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ABSTRACT 

A substantial concern in foreign language research is the development oflearner­

centered teachers, but the prescriptive means for attaining this educational outcome 

remain unclear. Foreign language teaching assistant (TA) development offers a setting 

wherein the analysis of instruction becomes formative in nature. This case study of thirty­

seven new foreign language TAs and their three teacher educators from the French, 

German, and Spanish language programs at University of Arizona explores the 

development process through feedback system factors (e.g., audiotaped interviews and 

surveys). This study evaluates the relationship between teacher educators' and novice 

TAs' attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) regarding 

teacher-versus student-centered classroom structures (e.g., demonstrations versus 

reflective discussion). 

The constant comparative method of qualitative analysis (Glaser and Strauss, 

1967) was used to compare expressed attitudes and perspectives. Similar attitudes and 

perspectives regarding instructional techniques, power messages, content, and learning 

outcomes verify the usefulness of the PCK construct, generate basic properties, illuminate 

problems ofimplementing learner-centered instruction, and indicate fundamental 

uniformities of greatest scope. Diverse attitudes and perspectives indicate fundamental 

differences between PCK categories and the two cultures' hypotheses, thereby forcing 

dense development of the PCK construct, integrating categories and properties, and 

delimiting a substantive framework of university foreign language PCK. The goal is to 
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clarify the attitudes and perspectives that exist in our attempts to develop learner-centered 

language teachers. 

Constant comparison revealed that neither culture agreed on a definition of 

student-centered instruction, nor shared decision-making with adult learners regarding 

preferred instructional methods-an element inherent to learner-centered or andragogical 

processes (Knowles, 1984). This case study also indicated that coercive power, a highly 

teacher-centered power, continues to predominate in teacher education and language 

classrooms. Finally, a teacher's referent power was found as the most influential factor on 

learning by adult students in this study, but referent power remains underaddressed in the 

formal development process. Multivariate research designs are needed to explore these 

findings with greater precision. 
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CHAPTER I 

UNIVERSITY FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHER DEVELOPMENT 

At the University of Arizona (UA) three foreign language departments are housed 

on the fifth floor of the Modem Languages building. Within the departments of French 

and Italian, German Studies, and Spauish and Portuguese, Graduate Assistants! Associates 

in Teaching (GATs, hereafter referred to as TAs) teach the majority of classes in the basic 

undergraduate language programs. Each fall, approximately 30 to 40 graduate students 

join the three language departments as T As. Three professors prepare, educate and 

supervise the incoming TAs, who commence teaching beginning levels of language and 

culture to UA undergraduates. Some ofthe incoming TAs have prior experience teaching 

language; others have none. During their first semester, all TAs are required by the 

institution to complete orientation activities and a development course. TIle TA 

development programs are distinct and represent the three professors' organizational 

cultures. TIle three professorial cultures share the social system of preparing incoming 

T As and teaching the required development course for a combined length of roughly sixty­

two hours: twenty-four hours for orientation and thirty-eight hours for the development 

course. The focus of the orientation course combines administrative issues and practiculll, 

whereas the development course focuses on SLA theory, issues, techniques or procedures. 

The purpose of this dissertation is to identity and systematize the attitudes, 

perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge of two cultures who encounter each 



15 

other in the required social system of orientation and the development course: the new 

foreign language TAs and their teacher educators. In general, teacher educators and pre-

or in-service teachers have been described and explained in terms of differential cultures 

based on attitudes and perspectives that result from two distinctively different social 

systems: the classroom and the teacher education classroom (e.g., Ayers, 1992; Holmes 

Group, 1986): This study specifies the social systems as the foreign language classroom 

and the orientation/development classroom for new foreign language TAs. In the 

development classroom, language teacher educators represent a culture that fosters 

"constructivist epistemology" and associated pedagogical skills in beginning TAs. 

Cognitive scientists today share with Piagetians a constructivist view ofleaming, 
asserting that people are not recorders of information but builders of knowledge 
structures. To know something is not just to have received information but also to 
have interpreted it and related it to other knowledge (Resnick and Klopfer, 1989, 
pp.3-4). 

The constructivist teacher educators' social systems thus help new TAs create new images 

of teaching foreign languages and move the profession along the continuum toward 

student-centered language teaching. 

RATIONALE FOR FEEDBACK SYSTEMS 

TAs represent another culture-a silent culture. When TAsjoin a lUliversity's 

foreign language faculty, they recognize their teacher educator as their supervisor, and are 

thus reluctant to criticize their formal development, fearing economic or career 

advancement consequences. This status differential affects T As, even though the teacher 
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educators may not capitalize on it. Despite TA silence, research defines practitioner 

culture in terms of preference for the pragmatic as opposed to the theoretical-a 

contradiction often manifested by underground complaints that there is no connection 

between what professors teach in orientation and the development course and what T As 

actually face in university foreign language classrooms (Welker, 1992). However, to 

continue characterizing the two cultures as a dichotomy between theory and practice is 

reductive and misleading. Given that the connection between the orientation and the 

development course and what TAs actually face in university language classrooms is 

context-dependent, and therefore cannot be characterized as matching social systems, we 

must explore how the knowledge of classroom life acquired in orientation and the 

development course helps new TAs with daily decision making and conscious reflection 

on professional performance. That is, what characteristics of classroom life do novice 

T As learn from formal development and their teacher educators? In order to truly 

understand the TAs' and their teacher educators' cultures, an understanding of their 

attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge is pertinent. 

Beneath the culture of new foreign language T As, there is a rationale as coherent 

and functional as that which underlies the culture of their teacher educators. By 

examining both similarities and differences in the attitudes, perspectives, teaching, and 

reflections of professorial supervisors and novice T As, this study extends the research on 

pedagogical content knowledge. Pedagogical content knowledge has traditionally been 

defined as an wlderstanding of how to represent specific foreign language subject matter 
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to learners. Shulman (1987) illustrates pedagogical content knowledge as a process of 

effective structuring: 

[It includes] for the most regularly taught topics in one's subject area, the most 
useful forms of representation of those ideas, the most powerful analogies, 
illustrations, examples, explanations, and demonstrations-in a word, the ways of 
representing the subject that make it comprehensible to others ... [It] also includes 
an understanding of what makes the learning of specific topics easy or difficult: 
the conceptions and preconceptions that students of different ages and 
backgrounds bring with them to learning (Shulman, 1987, p. 9). 

In this study, a pl1mary objective is to define pedagogical content knowledge in 

broader terms, and specifically within the context of second and foreign language 

acquisition and teaching. The pedagogical content knowledge of contemporary foreign 

language teacher educator culture is largely embodied by the cognitive research conducted 

by second/foreign language educators in recent years (e.g., Omaggio, 1986; Savignon, 

1983; Savignon and Berns, 1983; Rivers 1992c; Canale and Swain, 1980a; Bialystok, 

1981; Altman and James, 1980; Felder and Henriques, 1995; O'Malley and Chamot, 1990; 

Cohen, 1990; Magnan, 1990; Seliger and Long, 1983; Ehrman and Oxford, 1990a, 1990b, 

1991, 1995; Oxford, 1990; Oxford and Crookall, 1989; Oxford and Nyikos, 1989; Nyikos 

and Oxford, 1993). The cognitive research promotes "student-centered" pedagogical 

content knowledge. By student-centered language classrooms, cognitivists mean 1) 

curricular structures such as a balance between content and process; 2) instructional 

strategies that reflect multiple approaches; and 3) environmental features such as 

cooperatively-structured classrooms. Cognitivists promote the educational shift to 

language student-centered structures in order to decentralize decision making and make 



learners more responsible for their own learning. Yet teacher-centered instruction 

predominates in UA's foreign language classrooms. 

In attempts to discover why teacher-centered social systems predominate in 

university foreign language classrooms, this study identifies and systematizes 

developmental process features that cognitivist researchers have neglected to see as 

contributors to behavior patterns offoreign language T As. Cognitive research has 

omitted the nature of the relationship between supervisory cultural variables and social 

systems to the culture and social system of novice TAs. Cognitive research has also 

omitted the historicity and politics of social interactions, e.g., the dominant culture in 

American education promotes curricular codes that demand teacher-centered models of 

learning languages. The extent of such omissions is surprising when we consider the 

potential impact of the language teacher educator in the attainment of student-centered 

theory. 

18 

Under study are three formal aspects ofUA's required developmental social system 

for new foreign language T As: pre-service orientation, in-service classroom teaching, and 

the development course. There is, of course, another component: informal development 

(consisting of the education TAs receive outside of the three formal components, e.g., 

ideas from colleagues or coordination meetings). In this study, only the three formal 

components will serve as the content to be evaluated. Researchers have shown the 

informal component to be the most impactful component, as experienced teachers 

attribute most their teaching success to informal meetings with their colleagues (Sema, 



1990). Does that imply that the formal components of orientation and the development 

course are gratuitous? This study attempts to answer that question through examination 

of the attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge identified in the 

literature and that emerge from my interaction with novice TAs and their educators. 

19 

The relationship between attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content 

knowledge with regard to the formal foreign language T A development system is a highly 

multidirectional and interactive one, and can be demonstrated. For example, a TA who 

views his or her preparation as inadequate in student-centered language teaching 

structures (perspective) could consequently develop a dislike for student-centered 

language teaching (attitude). The result might be a teacher with "a management view of 

the classroom, where attention is focused primarily on social control and on maintenance 

of teacher authority" (Lafayette, 1993, p. 127) as opposed to the student-centered teacher 

promoted by the most recent methodologies in second/foreign language acquisition. This 

strong, and yet non-directional interrelationship of attitudes, perspectives, and classroom 

structuring inspires the need for an investigation of pedagogical content knowledge taught 

in foreign language teacher development programs, and also the processes by which that 

knowledge is taught and learned. Toward that goal, this study takes an attitude and 

perspective measurement of the alternative pedagogies of teacher-and student-centered 

instruction within the foreign language and teacher education classrooms, which up until 

now has been slighted. 
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As a process evaluation, this dissertation analyzes and documents what foreign 

language teacher educators and new TAs hold as pedagogical content knowledge. 

Differences were anticipated in the pedagogical reasoning skills of the new TAs and their 

educators. Both the differences and similarities in pedagogical reasoning skills between 

the two cultures give rise to a substantive theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) of university 

foreign language pedagogical content knowledge. A substantive theory is based on joint 

collection, coding, and analysis of data; it is essentially multidimensional and 

intersubjective. It is person specific and circumstantial, and encompasses the attitudes and 

perspectives that may be required to be an effective or outstanding teacher educator or 

teacher of foreign languages, something difficult or impossible to teach in a 

straightforward way, but rather must be conveyed through feedback systems. 

The feedback systems of this dissertation provide a medium for a discussion to be 

held between novice T As and their educators wherein the goal is to ascertain the 

pedagogical content knowledge taught and learned, and thus shape meaningful 

improvement in the development offoreign language TAs. This teacher research gives 

voice to TAs, allows them to communicate their knowledge to other practitioners and 

their educators, and helps them improve their practice. The conception of this dissertation 

implies a different process, i.e., giving the power of research to the practitioners, both TAs 

and their professors, through effective feedback systems. 
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Research Design: Feedback System Factors 

As the principle investigator and participant observer in this study, I provided the 

feedback systems through which TAs and professors interacted indirectly (Figure 1.1). 

Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1992) expanded the use offeedback systems in language 

teacher development so that language educators see that the concept and practice of 

evaluation is not limited to merely testing students' language abilities, or in the case of 

novice TAs, methodological skills. Feedback systems take us right into both the L2 and 

TA development classrooms in order to evaluate what actually happens in those 

classrooms, as opposed to examining what outsiders or teachers think happens. The 

trajectory of the feedback systems take us right into orientation, the L2 and development 

classrooms to describe, analyze, and interpret what actually occurs when teaching and 

learning an L2 or L2 pedagogy take place. 



Figure 1.1 

Feedback System Factors for The 11rree Formal Curricular Components of 

UA Foreign Language TA Development 

Feedback System Factors 
VideoProJe<t 

lnIavIows 
Poater Forum 
Interviews 

Classroom Observations 
Inttrviews 
Surveys 
Questionnaires 
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hi keeping with the cooperatively structured environment promoted by the leamer-

centered paradigm in educational research, the professors and TAs are co-investigators in 

this study, as is the reader. This study provided the TAs with feedback opportunities to 

critique their development process anonymously. Similarly, the professors were provided 

with feedback systems because their experiences as supervisors offoreign language TA 

preparation and development are invaluable for building the foreign language pedagogical 

content knowledge base. In addition, they were able to monitor, adjust or change their 
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policies as necessary from the monthly process evaluations--something a mere end-of­

semester summative evaluation does not afford. Thus TAs and teacher educators 

integrated evaluation, innovation, and development in joint research. Both sides gave their 

views on formal TA development processes, serving the interests of both parties in the 

development event. In this respect, the effects of the feedback systems are less researcher­

centered and more likely to contribute to both TA and teacher educator knowledge needs. 

Each feedback system relied on two factors: a developmental process (e.g., 

classroom instruction), and evaluation (through observations, interviews or surveys). The 

effect ofthe feedback system factors was an accurate reflection of the lived experience of 

the formal foreign language TA development system at UA, i.e., a micro ethnography. The 

feedback system evaluations established TA and teacher educator reasonings for teacher­

and student-centered instruction, thereby establishing participant knowledge of the 

properties of teacher-and student-centered instruction in university language classrooms 

and teacher education, i.e., a substantive theory offoreign language pedagogical content 

knowledge. 

Analytical Procedures: Constant Comparison 

Data was analyzed using the constant comparative method of qualitative analysis 

(Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Constant comparison generates and suggests (but does not 

test) categories, properties, and hypotheses about general problems (e.g., tbe mismatch 

between cultures and social systems of university foreign language T As and their teacher 
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educators). In this study, the categories of teacher-and student-centeredness emerged 

quickly from comparisons of interview and survey responses from the two cultures. Each 

relevant response generated properties ofteacher-versus student-centered social systems. 

Some characteristics that TAs and teacher educators combine to establish a degree of 

centeredness are seen immediately (attitudes toward teacher control), and thus constitute 

apparent characteristics, while some characteristics used to establish the alternative 

pedagogies are learned after receiving feedback from students or other sources (effective 

classroom structuring). For example, many educators view the apparent characteristic of 

small group structures in a classroom as student-centered. But as Markee (1994) showed, 

once recordings are made of the teacher interacting within those small groups, one learns 

that the characteristic of teacher talk can establish teacher-centeredness regardless of the 

apparent characteristics. In this study, the apparent characteristics of attitude and 

perspective, and the learned characteristic of pedagogical content knowledge were used 

to establish the categories and properties ofteacher-and student-centered teaching. The 

idea is dynamic: as pedagogical content knowledge grows, perhaps attitudes and 

perspectives change. So I looked for attitudes and perspectives that appeared consistently 

among the TAs, among the professors, and between the TAs and professors over the 

course of this project to see if indeed the relationship is dynamic. It is important to note 

that the conclusions presented in this dissertation are mine alone and that they represent 

my interpretations. In some instances, the teacher educators or TAs disagree with my 

conclusions. 
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The methodology followed in this study is not simply designed to arrive at 

conclusions about pedagogical content knowledge categories ofteacher-and student­

centered instruction used in the three very different foreign language TA development 

programs, but to examine the processes by which that knowledge is taught and learned 

from various perspectives, thereby fiuthering our understanding of implementational 

problems to student-centered foreign language instruction. Ifwe are to understand the 

foreign language profession and how its practitioners are prepared and developed, then 

"real people using real language in various real situations must be the objects of research" 

(Goodman, 1982, p. 182). For example, results from the constant comparison offeedback 

from the T As and teacher educators indicated some teacher-centered strategies were 

perceived as highly effective and others not, and that teacher-centered strategies tend to 

vary positively with the teacher's affective qualities (e.g., sense of humor). It was also 

apparent that some characteristics that TAs and teacher educators combine to establish a 

degree of centeredness are seen immediately (teacher talk), while some (valued learning 

outcomes) are learned after TAs and teacher educators change their perspectives, e.g., to 

that of their learners. This observation suggests that perceived teacher-centeredness can 

change as new characteristics are learned. 

The utility ofthls qualitative case study of37 new TAs and three professorial 

supervisors from the French, German and Spanish basic language programs at UA is 

threefold: 1) to ascertain the relation between the foreign language pedagogical content 

knowledge taught and learned; 2) to clarifY the definition of university foreign language 
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pedagogical content knowledge; and 3) to aid self-development ofTAs, teacher educators 

and myself through built-in feedback system factors. This study posits TAs and teacher 

educators not only as researchers, but also as learners interested in learning about process 

from their own and each other's practices, initiatives, and reactions, and from reading and 

thinking. Any of the people involved in foreign language TA development can have the 

twin roles oflearner and teacher. Overall findings suggest that novice foreign language 

TAs are aware of and share the responsibility for the success ofa course, whether they are 

teachers or learners in that course. In summary, TAs deserve the right to prescribe their 

own profession, including defining "good foreign language teaching given the 

circumstances" and deterinining how future novices will be prepared to teach in the 

university classroom. 

