language classroom, which are, of course, entirely different
from those that gave rise to the language in the first place. What makes
the text real is that it has been produced as appropriate to a particular set
of contextual conditions. But because these conditions cannot be
replicated, the reality disappears. The communicative approach, if it is
really to be concerned with pragmatic meaning, has somehow to come to
terms with the learners’ reality and somehow create contextual condi-
tions that are appropriate to them and that will enable them to
authenticate it as discourse on their terms. The language has to be
localised so that learners can engage with it as discourse. So, paradoxi-
cally enough, a focus on pragmatic meaning necessarily entails the
contrivance of contextual conditions to bring it about.


But at the same time teachers need to recognise that this engagement
in language use has also to lead to language learning. The classroom
context serves a learning community, and the purpose of any discourse
enacted therein is a pedagogic one. So whatever pragmatic activity goes
on has to lead to the internalisation of the language as a semantic
resource. That is the objective of learning, and in this respect, the
structuralists got it right. What they did not get right was the means of
achieving that objective.


ACTIVATING CONTEXTS


With this is mind, let us return to the slogan. The structuralist
approach was said to focus on form rather than meaning. In actual fact
what it did was to focus on meaning in form: encoded semantic meaning.
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In so doing it simply used contexts expediently as a device for demonstra-
tion. The contexts had no other point. But in normal language use
contexts crucially interact with semantic meaning, and pragmatic mean-
ing is achieved as a result. Semantics has no independent status in
language use. By giving semantics such a status and thus making context
subservient to the code, structuralist language teaching in effect pro-
duced text that cannot be realised as discourse. And here, I think, is the
central difficulty about this approach. The language was presented in
such a way that the semantic meaning was brought to the learners’
attention, but they could not make anything of it. They could not derive
a discourse from the text because they could not engage pragmatically
with it, so the communicative potential of the language was left unrealised.


But the solution to this problem is not to foist authentic user text on
the learners because, in the absence of the appropriately corresponding
contexts that make it authentic, learners cannot engage with this either.
On the contrary, they are more likely to be alienated by it. The solution
must lie in some kind of pedagogic artifice whereby language is
contrived to be both engaged with and learned from. In other words the
language of the classroom has to be made effective in two ways: It has to
have some pragmatic point for the learners, and at the same time it has
to point out linguistically encoded semantic meaning.


One way of doing this might be to present language that activates a
context in the learners’ minds by realising the literary potential of
classroom texts. As a simple example, take the textbook text considered
earlier:


10. This is a man. He is John Brown; he is Mr. Brown. He is sitting in a chair.
This is a woman. She is Mary Brown; she is Mrs. Brown. She is standing by
a table. Mr. Brown has a book. The book is in his hand; he has a book in
his hand. Mrs. Brown has a bag . . . .


This, we can agree, is ludicrous as an example of English use. But, as I
indicated earlier, it is not meant to be taken as use at all but as a display
text with no discourse implications whatever. As such it is not designed to
provoke a pragmatic reaction. But it is easy to see how it might be
modified so that it does, even though it would remain just as unreal as a
representation of normal use:


11. This is a man. This is a woman. This is Mr. Brown. This is not Mrs. Brown.
She has a look in her eye. He has an idea in his head. . . .


All I have done here is to stimulate the imagination a little by creating
a fictional reality that you can engage with, that sets up expectations.
What happens next? The trouble with the original text is that it is so
humdrum that it inspires no interest whatever, and in consequence the
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semantic meanings encoded in the linguistic forms remain pragmatically
unrealised, that is to say, they are not made real. Or take another
example:


12. Here is the house. It is green and white. It has a red door. It is very pretty.
Here is the family. Mother, Father, Dick and Jane live in the green-and-white
house. They are very happy. See Jane. She has a red dress. She wants to
play. Who will play with Jane? See the cat. It goes meow meow. Come and
play. Come play with Jane. The kitten will not play. See Mother. Mother is
very nice. Mother will you play with Jane? Mother laughs. Laugh, Mother,
laugh. See Father. He is big and strong. Father, will you play with Jane?
Father is smiling. Smile, Father, smile. See the dog. Bow wow goes the
dog. Do you want to play with Jane? See the dog run. Look, look. Here
comes a friend. The friend will play with Jane. They play a good game.
Play, Jane, play.


Unreal, meaningless language, one might say. Unreal, perhaps, but not
meaningless. It comes from a Pulitzer Prize–winning novel by Morrison
called The Bluest Eye (1972).


In both of these examples, the point is that, unreal though the
language is in reference to normal contextual use, it can inspire
engagement and be made real by the play of the imagination that
projects a contextual significance from the text. As I said before, this is
ludicrous language. But the term ludicrous is derived from the Latin
ludere, to play. This is ludic language, language to play with, and language
play, as my colleague Guy Cook (1997) has argued so convincingly, is also
a part of reality.


Another contrivance for language learning by pragmatic engagement
is the kind of purposeful game playing that takes the form of a
problem-solving task. Task design involves the presentation of an incom-
plete context that the learners have to use language to complete. To
complete the context is to complement it, and in that respect the task is
a pragmatic activity. But, to the extent that it also directs attention to the
specific encodings in the language that are needed to complete and
complement the context, it focuses on semantic meaning as well. Tasks
are designed to have designs on the learners: to induce learners to use
language they can learn from.


If such tasks are to engage learners in this way, their design must take
account of the interests, attitudes, and dispositions of the learners, but
these will relate to their own familiar cultural contexts and concerns, not
those of the unfamiliar foreign community whose language they are
learning but whose reality they are in no position to relate to. The whole
point of language learning tasks is that they are specially contrived for
learning. They do not have to replicate or even simulate what goes on in
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normal uses of language. Indeed, the more they seek to do so, the less
effective they are likely to be.


Of course, this contrived language has to be such that learners will
learn from it and develop the capacity for authentication that they can
exploit when they encounter actually occurring language in the real
world. But, except in certain specific cases, there is no way of anticipating
these encounters in any very precise way. The learners have to learn to
fine-tune the appropriate patterns of contextual response for them-
selves. The purpose of teaching is to get learners to invest in a general
capacity for further learning, not to rehearse them in communicative
roles they may never be called on to play. A lot of time is wasted in trying
to teach things that can only be learned by experience. The point of
pedagogy is not to replicate experience in advance but to prepare
learners to learn from it. But I have argued all this elsewhere (Widdowson,
1990).


CONCLUSION


I have argued that certain current ideas about language teaching,
expressed in the seductive idiom of catchphrase and slogan, are mislead-
ing. It is not the case that communicative language teaching focuses on
meaning whereas the benighted structuralist approach did not: It
focuses on pragmatic meaning in context rather than semantic meaning
in the code. And the focus on pragmatic meaning does not require the
importation of authentic language use into the classroom. This would be
an impossibility anyway as the classroom cannot replicate the contextual
conditions that made the language authentic in the first place. I think
that language teachers should indeed be concerned with pragmatic
meaning, but this can only be achieved if they localise the language,
create contextual conditions that make the language a reality for
particular communities of learners so that they can authenticate it, and
so realise, in both senses of that term, the semantic resources that are
encoded in the language. As TESOL professionals, we need to make
language and language learning a reality for learners, and we cannot do
so by bland reference to “real English.” It can only be done by
contrivance, by artifice. And artifice, the careful crafting of appropriate
language activities, is what TESOL is all about. Note that I say appropri-
ate, not authentic. By that I mean language that can be made real by the
community of learners, authenticated by them in the learning process.


And for those who want a slogan, here is one to finish off with: The
appropriate language for learning is language that can be appropriated
for learning.







716 TESOL QUARTERLY


THE AUTHOR


H. G. Widdowson has been Professor of TESOL at the University of London and of
applied linguistics at the University of Essex, and he currently has a chair at the
University of Vienna. His main research interests are discourse analysis, language
teacher education, and stylistics. He is the author of several books, including Aspects
of Language Teaching (Oxford University Press, 1990), and editor of Language
Teaching: A Scheme for Teacher Education (Oxford University Press) and the new Oxford
series Introductions to Language Study.


REFERENCES


Cook, G. (1997). Language play, language learning. English Language Teaching
Journal, 51, 224–231.


Morrison, T. (1972). The bluest eye. New York: Washington Square Press.
Widdowson, H. G. (1990). Aspects of language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University


Press.


Positive and Negative Aspects of the
Dominance of English*


PETER MASTER
San José State University


■ In an ideal world, everybody would have linguistic access to every-
thing. If access is denied or hindered in some way, however, a power
differential, whether accidental or intended, is engendered. English
clearly dominates in the world today and, because English is the
acknowledged lingua franca of science, technology, and business, the
field of English for specific purposes (ESP) holds a pivotal position in
regard to the use or abuse of this linguistic power. It is therefore
important for the ESP profession to articulate the positive and negative
aspects of the current dominance of English—in short, to establish a
critical ESP.


The positive aspect of the dominance of English lies in the extent to
which it fosters universal access, as it does, for example, in being the
universal language of air and sea traffic control. The opening sentence
above is a paraphrase of Eastman (1983), who believed that “true
linguistic emancipation would be achieved when everyone in a speech


* This commentary is a revised version of a colloquium paper given at the 1996 International
Association of Applied Linguistics conference at the University of Jyväskylä, Finland.
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community had the ‘freedom’ to understand everyone else” (p. 101).1


The positive aspects of a world language cannot be fully developed,
however, without first attending to the negative ones.


LINGUISTIC IMPERIALISM


The negative aspect of the dominance of English lies in the extent to
which it denies access, guarding the status quo and maintaining existing
power structures. The meaning of the term power depends on the
number of people it affects. In individual social relationships, power is
contrasted with solidarity and is reflected in politeness forms (Brown &
Gilman, 1960; Chaika, 1994). In a speech community, power is con-
trasted with impotence, which may even affect the ability to learn a
dominant L2 (Schumann, 1978). At the level of linguistic dominance,
the power to advance is contrasted with the power to hold back. The
latter has come to be described as linguistic imperialism.


Linguistic imperialism is a subtype of linguicism, which is defined by
Phillipson (1992) as “ideologies and structures where language is the
means of effecting or maintaining an unequal allocation of power and
resources” (p. 55). Popham (1996) expresses this phenomenon a little
more forcefully: “While the engine of colonialism long ago ran out of
steam, the momentum of its languages is still formidable, and it is against
their tyranny that the smaller languages fight to survive” (p. 39).


A clear example of this momentum is the percentage of research
papers that are published in English in the world, including the
developed nations of the West. Swales (1987) conservatively estimates
that “at least half of these millions of papers are published in the English
language, and in some disciplines considerably more than half” (p. 42),
and he cites sources claiming that this predominance has been steadily
increasing for two decades and is likely to continue at least until the end
of the century.


The consequences of English linguistic imperialism are found the
world over. In India, Gandhi (1929/1949) protested that English dis-
torted education because the time spent learning English led to de-
creased standards in other subjects. More recently, in Kenya, Ngu]gı ]]
(1986) showed how English upholds the domination of a small elite and
the foreign interests with which they are allied. In France, Haut Conseil
de la Francophonie (1986) saw the worldwide spread of English as


1 A consequence of the absence of such understanding was exemplified in the crash of an
MD-82 aircraft in Urumqi, China, in 1993. The Chinese pilot was warned by the tower just
before landing in foggy weather to pull up (i.e., raise the nose of the plane). He responded in
Chinese, “What does pull up mean?” but it was too late. He hit some high-voltage cables and
crashed short of the runway, killing 12 people and injuring 30 out of 100 passengers and crew
(Proctor, 1996).
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leading to linguistic uniformity and thereby threatening cultural and
creative values. Indeed, in all of Europe, English is seen by many as a
threat to the languages and cultures of the European Community
(European Parliament Working Document, 1983/1984), as it is in Mexico
and Quebec. In fact, Fishman altered his original belief that English was
“ethnically and ideologically unencumbered” (1977, p. 118) to claim
that “Westernization, popular technology and consumerism are all
ideologically encumbered and have ideological as well as behavioral and
econo-technical consequences” (1987, p. 8). Phillipson (1992) maintains
the following:


What is at stake when English spreads is not merely the substitution or
displacement of one language by another but the imposition of new “mental
structures” through English. This is in fact an intrinsic part of “moderniza-
tion” and “nation building,” a logical consequence of ELT [English language
teaching]. Yet the implications of this have scarcely penetrated into ELT
research or teaching methodology. Cross-cultural studies have never formed
part of the core of ELT as an academic discipline, nor even any principled
consideration of what educational implications might follow from an aware-
ness of this aspect of English linguistic imperialism. (p. 166)


Another consequence of linguistic imperialism, according to Phillipson
(1992), is that one hears only the positive things about the lingua franca
and none of the negative. In the following passage he describes what
standard native English is not.


For children whose mother tongue is not English, English is not the language
of their cultural heritage, not the language of intense personal feelings and
the community, not the language most appropriate for learning to solve
problems in cognitively demanding decontextualized situations, etc. English
does not necessarily have teaching materials that are culturally appropriate,
nor experts with the appropriate linguistic and cultural understanding for all
learning contexts. In multi-ethnic, multilingual situations, English does not do
what is claimed for it, often quite the opposite. Rather than uniting an entire
country or helping to form a national identity, it is used for “elite formation
and preservation, intranational and international links between elites, and
international identity” (Annamalai 1986: 9). (pp. 285–286)


Other manifestations of English linguistic imperialism are familiar.
For example, based on the work of Freire (1972), Auerbach and Burgess
(1985) have described the hidden curriculum in ESL education, which
attempts to inculcate uniformity and Western cultural values in the guise
of language education rather than empowerment of the individual.2


2 My colleague Peter Lowenberg points out that the marketplace does the same but with less
hypocrisy.
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Tollefson (1989, 1991) has written extensively on power and inequality in
language education, especially in Indochinese refugee camps. Politically
motivated English-only movements in the U.S. and Christian groups
masquerading as English programs (e.g., the Summer Institute of
Linguistics) are more blatant examples of English linguistic imperialism.


ESP


Phillipson (1992) claims that ESP appears to be more sensitive than
ELT to the broader aspects of the use of English. This is primarily
because


the crucial factor in the success of any ESP operation . . . is whether
implementation is sensitive enough to the contexts in which it is to serve, and
whether the staff in question have been trained in an adequate, critical, and
theoretically valid way. (p. 263)


Within the field of ESP, the consequences of a lack of sensitivity to
context have been widely discussed, for example, Widdowson’s (1981)
equation of ESP to the curse of Caliban, which limits the learner’s
potential for self-fulfilling occupations by teaching minimal workplace
language; Hutchinson and Waters’ (1987) criticism of the learner-centered
approach and advocacy of a learning-centered approach in ESP, which
focuses attention on the learner in the process of learning; and Alderson’s
(1994) rejection of the jet-in, jet-out tactics of experts who evaluate ESP
programs without considering the local aspects of the program. Such
concerns suggest that ESP practitioners may be more likely to seek to
reduce the effects of linguistic imperialism when given the opportunity
than their ELT counterparts.


Negative Aspects


However, ESP too, especially for medicine and science, has been
subject to the negative aspects of the dominance of English. Maher
(1986), for example, complains of the underlying elitism in the
hegemonization of medical research by the use of English. He claims
that “the spread of English . . . may resemble the negative role played by
medical jargon . . . in interactions between doctors and patients, [i.e.,] a
means of conferring group identity and membership [rather than
providing greater access to information]” (pp. 215–216). Swales (1990)
hypothesizes that “research fields relying on localized input (archaeol-
ogy, agriculture, literature, religious studies) are more likely to resist or
escape the domination of English than those that do not (chemistry,
genetics, physics, etc.)” (pp. 99–100).


Swales (1985) had earlier claimed that ESP was too closely linked to
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the sciences and too divorced from “a considerable range of disciplines
in the Social Sciences and the Humanities” (p. 220). His genre studies
(1990) and those of Bhatia (1993) focused on the sociocultural aspects
of ESP within the academy, making the need for genre instruction clear.
Indeed, the failure to teach genres can be seen as a form of linguicism.
Kress (1986), representing the Australian school of genre analysis,
argues that “each specific genre encodes differing power relations
between writer/speaker and reader/listener” (p. 112) and “control of
genre conveys at the same time the possibility of control of the reader
and with it the possibility of an effect on the formation of individuals” (p.
115). Berkenkotter and Huckin (1995) describe genres as “intellectual
scaffolds on which community-based knowledge is constructed” (p. 24).
Yet in the U.S., they note, teachers spend relatively little time teaching
the genre conventions of the disciplines. “What are the sociocognitive
implications [they ask] of teachers ignoring the genre conventions that
children and adolescents must master in public schools and universities
in order to demonstrate communicative competence?” (p. 153).


A classic example of the denial of access that characterizes English
linguicism in an ESP situation is Caterpillar Fundamental English (CFE).
According to Eastman (1983), “people who work on Caterpillar equip-
ment learn to read and understand only CFE vocabulary and are not
taught by the company to write or speak English for general use” (p.
100). This is a good example of Widdowson’s (1981) “curse of Caliban.”
Hand in hand with denial of access, linguicism fosters elitism in the
professions.


Certain professions, like law and medicine, keep the client/patient linguisti-
cally distinct from the practitioner. Such language use by professionals or
technocrats (Rubin 1978, 1979) limits the accessibility of language to the rest
of the population, and is therefore “undemocratic.” . . . It is now accepted
quite commonly that professional jargons of any kind may go against the
purpose the profession is trying to serve, particularly if interaction with
nonprofessionals is involved. While professional jargons may foster a feeling
of belonging to the in-group among the members of the “club,” they may also
isolate the “club” from the community it serves. (Eastman, 1983, p. 102)


ESP has exhibited a subtle aspect of linguistic dominance that is
manifested in the practice of teaching ESP without first giving students a
solid grounding in English for general purposes (EGP), in some ways
taking the place of science education in the native language and hence
fostering the power imbalance. Many countries have seen ESP as a
shortcut to training qualified professionals without having to pay for
more extensive English instruction. For example, after a talk I gave in
Jeddah in 1987, a group of Saudi Arabian ESP teachers complained that
they were required to teach engineering ESP too early, leading to what
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they called the “I’m-a-helicopter-you’re-a-rotor approach” to ESP instruc-
tion. And in Florida, a group of Russian military officials described a case
in which an air traffic controller was unable to inform a waiting pilot that
there was a dog on the runway. “The phrase dog on the runway had not
been part of his training as it is not found in official International Civil
Aviation Organization descriptions of air traffic control phraseology”
(Ragan, 1994, p. 7). This implies that when ESP is not built on a solid
EGP foundation, problems can arise.


Indeed, the need for EGP within ESP is becoming more widely
recognized. Ragan (1994) explains that ESP students need to be able to
“resort to their general English proficiency when the prescribed special-
ist training does not enable them to meet the demands of real language
use under the stresses of emergency, memory lapse, fatigue, difficult
working conditions, and the like” (p. 7). In response to the perceived
limitations of ESP, Kelly and Krishnan (1995) have begun to introduce
EGP (in the form of literary fiction) into their engineering ESP classes in
Singapore, and in the Sudan, Mohammed (1995) describes how EGP is
important in medical English “for situations beyond those revealed by
formal needs analysis” (p. 10).


ESP needs also to embrace those sociocultural domains whose specific
purpose is not only access to and success in education or employment
but also individual self-betterment irrespective of subsequent employ-
ment, for example, survival, literacy, and AIDS education (Master, 1996).
The inclusion of the individual sociocultural perspective may help ESP
adopt a critical stance that will work to hinder and control its own
tendencies toward linguicism and linguistic imperialism.


Positive Aspects


Although the negative aspects may predominate, the dominance of
English also has positive implications for ESP. These include the accept-
ance of international responsibilities, the setting of useful standards, and
the function as a medium between arcane professional language and
individual nonprofessional access.


One example of an international responsibility is the need to provide
access to information to those who need it. Kaplan (1983), for example,
articulated the responsibility of the English-teaching profession to teach
nonnative speakers of English the key words to stored information,
without which, no matter how well one speaks the language, such
information may be unavailable. Because ESP practitioners are the most
likely to interact with those who need access to educational or profes-
sional information, this responsibility falls on ESP. Johns (1988) demon-
strated another aspect of this responsibility in having her international
students do ethnographic research on occupational subcultures in the
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U.S. in order to better their chances of acceptance and success in those
subcultures. In the same vein, Mustafa (1995) described the responsibil-
ity of ESP practitioners to provide instruction in genre conventions so
that learners can succeed in generating acceptable written products.


English as the dominant international language is in a position to set
useful language standards for levels of clarity and organization. For
example, Mauranen’s (1993) comparison of Finnish and English text
showed English to be more user friendly and less elitist in its reader
expectations. She described the English method as “marketing dis-
course” and the Finnish as “poetic” (p. 16) and concluded the following:


One might speculate that in a homogeneous context like the Finnish one, it
is natural for writing conventions to remain relatively implicit, whereas in
culturally more heterogeneous contexts, like those in dominant English-
speaking countries, it becomes imperative to develop writing habits that are
more explicit and leave less room for interpretations that are taken for
granted. (p. 18)


Although her intent was to describe the cross-cultural appropriateness of
reader- versus writer-based prose, her conclusion suggests that greater
explicitness is a useful standard in an international context. The teach-
ing of genres can be seen as another instance of setting useful standards,
as is the use of English for air traffic control.


Finally, with English as the dominant language of science, ESP
practitioners are in a unique position to serve as a liaison between
scientists and the lay public, just as critical discourse analysis represents
an effort to bring persuasive writing into the purview of common society
so that all can understand when they are being manipulated. This desire
for specialist knowledge is reflected, for example, in the simple request
of a relative of Menge, the Patient Zero of the 1995 ebola virus outbreak,
to know the origin of the virus even though he acknowledged that he was
not a scientist. In fact, even scientists are becoming dissatisfied with the
knowledge gap. Humphries (1998), objecting as a scientist to the
obtuseness of scientific writing, says, “To allow incomprehensibility to
masquerade as knowledge is to disempower ourselves” (p. 9).


As for critical discourse analysis in ESP, “the existence of alternatives to
the prevailing hegemony provides openings both for influencing the
dominant order and for challenging it” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 76).
Auerbach (1993) used a similar argument in challenging the widespread
belief that English should be the sole medium of instruction in English
language classes. Likewise, Benesch (1996), based on her notion of
critical needs analysis, which “seeks areas where greater equality might
be achieved” (p. 736), encouraged a university class in English for
academic purposes (EAP) to be agents for social change by involving the
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students in a fight against “efforts to diminish their opportunity to
pursue a degree” (p. 735).


Whether ESP practitioners act to curb the excesses of linguistic
imperialism or not, the dominance of English, like all empires, will
eventually diminish. Indeed, there are signs that this is already happen-
ing. Swales (1990), for example, says,


At present all available studies indicate that the predominance of English is
currently growing. However, as Maher (1986: 208) observes, “language is
maintained or declines in response to the amount of (new) information that
it carries.” A time will surely come in the future, as it always has in the past,
when one premier language will give way to another. Indeed a presage of this
may be detected in the role of Japanese as the language of the fifth-generation
computer (Grabe 1988). (p. 100)


In Hong Kong, English is already giving way to Cantonese in tradi-
tional ESP situations such as discussion and lab sessions in tertiary
education (Pennington & Balla, 1996) while Cantonese is giving way to
Mandarin, the official tongue of the mainland (Shelby, 1996). Montreal
began banning English on street and shop signs with the ascendancy of
the Francophone Parti Québécois, and Indonesia (the world’s fifth most
populous country) has banned foreign languages in public places, signs,
and road maps in favor of its Malay-based national language, Bahasa
Indonesia (Shelby, 1996). Furthermore, in 1996 the Chinese govern-
ment stopped giving its weekly press briefings in both Chinese and
English. Though they are often reversed, these developments echo
Pennycook’s (1995) challenge to the TESOL profession to enable others
to use English to develop “counterarticulations” (p. 326) with which to
oppose domination.


The ultimate fate of ESP was suggested by Fishman (1973).


Language processes such as lexical elaboration in the interest of moderniza-
tion may be linked to other social processes. To advocate new terminology so
that chemistry, for example, can be studied in a standard version of a
widespread vernacular involves much more than just the activity of lexical
elaboration. To so alter a standard means that another code or variety that has
previously been used to teach chemistry (that is, an L2) has to be displaced.
Thus the L2 will no longer be required in order for a person to know
chemistry, causing a decrease in power [italics added] in that segment of the
population which identifies with the L2. At the same time, it causes an
increase in the power of those who know the standard. (p. 93, cited in
Eastman, 1983, pp. 96–97)


In other words, when non-English-speaking countries that currently rely
on English for modernization (hence the need for ESP) become strong
enough to continue that progress in their own vernacular languages, for
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example, by inventing new terminology, English will be displaced, as will
all those in the population who identify with it, and power will naturally
shift to those who know (and identify with) the vernacular.


CONCLUSION


Many of the concerns I have described have their basis in the
inevitable tension between conservatism and change and the relative
ease with which one can masquerade as the other. More problematic is
the fine line between helping (i.e., providing access) and hindering (i.e.,
promoting accommodation and stifling dissent) as exemplified in the
current debate on the goal of pragmatism in EAP (Allison, 1995). In
resolving these difficulties, it is essential to heed Fiumara’s (1990)
recommendation that language professionals remain vigilant in regard
to all voices, including their own. Phillipson (1992) ends his book with
the question “Can ELT contribute constructively to greater linguistic and
social equality, and if so, how could a critical ELT be committed,
theoretically and practically, to combating linguicism?” (p. 319).


It is time for a critical ESP to be asking the same question. The field
has a head start in that arguments for critical pedagogy, critical discourse
analysis, and critical needs analysis have already been articulated. Fur-
thermore, ESP, driven from the outset by need, has always sought to
empower learners, even if what learners needed was initially thought to
be only what the institution or workplace needed of them. However,
empowerment requires reciprocity, not dominance, as reflected in
Eastman’s (1983) suggestion that “Caterpillar employees learning CFE
could teach English-speaking Caterpillar employees some of their local
language as well” (p. 101), though even in this statement the use of could
and some reflects the power imbalance. The truth is, many complex issues
are still not understood. For example, how does English as a non-Western
language (see Kachru, 1986) fit into the picture of English linguicism?
Given that, in any speech community, languages in contact will always be
used to shift or institutionalize power imbalances, what can we as ESP
professionals do to mitigate or ameliorate the negative aspects of the
dominance of English?


The best model I can think of for the right stance for ESP at present
is dentistry: In the long run, the more successful dentists are, the less
demand there will be for their services as they remove the problems they
are trained to address. Likewise, if ESP practitioners succeed in enabling
countries to attain their rightful places in the world through access to
information (which, according to Kaplan, 1983, is stored primarily in
English) and appropriate technology, those countries will eventually be
in a position to assert their own native languages, and the dominance of
English will gradually give way to reciprocity and fairness with, as Kaplan
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put it, “a balance between cultivation of indigenous culture-rich lan-
guage and the need for a world language” (p. 1). It seems that we
English-teaching professionals, especially ESP practitioners, can do what
we can to aid the development of the world with self-reflective restraint,
or we can continue to support, even unconsciously, the negative aspects
of the dominance of English and suffer the consequences when English
is no longer dominant.
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Comments on Ruth Spack’s “The Rhetorical
Construction of Multilingual Students”


Categorizing, Classifying, Labeling:
A Fundamental Cognitive Process


GAYLE L. NELSON
Georgia State University


■ In her Forum commentary (Vol. 31, No. 4), Ruth Spack addresses an
issue that is of concern to many in the field of TESOL—the relationship
between what people share with other members of their groups and what
they do not share; in other words, what is cultural and what is particular
to an individual. Spack is critical of ESL/EFL teachers and researchers
who label students as belonging to a particular cultural group because
“no one label can accurately capture their [the students’] heterogeneity”
(p. 765). Such labeling, she maintains, “can lead us to stigmatize, to
generalize, and to make inaccurate predictions about what students are
likely to do as a result of their language or cultural background” (p. 765).
She goes on to propose that “teachers and researchers need to view
students as individuals, not as members of a cultural group” (p. 772).


CLASSIFYING/CATEGORIZING


In using the term labeling, Spack has chosen a term that in American
English has negative connotations when applied to people. More neutral
terms for the same phenomenon are classifying or categorizing, the
ordering or arrangement of phenomena “based on observable or
inferred properties” (Sokal, 1977, p. 187). The process of classifying,
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categorizing, or labeling is cognitive. It is what our brain does. We cannot
not classify!1 Classifying is necessary because the “world consists of a
virtually infinite number of discriminably different stimuli” (Rosch,
1977, p. 212), and classifying helps us make order of and process those
stimuli. It “cannot be avoided” and is “necessary for an orderly life”
(Gudykunst & Kim, 1984, p. 84).


 According to Sokal (1977), the process of classifying dates back to
before the evolution of human beings.


Even before the advent of man, classificatory ability must have been a
component of fitness in biological evolution. Regardless of whether behavior
is learned or instinctive, organisms must be able to perceive similarities in
stimuli for survival . . . . Thus the recognition of similarities in patterns of
sensory input is probably as old as the earliest forms of sense perception in
living organisms. (p. 185)


Thus, the process of classification is not merely one of numerous
cognitive processes; it is one of the most fundamental ones. Without the
ability to classify, our ancestors would not have known, for example, what
was dangerous, friendly, benign, edible, or poisonous. Lenneberg (1967)
argues that classification is, in fact, the most basic cognitive process.


The fundamental nature of classifying or categorizing has been well
documented (e.g., Brislin, 1981; Clark & Clark, 1977; Hurford &
Heasley, 1983; Kassin, 1995; Myers, 1996; Nelson, 1977; Rosch, 1977).
Spack’s discomfort with this phenomenon appears to be that human
beings categorize other human beings. However, like other forms of
categorization, categorizing people is “necessary for us to make sense of
our social environment” (Gudykunst & Kim, 1984, p. 84). Spack’s
position that “teachers and researchers need to view students as individu-
als, not as members of a cultural group” (p. 772) is not a particularly
helpful one because, as Gudykunst and Kim point out, “categories form
the basis for normal prejudgment and the predictions we make when we
communicate” (p. 84). When we meet people, we classify them—as
people, as male or female, as 10 or 40 years old, and so forth. Based on
these classifications, we interact with the people we meet in a certain way.
For instance, when I meet people at a faculty reception, extend my hand,
and say “hello,” I predict that they will extend their hands, that we will
shake hands, and that they will say something appropriate to the
situation. If I made no assumptions based on group membership, I
would not know what to say or what to do. Taking the argument to the
extreme, I would not know if the being in front of me were an enemy, a


1 This statement is a variation of “One cannot not communicate” (Watzlawick, Bavelas, &
Jackson, 1967, p. 51).
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food source, or a type of transportation. Spack, therefore, has based her
argument on a false assumption. She is assuming that we can choose to
classify or not. We have no choice. Our brains classify.


FALSE DICHOTOMY


Another difficulty with Spack’s argument is that she has set up a false
dichotomy—that our choice, as ESL/EFL teachers and researchers, is to
view students either as members of cultural groups or as individuals.
Students (and other human beings) are both members of groups and
individuals, not one or the other. Spack’s concern seems to be that ESL/
EFL professionals make interpretations about students’ behavior based
on students’ cultures and that these interpretations become static. She
seems to believe that, as we learn more about our students, we do not
alter our perceptions, interpretations, and predictions. A model that
demonstrates this shift—from making predictions based on cultural
information to eventually making predictions based on personal infor-
mation—was developed by Miller and Steinberg (1975). They maintain
that when people first meet each other, they make predictions about
others’ behavior based on their membership in a particular group. At
this point, at the first encounter, cultural information provides the only
grounds for communicative predictions. Gudykunst and Kim (1984)
elaborate on the cultural level of prediction:


Two major factors influence our predicative accuracy using cultural data.
First, the more experiences at the cultural level we have, the better our
predictive accuracy is. . . . When we are communicating with strangers, our
accuracy depends on our experiences with their culture. If we know little or
nothing about the strangers’ culture, our predictions will be more inaccurate
than if we know a lot about their culture. Second, errors in predictions are
made either because we are not aware of the strangers’ cultural experiences
or because we try to predict the behavior of strangers on the basis of cultural
experiences different from the ones they have had—for example, when we
make ethnocentric predictions on the basis of our own cultural experiences.
(p. 26)


Thus, the more we know about the other person’s culture, the better we
are able to make accurate predictions. However, as Spack has pointed
out, variation exists within a culture, and ignoring that variation “can
lead us to stigmatize, to generalize, and to make inaccurate predictions
about what students are likely to do as a result of their language or
cultural background” (p. 765). It is important, therefore, that as we get
to know a person better, we move away from making predictions
primarily on the cultural level.


For example, as we learn what social groups others belong to, we make
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sociological-level predictions. Such predictions include those based on
individuals’ memberships in political or other social groups, the roles
they fill, their gender, and their professions. As we get to know those
individuals even better, we learn how they are different from and similar
to other members of their culture and of their groups. Miller and
Steinberg (1975) refer to this stage as the psychological level. This is the
level that I believe Spack is referring to when she states that we should
interact with students as individuals.


The point here is that getting to know a person on a psychological or
personal level takes time. It is a process. It is an end to aspire to, but it is
an impossible place to begin. The goal, then, in interacting with
members of other cultures is to move from knowing a person as a
member of a culture to knowing the person as an individual. However, as
individuals, humans are still members of cultures. To illustrate the
impact of culture on the individual, Gudykunst and Kim (1984) modi-
fied Miller and Steinberg’s (1975) model, changing the names of the
levels to psychocultural, sociocultural, and cultural. In doing so, they
emphasized that even at the psychological (i.e., individual, personal,
idiosyncratic) level of interaction, all parties are members of a culture.
Humans cannot be cultureless or culture free.


ETHNOCENTRISM


Bennett (1995) not only asserts that students cannot be culture free
but argues for the essentiality of teachers’ learning about students’
cultures. He points out that if we do not recognize and learn about
cultural differences, we assume that members of other cultures are just
like us. He calls this the default state of ethnocentrism (i.e., the belief that
one’s own culture represents truth and is more right, correct, normal,
and natural than other cultures). Bennett argues that we must make a
deliberate effort to learn about other cultures, or else we will revert to
the default state of judging individuals from other cultures by our own
cultural norms, behaviors, and values. In other words, the danger lies in
not learning about cultural differences. It is ignorance of cultural
differences that leads to ethnocentrism.


Spack, on the other hand, appears to be arguing the opposite, that
learning about other cultures leads to ethnocentrism. She claims that if
we, as teachers and researchers, think of our students as Chinese or
Mexican or Russian, we may “sanction an ethnocentric stance,” that such
labeling “can lead us to stigmatize, to generalize, and to make inaccurate
predictions about what students are likely to do as a result of their
language or cultural background” (p. 765). She concludes her piece by
claiming that if we “exercise the power to identify, we actually may be
imposing an ethnocentric ideology” (p. 773). Spack seems uncomfort-
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able with the notion of cultural difference. She states, “[W]hen we talk
about culture, there is a tendency to conflate it with the idea of
difference, . . . inevitably to identify U.S. culture as the norm from which
students are deviating” (p. 767).


Is Spack indeed proposing that ESL/EFL teachers and researchers
remain ignorant of their students’ cultures? I find this proposal ex-
tremely troublesome. From a sociopolitical perspective, I agree with
Bennett (1995) that the danger of such an ideology is an ethnocentric
interpretation of the behavior of students from other cultures. This
stance is dangerous. At best, it leads to feelings and acts of superiority
(e.g., “my culture is best”); at worst, it leads to ethnic conflict, to
genocide, and to war.


I am confused by Spack’s assumption that in talking about culture,
there is a tendency “inevitably to identify U.S. culture as the norm from
which students are deviating” (p. 767). Within the field of TESOL, those
who study cultural differences (e.g., sociolinguists, interculturalists)
stress the equality of cultures (see Nelson, 1998, for a review of
intercultural communication courses taught in graduate TESOL pro-
grams with corresponding course objectives). Certainly, an educator
could teach about cultural differences in a way that favored U.S. culture,
but such an approach is not consistent with my study or with the
principles of intercultural communication (e.g., Gudykunst & Kim, 1984,
1992; Lustig & Koester, 1996). Concerning ethnocentrism, Spack has it
backwards. It is by learning about cultural differences that we can reduce
the number of misunderstandings between communicators, not by not
learning about them.
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The Author Responds to Nelson . . .


RUTH SPACK
Bentley College


■ In “The Rhetorical Construction of Multilingual Students,” I express
concern about the extent to which the linguistic and cultural labels that
teachers and researchers attach to students’ identities send negative
messages about and misrepresent who the students are. Words such as
foreign, other, or limited, for example, have the rhetorical effect of setting
students apart and focusing on their deficiencies. Labels that identify
students by culture (e.g., Chinese students) do not capture the hybridity
and complexity of students’ cultural backgrounds. That is why I recom-
mend that, even if we cannot avoid labeling, we can use language that
“emphasizes the numerous strengths students bring to the teaching and
learning experience” (p. 767) and allow students to “define and con-
struct their own identities” (p. 773).


Gayle Nelson believes that the word labeling in and of itself has a
negative connotation, and so she contends that I stack the deck as I warn
that using labels “can lead us to stigmatize, to generalize, and to make
inaccurate predictions about what students are likely to do as a result of
their language or cultural background” (p. 765). She recommends
instead what she considers to be “[m]ore neutral” terms: classifying or
categorizing. In my view, however, changing the terminology does not
address the problem. Even if categorizing is an inevitable phenomenon,
as Nelson claims, it is not without its dangers.


Nelson’s search for a more neutral term than labeling is not likely to
suppress the tendency to generalize and stigmatize that many of us are
struggling to overcome. According to Nelson and the scholars she cites,
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because the process of classifying is unavoidable, we must let it run its
normal course, as follows: “when people first meet each other, they make
predictions about others’ behavior based on their membership in a
particular group.” Nelson trivializes the issue, I believe, when she
provides a hypothetical example of her experience at a faculty reception,
where she cannot tell whether someone is “an enemy, a food source, or
a type of transportation” unless that person satisfies her culturally
determined expectation with an “appropriate” response. Nelson’s view of
communication assumes a homogeneous and unified social world. As
Pratt (1991) points out, such a view takes for granted that interactions
between people can be determined by a shared set of norms or rules and
ignores the social differences that underlie relationships. Nelson main-
tains that TESOL scholars “stress the equality of cultures,” but I think it
is important to acknowledge that this worthy principle does not always
hold in the face of real-life experience. Whoever is in authority deter-
mines what constitutes the norm in any situation. Furthermore, the
tendency to make predictions about people’s behavior based on their
membership in a particular group has led to unspeakable tragedies, not
to mere social infelicities. In the U.S., for example, it has led to
discrimination by people in positions of power against people who have
little or no access to power, a significant number of whom have had to
learn English as an additional language (Leibowitz, 1971).


And so when Nelson states that “We cannot not classify,” I would ask,
Who are We ? Who does the classifying and categorizing of people in the
field of education? Who benefits from the classifications and how? Given
that the classroom is an extension of the larger society, I believe that
educators need to examine the extent to which unequal power relations
continue to inform communication between teachers and students. As
Biggs and Watkins (1996) admonish, Western scholars need to interro-
gate their classifications. Especially when applied in Asian contexts,
“Western ways of categorizing . . . do not travel well” (p. 273). It is not
acceptable to begin with inaccurate assumptions about people’s identi-
ties on the basis of inadequate cultural information, even if the research-
ers Nelson cites have shown that the tendency to make prejudgments is
a “normal” phenomenon.