The limitations of this study are considerable. Foremost among limitations is a 

lack of statistical rigor that results from the nature of our profession. In the foreign 

language profession, teacher educators andlor language program directors are in short 

supply, one in the Spanish department and two each in the French and German 

departments in the case ofUA. Because we cannot sample more subjects than resources 

permit, we are limited to small sample sizes. This study also relied on TAs and teacher 

educators who were able to volunteer their own time as well as that of their classes. TllUS 

the number of subjects that could be sampled was limited by the practical constraints of 

our profession. Nonetheless, it is assumed that the participants surveyed were 

representative of foreign language faculty and students at UA and that their attitudes and 
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perspectives with respect to their preferred learning structures were accurate. 

The study's lack of control of confounding and disturbance variables is a result of 

the non-random sampling procedure. Individual learning and teaching styles (i.e., cultural 

variables) are masked. This could perhaps explain differences or hamper generalization of 

findings to all UA faculty and students, as well as to other institutions of higher education 

that employ TAs to teach their language programs. Nevertheless, this study could not 

have been achieved without the guarantee ofTA anonymity. 

This dissertation is primarily a case study, but there are quantitative aspects too. 

The very limited statistics, however, reflect a single sample population. It is only a 

snapshot ofa silent culture ofTAs and their teacher educators who seek to legitimatize 

T A participation and shared decision-making in the discussion and direction of foreign 

language teacher education. Extrapolations to other populations must remain 

hypothetical. Nevertheless, whatever sacrifice in validity might exist was judged to be an 

acceptable trade-offfor the ability to address certain research questions. In short, the 

study is qualitative and process oriented, and only valid for discussing trends in university 

foreign language teacher education. Recommendations are made by the T As and teacher 

educators themselves for the foreign language professional's qualities, how to develop 

them, and how to monitor them 

In this chapter, the research on teacher-versus student-centered instruction is 

examined, and my methodology is developed for eliciting attitudes and perspectives on the 

altemative pedagogies. Chapter two profiles three concrete case studies of program 
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supervisors' attitudes and theoretical perspectives underlying TA preparation and 

development, leading to research questions regarding the pedagogical content knowledge 

taught. Chapter three presents the research design for eliciting new TAs' cognitive and 

affective learning perceptions of the pedagogical content knowledge taught in the three 

departments. Chapter four presents the analyses and results based on constant comparison 

of feedback presented in chapters two and three. Only the attitudes and perspectives 

which were independently verified across groups ofTAs, professors, and departments 

were considered for the constant comparative method of qualitative analysis and findings. 

Chapter five contributes to the second and foreign language acquisition profession by 

discussing the results of chapter four, offering interpretative conclusions, and suggesting 

directions for future research. 

MAPPING TA AND SUPERVISORY SOCIAL SYSTEMS: DETERMINATION 
OF CULTURAL PROPERTmS 

The objective of this section is to map the social system offoreign language TA 

development. The task is difficult given the few studies generated by foreign language 

education researchers on the topic. In 1987, Bernhardt and Hammadou reviewed the 

previous ten years of research in foreign language teacher education and found 75 articles 

on the topic, but only eight were teacher education research reports. Since then, 

Hammadou (1993) found that seven new studies have been completed, including three 

sUlveys and two program evaluations. 
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Researchers studying the educational effectiveness offoreign language TA 

development programs have acknowledged the need for (1) curricular reform (e.g., 

Benseler, 1993 ); (2) teacher educator techniques that meet the requirements of current 

theories offoreign language learning (e.g., Walz, 1992); and (3) the fit between teacher 

preparation and institutional needs (e.g., Gorrell and Cubillos, 1993). Gorrell and 

Cubillos, for example, surveyed 41 institutions that use TAs to teach introductory foreign 

language classes and found that pre service orientations were institution-centered (i.e., 

designed to prepare the TAs to perform for the institution). In spite of the considerable 

interest in reform and innovative techniques, foreign or second language acquisition (SLA) 

teacher research has omitted the nature of the relationship between supervisory cultures 

and social systems and those of the TA. The extent of this omission-neglecting the 

social systems and cultural qualities of supervisory style as a variable in TA education 

research-is surprising when we consider the potential impact ofthe language program 

director or teacher educator/T A coordinator in the attainment of student-centered theory. 

Conceptual guidance for understanding supervisory influence in teacher education 

courses can be found in lerich (1989). Using a clinical supervisory situation, lerich found 

that reflectively po'stured supervisors enhance preservice teachers' understanding of 

student-and teacher-centered instructional techniques, the former comprising techniques 

such as open-ended inquiry, value analysis, or reflective discussion and the latter 

comprising techniques such as recitation, prior IQlowledge assessments, demonstration and 

concept teaching. Pre service teachers reported that reflective discussion with their 
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supervisors before and after microteaching using the alternative pedagogies "enabled them 

to realize the extent to which they were applying what they learned about the various 

teaching strategies and how effective their teaching was as novice teachers" (Jerich, 1989, 

p.30). 

The present study follows Jerich's conceptual guidance, yet the foreign language 

teacher education context presented here is quite distinct from the preservice secondary 

teacher education system that Jerich examined. In foreign language TA development, TAs 

begin teaching immediately following orientation. During their first semester teaching, 

TAs are required to attend their supervisor's formal development course wherein different 

SLA methodologies and issues are studied. The context of the present study is best 

illustrated by Woodward's Stack (1991) of the ESL profession, which I have adapted for 

the situation at UA, where T As teach the large basic undergraduate language programs. 

have adapted The Stack in Figure 1.2, renaming the language component asforeign 

languages (FL) and the teacher trainees as TAs for the purposes of this study. The Stack 

reflects the system encountered by new TAs as they simultaneously teach and learn how to 

teach.. As students in the training/development classroom, they are subject to social 

system and cultural demands similar to those they place, as teachers, on their own students 

in the foreign language classroom. 



Figure 1.2 

The Stack (Woodward, 1991, p. 5) 

(1) Students ofFL 

(2) TAs ofFL 

(3) TAs-as-Learners of 
L2 Pedagogy 

(4) TA Trainers/ 
Educators/Supervisors 
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} The foreign language classroom 

}The training/development classroom 

(5) Trainers of TrainerslEducators/Supervisors 

Woodward notes that "anyone person in the stack can learn from any other person 

in the stack" (Woodward, 1991, p. 5) and that many parallels exist between students and 

T As-as-learners. Rarely are the members of either group consulted about their preferred 

methods ofleaming. Both are studying a subject and thus are placed in a social system 

and a classroom culture with people they mayor may not like. Both groups share 

patterned relationships such as doing homework and having it corrected. Members of 

either group may share cultural qualities such as motivation or indifference. "Being at 

different levels in the stack at anyone moment, however, they may have a different 

viewpoint of the proceedings" (Woodward, 1991, p. 5). 

In the fall of 1994,363 foreign language students and their 15 new TAs in the 

departments of French, German, and Spanish at UA, took part in and comprised the 

foreign language classroom defined for this study. Correspondingly, 37 TAs who joined 
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the three language faculties and their three professorial teacher educators comprised the 

orientation/development class. In foreign language programs, much consideration has 

been given to curricular reform for the language learner or (1) in the Stack (e.g., support 

for communicative-based and affective-humanistic instructional models), while the 

second/foreign language literature has been relatively silent on curricular innovations for 

the foreign language TA (3), who is routinely required to complete an orientation and a 

development course, a.k.a. methods course, whenjoining a university's language faculty. 

The literature is concerned with developing teachers who practice student-centered rather 

than teacher-centered language pedagogy, but the prescriptive means for attaining that 

educational outcome remain unclear. 

Woodward maps the parallels of the social systems from a leamer's perspective, or 

(1) and (3) in the Stack, which shows interaction patterns between learners, learning 

materials and teachers. Contrasts between (I) and (3) have also been mapped. For 

instance, learners have been shown to hold qualitatively different cognitive strategies and 

styles (Wong-Fillmore, 1985; O'Malley and Chamot, 1990), different interlanguage stages 

(Ellis 1985b), and different attitudes and perspectives on the language and culture studied 

(e.g., Schumann, 1978; Kramsch, 1992, 1993). In order to map the social systems from 

the teacher's perspective, it can be postulated that academic foreign language TAs and 

their teacher educators, too, will envision teaching both contrastively and in parallel ways, 

basing "their teaching practices on the explicit or implicit theories they hold about teaching 

and leaming" (Samuelowicz and Baill, 1992, p. 93). 
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Fueled by the different perspectives concerning an individual's place in the Stack, I 

wondered how congruous the viewpoints were with respect to specific teaching and 

learning structures associated with the widely used terms ofteacher-and student-centered 

instruction. For example, both orientation and the development course contain some 

methods that are congruous, meaning the educator's preferred instructional style is 

perceived as helpful by the learners, and some that are incongruous, or not perceived as 

helpful to the learning needs of novice TAs as they develop and refine their' own teaching 

styles. In order to compare teacher educator and TA perspectives of the developmental 

proceedings, cultural properties underlying the two groups needed to be determined. 

Research not specific to foreign language acquisition and teaching (Fox, 1983b; Dtmkin, 

1990; and Samuelowicz and Bain, 1992) has illustrated that academic teachers' cultural 

properties are expressed indirectly through teaching methods (how it is to be taught), 

curriculum structures (what is to be taught), and assessment (what are valued as learning 

outcomes). A formula from Fenstermacher and Soltis (1986) will aid investigation of the 

cultural properties under study: T4>Sxy. 

The formula is read as follows: The teacher (1) performs an action (4)) on the 

student (S) regarding some content (x) in order to attain some purpose 0'). Ts in tIus 

study are represented in the Stack as TAs and their educators. The Ss are foreign 

language students (1) and TAs-as-learners (3). In order to illustrate the novice foreign 

language TAs' and teacher educators' cultural properties (implicit and explicit theories 

about teaclullg) in tms study, I am redefining Fellstemacher and Soltis' variables of 4>, x, 
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and y. My redefinition of <I> is the type of power and control structures, or instructional 

techniques, the TA or teacher educator exercises, and whether those elements are 

perceived as prosocial and helpful to learners or not. My redefinition ofx is whether 

content is teacher determined or stUdent determined, given that content in the parallel 

social systems is known-the content for foreign language students and TAs is novice 

level foreign language and culture, and the content for TAs-as-Iearners and their educators 

is novice level foreign language teacher education (e.g., SLA methods and issues related 

to teaching foreign languages at UA). Finally, my redefinition ofy is the value for 

learning outcomes, i.e., whether values for learning outcomes meet teacher, institutional, 

societal, or learners' needs. Given those variables, of particular interest to this study is 

comparison of <1>, x, and y in the foreign language classroom and foreign language T A 

training and development courses. These dimensions allow us to map the degree of 

teacher-or student-centered social systems that are operating (Figure 1.3). 
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Figure 1.3 

Determination of Cultural Properties Within VA's Formal Foreign Language TA 

Development System 

Combining and Coding Cultural Properties of Centeredness 

VA Foreign Language TA Development 
Faculty Cultural Properties 

<1>-
I ____ 

x y 
Instructional Techniques: Teacher-determined or To meet needs of 

student-determined? those in command Congruous or incongruous 
frequency of use and perceived 
helpfulness? 

or to accommodate 
leamer's needs? 

Power messages: 
pro social or antisocial? 

The Study of <1>: Control Structures and Power Messages 

Whether TA or teacher educator, the perennial concern is "how do I control this 

formal classroom situation?" A key figure in the research of teacher control processes at 

institutions of higher education is Malcolm S. Knowles (1968, 1970, 1979, 1984) who 

specified pedagogy (the education of children) as teacher-centered and andragogy (the 

education of adults) as �s�t�u�d�e�n�t�~�c�e�n�t�e�r�e�d�.� The teacher who practiced pedagogy maintained 

control through directives to passive and recipient students who were motivated to leam 

due to external forces. The teacher who practiced andragogy, on the other hand, exerted 

much less control and played the role of facilitator or resource person. The students of 

andragogy were self-directed, motivated internally, and thus shared the responsibility for 

leaming with their teacher. Knowles lamented that lmiversities were largely staffed by 



pedagogues who acquired and practiced techniques they learned as children from 

instructors who taught them pedagogically rather than andragogically. 

Knowles (1984) has mapped the structural elements necessary to achieve the 

andragogical model of adult education: involving learners in the selection of content, 

instructional methods, and evaluation strategies. A interpretive map of Knowles' 

andragogical social system and culture variables was used in this study as a model for 

classification of data. 

Figure 1.4 

An Interpretive Map of Knowles' (1984) Andragogical Social System 

University Classroom 

University Faculty Cultural Properties 
�~�~� 1 ________ 

<f> x y 

Involves learners in: mutual Learner determined 
planning, diagnosis of their 
needs, formulating learning 
objectives, designing learning 
plans, carrying out learning 
plans 

To meet the learner's 
needs 
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Contrary to Knowles' urging for universities to adopt the andragogical, or student-

centered social system, the traditional teacher-centered social system has been traced as 

the prevalent style at all educational levels in the United States for the past century 
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(Cuban, 1982). Within universities, where adults are educated, Freeland and Franklin 

(1989) investigated the degree to which health education professors adhere to and practice 

the principles ofthe andragogical social system They found that a gap exists in 

professors' knowledge base it,t relation to the adult as a learner. The study suggests that 

training is needed to move health education professors from lecturing and other limited 

instructional modes into more diverse student-centered instructional modes. What about 

foreign language faculty? 

Knowles' efforts represent the drive of many university SLA theorists to shift the 

educational control process towards andragogy or, in Cummins' (1986) terms, from the 

transmission to the transaction model of education. A community of SLA researchers 

and teacher educators (see p. 18) have achieved the formidable task of generating 

empirical research based on the superiority of the transaction, or cognitivist student­

centered classroom systems for language learning. Would university language students as 

a culture have a congruous perspective? Once again, the scarcity of research based on the 

university learners' cognitive and affective perceptions of the social system and culture, or 

andragogical variables, within the foreign/second language profession motivates a look at 

research outside our profession. 

McKinnon (1992) provides conceptual guidance to analyze student-and teacher­

centered instructional processes from the dual perspectives of students and faculty at a 

technicaV vocational college. She surveyed 36 full-time faculty regarding the frequency of 

their use of several common teaching techniques. She also surveyed 209 adult students 
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regarding the perceived helpfulness of the faculty's techniques on a five- point scale 

ranging from "hinders or prevents learning" to "extremely helpful." She found that all 

faculty members from four departments at the technical college favored teacher-centered 

instructional modes. Congruously, she found that adult students described the teacher­

centered learning techniques as most helpful to their learning and viewed student-centered 

learning techniques as not helpful. This evidence raises the question: "Is there any reason 

to move toward an andragogical system in any subject in the university setting?" 

Cognitivists (e.g., O'Malley and Chamot, 1991) claim that unless adult learners, 

who have experienced teacher-centered social systems throughout their education, are 

trained in learning strategies, student-centered techniques will continue to be viewed as 

not helpful. Other researchers claim that neither training teachers nor learners in cognitive 

student-centered strategies will change the predominant teacher-centered social system 

and that rather than narrowing the classroom social system to the tenets of cognition and 

constructivism, we should be studying the more apparent and effective characteristics of 

teacher personality. For example, Kagan (1993) studied two highly praised high school 

teachers who practiced teacher-centered instruction, even though they had been trained by 

student-centered wliversity teacher educators. Students and community honored the two 

teachers for excellence in teaching not because of their teacher-centeredness, but because 

of their personalities and sense of commitment to helping students through institutional 

and curricular requirements. 
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Another recent study of the educational climate at the University of Wisconsin, 

Madison, confirmed that faculty and TAs examined in university physical skills courses 

usually delivered content in directive teacher-centered styles, encouraging learners to 'do 

it like this' or 'practice this on your own for five minutes,' (directions not uncommon in the 

foreign language classroom). Their findings suggested that "the direct teaching styles that 

are pervasive throughout traditional education continued to be accepted by these 

university students" (Ennis et al., 1989, p. 83). 

Upon closer examination of highly directive or teacher-centered instruction, the 

nature of control exercised is a significant factor to consider. The analysis of control 

structures and power messages exercised by teachers has been the subject of a number of 

studies. Several studies (Richmond, McCroskey, Kearney, and Plax, 1987; McCroskey, 

Richmond, Plax, and Kearney, 1985; Plax et aI., 1986) isolate the "centrality" ofpower as 

a factor in overall teaching effectiveness, linking it to both cognitive and affective learning. 

McCroskey and Richmond (1983) summarized the nature of teacher power in the 

classroom as coercive (based on the student's expectation of punishment ifs/he does not 

confonn); reward (based on the student's expectation of reward for compliance); 

legitimate (based on the function of the position of "teacher"); referent (based on the 

student's identification with the teacher); or expert (based on the teacher's competence and 

knowledge). Reward, expert, and referent power are considered pro social, as opposed to 

coercive and legitimate power which are considered antisocial. Teacher-centeredness 

then, could be viewed positively or negatively depending on the type of control the teacher 
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exercises. 

Some researchers, teachers, and educators claim that learning to modifY power or 

give more control to students takes time, years of experience in some cases. The reason is 

that teachers have only their own experience to draw upon to construct the pedagogical 

content knowledge necessary to facilitate student-centered practices. Roach (1991a), for 

example, compared the power patterns ofTAs and university professors and found 

significant similarities and differences between the types of control exercised by the two 

groups. The less experienced TAs used control strategies more frequently and, in 

particular, more antisocial strategies (i.e., coercive and legitimate) than the more 

experienced professors. 

In another study of experience, Briscoe (1991) documented the lengthy and 

frustrating struggle of one chemistry teacher who attempted to shift control from himself 

to his students. The overriding difficulty for the teacher/co-researcher in Briscoe's study 

was changing his views ofpower, "having observed other teachers in that role as 'giver of 

information' and playing it himself as he said 'for forty years,' he stated that it was' a hard 

thing to let go of'" (Briscoe, 1991, p. 196). The teacher researcher provided evidence of 

the time, but more importantly the support one must invest in order to modifY control 

practices: 

It would take an awfully strong person to do this stuffwithout some collaboration. 
I don't think I could do them by myself. I'm sure by now I would have been back 
to more worksheets and ::;tuffifI were doing it just by myself. .. To do this with 
another teacher, they would have to be pretty good friends and pretty comfortable, 
able to talk to each other and be honest. Also both of them would have to be 



pretty cotntnltted to wanting to change (Briscoe, 1991, p. 197). 

Contrary to proponents of experience, cognitive developmental theorists suggest 

that teachers' cognitive developmental levels predict teaching styles more than years of 

teaching experience. Sprinthall and Thies-Sprinthall (1980) believe that the amount of 

structure that teachers apply to the social system (teacher-centered versus student­

centered) has a direct relationship to teachers' cognitive developmental levels: 

"Developmentally complex teachers make such decisions based on the pupils' needs and 

current functioning" (Sprinthall and Thies-Sprinthall, 1980, p. 20). 
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While foreign language TA orientation and development courses offer insights into 

teacher roles and important instructional strategies, there is a lack of attention directed 

toward the operation and influence ofpower in the classroom. Pennycook (1989, 1990) 

insists that issues of power and privilege have not been adequately addressed in the 

second/foreign language professional debate. Many research findings outside the 

second/foreign language profession (Plax, Kearney, and Tucker, 1986; Kearney, Plax, 

Sorensen and Smith, 1988; Plax, Kearney and Sorensen, 1990) illustrate the need for 

training prospective teachers in the wide scope of control strategies available and for 

making them aware of the strategies that prove most effective. Lengthy experience is not 

necessarily a factor. A recent study showed that the nature of teacher power is dynamic 

and progressive over one semester (Roach, 1994). Moreover, Delpit (1988) urges all 

educators to begin teaching by informing all students ofthe explicit and implicit rules of 

power in the classroom. Finally, Marshall (1987) illustrates strategies that teachers can 
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employ to enforce instructional goals for learning, rather than simply for work or to meet 

the needs of the institution. One objective of the present study is to identifY whether a 

particular set of control structures and power messages are perceived to be present in the 

foreign language TA education social s.ystem and to relate those cultural properties to the 

novice TAs' own classroom social system. The identification of control structures and 

power messages has significant value for calculating the properties of effective teacher­

and student-centered instruction. 

The Study of x: Determination of Content 

The research in this realm is limited, but it has consistently told us that the 

traditional curriculum of pre service foreign language teacher education is teacher­

determined and not congruous with beginning level language and culture teaching 

assignments. In an American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) 

commissioned survey, Brickell and Paul (1981) found that when secondary school 

teachers were asked to describe their foreign language major, they stated that literature 

courses comprised 50 percent or more of their studies-a case of content-centeredness. 

When asked to state what they missed most in preparation, they cited more foreign 

language pedagogical preparation, second after conversational practice. In another study 

nearly a decade later, Lange and Sims (1990) recorded T As' perceptions of their 

preprofessional preparation and found again that by far, for tile purposes ofleaming to 

teach, the least useful segment of the major area was the content-centeredness: 
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examination and analysis of literary texts across several centuries. 

Content, or subject matter, prevails in the classroom with little or no attention to 

method, and is primarily determined by the teacher. IfTA development focuses nearly 

exclusively on teacher educator determined content such as cognitive theories of teaching 

language for example, without the process of sharing selection of content with leamers, 

teacher-centered instruction will most likely be perpetuated into the foreign language 

classroom via TAs who in turn deny subject matter decisions to their students. This is not 

to say that language teacher development courses do not focus on process. Allianguage 

teacher development courses focus on content and process to varying degrees, though 

content usually captures more time. Seet Beng Hean (1987) metaphorically described the 

variable natures of content and process in language teacher training courses and their 

implications, e.g., 'the seesaw' (used to 'balance' theory and practice), the 'translation' of 

theory into practice (where the two are seen as two different languages), the 'horse and 

cart' (where theory has to come before practice). 

Woodward (1991) and Clarke (1994) point out the disadvantages of the 

Approach-Method-Technique combination of content and process that many teacher 

educators employ. This model tends to be seen by passive recipients as top-down only, 

prioritizing content over process, and implying that the three different components mean 

three different jobs. For example, the approaches or theoretical bases are seen as 

belonging to the university theorists, the methods to the textbook writers, and the 

teclmiques to the trainer, teacher educator or teacher. The model thus devalues the 



44 

process ofteaching as sharing content decisions, creating a "strata of expertise, in which, 

paradoxically, teachers are seen to be less expert than theorists" (Clarke, 1994, pp. 12-13). 

Developing a model wherein content selection is shared with TAs-as-Iearners, and 

the process of student-centered teaching is valued as much as the content, or theory 

promoting it, is a challenge the foreign/second language profession faces today. Perhaps 

by examining the degree of shared decision making of content and the predominance of 

content over process in the teacher development and foreign language classrooms, we can 

gain insight into why teacher-centeredness continues to predominate in our profession. 

The Study ofy: Values for Learning Outcomes 

To what end does a foreign language TA engage a language learner in the study of 

French, German, or Spanish? To what end does a foreign language teacher educator 

engage TAs in knowing about and practicing approaches, methods or techniques of 

foreign language instruction? The present study examinesy as defined by TAs and their 

supervisors. Research helps us to conceptually approach the study ofy, showing how a 

change iny can alter 4> and x dramatically. For example, the purpose of the andragogical 

social system is to meet individual adult leamer's needs, based on the assumption that adult 

students are active participants in the learning environment. Decisions regarding both x, 

and 4> , both what is taught and how it is taught, are ideally shared with the learner in the 

andragogical social system. fu contrast, the purpose ofthe pedagogical social system is to 

transmit knowledge, based on the assumption that the teacher's canonical knowledge is the 



starting point of all learning. In the pedagogical social system, the teacher directs and 

manages (<I» all learning of x, usually via a textbook and a curricular code, in order to 

meet the values (y) of the larger society. 
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Many cognitive or discovery-oriented theorists are no longer confident that 

teacher-or content-centered instruction adequately meets students' needs as whole 

persons. To create an authentic second language acquirer, discovery-oriented teacher 

educators urge TAs to employ student-centered activities. Conversely, many TAs employ 

teacher-centered strategies to equip students with a body of knowledge that covers the 

French, German, or Spanish 101 curriculum. Although they are teacher-centered, the T As 

are arguably student-oriented in that they equip students with specific knowledge in order 

to pass departmental exams. 

Within formal foreign language TA development, the formal curricular 

components (e.g., preservice orientation) contribute differently to our understandings of 

teacher-centered and student-centered values for learning outcomes. For instance, a 

recent study of the components offoreign language TA development revealed that 

"orientation programs across the country appear to be geared toward issues pertaining 

exclusively to the institution at hand" (Gorrell and Cubillos, 1993, p. 95), i.e., orientation 

programs are institution-centered. Among the topics covered in 41 orientation programs 

for foreigu language TAs, six categories were delineated: 1) SLA theory and issues; 2) 

skills and testing; 3) microteaching; 4) administrative information; 5) integrative activities; 

and 6) graduate assistant issues. Gorrell and Cubillos fOWld that the institutions spent 303 
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total combined hours of orientation on microteaching and 174 total combined hours on 

administrative orientation. All other categories tallied 90 hours or less each. A positive 

and significant correlation between microteaching and administrative infOlmation was 

revealed (c= .588, p .005), suggesting a relationship between orientation programs and the 

learning outcome of meeting specific administrative needs. 

Teacher preparation and development courses have not met the needs of teachers-

as-learners offoreign language pedagogy once hired as university TAs. Schrier (1989) 

and Pons (1993) argue that merely a workshop, a methods course, and teaching only basic 

language courses as the means for preparing TAs leaves foreign language Ph.D.s unable to 

answer interview questions about how they would structure an introductory course in 

linguistics, or a literature course, or a culture course. Pons ( 1993) recommends that 

formal foreign language teacher development become TA-centered by meeting their needs 

rather than institutional or departmental needs: 

If major research institutions with large graduate programs are also to fulfill their 
mission of preparing specialists who will continue to develop not only as scholars 
but also as teachers, we must go beyond the accepted standard of a workshop plus 
a methods course that prepares TAs to teach elementary language courses (Pons, 
1993, p. 29). 

Gorrell and Cubillos (1993) looked more closely at the methods course componeilt 

offoreign language TA development and showed that, unlike the orientation component, 

T A methods courses were not institution-specific in nature and tended to emphasize SLA 

issues and the teaching and testing of the five skills: listening, speaking, reading, writing 

and culture. Both categories were shown to be highly correlated, with 288 total combined 



hours spent on SLA issues and 290 spent on the five skills (c = .615). In summary, the 

orientation appears administration-centered in purpose, and the methods course appears 

SLA theory-and skills-centered, meeting both the institution's and foreign/second 

language profession's needs, but not necessarily individual TAs' foreign language 

pedagogical knowledge needs. 

47 

For the purposes of meeting leamer's needs, neither TA nor teacher educator can 

teach effectively without understanding how learners learn. In many methods or teacher 

development courses, while content concerning SLA methodologies is usually presented in 

a predictable order, processes concerning cognitive and affective learning strategies are 

lightly touched upon or completely unaddressed after a semester of studying and reading 

about teaching theories. O'Malley and Chamot (1990) reported that when teachers are 

asked about learning strategies, they respond with descriptions ofteaching strategies. 

For this reason, it is my contention that cognitive and affective learning strategies merit a 

greater proportion of study in teacher education programs to the end of widening our 

understanding of values for learning outcomes and responding to beginning T A and 

foreign language student knowledge needs. 

Teaching theories in formal foreign language teacher development customarily 

address learning outcomes according to O'Maggio's (1986) perspective. For example, in 

the empiricist/ skills classroom (represented by methods known as Grammar-Translation 

or the Audiolingual Method), the values for learning outcomes and strategies focus on 

accuracy, grammar correction, pronwlciation, word choice, etc. In the rationalist/process 
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classroom (represented by Cognitive methods like the Natural Approach) valued learning 

outcomes and strategies focus on feedback and meaningful communication. Feedback is 

directed toward conveyed meaning ("I didn't understand; try to say it a different way") 

rather than toward the accuracy of the structure or pronunciation ("say it this way"). TIle 

rationalist researchers claimed that empiricist teachers were so prone to thinking about 

linguistic description rather than psycholinguistic processes that they "consistently left the 

learner out ofthe equation" (Long and Crookes, 1992, p. 34). 

Though the values for learning outcomes are portrayed distinctly within the 

empiricist and rationalist approaches, they are both arguably teacher-centered 

philosophies. Both are designed assuming that we learn by being told what we need to 

know, that is, through lecture and demonstration and guided practice; through the 

transmission model of education (Cummins, 1986). 

Today, perpetual tension exists between teacher-centered and 'student-centered 

orientations in the field oflanguage pedagogy. Like a pendulum, accepted pedagogical 

approaches swing back and forth. Toward the 21st century, a period of creativity and 

experimental freedom is again upon language teachers in the U.S., wherein we are being 

encouraged to search for alternatives to "official" �s�y�l�l�a�b�~� required texts, and basic skills 

approaches to language teaching and learning in order to achieve more student-centered 

values for learning outcomes. 

Towards the goal of student-centered education, some designers offoreign 

language teacher education have become increasingly interested in methodologies by 
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which the attitudes, perspectives, knowledge, and skills of teachers themselves can be 

constructively developed (e.g., Richards and Lockhart, 1994; Carrasco and Riegelhaupt, 

1994; Morrow and Schocker, 1993; Woodward, 1990; Wallace, �1�~�9�1�;� Hesse Institute for 

Teacher In-Service Training reported in Edelohoff 1989; Danmark's Laererhojskole 

reported in Breen, Candlin, Dam, and Gabrielsen, 1989; Richards, 1994; Shrum and 

Glisan, 1994). The idea is to shift teacher development toward a more cognitive and 

process-oriented social system. The leamer-centered teacher development methodologies 

are not simply designed to value conclusions about language learning, pedagogy, and 

collaborative student-teacher experiences, but also to value the processes by which that 

knowledge is taught and learned. Experiential workshops and sessions (e.g., awareness 

activities of reflection, 'X-raying yourseIt:'etc.) are designed for teachers to discover more 

about themselves at the level oflanguage ability, memory store, instructional perspectives, 

individual attitudes or other issues. 

The common purpose ofleamer-centered teacher education models and their 

designers is the recognition that language teaching is a highly complex and extremely 

demanding cognitive activity which requires far more of practitioners than the simple 

transmission offacts and knowledge to passive and receptive students. Student-centered 

teacher educators recognize that the human development aspect oflanguage and 

pedagogical learning forms the nucleus around which all other decisions rest. The 

question is whether the models based on awareness-raising, cooperative learning and 

content-processing accurately reflect what really happens in foreign language classrooms. 
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Some researchers claim that emancipatory models of student-centered language 

teaching do reflect what really happens in teaching and learning foreign languages. Kohl 

(1984) claims that training teachers to problem-pose and critically discuss with students 

achieves two major goals: 

1) Reduction of teacher-talk that normally dominates classrooms, something that 
inhibits language acquisition for the second or foreign language learner; 

2) Eradication of authoritarian or antisocial control strategies: teacher-talk and 
student silence, study of abstract subjects remote from student interest, 
standardized �s�y�l�l�a�b�~� micro-management of the classroom by administration­
mandated testing and �s�y�l�l�a�b�~� and depressed teacher performance. 

The question arises that even ifTAs spent more time in emancipatory, or 

reflective, TA-centered development courses, would those TAs in tum practice student-

centered strategies in their own classrooms? Wolfand Riordan (1991) found an inverse 

relationship between teachers' exposure to teaching for proficiency (a current model 

imparted to language teachers that is arguably both teacher-and student-centered), and 

their preference for using those concepts as classroom techniques. Do Wolf and Riordan's 

findings suggest that the majority offoreign language TA preparation and development 

programs remain tenaciously committed to enacting the curriculum code currently 

promoted by learning institutions and thereby meeting administrative needs rather than the 

individual needs of foreign language TAs? This research suggests that the mismatch 

between foreign language TAs' needs and institutional curriculum structures is not the only 

factor that influences whether the TA is teacher-or student-centered. An objective of the 

present study is to identifY the match, or mismatch between values for learning outcomes 



(y) that TAs and their supervisors use for guiding their choices of what to teach (x) and 

how to teach it (4)). 

4>, x, and y: Combinations for Centeredness 
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Once the properties ofteacher-and student-centeredness are defined, they must be 

coded and analyzed. Two studies have attempted to combine and code variables that 

describe teacher-and student-centeredness. No study has attempted to do so within the 

context offoreign language instruction. Sonnier (1981) proposed a paradigm based on 

parameters such as teacher preferences for teaching strategies that are teacher-centered 

with cognitive objectives and strategies that are student-centered with affective objectives. 