Nelson expresses confusion with my statement that when culture is
conflated with difference, there is a tendency to identify U.S. culture as
the norm from which students are deviating. Yet that is what Nelson is
doing in her study of peer response groups in an ESL composition class
(Carson & Nelson, 1996). Nelson establishes a U.S. norm of pedagogical
practices, declaring that they are “geared to developing and maintaining
individualism” (p. 1) whereas the collectivist goal in Chinese culture is to
maintain “group harmony” (p. 2). Then she measures three Chinese
students’ behavior against the U.S. norm. Without acknowledging the
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phenomenon of the self-fulfilling prophecy (see Biggs & Watson, 1996),
Nelson claims that the three Chinese students’ reluctance to criticize
their partners’ work is tied to the Chinese cultural tradition of seeking
group cohesion. Paradoxically, in another study of a peer response
group, Nelson reports that, “[i]n spite of the instructor’s repeated
suggestions to make positive comments,” a Chinese student “continued
to directly attack the others’ writings” (Nelson & Murphy, 1992, p. 183).
Even though Nelson attempts to account for this behavior by explaining
that Chinese students may be “hostile” when interacting with people
outside of their primary groups, I would argue that the differences
Nelson discovers among Chinese students support my contention that
using culture as the only lens through which to evaluate students’
classroom behavior is hazardous and misleading. Nelson loses sight of
the fact that L1 students, too, irrespective of culture, may exhibit
behaviors in peer response groups other than those that the teacher
desires (e.g., George, 1984). Because she focuses on cultural difference,
Nelson’s research has the “distancing and exoticizing effect” that results
from the “suppression of similarity” (Leki, 1997, p. 242).


Nelson asks, “Is Spack indeed proposing that ESL/EFL teachers and
researchers remain ignorant of their students’ cultures?” The answer is
an obvious and emphatic “no.” I state clearly that “students’ approaches
to writing in English undoubtedly are shaped by their educational
backgrounds and rhetorical traditions” (p. 772). I am not denying the
existence of cultural difference. But I am saying that L2 educators need
to be careful about who determines what the difference is, how that
difference is determined, and especially how we apply knowledge of that
difference. I am not convinced, as Nelson is, that by learning about a
student’s background we may be able “to make accurate predictions.” As
I have emphasized, students “have multiple identities and draw on
multiple resources” (p. 768). In my experience, students who identify as
Chinese, for example, display a wide range of linguistic and cultural
behavior, depending on the number of dialects or languages they speak,
the countries in which they have been educated, the type of schools they
have attended, the variety of cultures they draw from, and a host of
complex variables such as age, gender, religion, and class. All of these
factors converge to shape the student as writer and learner. I therefore
cannot accept the generalized cultural profile of Chinese students that
Nelson assumes in her own research. I disagree with Nelson that getting
to know students on an individual level is “an impossible place to begin.”
I think it is a good place to start.
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Cultural Backgrounds: What Should We Know
About Multilingual Students?


JOAN G. CARSON
Georgia State University


■ Ruth Spack claims in her TESOL Quarterly Forum commentary (Vol.
31, No. 4) that using “labels” for [ESL] students “can lead us to
stigmatize, to generalize, and to make inaccurate predictions about what
students are likely to do as a result of their language or cultural
background” (p. 765). This statement is unarguable because, once a
category has been recognized, the potential for misuse of the category’s
name—its label—is always there. However, it does not follow, as Spack
seems to think, that labeling in and of itself constitutes a problem, and
herein lies the relevant question for ESL/EFL teachers: What should we
know about the language and cultural backgrounds of the students we
teach?


For Spack, labeling students by cultural group—Chinese or Russian,
for example—is problematic because by doing so, teachers are setting
themselves up to perpetuate myths about these cultures. I would argue
that teachers who find themselves “falling into the trap of developing
and perpetuating stereotypes—and ultimately of underestimating stu-
dents’ knowledge and their writing skill” (p. 767) are teachers who most
likely fail to understand what these students bring to the learning
environment. Rather, teachers need to recognize ways in which students
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are likely to differ from the teachers’ necessarily restricted understand-
ing of learners’ backgrounds so that they can both appreciate and draw
on the students’ knowledge and skills. I agree with Spack that teachers
must understand students’ strengths, but I disagree with her implied
position that knowing more about students’ cultural backgrounds works
against that understanding.


Applied linguistics is a relatively new discipline, and there is still much
to learn about the complex interactions that shape any learner’s acquisi-
tion of an L2. Myths have no place in our developing picture of language
learners and of language learning, and we as L2 educators must continue
to ask relevant questions and explore possible answers to these questions.
As Spack accurately notes, “[t]he students we teach have multiple
identities and draw on multiple resources” (p. 768), and the language
and cultural background of language learners are an important compo-
nent of their identities and an important source of the abilities that
students bring to the language learning situation. Not to consider how
this background might affect language acquisition is to deny an essential
aspect of these learners’ experience and will ultimately lead to an
incomplete and inaccurate description of their language learning.


Spack’s argument against identifying students as members of a par-
ticular cultural group focuses on the “disturbing process” of scholars’
“perpetuating cultural myths from one article to another in our own
publications . . . often building their arguments on questionable sources”
(p. 768). The principal source that Spack questions is my article on
Chinese and Japanese biliteracy (Carson, 1992), in which I describe the
context and process of first literacy acquisition for these populations. My
own earlier research in biliteracy (Carson, Carrell, Silberstein, Kroll, &
Kuehn, 1990; Carson & Kuehn, 1992) had suggested that L1 education
may be an important component in developing literacy skills in an L2,
and in this vein I was (and remain) interested in the educational
backgrounds that might affect the acquisition of reading and writing in
English for Chinese and Japanese students. Based on the findings of this
research, I wondered if the way that students learn to read and write in
their L1 might not influence the way that they would learn to read and
write in an L2. In other words, if students have learned to learn in a
particular way, one that is conditioned by a specific educational culture,
would they also apply those previously learned strategies to a new
learning situation?


CONFUCIAN EDUCATION


The questionable source that Spack believes perpetuates cultural
myths about Chinese and Japanese learners was intended as a descrip-
tion of Chinese and Japanese learning environments for the purpose of
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generating empirically testable questions that might better illuminate
the learning strategies those L2 learners used in English literacy acquisi-
tion. One of the cultural myths that Spack questions is that of Confucian
education as knowledge transmission, a construct that she criticizes
because I used a quote from an unpublished manuscript and then
referenced the published version ( Johns, 1991), from which the quote
had been omitted. The error, however, is due to the timing of the writing
and publication of both Johns’s and my articles and should not be
conflated with a claim that the information is, therefore, inaccurate.
Rather, there is a mass of evidence (to cite a few recent sources, Biggs,
1996; Biggs & Watkins, 1996; Hu & Grove, 1991; Lee, 1996) that
Confucianism underlies the educational philosophy in both China and
Japan and that knowledge transmission is indeed the most valued
educational goal. This fact about Chinese and Japanese learners’ prior
educational experience is surely one that is relevant to L2 teachers,
particularly those engaged in preparing learners for U.S. academic
settings, because it allows teachers to interpret writing differences as
social constructions rather than as cognitive deficits. In other words, our
teaching will be informed by an approach that focuses on discovering
text purposes, which implies differences, and not on developing think-
ing skills, which implies deficits.


Although Spack accurately notes that Chinese educational ideology
(and, I would add, other ideologies as well) remains in flux,1 I would
argue that the influence of the Confucian tradition in Asian cultures is
strong and that neglecting this influence leads to an incomplete under-
standing of students’ educational strategies and strengths. Spack may
consider this selective scholarship,2 but the core values of Confucianism
are undeniable in Asian education.


Other authors believe, as do I, that although the potential problem of
overgeneralization poses certain problems, understanding what are
called Confucian-heritage cultures can lead to a deeper understanding of
Asian students in general. Lee (1996), in his study of the cultural context
of Chinese learners, notes that


[w]hile elaborating the Confucian conceptions of learning as a cultural
background for understanding the learning attitudes of Asian students, the


1 Taylor and Taylor (1995) agree that “for centuries the Chinese world views were colored by
the ‘three great traditions’ of Confucianism, Daoism, and Buddhism. . . . These world views may
be still held, but not as strongly as in the past” (p. 152).


2 Interestingly, Spack claims that my focus on Cleverley’s (1985) discussion of the similarities
between Chinese education today and the Confucian principles underlying traditional educa-
tion in China constitutes selective scholarship. I would view her focus on Cleverley’s discussion
of the differences as a rhetorical device for supporting her argument, and I would not accuse
her of ignoring an aspect of the original text that was unrelated to her point.
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author is aware of the complexities involved, such as the danger of
overgeneralizing Asian learners under the Confucian aegis, and arguments
concerning how far the Confucian ethics can serve as a deterministic
explanation for the modern East Asian phenomenon. . . . [However], given
that most of the East Asian societies such as those of China, Taiwan, Hong
Kong, Singapore, Korea and Japan share an obvious Confucian tradition, and
there has been a minimal attempt to explore the Confucian ethics from
educational perspectives, the author believes that this study can provide a
cultural background for understanding the Asian attitudes towards education
and learning. (p. 26)


Thus, Lee acknowledges the influence of the Confucian tradition, not its
determinism, in much the same way that scholars in Western educational
philosophy acknowledge the influence of the Socratic tradition. Taylor
and Taylor (1995) also recognize this Confucian influence.


To discuss the education and literacy of the Chinese, as well as of the Koreans
and the Japanese, we must start with Confucianism, which, as the official
ideology of many governments over the centuries, shaped education, literacy,
indeed the whole outlook on life of these peoples. (p. 144)


GROUP ETHIC


Spack also takes issue with my thoughts about the way in which the
importance of the group and of maintaining harmony within the group
may manifest itself in L2 classrooms, particularly in the group work that
is typical of U.S. classrooms. Although researchers have begun investigat-
ing this link (Carson & Nelson, 1996; Nelson & Carson, 1995; Nelson &
Murphy, 1992), Spack questions this work as based on “a (faulty)
conceptual framework” (p. 770). I find this accusation particularly
puzzling given that research is always done within a conceptual frame-
work and that the group ethic of Confucian cultures is a recognized
cultural construct (e.g., Hu & Grove, 1991). Spack argues that the
problem with the conceptual framework is that the structure of groups is
somewhat different in Japan than in the People’s Republic of China3 (see
Carson, 1992, for a further discussion of this difference) but that
subsequent authors (including Carson) fail to acknowledge the distinc-
tion. However, Spack fails to note that the conceptual framework that is
being used relates to the group ethic of collectivist cultures and not to
the group structure, and thus she misrepresents the work that she
criticizes.


3 Spack notes that in subsequent articles Taiwan is “unaccountably” (p. 770) included with
Japan and China. However, Taiwan is a Confucian-influenced collectivist culture, which, I
would argue, accounts ably for its inclusion.
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In any case, the fact that subsequent researchers have found some
evidence of the effect of a group ethic among Chinese students in peer
response groups does not settle the question, as Spack surely knows.
Although I would be surprised to find that culturally preferred styles of
interaction have no effect on group discussions, this question awaits
investigation by other researchers from other perspectives, and any
explanatory factor, including my own, cannot be dismissed as irrelevant
without empirical evidence. In any case, socially constructed activities
such as peer response must be examined through the lens of social
influences, particularly in situations where culturally diverse populations
interact.


In the end, I find Spack’s position a particularly ethnocentric one in
that it limits L2 educators’ world view by valuing the individual more
than the group to which the individual belongs. Indeed, many Asian
students may themselves construct their identities primarily as members
of their particular cultures, and to deny them this identity is to fail to
recognize what they may value in themselves. We have an obligation to
know them as they know themselves and to use that knowledge to inform
our pedagogical practices.
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The Author Responds to Carson . . .


RUTH SPACK
Bentley College


■ I share Joan Carson’s assumption that “L1 education may be an
important component in developing literacy skills in an L2.” My own
research has been informed by this assumption. In a longitudinal case
study of the reading and writing strategies of a student from Japan, for
example, I emphasize the significant role the student’s perception of her
educational background in Japanese played in her acquisition of aca-
demic literacy in English (Spack, 1997). In “The Rhetorical Construction
of Multilingual Students,” too, I acknowledge the very point that Carson
claims I reject: Students’ linguistic and cultural backgrounds can shape
their approaches to literacy. Carson and I differ primarily in the way we
define and learn about students’ cultural identities and how we apply
that knowledge.


In my Forum article, I challenge Carson’s statements about education
in Asia because of her misreading of the sources from which she draws
her information. I call Carson’s scholarship “selective” in the sense that
she ignores a wealth of evidence in a book she cites—evidence that
would challenge the limited view of education in China that she herself
presents. I note that Carson ascribes to another source information
about Confucianism that the source does not contain. Carson explains
that this “error,” as she calls it, was simply a function of timing, but I
believe that scholars have an obligation to cite sources accurately. In this
case, Carson should have cited only the unpublished manuscript she had
read and not the published version she had not yet seen. Nevertheless, I
accept Carson’s argument that the fact that she paraphrased an article
she had not read does not necessarily mean that the information itself is
inaccurate.


However, now that I have read some of the new articles that Carson
cites to reiterate her point (Biggs, 1996; Biggs & Watkins, 1996; Lee,
1996), I find it necessary again to question Carson’s reading of her own
sources and this time to interrogate her claim that “knowledge transmis-
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sion is indeed the most valued educational goal” of Confucianism. I
undertake this examination with the understanding that, as it has for
centuries, Confucius’s philosophy continues to be interpreted to suit
particular political agendas.


THE INDIVIDUALISTIC ORIENTATION IN THE
CONFUCIAN TRADITION


Carson’s sources do support her claim that “Confucianism underlies
the educational philosophy in both China and Japan.” But these works
provide a very different perspective on Confucianism from Carson’s view.
Lee (1996), for example, points to a misperception that results from the
Western focus on collectivism in Eastern cultures and the consequent
neglect of the individualistic orientation in the Eastern tradition. For
Confucius, Lee explains, developing individual potential to the fullest is
more significant than innate ability, and thus learning is linked to
“effort,” “will power,” and “[s]elf-determination” (pp. 31–32). Lee’s
understanding of Confucian education stands in stark contrast to
Carson’s notion that knowledge transmission is the most valued goal:


The purpose of learning is . . . to cultivate oneself as an intelligent, creative,
independent, autonomous, and what is more, an authentic being, who is
becoming more fully human in the process of learning. . . . An ideal of
learning like this is similar to Maslow’s (1968) concept of the peak experience
of learning, ultimately oriented towards self-realization. Indeed . . .
self-cultivation remains the locus of Confucian learning. (Lee, 1996, p. 34)


On the other side of the coin, as Lee puts it, is the emphasis on
“external performance” (p. 37). The standard of success may be deter-
mined both by the individual and by the larger community, for the
individual is seen to exist primarily in relation to the social group (Biggs
& Watkins, 1996; Winter, 1996). Thus the motivation to achieve has a
collectivist as well as an individualistic orientation. However, collectivist
values may be context specific (Winter, 1996), which explains why
“individualism can be quite distinctive among the Chinese who have left
their relational circles” (Lee, 1996, p. 33). And there is evidence that
collectivism and other Confucian values are being eroded by social
changes (Taylor & Taylor, 1995; Winter, 1996).


REFLECTIVE THINKING: A CONFUCIAN TRADITION


One of the concerns I express in my Forum article is the use to which
other scholars have put Carson’s notion of Confucianism—in particular
the idea that Confucius was not interested in advocating a method of
critical thinking—and how it might influence the way teachers think
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about students. In particular, I take issue with scholars who cite Carson
(1992) as a justification for cautioning TESOL educators about promot-
ing critical thinking pedagogies or for claiming that Chinese students
may privilege Confucian sayings over U.S.-normed academic evidence.
At the time, I was basing my criticism on my 27 years as an ESL teacher,
during which time I have never had a student who could not think
critically or marshal evidence in the context of my classroom—and I have
taught hundreds of students from numerous countries in Asia. But now,
I can use as a basis for my criticism the very source that Carson has cited:


There is no lack of stress on the significance of reflective thinking in the
process of learning in the Confucian tradition. . . . Confucius’s conception of
learning was indeed a process of “studying extensively, enquiring carefully,
pondering thoroughly, sifting clearly, and practising earnestly . . . . (The Mean,
XX.19).” (Lee, 1996, p. 35)


Lee does not ignore the emphasis on memorization in the Confucian
tradition. But he and other scholars (Marton, Dall’Alba, & Tse, 1996)
challenge the idea that an emphasis on memorization means that
students are more comfortable with rote learning than thinking:


Memorization . . . is for deeper understanding. It has never been regarded as
an end in itself. . . . The most important point is to digest thoroughly what
one gets from books so that it becomes an integral part of one’s own
experience. (Lee, 1996, p. 36)


STUDENTS’ ADAPTABILITY


A major point of The Chinese Learner: Cultural, Psychological, and
Contextual Influences (Watkins & Biggs, 1996) is that Chinese learners’
documented academic success in English-language universities suggests
that these students cannot have spent a lifetime passively taking in
information. To the contrary, many students succeed because they have
learned how to perform according to whatever assessment tasks are set.
Biggs (1996) explains that, in their own schools in Asia, students have
learned sophisticated meaning-based, problem-solving strategies. He
cites research that reveals how elementary school teachers in China,
Taiwan, and Japan pose searching questions, allow time for reflection,
and vary techniques to accommodate individual students, even when,
paradoxically, the goal is for students to find the “one ‘right way’” (p.
56). Arguing that “what some Western observers are seeing is not what
they think it is,” Biggs reminds us of the extent to which a Western norm
can contribute to the construction of stereotypes of Asian teachers who
merely transmit information and students who merely memorize rather
than construct knowledge (p. 50).
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Volet and Renshaw (1996) decry the “negative and static” (p. 206)
picture of Asian education drawn from sources that have inherent
conceptual or methodological flaws or that subscribe to a deficit model
of student learning. They cite numerous empirical studies that challenge
“the stereotyped view of Asian students as reproductive and surface
learners, excessively focused on learning isolated facts and details, and
lacking the experience and skills for interacting in group discussions”
(p.␣ 206). It is true that there are students who adopt surface approaches
to learning when they attend English-language universities, but they are
likely to be those who lack confidence in their English-language profi-
ciency (Biggs & Watkins, 1996). Ironically, Kirby, Woodhouse, and Ma
(1996) cite Carson Eisterhold (1990) to explain that a threshold level of
L2 proficiency is necessary for the transfer of deep processing strategies
to occur. As to students’ interactions in peer groups in English-medium
classrooms, Biggs and Watkins conclude that it would be “more accurate,
more profitable, and less ethnocentric, to target the issue of tutorial
participation in linguistic rather than in ethnic terms” (p. 281).


Biggs and Watkins also address the issue of pedagogy by pointing to
studies of actual classrooms in English-language institutions in which a
discrepancy is noted between what lecturers claim they are seeking (e.g.,
independent thinking) and the tasks they actually require (e.g., rote
memorization of facts). These studies show that students who have
developed strategies of adaptation may choose to fulfill the task itself
rather than to pursue the teacher’s ideal. If those students have been
raised in a Confucian-heritage culture, the teacher may attribute the
students’ surface-level approach to learning to their cultural background
rather than to the teacher’s own requirements. Such a response demon-
strates the phenomenon of the self-fulfilling prophecy. As Leki (1997)
warns, such facile cross-cultural explanations can prevent teachers and
researchers from engaging in the type of “critical self-analysis” (p. 238)
we should apply to our own culture(s) and classrooms.


THE PHENOMENON OF RHETORICAL CONSTRUCTION


How is it that Carson has such a different conception of Asian
education and its underlying Confucianism from the one that is pre-
sented in Watkins and Biggs (1996), the very source she brought to my
attention? One answer is that Carson’s preconceptions prevent her from
seeing evidence that might lead her to entertain alternative interpreta-
tions. Another answer lies in what I call the rhetorical construction of
students’ identities.