She depicted teacher centered teaching (4)) as authoritarian or eclectic with authoritarian 

tendencies. The objectives (y) ofteacher-centeredness were mostly concerned with 

cognitive learning. Student centered teachers were self-directed or eclectic with self­

directed tendencies (4)) and had objectives that were mostly concerned with affective 

learning. The only overlap between teacher-and student-centeredness in Sonnier's 

proposed paradigm rests within (Y), wherein a teacher is affectively oriented, but with 

cognitive objectives. Sonnier claims that most teachers' objectives, regardless of course 

content, fall into this category of objectives (Figure 1.5). 



Figure 1.5 

Teacher Preferences in a Quantity-Quality Paradigm (Sonnier, 1981, p. 126) 
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In another study, Samuelowicz and Bain (1992) used a five-level system of 

classifYing conceptions of teaching held by two wllversities' science and social science 

teachers. The system was used to compare teachers and to define student-centered and 
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teacher-centered instructional approaches. They found five global rationales for teaching, 

each comprised of constituent dimensions such as content control, teaching via 

transmission or cooperation, account of student conceptions, nature of knowledge, and 

learning outcome. For each dimension a teacher's expressed attitude was coded A, B or 

both (Figurel.6). 
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Figure 1.6 

The Five Global Conceptions of Teaching and Their Constituent Dimensions 

(Samuelowicz and Bain, 1992, p. 103) 
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According to the classification scheme, student-centered teaching is defined by the 

predominance ofBs, and teacher-centered teaching by the predominance of As. Two of 

the conceptions regarding the purpose of teaching (supporting student learning and 

changing students' conceptions) qualifY as �s�t�u�d�e�n�t�~�c�e�n�t�e�r�e�d�,� while the three remaining 

cO;lceptions qualifY as teacher-centered. 

The coding and identification of variables, or dimensions, like those of Sonnier or 

Samuelowicz and Bain; make it possible to establish correspondence between the claims 
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of different researchers. Dimensions help to integrate results obtained by researchers and 

contribute to defining and understanding the two widely used concepts of student-and 

teacher-centered instruction. 

The dimensions can also be used for inter-rater reliability. Ten dimensions have 

been identified in research by other investigators (Fox, 1983: Biggs, 1989, 1990; Dall'Alba 

1990; Martin and Balla, 1990) and those ofSamuelowicz and Bain including: 1) teachers' 

and students' roles; 2) one-way commurjcation versus interaction; 3) types of 

understanding; 4) relationship between theory and practice; 5) theories of 

learning/expected outcomes oflearning; 6) students' current understanding/student's 

existing conceptions; 7) ownership of knowledge; 8) subject content versus changing 

student's conceptions, attitudes, skills; 9) subject versus world knowledge; 10) teacher 

versus student contml of subject matter. Samuelowicz and Bain called for further 

research aimed at identifYing new dimensions and clarifYing those already proposed, 

especially in terms of context. 

No study has investigated the training and development offoreign langnage TAs 

nor their teacher educators in terms �o�f�~�e�a�c�h�e�r�- or student-centeredness. TIle present 

study identifies the categories of teacher-and student-centeredness as comprised of the 

constituent dimensions of control structures/instructional teclmiques and power messages 

(4)), content determination (x), and values for learning outcomes (y). For each dimension, 

the TAs' and teacher educators' expressed attitudes and perspectives were coded teacher­

centered (A), student-centered (B) or teacher-centered but student-oriented (C). In this 
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way, the French, German, and Spanish language classroom and TA development social 

systems can be compared and analyzed in terms of their cultural properties of 

centeredness. 

A CASE FOR TEACHER-CENTERED INSTRUCTION 

IN FOREIGN LANGUAGES 

Foreign language students' proficiency is typically classified according to clusters 

of constituent skills. For example, both the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) and ACTFL 

developed rating scales that describe groups of skills necessary for progressive language 

proficiency levels. Congruously, many teacher educators list constituent skills for their 

TAs in the syllabus, showing up in the arrangement of microteaching sessions or 

observation sheets. Both are evidence of the belief that good teaching and learning 

behavior is observable and gradable. Recent research (e.g., Stiggins, 1994; Briscoe, 1991) 

maintains that cognitive and affective factors have not been addressed by such traditional 

assessment: 

traditional teacher development programs in which experts tell teachers how to 
implement classroom innovations do not enhance or change the images which 
teachers have of how classrooms operate. Teachers need time to experiment in 
their classrooms and construct knowledge about teaching without fear of 
administrators evaluating them on the basis of traditional images. Images of 
classrooms which teachers have constructed fi·om years of experience in schools, 
both as students and teachers, cannot be changed with words alone (Briscoe, 1991, 
p. 198). 

The instructional literature provides no solution to the problem of validity in assessment of 



56 

cognitive or affective learning, with different measures providing unique information and 

posing unique problems. Milton et a1. (1986) explain the flaws of assessment using 

grades: 

A grade [on a test or in a course] is a unidimensional symbol into which 
multidimensional phenomena have been incorporated, a true salmagundi. 
Translated, this means that a given grade can reflect level of information, attitudes, 
procrastination, errors or misconceptions, cheating, and mixtures of all these plus 
other ingredients (Milton et aI., 1986, p. 212). 

Some researchers have proposed assessing cognitive and affective learning via 

student perceptions of their oWlllearning (e.g., Stiggms, 1994; Knowles, 1984; Richmond 

et aI., 1985, 1986; Kagan, 1993). Cognitive and affective learning perceptions by foreign 

language students are exemplified by comments such as "I got a C but I learned a lot of 

German" or "I didn't learn any Spanish but I got an A" or "It was hard to learn French, but 

my teacher kept going even when I almost gave up;" or by foreign language TAs-as-

learners' comments such as "We go reading through the Omaggio book and discovering all 

these great things that we could be doing, but aren't in our classes," or "It's very hard to 

apply that stuff so I'd rather have examples given," or "I think I'm making more progress 

with my teaching because I see differently." 

The popular term "student-centered" and the scientific paradigm of cognitive 

theories is the sign of our times, but unless assessment and curricula change to reflect the 

sign of our times, continued teacher-centered instruction in foreign languages is 

warranted. Although contemporary teacher educators endorse cognitive, student-centered 

theories and generate empirical teaching/learning research "that conforms to scientific 
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paradigms and base teacher education course work on the results of that research," 

(Kagan, 1993, p. 2), the realities ofthe TAs they preach to remain disparate from such 

constructivist scientific paradigms. Foreign language TAs find themselves incapable of 

narrowing the objectives of classroom teaching to that of cognition; there is a curriculum 

to be covered that their adult students expect and that they are responsible for-a 

curriculum that reinforces a teacher-centered social system. 

The task of defining student-centered instruction that is reinforced by appropriate 

curricula and assessment instruments at the university level is dependent upon 

democratization of our profession, i.e., collaboration among the perspectives of practicing 

and future T As, teacher educators, curriculum designers, and textbook writers. Such a 

challenge calls for further research. Such is the challenge of this dissertation. 

MY MOTIVATIONS AND METHODOLOGY 

The objective of this study, as mentioned above, is to identity and systematize the 

attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge of two cultures who 

encounter each other in the formal TA development social system in terms of the 

properties of $, x andy. In summary, this parallel investigation attempts to: 

1. identifY the control structures, hereafter referred to as instructional techniques, and 
power messages in foreign language and teacher education classrooms; 

2. identifY who determines the content included in the course; 

3. . identifY the values for learning outcomes that TAs and their supervisors have for 
guiding their choices of what to teach and how to teach it; 



4. combine, code, and compare the above variables that comprise the cultural 
properties ofteacher-centeredness and student-centeredness. 

The identification and comparison of 4>, x, and y has significant value for understanding 

and improving the degree of teacher-or student-centered processes that are experienced 

and interpreted by novice foreign language TAs. 
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In order to achieve the above objectives through a teacher research methodology, I 

realized that "centeredness" extends beyond the classroom That is, centeredness can be 

applied to research. Basically, there are two types of research on teaching practice: 

formal research and practical inquiry. The differences will be discussed below, but both 

types of research share the virtue of respecting evidence. 

Teachers as Recipients and Consumers of Research 

As a result of extensive formal research on language learners and practitioners, we 

have learned much about the validity of small-group, cooperatively structured, and 

student-centered classrooms, but we have been slow to make use of that knowledge. 

Perhaps the reason for our slowness is that formal research meets researchers' knowledge 

needs, but it does not provide foreign language practitioners with knowledge for their 

immediate needs within their unique contexts. For example, there is a plethora of texts, 

tapes and workbooks that meet the requirements of the communicative approach to 

language teaching, but there is a dearth of material and processes which gauge students' 

cognitive and affective perceptions of those materials, their teacher, and their learning. 



59 

Though Clarke (1994) and Richardson (1994) contend that the process of formal research 

does not provide immediate feedback to practitioners, the formal research provides the 

information necessary to conceptually approach the study of teacher-and student-centered 

instruction. In short, the information on student-centered teaching is easier to provide 

than the means for changing faculty behavior. Richardson (1994) laments that "many 

teachers still consider research on teaching to be irrelevant to their day-to-day practice, an 

attitude that makes it difficult for such research to help improve practice" (Richardson, 

1994, p. 8). In a telling article, Markee (1994) elucidates the difficulty offormal research 

as a means to improve practice: providing innovative information is easy and important, 

but innovative implementation is more difficult, "not least because it is wlClear how we 

might frame the issues that are relevant to this discussion" (Markee, 1994, p. 15). 

The information we gather from formal research methodology narrows and focuses 

for purposes of generalizability. For this reason, it is difficult to create a formal 

knowledge base of teacher-and student-centered instruction that responds to foreign 

language practitioners' immediate classroom needs. A type of teacher research that 

�S�~�l�O�W�S� more potential for responding to foreign language TAs' immediate knowledge 

needs is practical inquiry. 

Teachers as Producers or Mediators of Knowledge 

Practical inquiry is a recent type of educational research, developed and conducted 

by practitioners such as Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1990), Clift et al. (1990), Kagan 
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(1993), Richardson (1994), and Markee (1994). Their research puts the ownership of the 

knowledge on teaching practice into the practitioners' hands so that they are helped to 

wlderstand their contexts, practices, and their students. Practical inquiry can take the 

form of action research, micro ethnographic studies, experimental teaching activities, or 

reflective, practical reasoning, such as process evaluation. However, there is no formal 

research methodology associated with practical inquiry, and it is not well understood in 

terms of accepted methodologies. It is not conducted to provide the answer to a problem, 

but to cast teachers as "agents in the process of theory construction, curriculum planning, 

and policy development" (Clarke, 1994, p. 10). Putting the power of research into the 

teacher's hands is necessary for the "democratization of the research community" 

(Rudduck, 1985, p. 282), and for changes in practice that are not mandated by 

administrators, policymakers, and/or staff developers, but rather undertaken volwltarily. 

In summary, the measure of success of practical inquiry is "practical significance," 

not necessarily "statistical significance" (Borg, 1981, p. 249). Unfortunately, no examples 

have yet been found of practical inquiry that deals specifically with foreign language 

teachers' learning other than those that deal with foreign language leaming itself 

(Hammadou 1993), although an excellent source of ideas for action research can be fowld 

in Richards and NWlan (1990). Perhaps the lack of practical inquiry offoreign language 

teaching is due to its extremely time consuming nature. Time is a precious commodity in 

the foreign language profession wherein teacher educators and teachers are generally 

overextended with daily duties and responsibilities. 



Practical Inquiry Through Feedback Systems 

As a teacher and teacher trainer, I was a participant observer in this parallel 

investigation of the foreign language classroom and fonnal TA education. Thirty-seven 

incoming TAs, three professors, and I worked as a group to become more systematic in 

thinking about our work as foreign language practitioners and teacher educators. We· 

collected and evaluated data at the beginning, midpoint, and end of the 37 TAs' first 

semester teaching. The data descriptively charted TAs' and professors' expressed 

attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge regarding teacher-and 

student-centered instruction, relating those apparent and learned characteristics to their 

classroom social systems. The goal was to help us understand our own teacher-and 

student-centered practices. 
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The practical inquiry was begun by eliciting tbe TAs' and professors' practical 

arguments, i.e., their explanations of classroom practices (see F enstennacher, 1986 ). For 

data collection, process evaluation was used. Process evaluation, or feedback, is 

simultaneously a teaching and learning approacb, as well as a means of data collection. 

Continuous feedback from the TAs and professors throughout the semester ensured 

methodological procedures such as triangulation and reliability, generalizability and 

validity. A great deal of data was collected, including videotapes, audiotapes and written 

feedback of training and classroom teaching, written observations of professors and TAs 

in their classrooms; extensive belief interviews ofTAs and professors; and written 

questionnaires and surveys administered to the TAs' students, the TAs, and their 
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professors. 

fu order to ensure that individual TA and professor feedback was interpreted 

validly, I gave all my data and interpretations to TAs and professors for review. We 

wanted to understand the set of attitudes and perspectives that exist in the teaching and 

learning situation offoreign language TAs and their teacher educators at UA. This set of 

apparent characteristics, or attitudes and perspectives, permeates whatever we do as 

teachers or professors. fu summary, my knowledge needs related to T As' and professors' 

practical interests and served the purpose of meaningful communication and dialogue 

between us regarding the foreign language pedagogical content knowledge base. 

Moreover, the feedback provided me with immediate information to feed into each 

successive phase of the investigation. The specific instruments used in each phase are 

discussed in detail in the following chapters. 

Examination of the Data: Coding and Analysis 

nle attitudes and perspectives presented in chapters two and three will be analyzed 

in chapter four using the procedures of constant comparison (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 

The constant comparative method of qualitative aualysis is an inductive process and entails 

three phases: (a) comparing attitudes and perspectives between foreign language teacher 

educators and new T As and generating pedagogical content knowledge categories; (b) 

integrating categories; and (c) delimiting the emerging substantive theory of wliversity 

foreign language pedagogical content knowledge. 
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Using the constant comparative method of qualitative analysis, prototypical global 

attitudes and perspectives were sought in the TAs' and professors' transcribed feedback on 

the formal components offoreign language TA education. The attitudes and perspectives 

were compared and contrasted so that the implicit properties of «I> (power messages and 

instructional techniques), x (teacher-or student-determined content), andy (values for 

learning outcomes) could be extracted from the database. The properties were used to 

recode all the original transcripts ofthe study, to check the consistency ofthe global 

attitudes and perspectives, and to code the TAs' and supervisors' cultures and social 

systems. Constant comparison of the TAs' and professors' feedback will delimit 

pedagogical content knowledge of "teacher-centered" and "student-centered" foreign 

language instruction, and inform our practice in quite different ways than does fonnal 

research, providing a substantive framework of important and worthwhile questions for 

formal research and for the goals offoreign language programs. 

Table 1. 1 summarizes the constant comparative method of qualitative analysis. 

Some expressed attitudes and perspectives by teacher educators and novice T As will be 

similar, while others will be diverse. Similar attitudes and perspectives regarding «I> 

(instructional techniques and power messages), x (determination of content and how it is 

presented), andy (values for learning outcomes), will: 1) verifY the usefulness of the 

pedagogical content knowledge construct; 2) generate basic properties; and 3) establish a 

set of conditions for our profession to understand the problems and issues pertaining to 

implementation of student-centered instruction (heuristics). Maximized similarity of the 
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two cultures' attitudes and perspectives indicates fundamental uniformities 

of greatest scope. Minimization of diverse attitudes and perspectives indicates 

fundamental differences under which pedagogical content knowledge categories differ and 

the two cultures' hypotheses vary, while maximized diversity of attitudes and perspectives 

forces dense development of the pedagogical content knowledge construct, integrates 

categories and their properties, and delimits a substantive framework of university foreign 

language pedagogical content knowledge. 

Table 1.1 

Constant Comparative Method of Qualitative Analysis 

Attitudes and Perspectives that Comprise Foreign Language Pedagogical Content 

Knowledge Categories 

Difference 
Between Similar Attitudes and Perspectives 
TEs & TAs 

Minimized: Verifies usefulness of Pedagogical 
Content Knowledge (PCK) 
construct; Generates basic 
properties; Establishes set of 
conditions (heuristics) 

Maximized: hldicates fundamental uniformities 
of greatest scope 

Diverse Attitudes and Perspectives 

fudicates fundamental differences 
under which PCK categories differ 
and hypotheses vary 

Forces dense development ofPCK 
construct; futegrates PCK 
categories and their properties; 
Delimits scope of theory 



65 

In the next chapter, the fonnal foreign language TA development system will be 

described. Three concrete case studies of program supervisors' attitudes and theoretical 

perspectives underlying TA preparation and development will be profiled. Both similar 

and divergent attitudes and perspectives between teacher educators are presented and lead 

us to specific research questions regarding the pedagogical content knowledge taught in 

fonnal development. All the professors are sensitive, sympathetic to TAs, and aware of 

the many constraints imposed upon them. They have dedicated their professional lives to 

helping TAs become successful foreign language teachers. The professors provide 

infonnation about theoretical frameworks on which many second/foreign language and 

teacher education programs are based. They also appraise the necessity of change in 

foreign language teacher development and thus welcome their TAs' and my "critical 

consumer" inquiries in this study. Finally, by participating as co-researchers in this 

practical inquiry, the professors endorse educational research that promotes understanding 

and improved teaching and learning in the foreign language classroom and in fonnal T A 

education. 



CHAPTERll 

ATfITUDES, PERSPECTIVES, AND PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT 

KNOWLEDGE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHER EDUCATORS 
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The objective of this chapter is to profile three foreign language teacher educators 

who supervise the French, German, and Spanish Basic Language Programs at VA. Each 

professor's attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge regarding the basic 

language and T A development social systems they supervise are examined. Expressed 

attitudes and perspectives were classified into the three domains of instructional 

techniques and power messages (4)), determination of content (x), and values for learning 

outcomes (y) to provide a description ofa concrete situation that gives rise to research 

questions regarding the definition of university foreign language pedagogical content 

knowledge. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Feedback from the three professors in their formal TA development social systems 

was collected in order to calculate the similarities, defined as macrocultural properties, 

and differences, defined as microcultural properties. I observed, participated in and 

helped coordinate orientations. At the beginning, midpoint, and end of the novice TAs' 

first semester teaching, I observed the three teacher educators' development classes and 

their new T As' classes. The transcribed observations were then presented to teacher 
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educators and they were interviewed in order to determine their practical arguments, i.e., 

how the interactive relationships in the classroom social systems were reacted to and 

identified. An additional feedback system factor supplemented the interview data: a 

survey adapted from McKinnon (1992) in which the professors rated their most frequently 

used teaching techniques in the development classrooms. 

The exploration ofthese three supervisors and their social systems provides 

information about theoretical frameworks on which many second/foreign language and 

teacher education programs are based, spec.ilically in terms of <1>, x, and y. I tried to obtain 

accurate �d�~�s�c�r�i�p�t�i�o�n�s� of the professional beliefs and practices of the university professors 

who educate foreign language TAs in the Departments of French, German, and Spanish: 

Prosper Sanou, the French pedagogy specialist; Mary Wildner-Bassett, the German 

pedagogy specialist; and Karen L. Smith, the Spanish applied linguistics specialist. Karen 

was completing her eleventh year at UA, Mary her seventh, and Prosper his third. Each 

professor and their orientations and development courses are described through the 

inquiries described in this chapter. 

PROFESSORS IN TRAINING 

The three teacher educators' orientations were described according to analysis of 

their training agendas, and participant observations. Using compilations oftlteir respective 

orientation components (the developmental process) and time allotted to each component, 

as well as observations (evaluation), it was clear that supervisors pre-determined the 
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content components (x) and time spent on each theme that their new TAs experienced in 

training. This similarity between the three supervisors establishes the macro cultural 

property of teacher-determined content. The professors' orientations include content 

suggested as necessary by SLA cognitivist researchers (e.g., Chaput, 1991; Rivers, 1992a; 

1993) in order to achieve a pre service teacher-as-Iearner-centered preparation. Chaput's 

(1991) suggested components are listed in Table 2.1 as labels for the content components 

of each teacher educator's orientation. 

Table 2.1 

Content Components ofUA's French, German, and Spanish Pre service Orientations 

Chaput's French Total German Total Spanish Total 

Components Hours (27.5) Hours (32.5) Hours (12.75) 

Philosophical .75 1.00 .75 

Theoretical & 7.50 7.50 0 

Cultural 

Technical & 10.00 10.00 4.50 

Linguistic 

Technical 3.00 3.00 2.50 

Administrative 8.50 9.00 3.50 

Affective 2.00 2.00 1.50 
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Though teacher educators determined and included similar content components, 

Table 2.1 illustrates notable differences, or microcultural properties, between the three 

departmental orientations, especially in terms of overall time and in particular the time 

spent on the SLA theory and culture component. It is important to mention that Prosper 

and Mary train their TAs together for the most part, and that the Spanish orientation was 

orchestrated by myself and five in-service T As to whom I am indebted. As the Spanish 

trainers, our concern was that orientation be more practical than theoretical, thus 

explaining less time than the other orientations on theoretical issues and more time on the 

other components. Overa11, however, all three trainings are consistent with the findings by 

Gorrell and Cubillos (1993). Namely, there is a practically perfect and positive correlation 

between the time spent on practicum and administrative issues (F.99, p<.005), suggesting 

that regardless of our student-centered intentions, the orientations remain institution- and 

trainer-centered, i.e., trainers determine the content covered, the time necessary to cover 

it, and how it is covered. 

As a participant in the orientations, my observations and field notes indicated 

further macro cultural properties, namely that the teacher educators did not rely on texts 

for structuring orientation activities, but did predominantly utilize teacher-fronted 

structures such as lectures, trainer-led discussions, demonstrations, and guest speakers. 

In summary, the macro-and microcultural properties ofthe three professors in training are 

represented below: 



70 

Figure 2.1 

Determination of Cultural Properties of Foreign Language Teacher Educators in Training 

UAForeign Language TA Orientation 
Faculty Cultural Properties 

------ -----TE Microcultural Properties 

I 
x Time allotted to content components 
(see Table 2.1) 

TE Macrocultural Properties 

I 
<l>Value teacher-fronted interactive 
structures over text-centered structures; 
x Control content decisions and how 
content is presented; 
y To meet the needs of the institution 
and those in command 

A research question arises based on this case study offormal foreign language TA 

orientation. If the andragogical elements proposed by Knowles (1984) were practiced in 

orientation, namely shared decision-making with preservice TAs of so-called 'effective' 

instructional techniques, content selection, and values for learning outcomes, what 

judgements would be made? Specifically, would pre service TAs' attitudes and 

perspectives toward 'effective' instructional techniques differ from their teacher educators? 

What content decisions would preservice TAs make given the opportunity to express 

knowledge needs regarding teaching French, German, or Spanish at UA? What do TAs 

value as a learning outcome of orientation? These research questions will be investigated 

in chapters three and four. 



71 

PROFESSORS IN THEIR DEVELOPMENT COURSES 

The macro-and microcultural properties of the teacher educators were described 

using two extensive belief interviews conducted after observing their development 

classrooms at the beginning and midpoint of the semester. In the first interview, their 

micro cultures are expressed indirectly through their instructional techniques and power 

messages, content determination, and values for learning outcomes, or 4>, x, and y. 

Questions were culled from Kagan (1993), Samuelowicz and Bain (1992), and 

McCroskey and Richmond (1983), and then grouped according to 4>, x, andy. The 

differences between the teacher educators' responses reveal three distinct micro cultures on 

the fifth floor of the modem languages building, while the similarities reveal a supervisory 

macroculture. 

<1>: Instructional Techniques and Power Messages 
1. Fill in the blank: In my methods course I use _ power. 
2. Fill in the blank: In their foreign language classrooms, my TAs use _ power. 
3. What is teaching? 
4. What is the teacher's role? 
5. What do you regard as good foreign language teaching? 
6. What do you think your colleagues regard as good teaching? 
7. What do you think your TAs regard as good teaching? 

x: Detennination of Content 
8. What do you tell novice/incoming French/German/Spanish GATs about: selecting, 

organizing and presenting language/culture; evaluating students; managing a 
classroom? 

9. How does the content of your methods course relate to your definition of good 
French/German/Spanish language/culture teaching at UA? 

10. What role does course design and revision of course design play? 

y: Values for Learning Outcomes 
11. What is the aim offoreign language teaching? 
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12. What is the nature of learning? 
13. What are desired learning outcomes? 
14. What indicates "good" learning? 
15. Does the teaching influence student learning? 
16. If yes to no. 15, how do you attempt to influence student learning? 

Prosper's Development Course on Teaching French 

Prosper has educated French TAs for three years at University of Arizona, but he 

began teaching second language acquisition techniques and designing curriculum as a TA 

at the University of Minnesota. Prosper is from Burkina Faso, where he began his 

teaching career, giving him a total of eight years teaching experience with students from a 

range of academic abilities and racial/socioeconomic backgrounds. He left the French 

language classroom two years ago due to time constraints. Besides supervising the French 

basic language program, he is one of two pedagogy specialists in the department, and 

therefore must also educate students in the French Masters program in pedagogy. In 

addition to administrative responsibilities such as serving on various committees, he 

carries out his own research, and coordinates the annual language symposium at VA. 

He has patterned his courses for TAs based on his interest in critical pedagogy. He 

described his methods course as flexible, with an underlying theme of student-

centeredness. Through evaluations, he found that his students were much more receptive 

to the method of problem posing and critical discussion rather than "me coming in and 

giving them all the answers." 
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On certain days, he encourages his methods students to conduct and manage the 

learning process in order to show his respect for TAs "as partners really. That's what 1 

want to see. And that's what 1 try to tell them to duplicate in their classrooms." For this 

reason, he does not consider his course a methods course, but rather a course where 

teachers learn to think critically about their own teaching in the classroom. 

4>: Instructional Techniques and Power Messages 

When 1 asked Prosper the set of questions regarding instructional control and 

power messages in the methods course and in the foreign language classroom, he spoke of 

teaching as structuring. He sees the foreign language teacher as the main provider of 

input and manager whose goal is to "get students to be responsible for their own learning, 

or to be responsible for the learning of their classmates." In this way, he believes the 

teacher maintains pro social control rather than the antisocial, top-down, or authoritative 

control. 

He described his power in the methods course as "co-owned," or pro social 

because his students can change the syllabus as they feel necessary. Frustrating 

experiences of control were recalled when 1 asked Prosper about unpleasant teaching 

experiences. He spoke ofttying unsuccessfully to connect with a student "to a point 

where you say, 'I don't know what else to do, 1 give up.'" 

He believes his colleagues share the same philosophical ideas regarding "good" 

foreign language teaching, but "at the implementationallevel, I'm not Sllre what they do, 
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but I know that for sure the type of thing I try to achieve is usually tried by the minority 

rather than the majority. Because not a lot of people still believe in leaving the classroom 

open the way I leave it open." 

His perceptions of what his TAs regard as "good" foreign language teaching are 

based on their experience: "they tend to see as good teaching what they went through, the 

way they learned their language. In other words, they always say 'well, we did it that 

way, and I learned my grammar or whatever, so that must be the best way to do it.' 

Prosper differs with that perspective and he works to change it. 

When asked about his TAs' power, he explained the less experienced TAs tended 

to be more legitimate and coercive, because "they're still learning ropes and they often 

tend to think that the only way they'll survive is to tighten the screws a little bit. And I 

think they'll grow out ofit." 

In his development course, Prosper tells his TAs to be aware of appropriate 

instructional or controlling techniques based on the type of activity. A grammatical 

activity requires more attention to accuracy on the part of the TA. A communicative, 

open-ended activity does not. When he observes his TAs, Prosper looks for direct and 

immediate controlling techniques within grammatical activities, and indirect or delayed 

control of communicative activities. 

Prosper discusses structUring the environment so that students have maximum 

opportunity to use French. He conveys himself as coercive when he tells TAs he will be 

looking for a high ratio of French usage when he observes their classrooms. He admits 



that he might be a bit too hard on the TAs when he hears less than 80% French in a 101 

class. "If it is lower than that, I don't like it. I really push them to do that. It's the only 

time the student will be exposed to French. " 
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I asked Prosper about the relationship of those ratios to his methods course. "We 

talk about that, in fact about a week ago, tried to see why is it that we're not teaching the 

methods class in French. And I think probably it's because it's been the traditional way of 

doing the methods course in English. And secondly I think there's an issue ofterminology. 

Some of the things we're talking about, it would be difficult for us to do in French." 

x: Determination of Content 

Prosper's perspective is that "all one can do is teach a particular content, listen and 

see how students react to it, and then reflect on whether it worked or not, and how to 

adapt it." He shares with TAs the process of building the syllabus through identification of 

their perceived needs and together they evaluate the effectiveness of techniques and 

activities used. 

In Prosper's methods course, the content covered regards SLA methodologies, 

from Grammar-Translation to proficiency-oriented approaches to the most recent 

reflective approaches. He assigns readings on the approaches and then he problem poses 

to his TAs why some methods work and others don't: "There are some things other than 

the method which are occurring, so what are those variables? How do they come into 

accowlt? That's what we're trying to figure out together. So most of the historical 
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overview of the method goes very quickly." 

He noted that course content in the basic language program is designed by the 

department and given to the TAs to implement. And he lamented that it is problematic for 

administrators unfamiliar with the classroom culture to impose the syllabus and exams on 

the TAs. As a counterbalance, he offers as much flexibility on the syllabus as he can as 

coordinator ofTAs. 

Prosper described the rewarding feeling of a student's acknowledgement of 

learning content even though he is a demanding teacher educator. He also recalled 

introducing revolutionary content for French language classrooms: content focused on 

Francophone cultures rather than the Parisienne. Prosper urges his TAs to know the 

cultural context of their students, "because that helps you present the content." He would 

like his TAs to teach more culture and receive more formal development in teaching 

culture. 

Prosper adamantly opposes consistent or routine use of the text-book. He reflects 

that most of his TAs "tend to take the textbook and go porn, porn, porn, porn. Which may 

be okay, because the textbook, the way it's written now, does haye some good 

communicative pair or group work activity, but at the same time it creates some sort of 

routine that becomes boring to students when they know that you'll say 'next 011 your 

page ... next ... ' He would rather not see his TAs 'leave the textbook in the center. Put it 011 

your desk, follow it quietly, but don't let the student know that you're going page one, 

page two, page three.'" 
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y: Values for Learning Outcomes 

Prosper's purpose for teaching is to free his students' minds from the limits of 

convention and "find ways together, ways that are more effective for us as a group to 

learn about x. And ifwe are aiming at those elements of pro cess and content, that's 

better." He problem poses the nature oflearning with his methods students by asking "Is 

• learning just the process of duplicating or producing knowledge? Or is it the process of 

you and I sitting down, searching for something, and then agree on something?" 

When I asked Prosper his definition of desired learning outcomes, he spoke of the 

midterm exam and a final research problem that he assigns in his methods course. "What I 

do is pose cases, problems, and then they have to pull things from different areas, what we 

did in class, the textbook, ... their own experience and whatever, and then pull together 

something that is their perspective, not necessarily Omaggio's perspective, or Richard's 

and Roger's or whatever, but their perspective and then find ways to support it." 

I asked what indicated "good" foreign language learning. "I think, you know when 

good learning is occurring. I think when people are able to talk to each other .... there's 

that sort of confrontation in some sense. In the sense that you look at the same thing but 

through a variety of perspectives and then you take all these perspectives into account in 

your final decision about an issue." 

I asked Prosper how he thought his teaching influenced learning. "Teaching is 

more to me a reflective process than anything else. You come out with some idea of some 

of the principles in language teaching and learning-how people learn, what teaching is all 



about-and then you take those in relationship or connection to the context in which 

you're teaching, you make the necessary adjustments ... " 
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I asked Prosper for advice he would give to his TAs. His concern for them was on 

two levels: "in terms of their teaching career, as teachers, I would probably say make sure 

your students enjoy their experience. That'd probably be the first one. As a student, I'll 

probably say make sure you don't forget that you are a student also. That's been 

problematic. " 

Mary's Development Course on Teaching German 

Mary joined the Department of German at VA in 1987, moving to Tucson with her 

husband and three children. She earned her Ph.D. in Germany. Mary has a firm grasp of 

her philosophy on teaching. At the end of the Fall semester 1994, she was featured on a 

PBS special for her research on "Discovery Learning." Mary's definition ofteaching is 

facilitating discovery and the aim of teaching is establishing "an environment and an 

atmosphere in an interpersonal context that helps both sides, all parties in the negotiation, 

facilitation of discovery." 

Interviewing Mary is a very energizing experience for aspiring teachers and teacher 

educators. She has an open door policy as language director and establishes a warm 

connection with all who enter. Through the interviews and observations of her classes, it 

is evident that she patterns her courses on the concepts of discovery learning and derives 

pleasure seeing "that I have led them down the path to successful discovery. That's very 
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exciting. I love the interaction of a group, especially when they take over on their own 

and get where I wanted them to go without me having to force them .. .I like learning as I 

teach from the people I'm teaching, which always happens, you know. " 

«>: Instructional Techniques and Power Messages 

When I asked Mary about instructional techniques and power messages in the 

classroom, she acknowledged her power as institutional, or legitimate, i.e., the role of 

teacher. She also recognized reflecting a group dynamic power, and a philosophical, or 

referent power. She sees her TAs as more reliant on legitimate power than herself 

Mary views her colleagues' definitions of "good" teaching as diverse as the people. 