To demonstrate how this phenomenon continues to play out in the
literature, it is necessary to trace the type of rhetorical construction that
concerns me, beginning with a passage from a recent journal article







744 TESOL QUARTERLY


whose purpose is to educate composition faculty about multilingual
learners:


In second language writing instruction, cultural context is understood as a
significant determinant of writers’ purposes. . . . Ballard and Clanchy [1991]
suggest that many Asian cultures favor conserving knowledge, with an
emphasis on reproduction of information, and strategies such as memorizing
and imitating. This is quite a different approach from the mainstream
composition perspective . . . which highlights Western values of extending
knowledge. (Silva, Leki, & Carson, 1997, pp. 415–416)


Silva et al. introduce this information in order to argue against using
Western norms to judge as “immature” (p. 416) Asian students’ writing
that functions to reproduce knowledge. However, their point rests on an
assumption about knowledge transmission in Asian schools. In an effort
to understand the genesis of this idea about Asian schooling,1 I turned to
the source from which it is drawn, the oft-cited 1991 article by Ballard
and Clanchy. Here is the passage that led to Silva et al.’s conclusion:


For the Asian student there are correct ways of studying texts, just as there are
correct texts to be studied. And there are appropriate questions to ask, with
clearly appropriate—and known—answers to such questions. . . . there is no
scope for critical questioning and analysis, or for reevaluation leading to new
conclusions. . . .


To understand how closely these attitudes shape much Asian education, we
need to move beyond the usual accounts of syllabi, literacy rates, and
administrative structures and get some idea of the actual processes of
learning that lie concealed within the formal system. Nash (1961, p. 139), in
a description of a village school in Burma, reveals something of the true
temper of education. . . . Such an approach contrasts sharply with primary
teaching methods in a Western country, yet the majority of Asian students in
our universities have had their formative educational experiences in a system
comparable to that. . . . (Ballard & Clanchy, 1991, pp. 24–25)


Still searching for the original source, I went to the 1961 article by Nash
from which this information is taken. It turns out, as Ballard and Clanchy
make clear, that the Nash article relates to schooling in Burma. But I
have difficulty with the conclusions that Ballard and Clanchy draw from
Nash’s ethnographic study, and not only because their source is out-
dated. One of the two schools Nash investigates is a monastic school that
provides education only up to the fourth grade. Such a school cannot


1 The representation of Western values, too, demands examination, for Western schooling is
characterized by the reproduction of information as well as by the extension of knowledge (see
Pennycook, 1996). In another article, Leki herself (1997) warns of “the danger in accepting .␣ .␣ .
cross-cultural explanations for [L1 or L2] behavioral differences” (p. 239).
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fairly represent the type of education Asian students undergo before
entering English-language universities today. Furthermore, Ballard and
Clanchy neglect to mention that Nash, an anthropologist, not only does
not apply the Burma case to Asians in general, as Ballard and Clanchy
do, but states that his conclusions apply only to the village people of
Burma, not to people of the Delta or the hills. Of further concern to me
is the fact that by the time Ballard and Clanchy are cited in Silva et al., we
do not even know that the original source is a study of village schools in
Burma. The conclusion about Asian education stands alone as a truth
established by previous scholarship.


I agree with Carson that teachers “have an obligation to know
[students] as they know themselves and to use that knowledge to inform
our pedagogical practices” if by that she means the very point I make
when I suggest that L2 educators “find room in our pedagogy and
scholarship for students to name themselves and thus define and
construct their own identities” (p. 773). My issue is not with how students
view themselves but with how other people misrepresent who the
students really are. As a number of longitudinal case studies reveal (see
Casanave, 1995; Spack, 1997; Volet & Renshaw, 1996), it is important to
view students’ learning not through a narrow lens focused on culture but
instead through a kaleidoscopic lens that captures the dynamic and
complex processes that result from the interaction of individual, cul-
tural, and contextual factors and that, in turn, inform any student’s
orientation to study.
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Comments on Jeong-Won Lee and
Diane Lemonnier Schallert’s “The Relative
Contribution of L2 Language Proficiency and
L1 Reading Ability to L2 Reading Performance:
A Test of the Threshold Hypothesis in an
EFL Context”


Two Readers React . . .


JULIAN BAMFORD
Bunkyo University


RICHARD R. DAY
University of Hawai‘i


■ Lee and Schallert’s investigation (Vol. 31, No. 4) evidences continuing
interest in hypotheses related to the question of whether L2 reading is a
language problem or a reading problem. Whatever importance this
question may have for theory—and Bernhardt and Kamil (1995) go as
far as to argue that “trustworthy research will have to account for the
contribution of native language reading performance as well as the
contribution of L2 knowledge before making definitive statements about
any aspects of the second language reading process” (p. 31)—its impor-
tance for L2 reading instruction should not automatically be assumed.
Indeed, Lee and Schallert’s “Implications for Teaching” (pp. 736–737)
indicate how misguided such an assumption can be.


The authors find support for the hypothesis that “a threshold level of
language proficiency exists such that learners with low levels of L2
proficiency will show little relationship between their L1 and L2 reading
ability whereas learners with higher levels of L2 proficiency will show a
positive relationship between their L1 and L2 reading performance” (p.
713). They seek to apply this finding to instruction by suggesting that
students first read “to learn the language” (p. 737) with materials that
allow them to concentrate only on linguistic factors. Later, after a
linguistic threshold has been reached, students read “to understand an
author’s message presented in an L2" through application of “other
useful knowledge and experiences, such as their L1 reading strategies
and skills, their prior (background) knowledge, and language experi-
ences” (p. 737). Such notions are eerily reminiscent of L2 reading
instruction in the dark days of audiolingualism, when students were not
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allowed to read until they had mastered oral language (Richards &
Rodgers, 1986, p. 52).


Does the linguistic threshold hypothesis have implications for peda-
gogy? Not if L2 reading instruction is based on the well-established
premise that learning to read (whether an L1 or an L2) is developmen-
tal, and students are therefore matched with reading material appropri-
ate to their linguistic ability. Such matching allows students to apply their
L1 reading ability and background knowledge to the reading task even at
beginning levels of L2 instruction. It also allows students, at every level of
instruction, to read to learn the language and to read to understand an
author’s message, the former taking place in the context of the latter.


The evidence supporting the linguistic threshold hypothesis in Lee
and Schallert’s and other studies (e.g., Bernhardt & Kamil, 1995;
Taillefer, 1996) correlates with reading that is cognitively demanding.
Examples of such reading are when texts are at a higher linguistic level
than the students’ linguistic ability (as they were for Lee and Schallert’s
lower L2 proficiency groups, p. 728) or when the reading task is difficult
(Taillefer, 1996, p. 470). This leads us to suspect that the reason why the
threshold hypothesis might appear to offer a basis for pedagogy is the
ongoing cult of authenticity in L2 instruction. This legacy of the early
days of communicative language teaching holds that students best learn
to read through reading genuine, not artificial, discourse. The error in
this belief lies in equating genuine discourse with unaltered native
speaker texts. Only when students read inappropriately difficult texts
does the question of how much language students need to read them
appear, or the problem of, in Lee and Schallert’s words, “How to teach so
that beginning L2 learners can acquire the language proficiency to
develop their L2 reading comprehension” (p. 737).


The authentic imperative imposes linguistically inappropriate texts on
beginning and intermediate students. Until they are sufficiently ad-
vanced to be able to deal with native speaker discourse, students need
reading material custom-written to communicate a message to them.
Such texts—which we believe should be considered “language learner
literature” (Day & Bamford, 1998, pp. 63–79)—aim to communicate a
message, not to teach language with snippets of strained and stilted
syntax. To the extent that communication with a particular audience is
the goal, literature for language learners is authentic discourse, qualita-
tively no different from other specially written genres such as children’s
literature, mysteries, and science fiction. It is the use of language learner
literature that ensures that the linguistic threshold hypothesis is not an
issue in pedagogy and that, from the very beginning, reading ability and
language learning can be nurtured in proper developmental fashion.
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The Authors Respond . . .


DIANE LEMONNIER SCHALLERT
University of Texas at Austin


JEONG-WON LEE
Chungnam National University


■ We read Bamford and Day’s commentary with great interest and
growing surprise. Although they offer key ideas that we believe are
crucial for our field, we are frankly mystified that our article is being used
as the point of departure for these comments. We want to be clearly
understood in this response: It is not that the points made by Bamford
and Day are not themselves quite legitimate, interesting, and worthy of
public discourse. Yes, there should be a clearer-headed discussion about
the role of reading in L2 instruction for learners at different stages of L2
development. Under ideal circumstances, this discussion would be
followed by innovative curriculum construction, proper field evaluations
of the new program, and reports of results of a well-designed experimen-
tal study. Yes, we should continue to unpackage what we mean by
authentic materials, to examine how ineffective and frustrating it can be
for learners to struggle with incomprehensible prose no matter how
authentic, and to be vigilant about excesses that can result any time the
lure of an interesting new idea, even a patently reasonable one, rivets a
field.


However, our article was not about any of these instructional issues. In
a 25-page article dealing with the theoretical construct of the threshold
hypothesis, a construct that we felt had not received enough empirical
testing to warrant its recurring impact on the field, we devoted two scant
paragraphs, the last two of the paper, to implications (read speculations)
we saw for the role of reading in L2 instruction. Had Bamford and Day
taken us to task on our design or analysis or on how we set about
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conceptualizing a test of the threshold hypothesis, we would now feel
that the ideas in our article had been heard, even if it was seen as flawed.
Had they objected to how we interpreted our findings in terms of
whether we had found support for the threshold hypothesis, we would
have reviewed our data and checked conclusions against findings to see
whether we had misinterpreted our evidence. After all, as with any
research, the decisions along the way in terms of participants, materials,
measures, and types of data analysis are fraught with compromises that
can have a major impact on the conclusions drawn. Instead, Bamford
and Day objected to the extrapolations we offered for the use of reading
in L2 instruction, as cautious and tempered as we tried to make them. As
we mentioned earlier, any instructional implications about materials,
learning tasks, curriculum goals, or expectations of student progress
would need to be tested directly.


Having protested that we were misunderstood, we would be discom-
fited to be found guilty of the same sort of misconception. Possibly, at the
heart of Bamford and Day’s objection to our article is their worry about
the materials we used in our study. As we stated in our description, the
words and sentences used for the test of English proficiency and the
passages and questions used for the test of English reading ability were
selected from materials appropriate for native English speakers in the
fourth grade. Because the test of the threshold hypothesis required a
broad range of scores on all measures to provide a valid use of the
necessary statistical technique, some of our participants, even though in
the 9th or 10th grade, had to be reading texts rather unsuccessfully. We
are in complete agreement with Bamford and Day that such reading
experiences would perhaps have been useless in an instructional situa-
tion. We did not mean to imply otherwise in our concluding paragraphs.
In fact, when we called for “carefully chosen” texts that would “help
learners bootstrap their L2 acquisition and eventually their L2 reading
comprehension” (p. 737), we had in mind something along the lines of
the language learner literature recommended by Bamford and Day, texts
that aim to communicate a message and that are successful even with
beginning learners of a language. We certainly were not thinking of
“snippets of strained and stilted syntax,” nor were we thinking of
authentic material appropriate for U.S. high school students. Our
intuitions about the type of reading materials that should be used in L2
instruction are very much in line with the recommendations of Bamford
and Day. However, as we stated in our closing sentence, “given that our
study did not directly compare or describe instructional methods, more
research is needed to connect the theory of threshold effect to effective
language teaching methods” (p. 737).


We should close these remarks with the same sentence, but, lest we be
misunderstood, we reiterate. We are not certain if there is a connection
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between the threshold hypothesis and the teaching of reading in L2
contexts, and we certainly are not clear as to what particular instructional
decisions derive from our findings. Our article was all about testing the
theoretical implications of the threshold hypothesis in explaining L2
reading comprehension performance. It was not about instruction. We
hoped to stimulate future research that would then allow for more than
implications and speculations.
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Research on the Use of Technology in TESOL


Analysis of Interaction Sequences in
Computer-Assisted Language Learning


CAROL A. CHAPELLE
Iowa State University


■ A frequently cited research advantage of computer-assisted language
learning (CALL) is the built-in data-collecting methods that can docu-
ment learners’ interactions as they work on learning activities (e.g.,
Bland, Noblitt, Armington, & Gay, 1990; Doughty, 1992; Jamieson &
Chapelle, 1987). The suggestion is that such data can provide research-
ers with detailed information about learners’ interactions and perform-
ance. However, these technical capacities for collecting interaction data
need to be accompanied by well-motivated procedures for describing
and interpreting them in terms of their value for language development
(Chapelle, 1994). When the goals of CALL activities include learners’
engagement in some form of negotiation of meaning (Long, 1985),
procedures for data interpretation can borrow from interactionist re-
search on task-based language learning that theorizes observable fea-
tures of interaction expected to be positive for language development.


The methods of interactionist task-based research rely on focused
discourse analysis that attempts to identify instances of learners’ inter-
actions expected to be beneficial for language acquisition on the basis of
specified theoretical tenets developed over the past 15 years (Gass, 1997;
Gass & Madden, 1985; Long, 1996; Pica, 1994). Central to the theory is
the claim that learners need to attend to, or notice, linguistic character-
istics of the target language in order to acquire them (Robinson, 1995;
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Schmidt, 1990), and therefore the data of interest in such research are
those from which the researcher can infer that noticing has occurred.
Negotiation of meaning through conversation is one way in which
learners appear to attend to linguistic form (e.g., Pica, Lincoln-Porter,
Paninos, & Linnell, 1996). Evidence for negotiation of meaning in
conversational data is seen when learners receive target language input
that they do not understand and then, rather than ignoring the
misunderstanding and continuing the interaction, interrupt to request
clarification. Clarification, which can come in a variety of forms
(Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991), is attempted, and the interaction
continues either with additional negotiation of meaning or with a
continuation of the original conversation. Research investigating nego-
tiation of meaning has used as data the oral language of learners
engaged in face-to-face conversation during work on communication
tasks (Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993).


Applying the theory and methods of interactionist research to CALL
requires an expansion of the conception of negotiation of meaning in
two ways. First, negotiation of meaning needs to be seen not only in
face-to-face spoken conversations but also in written communication that
occurs over networked computers. Table 1 illustrates written interactions
that occurred in an ESL class where learners were participating in a
discussion on a local area network. In Move 1, the instructor asked a
question containing two words that the student did not understand.
Student 1’s question, “what’s that???,” interrupts what would be the
normal interaction (i.e., a response to the question such as “I believe it is
wrong.”). The purpose of the interruption, which is echoed by Student 2,
is to find out what two unknown words mean. In Move 4, Student 3
attempts an explanation of one word, sustain, but then Student 4
interrupts with a question about the other word, artifically. Again Student
3 provides a definition.


TABLE 1
An Example of Negotiation of Meaning From an Internet Discussiona


Move Participant Language


1 Instructor What do you think about sustaining life artificially?
2 Student 1 What is “sustaining artifically”? Anyone answer me.
3 Student 2 what’s that???
4 Student 3 Artificcally support someone’s life!
5 Student 4 Don’t ou understand artifically?
6 Student 3 For example using machines!


aFrom Rodriguez (1998, n.p.).
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A second, more extensive expansion of the definition of negotiation
of meaning is seen when the modified interactions take place between
the learner and the computer. Table 2 illustrates the types of interactions
that occurred in an activity in which the learner listened to a story
delivered by the computer. The normal interaction—assuming immedi-
ate comprehension of each page or the story—would be realized if
learners continued through the story by clicking on continue after
listening to each “page.” The data show that the learner interrupted the
normal interaction by requesting help with the aural input—first by
requesting a repetition (Move 3) and then by requesting a written
transcription (Move 6). In other words, the computer program created
the opportunities for modified interaction by offering modified input to
the learner on demand. The data documented that the learner actually
engaged in modified interactions by requesting and receiving the
modified input (i.e., aural repetition and written text).


This provides just one illustration of how theory and research that
have been useful for the study of other classroom tasks can help interpret
the data obtained from learners in CALL. The same perspective makes
suggestions about specifics of the input to learners and their linguistic
output. For example, theory and research have suggested that the
saliency of the target language input (Doughty, 1991; Sharwood Smith,
1991) and opportunities for production of comprehensible output
(Swain, 1985, 1998; Swain & Lapkin, 1995) are important for acquisition.
These claims point to other observable interactions that can be docu-
mented in CALL activities, such as whether learners are shown input that
highlights relevant linguistic features and whether they correct their
linguistic output to make it comprehensible.


TABLE 2
An Example of Negotiation of Meaning From Learner-Computer


Interaction in a Listening Activitya


Move Participant Language and behavior


1 Computer [aural] Would you like to hear the story I wrote for my
English class while we were waiting for dinner?


2 Computer Offers REPEAT, TEXT, DICTIONARY
3 Learner Chooses REPEAT
4 Computer [aural] Would you like to hear the story I wrote for my


English class while we were waiting for dinner?
5 Computer Offers REPEAT, TEXT, DICTIONARY
6 Learner Chooses TEXT
7 Computer [written] Would you like to hear the story I wrote for my


English class while we were waiting for dinner?


aUnpublished data from research reported by Hsu (1994).
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These research methods offer a starting point for focusing research
on the value of computer-mediated interactions for language develop-
ment in instructional activities, but other empirically oriented ap-
proaches to task-based research need to be explored as well (e.g.,
Skehan, 1996). Moreover, because the issues associated with CALL
extend beyond questions about the value of interactions, other ap-
proaches are also useful for investigating CALL (e.g., Chapelle, Jamieson,
& Park, 1996; Dunkel, 1991).


THE AUTHOR


Carol Chapelle is Professor of TESL and applied linguistics at Iowa State University,
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Researching Technology in TESOL: Determinist,
Instrumental, and Critical Approaches


MARK WARSCHAUER
America-Mideast Educational and Training Services


■ Early research on computers in the language classroom reflected what
has been called a determinist approach (see Ebersole, 1995). From a
determinist perspective, a computer is an all-powerful machine that in
and of itself brings about certain determined results. Thus research on
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computer-assisted language learning (CALL) seeks to understand the
overall effect of the computer, often at the insistence of administrators
who demand proof that the computer really works. However, as pointed
out often before (see, for example, Garrett, 1991), the computer does
not constitute a method, and the computer’s effect thus cannot be
researched independently of the particular way the technology is put to
use.


In contrast, an instrumental approach to technology is based on “the
common sense idea that technologies are ‘tools’ standing ready to serve
the purposes of their users. . . . Technology, as pure instrumentality, is
indifferent to the variety of ends it can be employed to achieve”
(Feenberg, 1991, p. 5). Though the instrumental view appropriately
takes the emphasis away from the machine per se, this view downplays
how new technologies affect the broader ecology of the language
learning environment. Thus language, learning, and the learner are all
seen as unchanged by the introduction of new technologies. The
potential limitations of this approach are evident in a statement by
Chapelle (1997) in an overview article on CALL research:


Because the purpose of CALL activities is L2 learning, the most critical
questions to be addressed about CALL are the following: What kind of
language does the learner engage in during a CALL activity? How good is the
language experience in CALL for L2 learning? (n.p.)


Chapelle is absolutely right that these questions are critical. But they
are not the only critical questions. What this paragraph ignores is that L2
learning is itself transformed by the introduction of new technologies
and that it is thus impossible to fully evaluate the language experience in
CALL using general criteria adapted from oral or print-based activity. To
know English well in the current era includes knowing how to read,
write, and communicate in electronic environments. For most academics
and professionals, learning how to compose electronic mail or make
effective use of the World Wide Web are English language skills that are
as essential as learning to speak on the telephone or make use of a
library. One cannot assess how these new literacies are being acquired by
tallying up syntactical, pragmatic, or lexical items, as is the common
approach of much CALL research.


How then can the development of new technology-based communica-
tion skills and literacies be researched? In contrast to determinist and
instrumental approaches to technology, I would suggest that our re-
search be guided by what Feenberg (1991) calls a critical theory of
technology. A critical approach sees technology as neither a neutral tool
nor a determined outcome but rather as a scene of struggle between
different social forces. Street (1984, 1993) earlier demonstrated how this
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critical approach applied to the acquisition of print literacy, which in
itself can be considered a technology. According to Street (1993), the
acquisition of print literacy involves “challenges to dominant discourses,
shifts in what constitutes the agenda of proper literacy, and struggles for
power and position” (p. 9). This critical approach is equally important
when investigating the acquisition of electronic literacies, which are
highly dependent on access to expensive computer equipment and
technological and language skills, and which can help bring about new
power relations in a classroom or community. As Kaplan (1995) noted,


The proclivities of electronic texts—at least to the extent that we can
determine what they are—manifest themselves only as fully as human beings
and their institutions allow, . . . they are in fact sites of struggle among
competing interests and ideological forces. (p. 28)


Thus in researching the use of new technologies by L2 learners, one
might want to look at questions such as these: What new literacies does
multimedia computer technology demand, both inside and outside the
classroom? How does the development of these new literacies intersect
with issues of class, race, gender, and identity? How does the sociocul-
tural context of particular educational institutions or communities affect
the learning and practice of electronic literacies?