Yet when I asked her what she thought her TAs regarded as "good" German teaching, she 

did not know. "I hope that they are finding it in themselves. But I honestly don't know 

what they think, really think, is good teaching. We have a lot of exchange of ideas and 

opinions, especially in the methods class, but I also think they are given the institutional 

constraints of'me professor you student.' They don't probably tell me what they really 

think for fear of-even though I really don't think that would affect me-but I just think 

that again is part of the institutional constraint-that I will never really hear until they're 

out of my course perhaps, what they really think." 

Mary sees control in the classroom as necessary on the part of the learner. When 

asked about the nature oflearning, Mary again defined it as discovery, but "combined with 

the discipline to gain the skills you need to continue discovery." She sees the teacher's 



role as one offacilitator, guide, or experienced decision maker for the discovery. In her 

methods course, she models some of the major philosophies and techniques of teaching, 

tending "to want them to get it from an inductive approach if I'm trying to model 

something, because I think, otherwise, you lose the AH-HA effect of 'this is what I'm 

trying to do.'" 
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Mary teaches frontally for the first quarter of the semester, then cedes the way for 

group reports and activities. She recalled "a fairly intensive session about our classroom as 

a culture in itself: as a context for teaching." Through intensive discussions, her students 

"can see that I also am taking that leap of faith and trust and saying' okay, I'm handing it 

over to you a little bit, how should we do it? Let's negotiate this for the rest of this 

semester, or renegotiate it at regular intervals. "' She believes using negotiation techniques 

with the TAs-as-leamers in the methods class can be duplicated in the foreign language 

classroom without losing positive authority. "They just have to trust themselves, be aware 

of themselves and realize where their own personal line needs to be drawn." 

Mary gives many examples of teaching techniques in class and through 

assignments to observe a broad range of German teachers in the university and in the 

community. Yet she inspires her TAs to be authentic. "I have discovered a process for 

me, for myself, what I think is the way to teach. But that might not be right for them. 

There are certain things that I would reject like a real behavioristic approach or a real 

strongly teacher-centered approach that is very negative authoritarian. But if someone 

could show me that works for them and works with their students without harming the 
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whole learning process, then I would even go with that." 

x: Determination of Content 

Like many language teacher educators, Mary started teaching her methods course 

with Omaggio's (1986) Teaching Language in Context book. Though a very rich book, 

Mary finds it "needing lots of supplementary materials." Over the years, her methods 

course students have become increasingly diverse in terms of background knowledge 

about language pedagogy, making Mary "reflect on what it is I'm doing and why in that 

course." Presently Mary's course content is more non-textbook based, though she still 

uses chapters from Omaggio and other books, especially those "that give a much more 

culture-based perspective, a much more task and process-oriented perspective." 

Mary finds it important for her students to be familiar with the language 

methodologies to date, "and the theoretical base of why these methods were developed," 

because such background knowledge enables her TAs to 'Judge whatever comes up next 

on the horizon" from the point of view of informed eclecticism. "The whole idea is to 

learn informed decision making for the pedagogical decisions they have to make." 

Mary also finds testing an important subject matter for her class. "We need to test 

communicatively, we need to test culture somehow to show that culture is part of what 

we're trying to teach. We need to test and grade and score in a way that is not only 

focussed on accuracy, but also focusses on function and focusses on context. We try to 

make our tests very contextualized ill and of themselves so that they reflect this really 
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overriding idea that context and culture and function are equally as important as form and 

accuracy." Test designs for the German basic language program are made by the TAs 

themselves. Novice TAs learn that their input is necessary and important in the testing 

process, "and even though they're beginners, they have to learn to critically read a test, 

critically think about it, critically discuss it in this group dynamic .. .it's one of our biggest 

jobs and a big goal to try to get this to function well, but it does. It's a big time consuming 

thing too." 

Like Prosper, Mary emphasizes culture as a subject matter, but finds it "difficult to 

tickle out the culture in the various voices and language situations" she observes with her 

students. "It needs a lot of awareness raising on our part. On my part as a supervisor and 

coordinator. On their part as teachers ... raising awareness of their own attitudes about all 

sorts of voices within the culture and within the classroom too." Mary provides her TAs 

with reading material from Kramsch (1993) to convey the idea of the classroom as its own 

culture. At the German 100 levels, Mary's TAs teach. cultural content through student 

culture capsules, or culture discussions, on a topic of student choice, which students 

themselves research. "We try to get them away from "Big e" culture in the sense of you 

know only Bach, Beethoven, and also from stereotype culture in the sense ofOktoberfest 

and Hitler. " 

Grammar as a subject matter has its place in Mary's methods course too. She 

selects modem German elements to discuss pedagogically, but does not exclude elements, 

such as the formalized future tense, because any grammar remains important for the 



student's experiential knowledge base. 

y: Values for Learning Outcomes 

Mary's philosophical purpose for teaching both TAs and language students is to 

"open our people to realize that there are many different ways of thinking in the world. 

That those ways of thinking are very often connected to language expressions of self, of 

ideas, of so-called facts. And if we've given them the ability to even try out the feel of 

expressing themselves in a different language, then we've succeeded. " 
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The measure of "good" learning is "continued progress along the continuum 

toward understanding, toward having the skills to further develop their understanding and 

their discovery, and having the discipline to make yourself sit down and gain those skills 

even though that's not the fim part. " 

Mary views teaching as a definite influence on student progress and she personally 

sees her influence as one of helping students at all levels to recognize individual variation 

"and to give them some, perhaps additional strategies or add to their repertoire of how to 

learn best for their own individual style and approach and background. " 

Karen's Development Course on Teaching Spanish 

Karen came to University of Arizona's Spanish department eleven years ago. Prior 

to joining UA's faculty, she had been working on developing and supervising proficiency­

oriented basic language programs at the University of Kansas and the University of 
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Southern California, where she supervised 35 graduate TAs at each institution. Her 

administrative responsibility at UA is much greater, overseeing between 65 and 70 

graduate TAs. The Spanish basic language program serves approximately 2700 

undergraduate students per semester. Karen's research on proficiency-oriented programs 

in Spanish over the years reveals a clear pattern of progress in students who are willing to 

participate. 

Presently, Karen is acting head of the department of Spanish and Portuguese in 

addition to directing the basic language program, which administratively obligates her to 

serve different units around campus as well as the Spanish department. Since joining UA, 

she has increasingly played a number of roles, and laments that "it's only been since I came 

to Arizona that I haven't been teaching 101." She teaches one course per semester: the 

methods class. Karen is unable to achieve her vision of a constantly renewed and 

invigorated program due to the day-to-day administrative details for which she is 

responsible. Karen needed very little questioning to elicit her beliefs about educating 

Spanish TAs or about teaching Spanish, and she expresses herselfforcefiilly. 

<1>: Instructional Techniques and Power Messages 

Karen sees her control in the methods class as pro social, making T As "interact 

with each other, they have to brainstorm and they have to share their ideas because I don't 

give them everything." She sees her T As' power messages in their classrooms as coercive 

"because they're still trying to control what goes on ... they're still controlling, whereas I'm 



trying to put the control in their hands .. .it takes 'em a couple years to learn that they can 

lighten up." 
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Karen's view of the teaching process is a structuring based on cognitive theories: 

"It's a facilitation process to get the students to relate old to new and it's to provide a 

creative environment so that the students can react to new information." She encourages 

her TAs to be directors rather than controllers and to facilitate interaction using small 

group activities as much as possible "because with the size of the classes now, a teacher­

centered delivery system is not going to ensure that they can obtain feedback from the 

students." 

Karen asks her TAs to avoid using too much teacher talk, slowing down, or 

falsifying the language in any way. She discourages the use of drills that have no meaning 

for students and encourages interaction with the students and the selection of subject 

matter based on student interests. 

When I asked Karen how she thought her TAs defined "good" Spanish teaching, 

she replied that she finds a difference in definitions due to culturally different educational 

systems. For Latin Americans "it takes half a semester to get them to lighten up. The 

older students, same way: 'I wanna 'em to learn grammar. And they're not going to do 

anything else but learn grammar! They gotta memorize these drills!' ... nle ones who were 

raised in the United States, and are 22-35, they just jump into communication-based 

teaching, teaching the students to interact, placing more responsibility on them right away, 

they can see the benefits from it. " 
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x: Determination of Content 

Like her colleagues, Karen assigns her T As to read about the theoretical bases of 

language teaching before introducing other topics. Unlike her colleagues however, Karen 

requires her TAs to discuss the theories and other topics via' computer conferencing. 

In the methods class, Karen seeks congruence between the methods course and her 

TAs' foreign language classrooms by covering topics such as strategy building. "We work 

on them building their own strategies. Ifwe're talking about scenarios, they learn how to 

do the scenarios by doing them themselves. So I'm trying to get them to live the 

experience and pretend that they're students as well. " 

Karen assigns the Omaggio text, Di Pietro's Strategic Interaction, and other recent 

publications for her TAs to read which contain "good examples of alternative teaching 

techniques." She encourages her T As to criticize the readings because she does not want 

them "to simply accept something because it's between the pages of a book." 

Like Prosper, she urges her TAs "to put the textbook down. They come in 

thinking that the textbook is something akin to the Ten Commandments engraved in stone. 

When they leave, I hope that the book will be a starting point, and not the end all." 

Karen spends a lot of time discussing techniques that TAs can use to blur the 

distinctions between teaching and evaluation, such as using "3 x 5 cards and shuffling 

them around so that they can make judgements on how well students are participating 

without the students even knowing what they're doing with the cards; using performance 

on a reading exercise to judge their progress; teaching them how to evaluate their own 
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writing by doing proofreading and using peer editing techniques instead of just simply 

giving things to the teachers to correct and return. in a one-directional feedback situation. " 

Karen emphasizes organization of her TAs' teaching "because that's always one of 

their weakest points. " She stresses presentation based on learning strategies from 

cognitive theories: 1) introducing a concept; 2) building up the background information; 

3) brainstorming with the students for diagnostic purposes; and 4) leading to a productive 

phase where students interact with each other and perform in a way that provides practice 

for "the real world. " 

Like Prosper and Mary, Karen tells her TAs not to teach culture as "a special little 

thing that's presented as a treat. .. every reading, listening, or conversation activity has gotta 

be couched within a background context so that the students understand how they would 

use the information that they're discussing or reading in the real world as well as where it 

came from." 

y: Values for Learning Outcomes 

Karen directs a basic language program which stresses attention to task, 

performance of duty, achievement results, and accountability for failure to produce. Her 

program strives to produce higher-than-predicted gains in student achievement (as 

measured by standardized computer tests). "We've got performance goals. And we have 

a whole list of the performance goals. We're not insisting that they learn a set of 

information about the culture or whatever, we want them to change their performance." 
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Presently, Karen evaluates student ability to communicate, read, and listen. Ideally, she 

would like to evaluate "their ability to take a problem in the foreign language environment, 

ya know, create it on video or create it with an interviewer or whatever, and resolve the 

problem." 

Guiding Karen's directing and teaching approach is a concern for the foreign 

language students to "develop new skills and cultural awareness so that they participate in 

the real world ... Students need to take the new and relate it to the old in their personal 

frameworks .. .they\re gotta build their own schema and we can't make 'em learn, we can 

only give 'em opportunities to build those connections." She makes course content as 

flexible as possible in order to "meet the demands of the students because they're changing 

constantly and the world is changing. So ifwe don't design a syllabus that can be flexible 

and can meet their needs, then we're going to fail them. " 

With respect to her TAs, Karen's teaching goals are to "expand their horizons," 

and prepare them for their professional futures. She sees computers as inherent to the 

foreign language profession. Like language students, Karen expects her TAs to acquire 

skills in Computer Aided Instruction (CAl) and computer mediated interaction. 

Interestingly, Karen does not believe that the teaching influences student learning. "The 

data that I've been collecting on these people is that if they have tile opportunity to 

interact with something, even a computer, and if they have the desire to learn, then they're 

going to learn. The graduate students who try to do everything for their students don't 

give them the tools to learn and progress, so they become sort of disabled, and they expect 
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everything to be handed to them. But that's not a teaching technique, that's just a personal 

mothering technique that some of them develop. But the ones who want to learn, tend to 

learn in spite of the teachers, in spite of the overcrowded classroom. II 

The Professors' Most Frequently Used Instructional Techniques 

Observations and interviews indicated that among the many roles they play, all 

three teacher educators share the institutional roles of director of content to be covered in 

their development courses and manager of class time. After the :first interview, the teacher 

educators' most frequently used instructional techniques in their development classrooms 

were further probed by a survey adapted from McKinnon (1992). Based on my 

observations of their development classrooms, twenty-one common teaching techniques 

were presented to the professors which they were asked to rate on a frequency of use 

scale ranging from 0 (not used at all) to 3 (used most frequently). The results are 

presented in Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.2 

Foreign Language Teacher Educators' Preferred Instructional Techniques 

Rank Technique Spanish German French Average STDEV 

1 Questioning Students 3 3 3 3 0 

2 Student-led Discussion 2 3 3 2.67 0.24 
2 Student Presentation 2 3 3 2.67 0.24 
2 Small Group Study 2 3 3 2.67 0.24 
2 Research Papers 3 2 3 2.67 0.24 
2 Prof.-Ied Discussion 2 3 3 2.67 0.24 
2 Homework 3 3 2 2.67 0.24 
8 Peer Teaching 3 2 2 2.33 0.47 
10 Practical Exams 3 2 2.00 0.71 

11 Panel Pres.IDebate 0 2 3 1.67 0.94 
11 Lecture 1 2 2 1.67 0.94 
11 Demonstration 2 2 1 1.67 0.94 
14 Role Play 2 2 0 1.33 1.18 
14 Individualized Instruction 2 1 1.33 1.18 
16 CAl 3 0 0 1.00 1.41 
16 Review Sessions 0 1 2 1.00 1.41 
16 Computer Med. Comm. 3 0 0 1.00 1.41 
19 SlidesIFilmIVideo 1 1 0 0.67 1.65 
20 Independent Study 0 1 0 0.33 1.89 
21 Field Trips 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 

Table 2.2 distinguishes the professors' microcultural instructional techniques. Asa 

macro culture, "asking students questions" was the most frequently used teaching 

technique and all three teacher educators apparently perceive this method to be the most 

helpful to their new TAs' learning. Student-led discussion, student presentations, small 



group study, research papers, professor-led discussion and homework ranked next as 

methods for imparting information to new TAs. These rankings are inconsistent with 

McKinnon's findings in that VA foreign language educators appear to prefer a 

combination of teacher-and student-centered techniques. 

Summary of Case Studies of Professors in Their Development Classrooms 
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Within their development classrooms, Prosper, Mary, and Karen use a variety of 

teacher-and student-centered instructional techniques. In addition, they all perceived their 

power as �p�r�o�s�o�c�i�a�~� utilizing "co-owned," "group dynamic," or "interactive" controlling 

strategies. McCroskey and Richmond (1983) did not identify this type ofpower in their 

studies. Hereafter I will refer to it as "negotiant" power. Differences in perceived power 

existed among the professors as well. While all three professors perceived of their power 

as negotiant, Mary was quick to recognize her antisocial legitimate power imposed by the 

institution, as well as her very pro social referent, or identity power. 

The professors' remaining responses to interview questions further indicated 

macro cultural properties ofinstructional techniques and power messages. All the teacher 

educators' feedback alluded to 'good' foreign language classroom control structures and 

power messages as defined by constructivism and SLA cognitive theorists-that is, those 

structures and messages that make learners take control of their language learning through 

discovery or task-based activities such as strategic interaction scenarios, problem posing, 

or inductive questioning. All three teacher educators encourage their TAs to expose 
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students to inductive and discovery-oriented teachingllearning structures and materials, 

including ample high tech materials such as the computer lab. When asked why they did 

not encourage effective teacher-centered teaching techniques in their development 

courses, the professors all responded in terms of the constructivist and social interactionist 

view that teacher-centeredness maintains an unjust hierarchical prescription for teaching 

languages that results in heightened performance in L2 by the teacher and deficient 

performance by the L2 learner. By encouraging student-centeredness in their development 

courses, the professors do not seek to mirror traditional institution supported pedagogical 

social systems, but rather help TAs construct new images of teaching, i.e., pedagogical 

content knowledge which is consistent with constructivist language teaching. 