These questions do not lend themselves to the experimental designs
that characterize deterministic and instrumental research paradigms but
are more effectively addressed by interpretive qualitative research such
as that conducted by Street (1984) and Heath (1983). Although experi-
mental research by necessity must limit attention to contextual factors
(in order to isolate a few variables for direct comparison), interpretive
qualitative research is designed to explore sociocultural context through
long-term participant observation and open-ended interviews within
particular institutions and communities. This in-depth engagement
facilitates the examination of crucial but often hidden factors, such as
underlying power relations in the classroom and community. Interpre-
tive qualitative research also seeks to define the meaning of actions from
the point of view of the local actors, rather than according to preor-
dained research categories (Erickson, 1986), and is thus especially
helpful for investigating students’ and teachers’ evolving attitudes or
sense of identity in changing circumstances—and attitude and identity
have been shown to be critical components affecting language learners’
use of computers (see, for example, Warschauer, in press-b).


Interpretive qualitative research, often but not exclusively based on
ethnography, has gained more prominence within the field of TESOL in
recent years (see, e.g., the 1995 and 1997 special-topic issues of TESOL
Quarterly: Vol. 29, No. 3; and Vol. 31, No. 3). However, there has as yet
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been insufficient qualitative research on technology-enhanced language
learning. Such research could examine not only what language learners
use in particular technology-enhanced environments but also how
computer-mediated language and literacy practices are shaped by broader
institutional and social factors, as well as what these new practices mean
from the perspective of the learner (see, e.g., Warschauer, 1998, in
press-a).


I am not suggesting that critical ethnography replace all other types of
research on technology-enhanced learning. Researchers do need not a
new monopoly paradigm of research but rather a multiplicity of ap-
proaches that allows them to fully address the many questions that the
use of new technologies poses. Indeed, some of the best language and
literacy research combines a variety of methods (e.g., quantitative and
qualitative linguistic analysis, discourse analysis, interviews, participant-
observation) or even approaches (e.g., the ground-breaking study on the
psychological dimensions of literacy by Scribner & Cole, 1981, which
made use of both ethnography and experimentation).


Technology critic Postman (1993) wrote that “fifty years after the
printing press was invented, we did not have old Europe plus the
printing press. We had a different Europe” (p. 18). I would suggest that
50 years after the computer was invented, we do not have old language
learning plus the computer, but we have a different language learning.
To fully understand the interrelationship between technology and lan-
guage learning, researchers have to investigate the broader ecological
context that affects language learning and use in today’s society, both
inside and outside the classroom. This can be best accomplished if
researchers expand their research paradigms to engage in critical
qualitative research that attempts to take into account broad sociocul-
tural factors as well as questions of human agency, identity, and meaning.
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■ During the past two decades L2 teaching has increasingly adopted a
communicative approach. Although definitions vary, communicative
language teaching (CLT) is often understood as a general approach to
L2 instruction whose main objective is “to develop the learner’s ability to
take part in spontaneous and meaningful communication in different
contexts, with different people, on different topics, for different pur-
poses” (Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei, & Thurrell, 1997, p. 149). CLT empha-
sizes functional and situational language use and involves communica-
tive tasks that require students to generate ideas on a topic or to
participate actively in role-play tasks and simulations in which they have
to use their imagination. Such tasks often require students to retrieve or
construct their own ideas, and it is reasonable to suggest that the
outcomes depend to a great extent on students’ creative abilities.
Learners who lack the creativity required for such tasks may have
difficulty performing them, which might negatively influence the devel-
opment of their L2 proficiency.


Although the question of the relationship between creativity and
success in L2 learning is an important one, research on this area has
been scarce in the L2 field. The only study I know of on this topic was
carried out by Carroll (1962, cited in Carroll, 1990) in the late 1950s.
However, in this study creativity did not turn out to be a good predictor
of language learning achievement. Carroll (1990) himself remarks that
“it is possible that the present situation in foreign language education
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and training is different from what it was in the 1950s and early 1960s”
(p. 24). Arguably, the spread of CLT has indeed changed the language
teaching situation relative to the one Carroll examined. For this reason,
I conducted a small-scale study of the effects of learners’ creativity on
language learning as part of an ongoing, larger-scale project on indi-
vidual differences at Eötvös University, Budapest. This brief report
discusses the rationale for and the results of this investigation.


CREATIVE THINKING DEFINED AND CONCEPTUALIZED


Although some researchers insist that the term creativity be used
exclusively in connection with “creative acts at the highest level, that is,
with the best and most valued works of artists, scientists and scholars”
(Hayes, 1989, p. 135), others maintain that it is possible to think of
creativity as an ability (or a cluster of abilities) possessed by all individuals
to a certain extent (Guilford, 1986; Torrance, 1962; Torrance & Myers,
1971). The advocates of both positions seem to agree that the notion of
creativity involves novelty but to differ in the importance they attach to
the momentousness of the outcome of the creative process.


One way of resolving this difference is to distinguish two subprocesses:
(a) the process of generating ideas and (b) the actual realization of these
ideas. Ideas generated in the first phase form the basis of the second
phase, the completion of some creative product (for a more elaborate
model, see Amabile, 1983). Notice that the second phase is dependent
on the first. For example, a person with excellent painting skills can be
an outstanding picture restorer, but without original ideas or a topic for
a painting, that person is unlikely to produce anything very creative. In
contrast, it is difficult to imagine a celebrated painter passing through
the first phase of the creative process but lacking the necessary skills to
complete the second phase successfully. Clearly, therefore, it is the first
phase, the process of generating ideas, that is crucial; the second phase
only determines how significant the creative product will be. A true
genius must have both excellent ideas and extraordinary skills in a given
domain. However, underlying the idea generation process is what might
be termed everyday creativity.


The term creative thinking is defined here as a cognitive process whose
intended outcome is a number of alternative responses to a given task
that are perceived in some way as novel or unusual. The extent to which
individuals can successfully engage in such a process is referred to as
their creativity. In other words, the term creative thinking describes the
process of idea generation, whereas a person’s creativity refers to the
cluster of abilities that determine the outcome of this process.
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COGNITIVE ABILITIES UNDERLYING CREATIVE THINKING


The first serious attempt to investigate creative thinking was made by
the psychologist J. P. Guilford, whose classic Structure of Intellect model
of intelligence (1967) included as many as 24 independent factors
claimed to underlie divergent production (Guilford’s term for creative
thinking). This model has served as a starting point for much of the
research on creative thinking, although this research has not supported
the existence of all the creativity factors proposed by Guilford. In a
recent survey of factor-analytical studies, Carroll (1993) reanalyzed the
existing literature on individual differences in cognitive abilities and
identified a total of 9 first-order, linearly independent factors related to
creativity. Although the categories admittedly need further refinement
(Carroll, 1993), they probably represent the best currently available
classification.


The four abilities that were the focus of the study described here were
1. ideational fluency, the ability to think of different verbal responses


falling into a specified class;
2. associational fluency, the ability to think of different verbal responses


semantically associated with a given stimulus;
3. sensitivity to problems, the ability to think of problems or solutions to


problems; and
4. originality, the ability to think of original verbal responses to specified


tasks.
The remaining five abilities listed by Carroll (1993) were not investi-


gated in the study, as they either involved drawing rather than language
(figural fluency and figural flexibility) or appeared to relate more to
speech production, that is, the realization of ideas, than to the genera-
tion of ideas (naming facility, expressional fluency, and word fluency).
Although the question of how ideas are encoded in actual speech is
intriguing and needs further investigation, the study described here
focused only on abilities related to the first phase of the creative process
(i.e., the idea generation process).


METHOD


Participants


The subjects were 34 secondary school students (18 males, 16 females)
enrolled in two classes taught by the same teacher at the same secondary
school in Budapest, Hungary. The groups were selected after a brief
interview with the participating teacher to find out what type of teaching
the students had experienced prior to the study. The results of this
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interview showed that the general approach to language teaching in
both classes could be considered communicative in that the students
were frequently involved in activities designed to elicit meaningful
interaction either among the learners or between the learners and the
teacher. Students in the first group were completing the first year of
secondary school (ages 14–15), and students in the second group were in
their second year (ages 15–16). All of the participants studied English as
part of their official school curriculum, which was the same for both
groups. A chi-square analysis showed that the two groups did not differ
significantly with regard to gender distribution.


The students’ level of proficiency in English ranged from upper
elementary to lower intermediate, with the average proficiency level of
the younger learners somewhat lower than that of the older. This
difference stemmed from the fact that the younger students had been
learning English for 1 year less. However, the difference was not assumed
to affect the study because the students responded to the instruments
entirely in their L1, and the focus of the investigation was a
non-English-specific variable (i.e., the general ability to generate ideas).
This variable was hypothesized to exert its influence through the extent
to which the students participated in communicative tasks; therefore,
from the point of view of the study, the important selection criterion was
the similarity of course content and teaching style in the two groups. This
was ensured by the fact that the groups attended the same school,
followed the same syllabus, and were taught by the same teacher.


Materials


The creativity test used in the study included five subtasks (conse-
quences, unusual uses, common problems, categories, and associations).
The basic task types, taken from Torrance (1962), were well-established
ways of measuring creativity that I adapted to the purpose of the present
investigation. The test and the students’ responses were entirely in
Hungarian, the students’ mother tongue. The test instructions asked
students to provide as many responses as they could think of for each
task. Following Carroll’s (1993) suggestion, the instructions also encour-
aged a playful, gamelike approach to the tasks. The purpose of this
encouragement was to eliminate the effect of test anxiety, which may
have been a factor in the students’ performance on the classroom tests
on which their grades, one of the dependent variables in the study, were
based.


Each task consisted of two parts, A and B, containing alternative topics
(see below) to minimize the chances of a student’s being creative yet
scoring poorly on the test due to some constraining factor associated
with the task’s topical cue. The test instructions told students that it was
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up to them whether they answered one part or both and that their choice
would not influence their score (that is, a student providing four answers
to one of the parts and none to the other received the same score as a
person who gave two responses to Part A and two to Part B). Because the
students had only 4 minutes to work on each of the tasks, giving answers
to just one or to both of the parts carried no advantage.


In the consequences task students were presented with improbable
situations and were asked to provide as many consequences as they could
think of. The two questions used in the study were (Part A) “What would
happen if people could become invisible at will?” and (Part B) “What
would happen if we understood the language of animals?” An example
of a student response to Part A was “It would make life easier for spies.”
Part B elicited answers like “We wouldn’t eat them any more.” This first
task was included in the test as a type of warm-up exercise to focus
participants’ attention on the subsequent tasks and to help them
understand what they were expected to do.


The unusual uses task was intended to measure the originality factor
by prompting students to supply unusual uses for common objects, a
book (Part A) and a pencil (Part B). Examples of students’ responses to
Part A were “bricks” and “wallpaper” and, to Part B, “nails” and
“toothpicks.”


The common problems task was designed to measure the students’
sensitivity to problems. In this task, students were asked to list a number
of problems that might occur in two everyday situations: going to school
in the morning (Part A) and making a sandwich (Part B). Responses to
Part A included various accidents (e.g., “breaking one’s leg”), whereas
responses to Part B mainly concerned the ingredients needed to make a
sandwich (e.g., “There’s no butter to put on the bread”).


The categories task measured ideational fluency. In this task students
were asked to list as many things as they could think of that belonged to
a given category: things that are red or more often red than not (Part A)
and things that are flat or more often flat than not (Part B). Among
students’ answers to Part A were various red fruits (e.g., “strawberry” and
“raspberry”), and they commonly answered Part B by mentioning “a
punctured tire” as well as other inflatable objects.


The last task was hypothesized to measure associational fluency.
Participants were presented with two words and were asked to supply a
third one that could be semantically associated with the other two. The
two word pairs were (Part A) mirror and rain, and (Part B) tower and
pencil. The most common response to Part A was “water,” and to Part B,
“pointed.”


In addition to the creativity test, I administered two short question-
naires (one to the students, the other to the teacher). Students were
asked to specify their gender and to nominate three of their classmates
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with the most and the fewest ideas in general. The teacher was requested
to identify the top and bottom 25% of students based on how she
believed they would perform in speaking and writing on the Hungarian
State Language Examination. This exam consists of a battery of tests,
largely modeled on the Cambridge language examinations, and its
criteria and standards are well known to secondary school teachers in
Hungary. Students’ end-of-term grades in English were also collected.
These grades were based on the students’ performance in a number of
oral and written test situations (which mainly required students to
perform realistic tasks, such as writing a letter to a friend on a given topic
or borrowing some sugar from a neighbor) throughout the term as well
as on the quality of their participation in classroom activities.


The teachers’ ratings and the students’ grades served as the criterion
measures in the study. Note, however, that there is no evidence that these
measures were reliable in the psychometric sense. To ensure validity, I
used two different, complementary measures to check the relationship
between idea production and students’ achievement. As noted below,
these two measures produced very similar results. Finally, the teacher was
also asked to identify the 25% of students who she thought generally
came up with the most ideas and the 25% who came up with the fewest.


Procedure


One week before the test, each of the students received a letter asking
them to participate in the study. Accompanying the letter was a sample
item to familiarize them with the type of activity found on the test. The
students took the test and filled out the questionnaires in their regular
English classes. Students were allowed to work for 4 minutes on each
task. Because the questionnaire asked the participants to provide sensi-
tive information about their peers, the completed answer sheets and
questionnaires were sealed in envelopes to ensure confidentiality.


Scoring


Creativity tests can be scored for fluency (the number of appropriate
responses given to a task), flexibility (the number of times the individual
changes from one category of response to another), originality (the
frequency of occurrence of a given response in a sample), and elabora-
tion (the level of detail in the responses).1 As Carroll (1993) remarks, the
last three often correlate highly with fluency scores and with each other
and provide little useful information in addition to fluency scores, the


1 Note that these scoring systems can be used to score any creativity task. They should not be
confused with some of the similar-sounding creativity factors discussed in the report.
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most common of the four scoring systems in creativity research. The
tasks in the present study were scored for fluency (by simply counting
students’ responses) and also for elaboration (by averaging the ratings of
two independent judges on a 4-point scale that ranged from no elaborate
responses to all responses elaborate) because the students’ responses turned
out to differ in level of detail, which could have influenced the number
of ideas they were able to provide within the time available for the
completion of the tasks. Accordingly, when computing correlation
coefficients between students’ (fluency) scores on the creativity tasks and
the criterion measures, I partialled out the elaboration scores. Although
the resulting coefficients were somewhat lower, they were considered to
reflect the relationship between creative thinking and language learning
achievement more accurately.


RESULTS AND DISCUSSION


Interrater Reliability and the Validity of Test Scores


The reliability of the two independent raters’ elaboration scores was
satisfactory for all the tasks (in the high .80s and .90s, the average being
.92). I examined the validity of the creativity test by checking whether the
learners identified as usually coming up with the most ideas also scored
high on the creativity test. A comparison of the total creativity test scores
of students identified by their peers and their teacher as creative with
those of students identified as less creative showed that this was indeed
the case: Students nominated by their peers as creative significantly
outperformed those nominated as lacking creativity (t = –2.12; df = 16;
p␣ < .05); in the case of the teacher’s nominations, the difference between
the two groups approached significance (t = –1.93; df = 16; p = .072).2


Therefore, creative students tended to outperform less creative students
on the creativity test (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991). The reason for peer
nominations being more exact than the teacher’s nominations might be
that the students knew each other better than the teacher knew them.
Students see their English teacher only a few times each week, but they
spend most of their time together at school.


The Internal Structure of the Creativity Construct


Except for one coefficient, the intercorrelations of students’ scores on
the different subtasks of the test appear to indicate that the tasks did


2 The means (and standard deviations) for the two groups were Mlow = 31.78 (SD = 12.18),
Mhigh = 42.67 (SD = 9.42), in the case of peer nominations and Mlow = 31.00 (SD = 14.83), Mhigh =
43.00 (SD =11.36), in the case of teacher nominations.
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measure four distinct abilities (see Table 1).3 The exception is the
coefficient of .62 for the ideational and associational fluency factors. The
fact that the shared variance (r 2) was over 38% implies that the factors
are not entirely independent of each other. An explanation for this
overlap might be that the retrieval of ideas falling into a specified
category (i.e., ideational fluency) depends to some extent on making
associations between items already retrieved or on the cue used in the
task itself (associational fluency). A follow-up study involving retrospec-
tive interviews is looking into this matter.


Test Scores and Language Learning Achievement


The correlation between the students’ total scores on the creativity
test and their English grades was highly significant (see Table 1), which
supports the original hypothesis that students with higher levels of
creativity can be expected to be more successful language learners than
those lacking creativity.


The scores on the separate tasks were all significantly related to
language learning success. The relationship between ideational fluency
and the students’ end-of-term grades can be explained by the fact that, as
part of their classroom instruction, L2 students encounter tasks that


3 Note that all coefficients in Table 1 are partial correlations. As pointed out above, to
compute the various coefficients, I used fluency scores (i.e., the number of responses) and
partialled out the corresponding elaboration scores (i.e., the detail level of responses). Thus the
coefficient of .23 between originality and sensitivity to problems, for example, is the correlation
between the fluency scores for the corresponding tasks with the effect of elaboration scores for
both of those tasks partialled out. Coefficients between creativity factors and English grades are
also partial correlations. In these cases, the correlation coefficient in the table is the correlation
between the fluency scores for the corresponding task and the English grades with the effect of
the elaboration scores for the task partialled out.


TABLE 1
Intercorrelationsa of Creativity Factors and Between Test Scores and English Grades (N = 34)


Creativity factor


1 2 3 4 English grades


Creativity factor
1. Originality .23 .20 .25 .39*
2. Sensitivity to problems .24 .03 .50**
3. Ideational fluency .62*** .52**
4. Associational fluency .34*


Total test score .63***


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
aSee Footnote 3.
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require them to come up with a variety of ideas; students who are better
at this are at an advantage in L2 learning. Because the students’
originality scores and their English grades were also significantly interre-
lated, at least some of the instructional tasks seem to have required a
variety of responses that were unusual or novel to the students. The
importance of sensitivity to problems makes good intuitive sense; a
person who is more sensitive to problems might identify more ap-
proaches to solving a given problem and might be better at identifying
more appropriate or more fruitful solutions.


The lowest, but still significant, coefficient was that between associa-
tional fluency and the students’ end-of-term English grades. A possible
explanation for this relatively weak relationship is that associational
fluency might not be directly related to success in L2 learning. Rather, as
pointed out above, such an ability might contribute to ideational fluency,
which in turn enhances learning. Partial correlations for English grades
and the two fluency factors supported this argument: With the ideational
fluency score partialled out, the correlation between associational flu-
ency and the English grades was reduced to zero (r = .00 as opposed to
the r = .34 value in Table 1), but removing the effect of the associational
fluency score resulted in only a marginal decrease in the correlation
between ideational fluency and the English grades (r = .44 as opposed to
the r = .52 value in Table 1).4


Because variables not included in the study (e.g., test anxiety) may
have affected the correlations between students’ scores on the creativity
test and their English grades, I sought further evidence of the relation-
ship between students’ creativity and their achievement in foreign
language learning. A comparison of the total creativity test scores of
students with superior versus poor speaking and writing skills as identi-
fied by the students’ teacher revealed significant differences (tspeaking =
–2.85, df = 16, p < .05; twriting = –3.54, df = 16, p < .01),5 again supporting the
hypothesis that more creative language learners hold an advantage in a
CLT setting.


CONCLUSION


Although the limited sample size in this study warrants caution in
interpreting the results, the consistently significant coefficients point to
the fact that, in the particular learning situation investigated, creativity is
an important difference among individual learners. This finding implies


4 As earlier, elaboration scores for the two tasks were partialled out.
5 The means (and standard deviations) for the two groups were Mlow = 27.78 (SD = 10.28),


Mhigh = 42.78 (SD = 11.98), in the case of speaking and Mlow = 29.56 (SD = 12.29), Mhigh = 45.89 (SD
= 6.33), in the case of writing.
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that using only language learning tasks that require students to participate
creatively may restrict the language learning opportunities of less cre-
ative students. In planning lessons, practitioners should be aware of this
possibility and employ a variety of tasks that differ in the level of creativity
required. The available literature on creative thinking abounds in
techniques that might aid the language teacher in designing such tasks;
the three strategies presented below have been adapted from a more
complete list by Guilford (1986).
1. Suspend judgment. Suspending judgment facilitates the idea-


generation process by eliminating a factor that constrains it; ideas
dismissed prematurely cannot serve as cues in the search for other
ideas. What seems to be an irrelevant idea for some students,
however, might trigger a wealth of ideas for others. Therefore, a joint
brainstorming session (where no judgments are passed on emerging
ideas) might be beneficial before the actual activity based on the
retrieved ideas begins.


2. Adjust the scope of the problem. A problem that is defined too
narrowly might constrain the idea-generation process. Broadening
the problem can remove some of the constraints. For example,
instead of asking students to talk about the worst thing that has
happened to them while traveling by bus, the teacher can ask them
to talk in general about bad things that might happen to them on the
bus. If, however, the problem is too vague (e.g., bad things that
might happen to people), the lack of sufficient cues might under-
mine the retrieval of relevant ideas.


3. Ask questions. To cite Guilford (1986), this is “the approach of the
person with curiosity” (p. 112). Normally, it is the problem solver
who asks the questions, but teachers might add their own to help the
students. Using cued narratives (i.e., narratives facilitated by immedi-
ate stimuli in the form of cue cards containing questions) as opposed
to assigning free compositions is a good example of the application
of this strategy.
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Encoding Specificity in Second
Language Acquisition


SHERRY A. DOROBISH and RICHARD T. WALLS
West Virginia University


■ In the areas of education and psychology, memory has been investi-
gated in terms of the encoding, storage, and retrieval of items such as
syllables, words, and sentences. Of specific interest has been the relation
between what is encoded (stored) and what is retrieved (remembered).
Performance on retention tests indicates the extent to which a recall
context duplicates the encoding context. For example, when people
recognize someone they see at the mall, they may not be able to
remember the person’s name because the context—and perhaps the
person’s clothing—are different from those usually associated with that
person. If people can recall the context (e.g., dental office or auto repair
shop), they are much more likely to remember the person’s name. The
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name is available in their memory, but it is not accessible until they
remember relevant cues and can put the person in context. In the
encoding-specificity principle, the effectiveness of a cue for output
(recall) depends on how the target word was encoded at input. If the
target word was encoded in relation to a particular word or concept in
the individual’s semantic (conceptual meaning) network, the semantic
context used for storage can also be an effective retrieval cue (Martin,
1975; Pellegrino & Salzberg, 1975; Santa & Lamwers, 1974; Tulving &
Osler, 1968; Tulving & Thomson, 1973).


In a typical demonstration of the encoding-specificity principle, the
learner is presented with a long list of cue-word and target-word pairs
(e.g., page-BOOK, mouse-CAT, spool-NEEDLE, ball-BAT, violin-MUSIC ), either
on a computer with a controlled number of seconds per exposure of
each pair or on a sheet of paper with a prescribed time limit for studying
the pairs. Either immediately after this exposure or after a delay, the
learner is given a list of cues and is asked to try to recall all of the target
words. During recall, page serves as a better cue for the target BOOK than
does read. Similarly, violin serves as a better cue for recall for the target
MUSIC than does country because violin was involved in the specific
encoding context, but country was not. If BAT was originally encoded as a
part of the person’s baseball schema (semantic meaning) rather than as
BAT, the night-flying animal, a baseball context is more likely than a
flying-animal context to help the person remember that BAT was in the
original list. These examples illustrate the encoding-specificity principle,
in which the semantic (conceptual meaning) context for learning will be
influential in the context for remembering.


ENCODING SPECIFICITY AND LANGUAGE LEARNING


This principle of encoding specificity suggests that baiorin (the Romanji
word for violin) used as a cue would activate the semantic structure
(conceptual meaning) associated with the violin for a person fluent in
Japanese. A picture of a violin should activate the semantic structure for
a person who is fluent only in Japanese or is fluent in both Japanese and
English. The English word violin should activate the semantic structure
for a person who is fluent in English, but, for a novice in English, it may
evoke considerations of word structure, word sound, and formal mean-
ing (string instrument) in an attempt to translate it into the native
language. When semantic structure is activated, associated words within
that general concept (schema) are available, and a target word (MUSIC )
that is also a part of that semantic structure will more likely be
immediately accessible than it would be if several considerations (word
structure, word sound, formal meaning, translation into the native
language) were necessary to access the semantic meaning. Thus, for a
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fluent bilingual (Learner A), both the Japanese word baiorin and the
English word violin will evoke the same semantic meaning of string
instrument, to which orchestra, bow, and music are related. In other
words, when bilingual Learner A sees either baiorin or violin, the same
semantic meaning and associated concepts come to mind (single seman-
tic code; Durgunoglu & Roediger, 1987). In contrast, when Learner B is
much more fluent in the L1 (Japanese) than in the L2 (English), the
word baiorin will evoke the semantic structure in which string instrument,
orchestra, bow, and music are related. For Learner B, however, the word
violin will likely evoke more considerations or steps to the richer array of
associated words and meanings in the semantic structure because for
Learner B there is not a single semantic code for baiorin and violin, as there
is for Learner A. Rather, for Learner B, a dual code is thought to operate
in which baiorin (L1) evokes the richer semantic context (the meaning of
the word within a schema of associated words and meanings), but violin
(L2) does not evoke the rich semantic context, or it requires extra steps
to get there (Durgunoglu & Roediger, 1987). Nonnative speakers,
because they may not have a history of exposure to the L2 through social
situations, may be developmentally unsophisticated in the L2 and may
consider word structure, word sound, formal meaning, and translation
into the corresponding word in the native language rather than concep-
tual information with meanings that develop through use (e.g., string
instrument, orchestra, bow, and music; Dufour & Kroll, 1995; Kroll &
Stewart, 1994).


Findings from the child development literature lend support to the
idea that semantic meaning increases with age or experience. Chen and
Leung (1989) reported that adults who were proficient in two languages
could directly access the meanings of words in both languages, but adult
beginners in an L2 tended to use translations into corresponding words
in the native language to access the meanings of printed L2 words. This
was true of child beginners in an L2 as well, but children (in second and
fourth grade) were faster at translating a picture into an L2 word than
they were at translating an L2 printed word into an L1 word (possibly
because of the potential extra considerations of word structure, word
sound, and formal meaning). Henning (1973) designed a semantic
(association of cue words and target words through meaning) versus
acoustic (association of cue words and target words through rhyme)
processing task for L2 learners that was based on a developmental
relationship observed in children’s L1 development. Research (e.g.,
Bach & Underwood, 1970) had shown that children made a develop-
mental transition from greater facility in second grade in recalling target
words when the cue (e.g., rat) and the target word (e.g., hat) were
acoustically associated (rhymed) to greater facility in sixth grade in
recalling target words when the cue (e.g., dog) and the target word (e.g.,
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bone) were semantically associated (shared meaning). Using learners of
varying L2 proficiency, Henning (1973) demonstrated that this primitive-
acoustic (rat-hat) to sophisticated-semantic (dog-bone) progression oc-
curred in adults’ L2 encoding as well as in children’s L1 encoding. More
recent work by Lawson and Hogben (1996) supports this important
finding. They found that native English speakers learning Italian vocabu-
lary used “some form of repetition of the new words and their mean-
ings—mostly a simple reading of the dictionary-like entries provided,”
but they did not use “elaborative acquisition procedures.” Thus, there
was a “lack of association between use of context and recall of word
meaning” (p. 101).


Henning’s (1973) experiments involved recognition memory. Target
words were presented in a tape-recorded paragraph, and the learners
immediately attempted to recognize the target words mixed among
acoustic (rhyming) and semantic (meaning) distractors on paper. When
language learners are asked to learn and recall words in an L2, will
picture cues, L1 cues, or L2 cues serve as the strongest prompts?
Although pictorial stimuli are known to constitute powerful influences
in most conditions of learning and remembering (e.g., Chen & Leung,
1989), research indicates that people generally give a verbal code to
incoming visual information (e.g., a picture) in short-term memory
(Baddeley, 1998). When individuals see a picture of a violin, it appears
that they covertly say violin or baiorin. As a consequence, language
learners who are relatively new to an L2 are likely to give a verbal code to
the picture based on their L1 (baiorin).


To summarize, the encoding-specificity principle contends that at the
time of recall, people are most likely to recall target items that are cued
(prompted) by the same cues that were present at the time of encoding
(initial learning). Equally plausible cues that were not present at the
time of encoding will be much less effective as retrieval cues. For
bilinguals, words from either language should be equally effective as cues
(e.g., baiorin-MUSIC or violin-MUSIC ). For relative novices in an L2, L1
cues (baiorin-MUSIC ) may serve as more effective cues than L2 cues
(violin-MUSIC ) because of the richer semantic, socially based context
from the L1, even when the target word is in the L2. An L2 cue requires
extra translation steps to the comparable L1 word before broader
semantic context is accessible. Pictures should be better cues than L2
cues are, but because pictures are thought to evoke a verbal code, there
may be an easy translation step to the L1 (baiorin) that makes them
somewhat less effective than L1 cues. Some evidence suggests that, for
both L1 learners (children) and L2 learners, there is a developmental
sequence from less semantic-based association (acoustic and simple
meaning) to more semantic-based association (conceptual meaning
within a more-inclusive semantic network).
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RESEARCH QUESTION


An important question asks what types of cues serve as the most
effective recall prompts for L2 learners. In the experiment described
here, the learners were native-Japanese-speaking college students who
were studying English at an elementary level. Which of four cuing
conditions (picture cues, Japanese cues, English cues, or no cues) best
helps these students store and retrieve English words?


The encoding-specificity principle dictates that the cues allowing
strongest associative, semantic links to the target at the time of encoding
will prove superior in facilitating recall. As such, we first expected that
Japanese cues should constitute strong semantic-meaning prompts (baiorin
and associated context) and that the students would require translation
of only the English target word (MUSIC ) in this condition. Second,
picture cues should also be strong prompts but may show somewhat less
effect if the easy translation from the picture to the Japanese verbal code
occurs. Further, these encoding cues (Japanese cues and picture cues)
should hold up well over time in delayed recall. Third, English cues may
be least effective in prompting recall of English target words. Each
cue-target pair may require a double translation in which the English cue
(violin) would require extra considerations or steps for translation to the
Japanese equivalent (baiorin), and a similar translation of the target
(MUSIC ) would also occur. Fourth, when no cue is present, the learner is
required to simply try to recall target English words that were present in
the original list with no associated prompt. This condition, based on
cued-recall research and the encoding-specificity principle, should yield
the poorest recall performance.


METHOD


The participants were 48 undergraduate volunteers from a U.S.
university who were enrolled in elementary-level ESL classes. All were
native speakers of Japanese who had been in the U.S. for 7 months and
had recently achieved TOEFL scores between 325 and 400. Accordingly,
all were considered developmentally advanced in Japanese and unso-
phisticated in English.


The cue words were all strong associates (but not synonyms) of the
target words, drawn from word association norms. The 48 cue-target
pairs were each assigned a random digit from 1 to 4 to place it in one of
the four conditions: (a) the English cue condition (e.g., barn-HORSE),
(b) the picture cue condition (e.g., [picture of pants]–SHIRT ), (c) the
Romanji cue condition (e.g., tsuki-STAR), or (d) no cue condition (e.g.,
*****-NURSE ) (12 pairs in each condition). The pairs were then
arranged in random order on a study sheet with the cue on the left and
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the target on the right. The study sheet and the test sheet used different
random orders, and additional randomization was used to combat other
possible order effects. The pages were typed double spaced, with the
words cue and TARGET heading the columns. Underlines were used on
the test sheet as blanks where the target words were to be written (see the
Appendix).


Participants were given written instructions and were told that they
would have 12 minutes to learn the target words and cues. Participants
then studied the 48 cue-target pairs from the study sheet for 12 minutes.
Immediately thereafter, the study sheets were collected, and test sheets
were given to participants. Two minutes elapsed between the end of the
study period and the start of the testing period. Participants wrote as
many of the 48 target words as they could recall. One week (7 or 8 days)
later, the participants took an unannounced delayed-recall test on the
same pairs with the cues presented in a different random order than on
the the immediate-recall test. The participants again wrote as many of
the 48 target words as they could recall.


RESULTS


Means and standard deviations for the four cue conditions on the
immediate-recall test and the delayed-recall test are presented in Table 1.


We computed an analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine if
performance differed across the four cuing conditions on the
immediate-recall test (repeated measures, within subjects). Homogene-
ity of variance by Hartley’s Fmax test (p < .01) demonstrated this analysis to
be appropriate. This analysis of variance yielded a significant difference,
F(3, 141) = 75.9, p < .01, among the conditions. A follow-up test (the
Duncan multiple-range test) revealed that the three conditions in which
cues were present (the English, picture, and Romanji cue conditions)
each produced better recall than the no-cue condition (each p < .01). We
computed a second ANOVA to determine whether performance differed
across the four cuing conditions on the delayed-recall test (repeated
measures, within subjects). Homogeneity of variance by Hartley’s Fmax test
(p < .01) demonstrated this analysis to be appropriate. The ANOVA
yielded a significant difference, F(3, 141) = 62.1, p < .01, among the
conditions. The follow-up test indicated that all three of the conditions
in which cues were present produced better recall than did the no-cue
condition (p < .01). More importantly, although the English and picture
cues did not differ significantly in the recall they produced, the Romanji
cues produced significantly better delayed recall than either the English
or the picture cues did (both p < .01).
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DISCUSSION


English, picture, and Romanji cues produced better immediate recall
and better delayed recall than no cues did. In fact, these three types of
cues were equally effective on the immediate-recall test. Although
participants’ mean recall of target words was slightly higher under the
Romanji cue condition than under the English cue condition immedi-
ately after the participants had studied the words, the Romanji cue
condition was not significantly more facilitative at that point than
English or picture cues were. After a week, however, on a surprise retest,
the Romanji cues facilitated better recall of English. The encoding-
specificity principle would thus support the Japanese cue as more
transfer-appropriate for making lasting semantic connections to English
words for these learners. If the learners initially translated pictures into
Japanese language cues (Baddeley, 1998), the extra step may have
lessened the long-term effectiveness of the picture cues.


The findings from this preliminary investigation recommend subse-
quent work that would explicate the relationships of the encoding-
specificity principle to transfer-appropriate teaching and learning. A
more complete experiment or series of investigations might incorporate
the four cue conditions (English, picture, Romanji, no cue) with target
words from both the L1 (Japanese) and the L2 (English) rather than
only the L2. This would allow a comparison of the relative facilitative
effects of these cues when the native language versus the L2 is the target
for recall. In addition, including participants with L1s and L2s different
from those in the present study would allow testing of the generalizability
of effects. If appropriate acoustic (rhyming) prompts can be con-
structed, the acoustic-to-semantic developmental effect identified for
children (Bach & Underwood, 1970) and for recognition of words
(Henning, 1973) can be tested for L2 learners’ recall of words.


The results of this preliminary study suggest that ESL reading instruc-
tion might incorporate cued blanks in cloze readings. Teachers could
construct paragraphs in which a cue (not a synonym) precedes the cloze


TABLE 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Immediate- and Delayed-Recall Tests, by Cue Condition


Immediate test Delayed test


Cue condition M SD M SD


No cue 5.21 4.13 2.04 2.30
English 9.50 2.98 5.33 2.83
Picture 9.83 2.55 5.60 3.62
Romanji 10.00 2.50 6.77 3.08
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blank to be guessed by the reader. In the first reading of the paragraph,
the learner might encounter a picture cue, an L1 cue, or even an L2 cue
before each blank. For instance, in the picture-cue condition, a sentence
might be, “The boy sat in the [picture of table] CHAIR.” An L1 cue
before a cloze word in a sentence might be, “The man picked up the
(yuri-kago) BABY.” Well-known English words could serve as cues for new
English words, as in “Jason bought a beautiful (beer) MUG.”


There are, of course, other potential applications. Vocabulary lists,
either constructed by instructors or by students for self-study, could show
the traditional pairing of the L1 word and the L2 word side-by-side. In
addition, a cue word (not a synonym) or picture might accompany each
pair (e.g., kabin-VASE accompanied by the English word flower, the
Romanji word for flower, or a picture of a flower). The additional
context provided by the cue may encourage more meaningful encoding
and later facilitate more meaningful retrieval from that larger semantic
context. Rebus (picture-word) puzzles or flash cards could involve
various combinations of L1 and L2 words as well as associated cues. A
textbook might show the word su, the word nest, or a picture of a nest in
the margin (or interspersed in the text) when the student is to read bird
in a sentence. A computer program could present the L1 words,
associated cues in one form or another, and the L2 target words.
Subsequently, if a learner presented with the L1 word produces an
incorrect response or no response, the computer might prompt with the
original cue from the encoding context. Similarly, a teacher might
superimpose progressively facilitative cues on an overhead projector to
activate the conceptual schema for a word and facilitate recall. In these
potential applications, the value of different types of cues may be
predicted from the present research, but experimentation by instructors
and students as well as the scientific community is warranted because of
the variety of conditions that may be used. Variations on the theme of the
use of cuing during encoding and recall may contribute to constructive
advances in the architecture of L2 learning.
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APPENDIX
The 48 Cue-Target Pairsa


cue TARGET cue TARGET


page BOOK retasu TOMATO
* * * * * * COW PIC table CHAIR
PIC knife FORK burashi COMB
happa TREE * * * * * * HONEY
mouse CAT PIC square ROUND
* * * * * * NURSE Bible CHURCH
PIC spider WEB PIC head EYES
shima-uma STRIPES * * * * * * WINDOW
PIC pants SHIRT PIC leg ARM
pen INK mug BEER


aThe pairs are listed in one of the two random orders used on the study sheets.
PIC = picture cue; ****** = no cue.
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PIC spool NEEDLE kabin FLOWER
bed PILLOW * * * * * * BUTTER
* * * * * * NAIL seed PLANT
boru BAT su BIRD
* * * * * * SHOT PIC wagon WHEEL
PIC coat HAT * * * * * * POLE
baiorin MUSIC te FOOT
PIC woman MAN * * * * * * COOK
* * * * * * APPLE sock SHOE
yuri-kago BABY * * * * * * QUEEN
barn HORSE carrot RABBIT
tsuki STAR torakku CAR
* * * * * * WRONG green GRASS
stop GO PIC saucer CUP


cue TARGET cue TARGET
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Teaching Pronunciation: A Reference for Teachers of English to
Speakers of Other Languages.
Marianne Celce-Murcia, Donna M. Brinton, and Janet M. Goodwin.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996. Pp. xii + 435.


■ On the back cover of the book, the publishers state that Teaching
Pronunciation “offers current and prospective teachers of English a
comprehensive treatment of pronunciation pedagogy, drawing on both
current theory and practice.” In spite of a general awareness of its role in
ESL and EFL programs, pronunciation is still an almost neglected area
in teacher education programs, whether pre- or in-service. Nor does the
teaching of pronunciation with all its related components play an
obvious role in many EFL textbooks and syllabi. For the majority of
learners, pronunciation and intonation remain the most difficult skills to
learn. In fact, the teaching of pronunciation is not an easy matter for
various reasons. The teacher has to have a thorough and systematic
knowledge of English phonology, but knowing the sound system is not
enough, as the teacher has to have appropriate pedagogical tools to
make this knowledge accessible to the learners. Teaching Pronunciation is
good news for both native and nonnative English-speaking ESL/EFL
teachers. It brings theory and practice together and presents them in an
accessible manner.