Examination of the teacher educators' syllabi, transcribed interviews, and 

obselVations reflect macro-and microcultural properties in planning of course content and 

values for learning outcomes as well. Based on syllabi and classroom obselVations, Karen 

and Mary apparently rely on the "objective-activity-evaluation" format for planning, while 

Prosper relies more on the "receive-organize-pose" format. In the nine classroom sessions 

examined over the semester, macro cultural properties were also discemable. All three 

educators determined course content, such as readings, managed the class time spent on 

content, and set objectives for their new TAs to utilize the course content for 

development, the latter specified in behavioral terms on development course syllabi, on 

their obselVation forms, and in interview feedback (e.g., "I tell them to make sure 

students know what is expected, and what students are to expect from them," or "I make 



them observe themselves on video and observe other TAs). 

Regarding values for development course learning outcomes, all three teacher 

educators implement a mixture of behavioral and non-behavioral values. For example, 

assessment systems were used to measure behavioral outcomes such as demonstrating 

knowledge of SLA methodologies on written tests or computer conferences, but the 

teacher educators also valuefi constructivist leaming outcomes based on non-behavioral 

criteria, such as 'personal development: evidenced by learning logs, and self-assessment 

on video. Closer examination of the professors' constructivist values for teaching 

expressed in the first interview distinguish microcultural properties. Mary expressed her 

purpose for teaching as helping students become authentic persons as teachers and 

leamers. And while Karen seeks TAs' and students' proficient acquisition of specific 

knowledge and skills to be prepared for "the real world" (e.g., Computer Assisted 

Language Learning and Computer Conferencing), Prosper organizes his classes for the 

particular purpose of liberating TAs' and students' minds from the status quo. 

In summary, the new TAs' required formal development classroom social 

system-as generated by the teacher educators' expressed attitudes and perspectives, 

classroom observations, surveys, and my interpretations-appears in Figure 2.2. Upon 

joining UA as foreign language faculty, new TAs are required to encounter this social 

system and the macro-and microcultural properties therein. 
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Figure 2.2 

Determination of Cultural Properties of Foreign Language Teacher Educators in the 

Development Course 

VA Foreign Language TA Development 
Faculty Cultural Properties ---- -----TE Microcultural Properties TE Macrocultural Properties 

�~�'�I� �~� I 
Prosper Mary Karen 4> Teacher-and student-
4> receive- 4> objective- 4> objective- centered (discovery or task-
organize-pose activity- activity- based) structures; Negotiant 
structures; evaluation evaluation power; 
y to liberate structures; structures; x Teacher-determined 
student minds legitimate, y to prepare for y behavioral objectives to meet 
from status referent powers; future, e.g., command needs and non-
quo y to create CALL & CAl behavioral constructivist values 

authentic to meet TA-as-Iearner needs 
teachersllearners 

Having thus identified and systematized the functional and coherent attitudes 

and perspectives that underlie the pedagogical content knowledge taught in the teacher 

educators' formal development classrooms, a research question arises: If student-

centered pedagogical content knowledge is taught in the development class, how can we 

ascertain the pedagogical content lmowledge learned by new TAs? Specifically, in the 

semester long development classroom, how are instructional techniques, power messages, 

content detennination, and values for learning outcomes perceived by TAs-as-learners? 

Such questions form the basis of chapter three. But before proceeding to chapter three, 

the third fonnal curricular component of foreign language T A development must be 
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described, and its subsequent provocation of research questions. 

PROFESSORS EVALUATE NEW TA CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION 

After completing the first interview, Prosper, Mary, and Karen were given 

copies of my descriptions of their new TAs' classes. The teacher educators reviewed my 

observations of anonymous new French, German, and Spanish language TAs. Two weeks 

later the professors were interviewed again (using questions adapted from Kagan, 1993). 

My observations and the transcribed interviews describe the social system of the third 

formal curricular component ofUA foreign language TA development: classroom 

instruction. In short, my descriptions of thirty observations over the course of a semester 

all revealed prototypical teacher-centered talk sequences (Markee, 1994, p. 16), namely 

the new TA initiated talk, students responded, and the new TA closed the sequence with 

an evaluative comment (see appendix). The professors' reactions to the described basic 

foreign language classroom interactions furtlier clarify the supervisory macroculture and 

the three distinct micro cultures that underlie formal T A development. 

Microcultural properties of the professors were discerned when asked if they 

had concerns about the teaching I recorded and if they thought their TAs tended to use the 

concepts they have taught them in the development course. While Karen and Prosper 

viewed the teacher-initiated student-response structure (T-S) negatively, Mary 

acknowledged the effectiveness of the teacher-led interaction "because there's clearly not a 

lecture style." And while Prosper and Mary felt that their T As used the student-centered 
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concepts they teach in the development course, Karen resolutely did not. 

When asked to account for their TAs who do not apply the student-centered 

methods presented in the development course, the professors again displayed 

microcultural properties. Karen viewed the inconsistency as a result of a lack of extemal 

reinforcement, e.g., negative student evaluations or rejection for ajob position due to the 

TA's lack of student-centered pedagogical content knowledge. Mary viewed the 

inconsistency as a matter of time or experience teaching and seeing the effects of theory in 

a personalized way. Prosper viewed the inconsistency as a result of an institutional 

assessment system of traditional measurable outcomes-an assessment system that 

supports teacher-centered classroom behavior. Those perspectives were again revealed 

when I asked if their TAs were willing to try discovery or inductive methods once they 

leamed about them in the development course. Karen's attitude was negative regarding 

the development course's ability to change teaching style, and instead viewed extemal 

reinforcement or the informal component, such as peer support, as the agents of change. 

Mary again viewed time and experience on the job as well as personal cognitive style 

necessary for TAs to integrate student-centered concepts "into what they are actually 

doing." And Prosper once again expressed an attitude offutility in trying to make TAs 

embrace student-centered methodologies within a pedagogical social system that 

continues "to have the same type of distrust of GATs-we think that they're not good 

enough to be responsible for a class on their OWll-we have to sort of cage them ill some 

sort of curricular parameters: 'do this, do exactly this, do this, do this, do this.'" 
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When asked what they would say to their TAs who claimed that student­

centered, discovery methods would prevent them from covering the required curriculum, 

Prosper commiserated with the TAs, acknowledging the time-consuming nature of 

student-centered instructional activities, including planning and preparation. ill contrast, 

Mary and Karen insisted that student-centered instruction would not prevent coverage of 

the required curriculum. "Won't students be penalized, for example on departmental 

exams, ifa TA doesn't teach to the required curriculum?" I asked. Again, Mary and Karen 

insisted that departmental assessment objectives would not contradict alternatives to 

teaching to the required curriculum. Prosper, on the other hand, acknowledged the 

dilemma of "balancing your own pedagogical beliefs and the reality of the world of 

GATs-the fact that technically they're supposed to work 20 hours." Prosper's point is 

that achieving student-centered instruction implies using constructivist evaluation systems, 

holistic, open-ended activities, self-evaluation, etc., and that those types of evaluation 

require a substantial investment of time and financial reimbursement to TAs-time that his 

T As simply do not have, and financing which the institution is unwilling to pay. 

Macrocultural properties between the teacher educators were determined when 

they were asked why university foreign language students like teacher-centered 

instructional techniques despite their own preferences for student interaction or active 

involvement teaching techniques. The professors view adult students in the teacher­

centered social system as passive, unchallenged, and resultant of the "consumerism 

approach to learning." When asked iflearner training would make adult students prefer 



active, discovery methods over the traditional information-giving style oflanguage 

teaching, the professors revealed attitudes ranging from cynicism to uncertainty to 

enthusiasm for such a prospect. 

Additional Observations of Basic Foreign Language Classroom Instruction 
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Additional observations and review of both interviews with teacher educators 

are necessary in order to provide as full a description as possible of the basic foreign 

language classroom that new TAs encounter as a component of their required formal 

development curriculum at UA. For example, feedback from the first interview with 

teacher educators identified the macro cultural property that novice TAs convey 

predominantly antisocial power messages (coercive and legitimate) in their language 

classrooms. In both interviews, the professors also emphatically agreed that control over 

the environment by the institution comprises the major obstacle to student-centered 

foreign language teaching. UA has raised the quota of students per foreign language class 

to 35. In addition, Mary mentioned the obstacles "from bolted down chairs to not enough 

lab space to 110t enough computers available ... facility-related issues" where foreign 

languages are taught that prevent small group and cooperatively structured arrangements. 

Interview feedback from Karen distinguishes the micro cultures in the three 

departmental basic language classroom systems in terms ofinstructional techniques and 

environmental opportunities: 
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Karen: There's another level of difficulty for the other languages that requires them to 
set up the environment and to try to find the materials or find the situations that will 
allow them to be interactive, whereas we just have to walk outside and do it. So I don't 
think there's a lack of willingness to do what we're doing, there's a lack of opportunities. 
And we've gone to the extreme of placing the learning into a computer environment so 
that we can devote more time to interaction and communication and get away from just 
simply teaching them how to read in the classroom or how to use the grammar in the 
classroom, there are other mechanismsfor doing that they just simply don't have ... there's 
a different time distribution as well where they've got to present the grammar, they've got 
to present the vocabulary because they have no other mechanism. And the 
communication and the interaction get scrunched down into smaller times. 

In terms of content determination, interviews and obselVations revealed that 

French, German, and Spanish basic language classrooms rely on commercial texts and 

departmental syllabi as course content; all new/incoming TAs are provided required texts 

and departmental syllabi. Pre-determined course content has a rational and coherent 

function: it conceivably ensures that all students would receive essentially the same 

content, regardless of the TA. 

As a macro culture, Prosper, Mary, and Karen all direct basic foreign language 

classrooms whose objectives are behavioral. Students attempt to achieve pre-defined 

desired outcomes for which new TAs are accountable on many levels, such as instructional 

techniques, assessment, and assignment of grades. Examination of teacher educators' 

obselVation forms indicated the macro cultural property of values for behavioralleaming 

outcomes in their TAs as well. For example, on obselVation forms, TA instructional 

techniques are analyzed in terms of constituent skills, e.g., appropriate grammar correction 

techniques given a verbal versus a writteQ activity. 
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m summary, the new TAs' introductory foreign language classroom social 

system-as generated by the teacher educators' expressed attitudes and perspectives, 

classroom observations, surveys, and my interpretations--appears in Figure 2.3. Upon 

joining UA as foreign language faculty, new TAs are required to encounter this social 

system and the macro-and microcultural properties therein. 

Figure 2.3 

Teacher Educators' Feedback on Novice TA Cultural Properties in the Foreign Language 

Classroom 

UA Foreign Language Classrooms 
Novice TA Cultural Properties 

Novice TA �M�i�c�r�~� Properties �~�v�i�c�e� TA Macrocultural 
_____ I �~� Properties, 

French German Spanish 4> Prototypical teacher-
4> Occasional 4> mteractive and 4> Teacher- centered talk sequences; 
student- effective teacher- centered Teacher-centered 
centered led instructional instructional instructional techniques 
instructional techniques, and techniques until enhanced by student 
techniques, but occasional external passivity and consumerism 
teacher- student-centered reinforcement approach to learning; 
centered instructional induces student- Coercive power; 
instructional techniques based centered x Departmentally 
techniques are on time and instructional determined 
enhanced by experience techniques; y behavioral objectives to 
institutional Computerized meet command needs 
assessment, teachingllearning 
time constraints structures 
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VA's third fonnal curricular component offoreign language TA development is 

thus described-the underlying instructional techniques, power messages, content 

determination, and values for learning outcomes identified and systematized based on 

observations and teacher educators' evaluations of their new TAs' classroom instruction. 

How would novice French, German, and Spanish TAs react to the descriptions oftheir 

classroom? Would novice TAs' agree with their professors' evaluations oftheir teaching? 

Would novice TAs' pedagogical content lmowledge be consistent with their professors' in 

terms of instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for 

learning outcomes? Investigation of these questions is the topic of chapter three. 

Summary 

The case studies of three foreign language teacher educators in this chapter 

reveal a framework of attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content lmowledge that 

new foreign language T As encounter upon cycling through VA's required formal 

development system. The expressed attitudes and perspectives were classified within the 

framework of instructional techniques and power messages (4)), determination of content 

(x), and values for learning outcomes (y). The framework established descriptions of 

micro- and macro cultural properties comprising each of the formal foreign language T A 

curricular components. The resultant macro cultural descriptions indicated that teacher 

educators' pedagogical content lmowledge, or "their own special forms of professional 

wlderstanding" (Lafayette, 1993, p. 127) of student-centered instruction corroborates 
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constructivist and cognitive SLA theorists' intellectual assumptions, e.g., "making the 

student take control of his or her language learning through discovery or task-based 

activities" qualifies as student-centered instruction. The teacher educators expressed both 

micro- and macro cultural properties with respect to the implementation of student­

centered foreign language instruction, but all three teacher educators share the 

macro cultural attitude and perspective that increased student-centered instruction is both 

positive and necessary in foreign language classrooms and teacher development. To our 

knowledge, no study so far has been conducted to investigate the impact of macrocultural 

supervisOlY attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge on novice TAs as 

they experience the required formal foreign language development system In the next 

chapter, we will outline a research project that examines how novice TAs' attitudes, 

perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge are related to their teacher educators'. 



CHAPTERll 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

INTRODUCTION 
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In the first two chapters of this dissertation, an extensive literature review and 

feedback from three teacher educators were presented; these were used to identifY and 

systematize the attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge of a 

supervisory macroculture in the required social system offormal university foreign 

language TA development. Chapter two indicated that UA's French, German, and Spanish 

foreign language teacher educators represent a "student-centered" macro culture whose 

attitudes and perspectives foster constructivist epistemology and associated 

methodological skills in beginning TAs. As micro cultures, the three teacher educators 

identified instructional techniques and power messages in both their T As' foreign language 

classrooms and in their formal development courses, including identification of "negotiant 

power," or the power to establish relationships conducive to learning. The teacher 

educators also identified the methods they use to determine content, and their values for 

learning outcomes. Considering that teacher educator culture could have a potential 

impact on the attainment of cognitivist student-centered theory in novice T As' foreign 

language classrooms, we adopted multiple feedback system factors for the study: 

1) a video project; 2) a poster forum; 3) extensive interviews; 4) observations; and 5) 

surveys/questionnaires. Our purpose was to investigate foreiglllallguage pedagogical 
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content knowledge based on new TAs' attitudes and perspectives. 

This chapter will first overview the research design, then state the research 

questions that this qualitative study will address. Finally, the constant comparative 

method of qualitative analysis will be explained. This study examines the relationship 

between a particular population of new foreign language TAs and their teacher educators. 

Both groups' attitudes and perspectives about foreign language pedagogical content 

knowledge within a foreign language setting and within a limited context (three language 

departments at one university) are explored. Given the particular nature of attitudes and 

perspectives about foreign language pedagogical content knowledge, and the constellation 

offactors that can affect new TA and teacher educator attitudes and perspectives, no 

attempt will be made to generalize the findings of this study beyond the local institutional 

context, although the feasibility offinding general trends across in&1itutions through 

replicated studies is an inspiring prospect. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The purpose of this research is to explore new foreign language TAs in tenns of 

their perceptions of the social and contextual qualities of the required fomial foreign 

langnage TA development system, and to compare those perceptions to their teacher 

educators' theoretical frameworks (presented in chapter two). The question that 

motivated tIns study can be stated as follows: Are novice T As' attitudes and perspectives 

consistent with their teacher educators' attitudes and perspectives with respect to the 
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alternative pedagogies of teacher-and student-centered foreign language instruction over 

the duration of the TAs' required fonnal development? To investigate this question, 

micro ethnographic studies of37 novice/incoming TAs were conducted to analyze the 

influence of instructional techniques, power messages, content, and values for learning 

outcomes in orientation, classroom instruction, and the semester-long development 

course. In the fall of 1994, seven TAs joined Prosper Sanou's Basic French language 

program, nine joined Mary Wildner-Bassett's Basic Gennan faculty, and 21 began teaching 

for Karen Smith's Basic Spanish Language program 

During their first semester at UA, the TAs and I collected abundant data using 

several feedback systems that included observations, surveys, questionnaires and 

interviews. I observed, coordinated, trained, and interviewed new T As during their 

orientations. At the beginning, midpoint, and end of the TAs' first semester teaching, I 

observed their classes and then presented them with the transcribed observations. I 

subsequently interviewed them to determine the attitudes and perspectives they hold for 

identifYing the interactive relationships in their classroom social systems. Two additional 

feedback systems supplemented the interview data: a survey adapted from McKllmon 

( 1992) which asked new TAs to rate their most frequently used instructional techniques in 

their language classrooms, and a survey adapted from Kagan (1993) which asked the new 

TAs' students in the language classrooms to evaluate their own affective and cognitive 

learning. 
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The rationale for choosing this methodology was based on the andragogical 

assumption that adult students are active participants in the learning environment; thus 

they will both designate and respond to the influential variables of �c�o�n�t�r�o�~� power 

messages, content, and values for learning outcomes. Granted, the TAs'level of 

engagement in the process may vary due to other factors beyond those being considered. 