With four parts and 12 chapters, the book is comprehensive in
coverage. The first part, in 2 chapters, provides the teacher with research
findings from the last four decades about the teaching and acquisition of
pronunciation skills and the way pronunciation has been treated over
the past 100 years. Of particular relevance are the sections dealing with
learner variables that affect pronunciation, such as age, exposure to the
target language, and the native language. Parts 2 and 3 are devoted to
the sound system. Chapters 3 and 4 deal with the various combinations of
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consonants and vowels that make up the inventory of English sounds.
Chapter 5 covers suprasegmental features such as word stress, sentence
stress, and rhythm. In chapter 6 the authors address the question of
prominence and intonation in discourse. Learners need to be aware that
pronunciation is often affected by sociocultural contexts and by the
purpose of communication, and this chapter draws on the field of
discourse analysis to show the role of discourse context and the speaker’s
intent in determining the intonation of streams of speech. Chapters 7, 8,
and 9 focus on the intersection of the sound system with the areas of
listening, inflectional morphology, and orthography. The authors em-
phasize that, because the sound system is a resource for creating
meaning and expressing a variety of language, teachers cannot teach the
system in a vacuum.


In chapter 11, drawing from the fields of psychology, drama, and
speech pathology, the authors provide the teacher with new directions in
the teaching of pronunciation. All the presented techniques depart from
the traditional approach. Teachers are reminded that nativelike speech
should not necessarily be the target model, nor should accuracy be the
sole focus for pronunciation activities. Chapter 12 is of particular
relevance to teacher educators as it stresses the role of pronunciation in
the curriculum and provides suggestions and case studies for training
sessions. The authors end the book with the question of testing and
evaluation. This last chapter is very important to the teacher as it
presents an array of productive pronunciation and oral tests. These tests
are productive in that they provide the learners with an opportunity for
feedback on their performance.


Teaching Pronunciation is a valuable resource book. It is comprehensive
and grounded in research findings. In addition to the many tables and
charts explaining the consonant and vowel systems and their positions
and articulations, the authors provide, at the end of every chapter, a
guided practice section that presents a set of useful communicative
activities. It should be mentioned that the book is based on the North
American sound system and not the British one. The differences
between the two systems are addressed in an appendix. Teaching Pronun-
ciation can be used at different levels and in different contexts, in teacher
education programs or by individual teachers who are interested in
learning more about teaching pronunciation.


SALAH TROUDI
United Arab Emirates University
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Grammar in the Composition Classroom: Essays on
Teaching ESL for College-Bound Students.
Patricia Byrd and Joy M. Reid. Boston: Heinle & Heinle, 1998.
Pp. ix + 195.


■ Whether language professionals teach university ESL writing and
grammar, design curriculum, or act as a campus resource for other
academic faculty needing help with international students in their
classes, they should read Grammar in the Composition Classroom. This book
is a no-nonsense, right-on resource that explains where the ESL profes-
sional must begin in rethinking and redesigning effective curricula for
the ESL student who will soon be undertaking university credit courses.


Reid emphasizes the need to determine who the learners are and how
they learn best before determining what they should learn, shifting the
focus away from learners’ errors and toward the learners. Her description
of the differences between immigrant L2 students and international
students provide strong support for this approach. Byrd guides the reader
through selecting appropriate grammar and putting it into the context of
writing while keeping in mind the reading and writing tasks the students
will encounter in their undergraduate and graduate disciplines.


Teachers of advanced writing should pay particular attention to
chapter 6. In it the authors present the special challenges of suasive verbs
(e.g., agree, ask, urge), conditional and hypothetical sentences, and those
ever-confounding modals. Their treatment of the underlying cultural
factors that control the use of these grammatical forms provides insights
for anyone dealing with the teaching or learning of English rhetoric.
This information could be translated into curricula, classroom lessons,
or faculty workshops to provide immediate help for teachers and
learners alike.


In chapter 7, Reid sets out the knotty issue of ESL paper correction
and possible methods of responding to nonnative English writing. With
uncommon common sense, she proposes a system for identifying errors,
selecting errors for correction, knowing how to correct the selected
errors, and effectively returning the student to the task of revision.
Underlying all she writes is her philosophy of respect for the learners’
intelligence and creativity as well as the understanding of the teacher’s
complex task of reading and correcting ESL writing.


In the final chapter, Byrd writes about some of the implications of the
using computers in ESL instruction. She presents an overview of current
computer applications: word processing, networked labs, e-mail, and the
World Wide Web. And she raises questions that ESL programs must
address as they introduce these technological innovations into their
curricula.
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Throughout the book the authors have included sources (new and
old), connected the seminal research with recent studies, and left
signposts pointing to work that must be done in the future. Their nine
and a half pages of references will delight any researcher, and their
diagrams and charts are both instructive and supportive for the work
they encourage the ESL profession to undertake in the design and
implementation of effective ESL curricula.


CHERYL MCKENZIE
San José State University


On Becoming a Language Educator: Personal Essays on
Professional Development.
Christine Pearson Casanave and Sandra R. Schecter (Eds.).
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1997. Pp. xxi + 243.


■ This collection is worthy of attention first for its unique concept,
personal essays that are narrative, confessional, and deeply moving from
individuals well known in the fields of L1, L2, and bilingual education.
This type of writing—intimate revelations as a conduit for commentary
on language policy, pedagogy, and professionalism—is rarely seen and is
hugely successful as a catalyst to self-reflection. The readings propelled
me into my own personal history, causing me to recall how my educa-
tional philosophy has been rooted, nourished, and grown, pushing me
into reconceptualizing my teaching and reformulating my goals. Taken
as a whole, these essays observe and expose, evaluate and challenge
numerous facets of systemic control of balances of power in the
classroom, the profession, and the social context within which educa-
tional activities are carried out.


The graduate students targeted by this text will be aided in personal
exploration by the grouping and framing of the 19 essays with introduc-
tory commentary, discussion prompts, and activity prompts. In a
discussion-based course the essays could serve as a primary text; the
questions can be easily extended and personalized by the course leader
for students with some previous teaching experience. The activity
prompts serve as an effective basis for outside assignments. Used as a
supplementary text, the book humanizes issues that may appear exces-
sively abstract in more traditional academic texts.


Grouping essays within themes, though perhaps necessary for edito-
rial purposes, is somewhat artificial. Connections among essays are so
quickly forthcoming in discussion that these themes rapidly lose cogency.
My graduate students have made a practice of pausing to draw associa-
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tions from each essay to nearly every other. Further, the authors and
their specialties are diverse, including Jill Sinclair Bell, Jim Cummins,
Carole Edelsky, John Fanselow, Lily Wong Fillmore, Michèle Foster,
Norma González, Denise Murray, Judy Winn-Bell Olsen, Vivian Paley,
Thomas Scovel, David Shea, Trudy Smoke, Alan Strand, and Peter Paul,
whose essay on deaf students is particularly welcome.


This volume brings home forcefully the inextricable flow of power in
linguistic relations among individuals, groups, learners, and their men-
tors. Reflections on the authority (and responsibility) of classroom
teachers, dissertation advisors, and teacher educators in their relations
with learners pose intricate questions about the ownership of learning.
Observations on the power of academe to define the voice of discourse,
the stance of objectivity required of researchers examining their own
communities, and the relative value of pedagogy and inquiry expose
presuppositions often unconsciously internalized and respected in con-
travention of personal intuitions and values. Insights into the impor-
tance of native culture and bilingual education, the quandaries for the
deaf in choosing between oral or sign-based language education, the
educational effects of language policy on the Irish, and the social effects
of religious policy on the Irish demonstrate how linguistic decisions can
be coerced by political or economic power. That the authors occasionally
offer contradicting evidence illustrates the complexity of employing or
challenging power relations.


This collection is replete with highly individual stories that at once
make power relations palpable and compel one to reexamine them in
one’s own personal contexts. Whether as a thought-provoking addition
to a personal library on professionalism or a riveting and effective
graduate school course book, this collection is an original, much-needed
investigation of identity and power in language education, an invaluable
contribution to critical pedagogy.


GUY MODICA
Seikei University


The Cambridge Encyclopedia of the English Language.
David Crystal. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.
Pp. vii + 489.


■ Very few professional reference books lend themselves to pleasure
reading, but David Crystal’s Cambridge Encyclopedia of the English Language
certainly does. Now available in paperback, although still oversized and
heavy, it provides interesting and enjoyable reading no matter which
page one turns to.
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Perhaps the first question one asks with regard to such a work is, “Just
what does an encyclopedia of a language look like?” Most encyclopedias
are organized alphabetically. This one is not. Crystal begins with the
history of the English language and moves on to sections on vocabulary,
grammar, and the sound and writing systems. He also includes a section
on using the language that covers discourse; regional, social, and
personal variation; and learning about English. The latter includes
learning English as a mother tongue and new ways of learning the
language, with emphasis on dictionaries and technology. This organiza-
tional structure means that a quick look at the detailed index is essential
if the reader is interested in a specific topic.


In attempting to create a work such as this, clearly one of the problems
facing the author was limiting its scope. For example, it would be
impossible to give equal attention to all varieties of English. Thus the
work focuses on British and American versions of the language, although
it does not ignore others. They are simply not given the same emphasis.
Other limits had to be set. For instance, this encyclopedia is not a
linguistics book. Therefore, in the historical section there is little
mention of such topics as Proto Indo-European; rather it begins with
Anglo-Saxon. With regard to modern times, Noam Chomsky’s name
does not appear in the Index of Authors and Personalities found at the
end.


This encyclopedia has a great deal of popular appeal, due in part to
the inclusion of beautiful illustrations and intriguing sidebars found
throughout. It also contains interesting trivia concerning the English
language. A reader does not need to be a language expert to appreciate
this information. One can find, for example, a list of the top 10 girls’ and
boys’ names in England and the U.S. from the last century to the
present, the folk etymology behind how various cuts of beef got their
names, nine intonation patterns for the word yes, and a list of dated
words such as breeches, parlour, and bodice. In the hands of a creative ESL
instructor this type of trivia, selected carefully, could add interest to a
mid- to high-level ESL class by sparking discussion about some of the
more unusual topics.


For both professional and pleasure reading, this encyclopedia has
much to offer almost anyone. As Crystal writes in the preface, “The
language as a whole belongs to no one, yet everyone owns part of it, has
an interest in it, and has an opinion about it . . . . All languages are
fascinating, beautiful, full of surprises, moving, awesome, fun. I hope I
have succeeded in provoking at least one of these responses on every
page” (p. vi). For this reviewer, he certainly has.


DODY MESSERSCHMITT
University of San Francisco
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Corpus Linguistics: Investigating Language Structure and Use.
Douglas Biber, Susan Conrad, and Randi Reppen. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998. Pp. x + 295.


■ In recent years, corpus linguistics research has become increasingly
common in applied linguistics. It has made important contributions in
the development of dictionaries and grammar books (as in the Cobuild
project) and in providing insights into the patterns of naturally occur-
ring language. A major obstacle to further corpus research, though, has
been the lack of a comprehensive, comprehensible work explaining the
basics; much work published to date is highly technical, highly special-
ized, and very difficult for the uninitiated to understand or replicate.
Thus the newest book in the Cambridge Approaches to Linguistics
series, Corpus Linguistics: Investigating Language Structure and Use, is most
welcome for those interested in gaining an in-depth understanding of
corpus linguistics. The volume is an accessible introduction to the
research questions, methodologies, and applications of corpus linguis-
tics, written by three leading corpus researchers.


Part I (“Investigating the Use of Language Features”) takes the reader
through the process of conducting corpus research. The authors identify
research questions, explain methods for data gathering, and illustrate
how language use differs in spoken and written varieties as well as in
different written genres. Differences in the methods for researching
lexical, grammatical, and discourse questions are addressed in detail in
separate chapters, with the tools and techniques clearly explained
through applications to real-world questions. For example, the authors
investigate uses of that- and to- complement clauses through a computer-
ized corpus search and then apply the results to language learning
scenarios and ESL text books.


Part II (“Investigating the Characteristics of Varieties”) applies the
techniques described in Part I to more complex questions of socio-
linguistics, first and second language acquisition, and historical linguis-
tics. The development of dimensions of features that tend to co-occur in
a corpus is demonstrated in multidimensional analysis, a technique for
examining more than one aspect of language at a time. Biber, Reppen,
and Conrad provide the example of a multidimensional analysis of a
corpus of children’s writing. This section takes the reader through the
process of determining how children’s writing develops over time by
looking at the co-occurrence of features such as use of nouns, average
word length, nominalization, and use of passives. Although the statistical
features are complicated, the authors’ explanations help the reader
understand the rationale behind and interpretation of multidimensional
analysis.
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One of the most outstanding aspects of this volume is the inclusion of
detailed explanations of corpus analysis techniques in 10 methodology
boxes. For those interested in pursuing corpus linguistics further, these
boxes provide invaluable pointers on developing a representative corpus,
tagging texts for analysis, and running statistical analyses on the data.


Corpus Linguistics is an exceptionally well written, comprehensible
treatment of an area of applied linguistics research that can be difficult
for nonexperts to navigate conceptually and methodologically. This
book is valuable for applied linguists who wish to improve understanding
of corpus linguistics research as well as for those interested in conduct-
ing corpus research. With its many insights into language acquisition and
natural language use, one can only hope that this volume will stimulate
more corpus research in applied linguistics, especially in the develop-
ment of ESL materials that reflect actual language use.


KRISTEN PRECHT
Northern Arizona University


Discovering American Culture.
Cheryl L. Delk. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1997.
Pp. xii + 131.


■ Part of Alliance, the Michigan State University Textbook Series of
Theme-based Content Instruction for ESL/EFL, Discovering American
English is designed for intermediate-level students. Its author, a language
specialist at Western Michigan University’s Career English Language
Center for International Students, states that her book “will help
students learn how to talk about another culture and then will introduce
them to aspects of the culture that most Americans share” (p. 1). After
such a comprehensively phrased statement, Delk clarifies that such goals
are to be achieved through lessons focused on understanding and
identifying U.S. cultural values, behavior, and beliefs.


The book is divided into six user-friendly chapters varying in length
from 16 to 28 pages and sharing a section called Cultural Values
Application. Chapter titles indicate the thematic territory to be covered:
“Taking Off: A First Look at Culture”; “Speaking Out: How Americans
Communicate”; “Shopping Around: Consumerism in the United States”;
“Hitting the Books: The American Education System”; “Earning a Living:
The American Workplace”; and “Getting Along: Family Life in the
United States.”


All chapters, organizationally alike with the exception of the first, have
five sections: Opening Activity (intended to heighten students’ awareness
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through a problem-solving type of activity); A Look Behind/A Look Ahead
(a review of the previous chapter or an overview of the current chapter);
To the Student (a statement of content and language objectives); Vocabu-
lary Development (a variety of engaging activities centered on forms of
address, word morphology, dictionary use, nonsexist job titles, and
contextualized vocabulary cards, and Cultural Values Application (match-
ing a situation, belief, or statement with a corresponding value).


What can users of this clearly written and visually well-documented
textbook read, write, and talk about? The titles of the 10 reading
passages and selections give an idea of the topics to be dealt with:
“Anthropology” (this title is not in the student’s book), “Stereotypes,”
“American Small Talk,” “The Formation of Values in a Society,” “Struc-
ture of American Schools,” “Higher Education in the United States,”
“Problems in American Education,” “American Occupations: Past and
Present,” “American Families of the 90s,” “Any Roof but the Kids’” (on
the isolation of the elderly in the U.S.). That is not all the cultural raw
material learners have to process, discuss, and question. Delk provides an
abundance of additional cross-culturally revealing facts through authen-
tic texts such as slogans, a newspaper article on body language, a comic
strip, classified ads, a credit card bill, a dictionary page, and a university
catalogue excerpt.


Are there questionable features in a book with so many noteworthy
traits? Given its generally high informational value, references could
have been provided for each chapter to help students (and their
instructors) further enhance their intercultural preparation. Delk does
so for only five of the above-mentioned readings. Also conspicuously
missing is an index: The wealth of concepts throughout the book would
be ample justification for including one.


Discovering American English has a lot for students both in ESL and EFL
contexts. Cross-culturally, it can be used as a source in comparing its
author’s checklist of 12 U.S. cultural values with similar compilations
based on other cultures. Educational psychology has long stressed the
importance of discovery learning, and this textbook lives up to that
sound principle by helping students construct their intercultural compe-
tence through an engaging but also entertaining way. For teaching a
course in U.S. culture for undergraduates at my university or at the local
binational center, Delk’s text would be my first choice. Commendably,
the author provides an accompanying teacher’s manual (62 pages),
reflecting the pilot testing of this volume. In short, it is a welcome
addition to the literature of English-language-learning-as-culture.


FRANCISCO GOMES DE MATOS
Federal University of Pernambuco and Associão Brasil-America
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Foundations.
Steven J. Molinsky and Bill Bliss. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall
Regents, 1996. Pp. xi + 212.


■ Foundations is designed to provide low-beginning-level students with
the fundamental vocabulary and language needed to communicate in
real situations. The material is suitable for both teenage and adult
beginning-level learners in ESL and EFL settings.


The book consists of 15 function-based chapters. Topics include
everyday activities, the classroom, housing and furniture, numbers, and
time. Segments within a chapter are interrelated but do not have to be
used sequentially. Each chapter begins with an attractive illustration
showing everyday situations that introduce key vocabulary and language
to be covered in the chapter. The illustration is followed by questions
that help students predict what they will learn in the chapter, then by
guided contextualized conversations that focus on situations that model
the key vocabulary. Using the model conversations, students use new
vocabulary to create their own conversations. Next, teachers may choose
from among a variety of follow-up exercises under such groupings as
Games, Listening, Information Gap, Language in Motion (activities that
have students move around as they ask each other questions and gather
information), and Language Experience Journal (writing activities that
promote beginning-level writing on topics of high interest and rele-
vance). These activities are valuable in that they require students to
interact with one another. Each chapter concludes with a review of key
vocabulary and reflective activities, asking students to assess their target
language skills.


Foundations provides students with a variety of interesting and mean-
ingful activities by using different forms of representation through which
different learning styles, abilities, and strengths are taken into account.
The book also makes effective and creative use of photographs and other
illustrations, some of which are valuable as schema activators. Topics are
authentic and relate well to students’ daily lives. Each chapter also
contains a discussion section called “Different Cultures, Different Ways,”
which promotes cultural awareness while teaching language.


Although the intent of this book is to promote all four skills (listening,
speaking, reading, and writing), one drawback is that it does not provide
enough reading activities. Because it is not easy to create reading
exercises for low-beginning-level students, it would be helpful if the book
contained at least one reading passage in each chapter. Another short-
coming is that some of the model conversations are not natural, for
example, “Is this your _____?” “Yes, it is. Thank you.” and “What month
is it?” “It’s ______.” “Thanks.” Although it is important to be able to
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answer in full sentences, in real situations, people rarely say “Yes, it is” or
ask what month it is.


Overall, however, for teachers wanting a book to teach functional
contextualized English in a stimulating way, this text offers a comprehen-
sive approach. The text is well organized and provides students with a
wide range of activities that are interesting, stimulating, and, most
importantly, appropriate for beginners. Supplemented with additional
readings and immersion/extension activities, this text will help students
build foundation skills as they also build communicative competence
and cross-cultural awareness.


YUMI KAKAZU
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale


Talk It Over! Oral Communication for the Real World.
Joann Rishel Kozyrev. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1998. Pp. x + 150.


■ Talk It Over! is the second book of an oral communication series for
intermediate and advanced ESL students. Providing a wealth of commu-
nication activities, each chapter includes the skills of listening, note-taking,
pronunciation, and speaking. The text is accompanied by an audiocas-
sette, with recordings of authentic speech reflecting a wide range of
accents. Topics include alternative medicine, television game shows
around the world, culture, biotechnology, environmental activism, ac-
cents and dialects, success in business, and North American television
programs. Each of the eight chapters is divided into seven sections:
Introduction, Listening One, Pronunciation, Listening Two, Talk It
Over!, Further Practice, and Self-Evaluation Chart.


The introduction to each chapter includes a brainstorming activity in
addition to a short reading, graph, questionnaire, or quiz to provide the
students with background vocabulary and information on the topic of
the chapter. Listening One includes further prelistening activities. The
actual listening involves two parts: Global Listening, with exercises on
comprehension of main ideas, and Closer Listening, with exercises
covering details of the passage. These are followed by After You Listen,
which includes, for the most part, discussion questions.


Listening One is divided into two subsections. The first, Note-taking,
offers an explanation of and extensive practice in a particular note-taking
skill or style. Abbreviations, concept mapping, and outlining are a few
skills that are covered. The students are then asked to practice while
listening to the passage again. The second subsection, Pronunciation,
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focuses on the suprasegmentals of the English sound system, using
sentences from the Listening One passage for the exercises. One
characteristic of the language, such as syllable stress, is explained, and
both aural and oral exercises provide the students with the opportunity
to focus their attention on one specific aspect of the language, be it
pronunciation, fluency, or meaning. Listening Two, the following sec-
tion, focuses on a second, shorter listening passage, which is related in
theme to the first passage and offers a different viewpoint on the subject.


In the next section of the chapter, Talk It Over!, the students practice
speaking and pronunciation. Designed to improve fluency and accuracy,
the activities in this section are based on real-life situations in academia
and business. An explanation is given of a communication skill (e.g.,
defending an opinion or presenting to a small group), and students are
given opportunities to practice. Additional opportunities to practice
outside the classroom are provided in Further Practice, with activities
that utilize television, radio, the Internet, and the surrounding community.


Each chapter concludes with a Self-Evaluation Chart, allowing the
instructor to provide feedback to individual students and allowing the
students to tell the instructor what they perceive to be their strengths and
weaknesses in the areas of note-taking, speaking, and pronunciation. A
thorough explanation of how this chart can be used, along with the
author’s philosophy on evaluation, is found in the Instructor’s Resource
Manual, which also contains helpful suggestions on conducting and
evaluating group work.


The two most salient qualities of Talk It Over! are its flexibility and
variety of creative, collaborative activities. It is flexible in that instructors
are free to focus on what their students require: listening, speaking, or
pronunciation. The activities are numerous and varied, encouraging the
students to improve fluency and accuracy while they discuss appealing
topics. The text would be an excellent addition to any ESL program with
a content- or theme-based curriculum.


ANN E. ROEMER
Utah State University







795TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 32, No. 4, Winter 1998


BOOK NOTICES
TESOL Quarterly prints brief book notices announcing books of interest to readers.
Book Notices are not solicited. They are descriptive rather than evaluative. They are
compiled by the Book Review Editor from selected books that publishers have sent to
TESOL.


Immersion Education: International Perspectives.
Robert Keith Johnson and Merrill Swain. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997. Pp. xvi + 315.


■ This volume illustrates the implementation and practice of immersion
education in programs in North America, Europe, Asia, the Pacific, and
Africa, showing the many different situations in which it can be used and
the various purposes it can serve. An introductory chapter differentiates
immersion education from other types of bilingual education and
categorizes its varied uses. Thirteen case studies illustrate immersion
education in programs ranging from the preprimary to the tertiary level,
demonstrating how it can function in foreign language teaching, in
teaching a minority language to members of the language majority, in
reviving or supporting languages at risk, and in helping learners acquire
a language needed for wider communication or career advancement. A
final section reviews lessons from experiences with immersion in North
America and explores some of the new directions this approach is taking.
This text is for teachers, teacher educators, and applied linguists
involved in second and foreign language education as well as bilingual
education.


A Parents’ and Teachers’ Guide to Bilingualism.
Colin Baker. Avon, England: Multilingual Matters, 1995. Pp. xvi + 240.


■ This book provides an introduction to questions of bilingualism of
practical value. It is for parents and teachers who are bilinguals them-
selves and also for monolinguals who want to know more, for those with
some intuitive understanding of bilingual situations, and for those who
are starting from the very beginning. The style of the book is to pose
questions that people most often ask about raising bilingual children.
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Answers follow, written in direct, plain language. The book deals with
family questions, educational questions, and language issues and particu-
larly focuses on the problems that arise. The answers to the questions will
raise awareness of what challenges may be faced as bilingual family life
develops and what decisions have to be made.


Society and the Language Classroom.
Hywel Coleman. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996.
Pp. ix + 240.


■ Through a series of case studies, the book examines the ways in which
learners and teachers behave in English language classrooms in different
parts of the world. It includes studies of classrooms in Australia, South
Africa, Indonesia, Japan, Kenya, China, and Pakistan, and at the primary,
secondary and tertiary levels. Thought-provoking issues emerging from
the case studies include the possibilities that language classrooms may
have nonpedagogical functions in addition to their language learning
role; that learners’ expectations of what behavior is appropriate in the
classroom may thwart teachers’ attempts to bring about change; and that
innovation may have unpredictable consequences unless preceded by
careful study of classroom behavior. The audience includes teachers,
teacher educators, and curriculum planners.


Text, Role, and Context.
Ann M. Johns. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.
Pp. xvi + 158.


■ What does it mean to be literate within academic contexts? How can
literacy practitioners cooperate with discipline-specific faculty, and with
their students, to explore this issue and to work toward common goals?
In addressing these questions, the author argues for a socioliterate
approach in which students are asked to draw on their experiences with
genres and discourse communities in order to interpret, produce, and
critique texts within specific academic contexts. She also shows how
literacy practitioners can act as mediators within academic communities,
working with discipline-specific faculty in pedagogical endeavors; con-
ducting research across the curriculum; and encouraging students to
investigate and reflect upon the academic texts, roles, and contexts they
encounter. A socioliterate approach has important implications for the
reading and writing classroom as well. The final chapters of the volume
outline core curricular design principles and suggest several ways to
realize these principles through portfolio curricula.
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Language Teacher Education.
Jon Roberts. London: Arnold, 1998. Pp. x + 346.


■ Language Teacher Education is an introduction to language teacher
training and development for teachers and providers in preservice and
in-service programs. The text outlines the main theories of human
learning and applies them to teacher education. Based on a broadly
social constructivist perspectives, it suggests a framework for planning
preservice and in-service programs and is illustrated with case studies
from a range of training situations around the world and appendixes
containing teacher education materials. Language Teacher Education is
intended to inform readers’ practical decisions and to help them build
their own theories of teacher learning. It offers an overview of theories of
how individuals learn to teach, illustrative case studies of preservice and
in-service training programs, and a discussion of fundamental issues in
language teacher education, including the role of reflection in teacher
education, assessment, supervision and support, and issues in preservice
and in-service program design.


Inside Language.
Vivian Cook. London: Arnold, 1997. Pp. ix + 290.


■ What makes human language unique? How did language begin? This
book is a wide-ranging introduction to language, intended for students
and general readers alike. It explores questions about the nature of
human language, drawing on basic insights that have been developed by
linguistics in the 20th century. The author introduces the reader to the
study of language through chapters on grammar, sounds, writing, and
words, emphasizing these as systems within the overall system of lan-
guage. Later chapters look at the stages through which children learn
language and the theories that explain their rapid progress, at what can
go wrong with speech in childhood and maturity, and at how speakers of
a language show their different origins and class.


Very Young Learners.
Vanessa Reilly and Sheila M. Ward. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1997. Pp. 197.


■ Very Young Learners contains advice and ideas for teaching children
aged 3–6 years. The book is based on sound educational principles and
gives advice on child development and lesson planning as well as many
ideas for teaching specific language points and topics. There are over 80
activities, including games, songs, drama, stories, and arts and crafts, plus
photocopiable pages and flash cards.
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INFORMATION FOR CONTRIBUTORS


TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 32, No. 4, Winter 1998


EDITORIAL POLICY
The TESOL Quarterly, a professional, refereed journal, encourages submis-
sion of previously unpublished articles on topics of significance to individu-
als concerned with the teaching of English as a second or foreign language
and of standard English as a second dialect. As a publication that represents
a variety of cross-disciplinary interests, both theoretical and practical, the
Quarterly invites manuscripts on a wide range of topics, especially in the
following areas:


1. psychology and sociology of language 3. testing and evaluation
learning and teaching; issues in research 4. professional
and research methodology preparation


2. curriculum design and development; 5. language planning
instructional methods, materials, and 6. professional standards
techniques


Because the Quarterly is committed to publishing manuscripts that contrib-
ute to bridging theory and practice in our profession, it particularly
welcomes submissions drawing on relevant research (e.g., in anthropology,
applied and theoretical linguistics, communication, education, English
education [including reading and writing theory], psycholinguistics, psy-
chology, first and second language acquisition, sociolinguistics, and sociol-
ogy) and addressing implications and applications of this research to issues
in our profession. The Quarterly prefers that all submissions be written so
that their content is accessible to a broad readership, including those
individuals who may not have familiarity with the subject matter addressed.
The TESOL Quarterly is an international journal. It welcomes submissions
from English language contexts around the world.


GENERAL INFORMATION FOR AUTHORS
Submission Categories
The TESOL Quarterly invites submissions in five categories:


Full-length articles. Contributors are strongly encouraged to submit manu-
scripts of no more than 20–25 double-spaced pages or 8,500 words (includ-
ing references, notes, and tables). Submit three copies plus three copies of
an informative abstract of not more than 200 words. If possible, indicate the
number of words at the end of the article. To facilitate the blind review
process, authors’ names should appear only on a cover sheet, not on the title
page; do not use running heads. Manuscripts should be submitted to the
incoming Editor of TESOL Quarterly :
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Carol Chapelle
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011 U.S.A.


The following factors are considered when evaluating the suitability of a
manuscript for publication in the TESOL Quarterly :
• The manuscript appeals to the general interests of the TESOL Quarterly


readership.
• The manuscript strengthens the relationship between theory and prac-


tice: Practical articles must be anchored in theory, and theoretical articles
and reports of research must contain a discussion of implications or
applications for practice.


• The content of the manuscript is accessible to the broad readership of the
Quarterly, not only to specialists in the area addressed.


• The manuscript offers a new, original insight or interpretation and not
just a restatement of others’ ideas and views.


• The manuscript makes a significant (practical, useful, plausible) contri-
bution to the field.


• The manuscript is likely to arouse readers’ interest.
• The manuscript reflects sound scholarship and research design with


appropriate, correctly interpreted references to other authors and works.
• The manuscript is well written and organized and conforms to the


specifications of the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Associ-
ation (4th ed.).


Reviews. The TESOL Quarterly invites succinct, evaluative reviews of pro-
fessional books, classroom texts, and other instructional resources (such as
computer software, video- or audiotaped material, and tests). Reviews should
provide a descriptive and evaluative summary and a brief discussion of the
significance of the work in the context of current theory and practice.
Submissions should generally be no longer than 500 words. Submit two
copies of the review to the Review Editor:


H. Douglas Brown
American Language Institute
San Francisco State University
1600 Holloway Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94132 U.S.A.


Review Articles. The TESOL Quarterly also welcomes occasional review
articles, that is, comparative discussions of several publications that fall into
a topical category (e.g., pronunciation, literacy training, teaching methodol-
ogy). Review articles should provide a description and evaluative comparison
of the materials and discuss the relative significance of the works in the
context of current theory and practice. Submissions should generally be no
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longer than 1,500 words. Submit two copies of the review article to the
Review Editor at the address given above.


Brief Reports and Summaries. The TESOL Quarterly also invites short reports
on any aspect of theory and practice in our profession. We encourage
manuscripts that either present preliminary findings or focus on some
aspect of a larger study. In all cases, the discussion of issues should be
supported by empirical evidence, collected through qualitative or quantita-
tive investigations. Reports or summaries should present key concepts and
results in a manner that will make the research accessible to our diverse
readership. Submissions to this section should be 7–10 double-spaced pages,
or 3,400 words (including references, notes, and tables). If possible, indicate
the number of words at the end of the report. Longer articles do not appear in
this section and should be submitted to the Editor of the TESOL Quarterly for review.
Send one copy of the manuscript to each of the Editors of the Brief Reports
and Summaries section:


Rod Ellis Karen E. Johnson
Institute of Language 305 Sparks Building


Teaching and Learning Pennsylvania State University
Private Bag 92019 University Park, PA 16802 U.S.A.
Auckland, New Zealand


The Forum. The TESOL Quarterly welcomes comments and reactions from
readers regarding specific aspects or practices of our profession. Responses
to published articles and reviews are also welcome; unfortunately, we are not
able to publish responses to previous exchanges. Contributions to The
Forum should generally be no longer than 7–10 double-spaced pages or
3,400 words. If possible, indicate the number of words at the end of the
contribution. Submit two copies to the Editor of the TESOL Quarterly at the
address given above.


Brief discussions of qualitative and quantitative Research Issues and of
Teaching Issues are also published in The Forum. Although these contri-
butions are typically solicited, readers may send topic suggestions or make
known their availability as contributors by writing directly to the Editors of
these subsections.


Research Issues: Teaching Issues:
Patricia A. Duff Bonny Norton
Department of Department of


Language Education Language Education
University of British Columbia University of British Columbia
2125 Main Mall 2125 Main Mall
Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4 Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4
CANADA CANADA


Special-Topic Issues. Typically, one issue per volume will be devoted to a
special topic. Topics are approved by the Editorial Advisory Board of the
Quarterly. Those wishing to suggest topics or make known their availability as
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guest editors should contact the Editor of the TESOL Quarterly. Issues will
generally contain both invited articles designed to survey and illuminate
central themes as well as articles solicited through a call for papers.


General Submission Guidelines
1. All submissions to the Quarterly should conform to the requirements of


the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (4th ed.),
which can be obtained from the American Psychological Association,
Book Order Department, Dept. KK, P.O. Box 92984, Washington, DC
20090-2984 USA. Orders from the United Kingdom, Europe, Africa, or
the Middle East should be sent to American Psychological Association,
Dept. KK, 3 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, WC2E 8LU,
England. For more information, e-mail order@apa.org or consult http://
www.apa.org/books/ordering.html.


2. All submissions to the TESOL Quarterly should be accompanied by a
cover letter that includes a full mailing address and both a daytime and
an evening telephone number. Where available, authors should include
an electronic mail address and fax number.


3. Authors of full-length articles, Brief Reports and Summaries, and Forum
contributions should include two copies of a very brief biographical
statement (in sentence form, maximum 50 words), plus any special
notations or acknowledgments that they would like to have included.
Double spacing should be used throughout.


4. The TESOL Quarterly provides 25 free reprints of published full-length
articles and 10 reprints of material published in the Reviews, Brief
Reports and Summaries, and The Forum sections.


5. Manuscripts submitted to the TESOL Quarterly cannot be returned to
authors. Authors should be sure to keep a copy for themselves.


6. It is understood that manuscripts submitted to the TESOL Quarterly have
not been previously published and are not under consideration for
publication elsewhere.


7. It is the responsibility of the author(s) of a manuscript submitted to the
TESOL Quarterly to indicate to the Editor the existence of any work
already published (or under consideration for publication elsewhere)
by the author(s) that is similar in content to that of the manuscript.


8. The Editor of the TESOL Quarterly reserves the right to make editorial
changes in any manuscript accepted for publication to enhance clarity
or style. The author will be consulted only if the editing has been
substantial.


9. The views expressed by contributors to the TESOL Quarterly do not
necessarily reflect those of the Editor, the Editorial Advisory Board, or
TESOL. Material published in the Quarterly should not be construed to
have the endorsement of TESOL.
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Statistical Guidelines


Because of the educational role the Quarterly plays modeling research in the
field, it is of particular concern that published research articles meet high
statistical standards. In order to support this goal, the following guidelines
are provided.


Reporting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should be explained
clearly and in enough detail that it would be possible to replicate the design
of the study on the basis of the information provided in the article. Likewise,
the study should include sufficient information to allow readers to evaluate
the claims made by the author. In order to accommodate both of these
requirements, authors of statistical studies should present the following.


1. A clear statement of the research questions and the hypotheses that are
being examined.


2. Descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and
sample sizes, necessary for the reader to correctly interpret and evaluate
any inferential statistics.


3. Appropriate types of reliability and validity of any tests, ratings, ques-
tionnaires, and so on.


4. Graphs and charts that help explain the results.
5. Clear and careful descriptions of the instruments used and the types of


intervention employed in the study.
6. Explicit identifications of dependent, independent, moderator, inter-


vening, and control variables.
7. Complete source tables for statistical tests.
8. Discussions of how the assumptions underlying the research design were


met, assumptions such as random selection and assignment of subjects,
sufficiently large sample sizes so that the results are stable, etc.


9. Tests of the assumptions of any statistical tests, when appropriate.
10. Realistic interpretations of the statistical significance of the results


keeping in mind that the meaningfulness of the results is a separate and
important issue, especially for correlation.


Conducting the analyses. Quantitative studies submitted to the TESOL
Quarterly should reflect a concern for controlling Type I and Type II error.
Thus, studies should avoid multiple t tests, multiple ANOVAs, etc. However,
in the very few instances in which multiple tests might be employed, the
author should explain the effects of such use on the probability values in the
results. In reporting the statistical analyses, authors should choose one
significance level (usually .05) and report all results in terms of that level.
Likewise, studies should report effect size through such strength of associa-
tion measures as omega-squared or eta-squared along with beta (the
possibility of Type II error) whenever this may be important to interpreting
the significance of the results.
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Interpreting the results. The results should be explained clearly and the
implications discussed such that readers without extensive training in the
use of statistics can understand them. Care should be taken in making causal
inferences from statistical results, and these should be avoided with correla-
tional studies. Results of the study should not be overinterpreted or
overgeneralized. Finally, alternative explanations of the results should be
discussed.


Qualitative Research Guidelines
To ensure that Quarterly articles model rigorous qualitative research, the
following guidelines are provided.


Conducting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should exhibit an
in-depth understanding of the philosophical perspectives and research
methodologies inherent in conducting qualitative research. Utilizing these
perspectives and methods in the course of conducting research helps to
ensure that studies are credible, valid, and dependable rather than impres-
sionistic and superficial. Reports of qualitative research should meet the
following criteria.


1. Data collection (as well as analyses and reporting) is aimed at uncovering
an emic perspective. In other words, the study focuses on research
participants’ perspectives and interpretations of behavior, events, and
situations rather than etic (outsider-imposed) categories, models, and
viewpoints.


2. Data collection strategies include prolonged engagement, persistent
observation, and triangulation. Researchers should conduct ongoing
observations over a sufficient period of time so as to build trust with
respondents, learn the culture (e.g., classroom, school, or community),
and check for misinformation introduced by both the researcher and
the researched. Triangulation involves the use of multiple methods and
sources such as participant-observation, informal and formal interviewing,
and collection of relevant or available documents.


Analyzing the data. Data analysis is also guided by the philosophy and
methods underlying qualitative research studies. The researcher should
engage in comprehensive data treatment in which data from all relevant
sources are analyzed. In addition, many qualitative studies demand an
analytic inductive approach involving a cyclical process of data collection,
analysis (taking an emic perspective and utilizing the descriptive language
the respondents themselves use), creation of hypotheses, and testing of
hypotheses in further data collection.


Reporting the data. The researcher should generally provide “thick descrip-
tion” with sufficient detail to allow the reader to determine whether transfer
to other situations can be considered. Reports also should include the
following.
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1. A description of the theoretical or conceptual framework that guides
research questions and interpretations.


2. A clear statement of the research questions.
3. A description of the research site, participants, procedures for ensuring


participant anonymity, and data collection strategies. A description of
the roles of the researcher(s).


4. A description of a clear and salient organization of patterns found
through data analysis. Reports of patterns should include representative
examples not anecdotal information.


5. Interpretations that exhibit a holistic perspective in which the author
traces the meaning of patterns across all the theoretically salient or
descriptively relevant micro- and macrocontexts in which they are
embedded.


6. Interpretations and conclusions that provide evidence of grounded
theory and discussion of how this theory relates to current research/
theory in the field, including relevant citations. In other words, the
article should focus on the issues or behaviors that are salient to
participants and that not only reveal an in-depth understanding of the
situation studied but also suggest how it connects to current related
theories.
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PUBLICATIONS RECEIVED


TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 32, No. 4, Winter 1998


Publishers are invited to send copies of their new materials to the TESOL Quarterly
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