For example, it is possible that some TAs are passive adult participants due to interests in 

the TAship as a means to support their studies. Nevertheless, their perceptions as adult 

learners and teachers are believed to be accurate and worthwhile for understanding values 

and behaviors that characterize new TA cultures. The specific procedures used in tIus 

study will be further explained under each social system after the research questions that 

this report will address are stated. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The questions to be addressed in this dissertation are the following: 

1) (a) At the onset of orientation, do preservice TAs perceive of instructional 

techniques and power messages differently than their teacher educators? 

(b) What content decisions would preservice T As make given the opportunity 

to express knowledge needs that their French, Gennan, or Spanish 

orientation could address? 

(c) What do TAs value as a learning outcome of orientation? 

2) (a) Once new TAs begin classroom instruction, how do tIley react to 



descriptions of their classroom interactions in terms of teacher-versus 

student-centered instruction? 
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(b) As a macro culture, is novice TA pedagogical content knowledge consistent 

with their teacher educators' (as a macro culture) in terms of instructional 

techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for learning 

outcomes in university basic foreign language classrooms? 

3) (a) In the semester long development classroom, how are instructional 

techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for learning 

outcomes perceived by TAs-as-learners? 

(b) What is the relationship between the student-centered pedagogical content 

knowledge taught in the development class and the pedagogical content 

knowledge learned by new T As? 

POTENTIAL SOURCES OF MISMATCH 

The following potential sources of mismatch between teacher educators as 

a macro culture and novice TAs as a macro culture will be addressed by this study: 

Orientation 

(a) In orientation, upon viewing an inservice foreign language TA teaching, 

preservice TAs will perceive of instructional teclmiques and power messages 

differently than their teacher educators. 

(b) Preservice TAs will specifY knowledge needs that the content of their 
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orientations should address, but presently does not. 

(c) T As value orientation learning outcomes that accommodate their needs rather 

than the needs of the department or institution. 

Classroom Instruction 

(a) Upon reviewing descriptions of their own classroom teaching, novice TAs' 

evaluations will contrast with their teacher educators' evaluations in terms of 

teacher-versus student-centered instruction. 

(b) Novice TAs' pedagogical content knowledge contrasts with their professors' in 

terms of instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and 

values for learning outcomes in university foreign language classrooms. 

Development Course 

(a) In the development classroom, TAs-as-Iearners' perceptions of instructional 

techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for leaming 

outcomes contrast with their teacher educators' perceptions of those elements. 

(b) The student-centered pedagogical content knowledge learned by new T As 

contrasts with the pedagogical content knowledge taught in the development 

classes. 

RESEARCH APPROACHES 

For the first set of research questions regarding preservice TAs' perceptions of 

instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for teaming 
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outcomes in orientation, a video project, a poster forum, and post-training iritelViews were 

employed. TIle video project and poster forum are techniques proposed and used in ESL 

teacher training programs, reported by Galloway (1991) and Morrow & Schocker ( 1993). 

TIlese particular teacher training techniques are not normally implemented in the French, 

German, or Spanish TA orientations at VA. For the second and third sets of questions, 

more descriptive-based feedback systems were used. ObselVations, extensive belief 

interviews, sUlVeys, and questionnaires helped gather data for research questions 

pertaining to new TAs' perceptions of teacher-and student-centered instruction in terms 

of instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for 

leaming outcomes in their own classrooms and in their respective teacher educator's 

development classroom. 

TAs IN TRAINING 

Video Project and Poster Forum Feedback Systems 

TIle 37 preservice foreign language TAs' attitudes and perspectives toward 

instructional techniques and power messages were elicited using the ACTFL video project 

described in Galloway (1991). The video project as a feedback system consisted of two 

factors: watching a video segment ofa UA foreiglllanguage TA (the developmental 

process), and audiotaped small group discussions ofthe video (evaluation). Novice TAs 

and their teacher educators were asked to watch a five minute video segment of a T A 

(who controlled the classroom structure through instructional techniques such as 



directives and questions to dependent and receptive students) and to record their 

observations for future discussion. Afterwards, participants were asked to discuss the 

strengths and weaknesses ofthe classroom interactions they observed. The same video 

segment was then shown again, but this time the TAs and professors were asked to 

assume the identity of one of the students in the classroom and rather than record their 

observations, to write a note to a friend. Afterwards, the groups were asked for their 

practical arguments of the classroom interactions from the student's perspective. All 

discussions were audiotaped and later transcribed. 
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The purpose of the video project was to provide a framework of expressed 

attitudes and perspectives (apparent characteristics) by preservice T As before they 

experienced the rest of their required formal development. The preservice TAs' attitudes 

and perspectives were compared to those oftheir teacher educators, and were classified 

according to whether they referred to the video T As' instructional techniques or power 

messages. 

After the video project, regularly scheduled departmental orientation activities 

commenced. I coordinated with the teacher educators to replace one ofIast regular 

activities of orientation with a second interactive component: the poster forum. 

The second interactive component, a poster forum adapted from Morrow and 

Schocker's INSET teacher training design (1993), was conceived and integrated into all 

three departmental orientations. This feedback system involved asking for volunteer 

preservice T As from the three orientations to determine content to be addressed by the 
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poster forum Three preservice German TAs, three French TAs, and four Spanish TAs 

volunteered to be interviewed. The TAs were asked to submit one question or 

issue-involving teaching at UA for their respective departments-that they would like to 

discuss in training. In-service TAs worked with me to synthesize the preservice TAs' 

knowledge needs into the poster forum. 

The purpose of the poster forum was to determine content decisions that 

preservice TAs would make given the opportunity to express knowledge needs that their 

French, German, or Spanish orientation could address. As an andragogical process, the 

poster forum involved pre service TAs in mutual planning, diagnosis oftheir own learning 

needs, and formulation of learning objectives. The poster forum controlled for dominant 

speakers, involving all participants in contributing, offering suggestions, and processing 

the knowledge needs identified by my coresearchers. At the same time, the poster forum 

collected feedback from the three supervisors and all TAs, voluntary faculty, and support 

staff The informal, verbal induction that occurred between experienced faculty and 

novice TAs was recorded either through writing or by audiotape. Participants were 

encouraged to visit each poster and meet each one of the 37 new TAs by following a task 

sheet, but the majority ofTAs found the task sheet unnecessary-the natural chemistry 

and atmosphere were sufficient encouragement, and many participants abandoned the task 

sheet directions altogether. 
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Interview Feedback System Factors 

The vohmteer preservice TAs who determined content for the poster forum 

were also asked to participate in the study as coresearchers throughout the semester. The 

three French, three German, and four Spanish TAs comprised three case study 

micro cultures of new TAs. To ensure the integrity and validity of their responses, the TAs 

were guaranteed anonymity; their identities will remain anonymous throughout this 

dissertation (i.e., all names are pseudonyms) unless they have stipulated otherwise. Ofthe 

ten coresearchers, eight were novice language teachers, seven of whom had never taught. 

Only two of the TAs had taught language: one taught for a year at the middle-school level; 

a second taught college Spanish for three semesters. A third T A had taught political 

science before coming to the United States. Six coresearchers were from countries 

outside the U.S. None of the ten coresearchers had ever experienced formal development 

as a university foreign language teacher. 

At the end oftheir preservice orientation, my coresearchers' values for leaming 

outcomes from their orientations were elicited using Morrow and Schockers' (1993) 

guided interview (see appendix). My coresearchers were again interviewed at the end of 

their first semester to determine values for leaming outcomes from orientation. The 

purpose of the interview feedback was to further our understanding ofleaming values 

(learned characteristics or pedagogical content knowledge) that could guide our choices 

as trainers of what to teach and how to teach it in orientations. 
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TAs IN THEm CLASSROOMS 

Following the orientations in their respective departments, new foreign 

language TAs commence teaching beginning levels of French, German, and Spanish. The 

new TAs' macro-and microcultural properties of their classrooms were explored using 

four feedback system factors: 1) two extensive belief interviews with my coresearchers 

regarding their teaching styles after observing their language classrooms at the beginning 

and end of their first semester teaching; 2) an extensive interview with my coresearchers 

regarding their reactions to a survey of their 247 language students' cognitive and affective 

learning perceptions at midpoint in the semester; 3) a beliefsurvey/questionnaire of three 

volunteer French TAs, seven volunteer German TAs and pre service teachers, and 27 

volwlteer Spanish TAs and preservice teachers at midpoint; and 4) a survey of frequency­

of-use of teaching techniques of five new volunteer T As in the three departments. 

Regarding the fourth feedback system, my coresearchers expressed a research 

interest in the application of the survey after viewing the results of their teacher educators' 

most frequently used techniques (see p. 91). Respecting their knowledge needs and 

encouraging their interest in teacher research, we implemented the survey as a feedback 

system factor. Unfortunately, only five new T As volwlteered their own time and their 

classroom time for the survey offrequency-of-use. Given the small population ofTAs and 

teacher educators, this fourth feedback system was carried out to merely probe the 

relationship between new TA and teacher educator preferences for teaching and leaming 

techniques within UA's French, German, and Spanish T A education contexts; no attempt 
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will be made to generalize the findings of this or any of the feedback system results beyond 

the limited departmental/institutional context. 

The objective ofthe multiple feedback systems as a research approach is to 

identify and systematize a particular population of new TAs' attitudes and perspectives 

about the experiences in their classes. The feasibility offinding general trends across 

institutions remains a task offuture replicated studies. The data that this feedback system 

elicits is valuable because "the foreign language profession has generally lacked a vision of 

the foreign language classroom that matches descriptions of real functional language for 

communication within a cultural group" (Brooks, 1993, p. 233). 

Observation and Interview Feedback System Factors 

My ten coresearchers began teaching the last week of August 1994. After 

three weeks with their students, I began observing their classes either in person or through 

video or audiotapes; I interviewed them afterwards to determine cultural properties 

indirectly through their reactions to my descriptions of their classroom interactions. For 

example, I asked my coresearchers how they arrived at their present style of teaching; 

beliefs that guided their choices of what to teach and how to teach it; whether I recorded 

anything incorrectly; what makes them an effective teacher; etc. I maintained a reflective 

posture, providing them an opportunity to discuss their teaching styles without prescribing 

solutions to concerns about their teaching performance. Such an informal and open-ended 

interview with a structured set of topics yields more valid findings according to Christison 
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and Krahnke (1986) than questionnaires, particularly when examining multicultural 

participants' attitudes and perspectives they claim. I observed a total of thirty foreign 

language classroom sessions over the course of the semester. In my observations, I noted 

the most frequently used instructional techniques and incorporated them into the 

frequency of use survey administered to five new TAs other than my coresearchers (who 

requested that the survey be implemented, but simply did not have the time beyond that 

already invested in this project to devote to another feedback system). All post­

observation interviews were audiotaped and transcribed and given to my coresearchers for 

their review. In the interviews, I asked my coresearchers to analyze their teaching in 

terms of student-centered versus teacher-centered properties and to give examples of 

teacher-and student-centered strategies that they use or observe in their own classrooms 

or in those of their colleagues. This feedback will define student-and teacher-centered 

pedagogical content knowledge from the novice TAs' perspective. Interview feedback 

was grouped in the three domains of instructional techniques and power messages (4)), 

content determination (x), and values for learning outcomes (Y), providing a standard of 

consistency for consolidation of results across the teacher educators and T As for constant 

comparative analysis, outlined later in this chapter. 

Survey and QuestiOimaire Feedback System Factors 

In addition to classroom observations and interviews regarding instructional 

techniques, power messages (4)), content determination (x), and values for leaming 
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outcomes (y), the new foreign language TAs' perceptions were explored through sUlveys 

and questionnaires. At the midpoint obselVation of their development courses, I asked for 

volunteer TAs to participate in the sUlVey adapted from McKinnon (1992) to determine 

the frequency of use of particular instructional techniques that I had obselVed in the 

language classrooms. In November 1994, one French, two German, and two Spanish TAs 

(none of whom were my core searchers, but all of whom were new to UA) rated the 

frequency of use of each of the common teaching techniques obselVed in my 

coresearchers' language classes. The frequency-of-use sUlVey asked the T As to rate 

commonly obselVed teaching techniques such as "giving a written test" on a scale from "0" 

(not used at all) to "3" (used most frequently). The sUlVey is presented in the appendix. 

The results of the sUlVey will be compared to the results of the teacher educators' self­

reported most frequently used instructional techniques. 

At mipoint in the semester, a questionnaire adapted from Kagan (1993) elicited 

language students' affective and cognitive perceptions of the new TAs' instructional 

techniques and power messages. My core searchers, eager to gain and react to the 

knowledge elicited by the questionnaire, arranged class time for me to explain the 

questionnaire to their 227 students (69 French, 42 German, and 116 Spanish). I explained 

my motives and concerns for effective foreign language teaching and leaming. 

guaranteed their anonymity and stressed that their honest feedback would help us to 

redirect course objectives and evaluate foreiglllanguage teaching at UA. I first asked 

their 227 students to list in order ofimportance the three things they wanted to get frOI11 
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their French, German, or Spanish language class this semester. Then I asked them to 

indicate which they had received thus far; they were free to indicate that they had received 

something other than what they had expected. Next I asked "what makes your teacher a 

'good'teacher?" For those few students who did not consider their TA a good foreign 

language teacher, I asked "what would make your teacher a 'good' teacher?" My last 

question concerned our desire to understand those features that make the learning of 

French/German/Spanish easy or difficult. The results, specified below, were used as a 

feedback system factor to elicit novice TAs' pedagogical rationales. 

While French students expected content that enabled them to speak, 

understand, receive a good grade, read, become culturally aware, and gain a vocabulary in 

that order, German students expected content that enabled them to speak, understand, 

become culturally aware, gain a vocabulary in German, read, and receive a good grade. 

Spanish students also prioritized content that enabled them to speak, understand, and 

receive a good grade first, but differed from their counterparts by listing a gain in 

vocabulary and reading ability above cultural awareness. 

All student mentions regarding what they had received by midsemester were 

expectedly lower than the number of corresponding mentions of expectation, although 

interestingly, 20 Spanish students reported an expectation for gaining vocabulary and 21 

reported a gain in vocabulary by midsemester. German students appeared to be gaining 

more speaking than understanding ability, while French students, like their Spanish 

counterparts, gained more understanding than speaking ability. Students were encouraged 
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to list anything they received from their foreign language classes that they had not 

expected. Positive comments about their TA such as "my teacher is great," or "my teacher 

makes learning fun," and comments such as "this is a review of my L2 class in high 

school" were substantial as unexpected items. I typed the anonymous feedback from each 

class sUlVeyed (Tables 3.1 and 3.2) and presented it to my coresearchers. 

Table 3.1 

SUlVey of Foreign Language Classes 

Responses to: List in Order Of Importance Three Things You Expected to Get out of 

This Class 

Speak Understand Grade/Credit Read Vocabulaty Culture 
French (n=69) 54% 52% 17% 16% 9% 14% 

German (n= 42) 62% 36% 16% 16% 21% 21% 
Spanish(n= 116) 56% 42% 20% 16% 17% 12% 
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Table 3.2 

Survey of Foreign Language Classes 

Responses to: What Have You Received from This Class Thus Far? 

Speak Ilnderstand GradeLCredit Read 
French 17% 36% 9% 10% 

German 31% 21% 0% 7% 

Spanish 21% 31% 8% 9% 

�y�"�o�c�a�b�u�l�i�!�~� Culture Good Tei!cher Review 

French 12% 9% 9% 10% 

German 24% 19% 10% 5% 

Spanish 18% 7% 5% 3% 

With regards to the students' affective learning perceptions, microcultural 

properties of my coresearchers were indicated, as the French and Spanish students 

attributed their teachers' effectiveness primarily to their personality features, or referent 

power, (32 and 57 mentions respectively) such as their sensitivity, humor, and sense of 

commitment to their learning. German students appeared divided between personality 

and classroom structuring (e.g., grammatical concept teaching, pacing, language ratio, 

etc.) as primary contributors to effective teaching (17 and 19 mentions respectively). One 

explanation of this variability is that the 101 courses are supervised courses, each with a 

set of goals and materials. For example, the French 101 syllabus emphasizes proficiency 

goals in terms of situational objectives, the German 101 syllabus emphasizes proficiency in 

terms of "using the �p�r�~�c�t�i�c�a�l� vocabulary and grammatical structures presented in the 
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course," and the Spanish 1 0 1 syllabus emphasizes proficiency in terms of completing 

computer assisted language learning exercises. Thus, the 1 0 1 students may be more 

susceptible to different influences by virtue of being in different departments. Or, given 

the uniform set of goals and materials across sections in a department, 101 students may 

be more susceptible to teacher influence by virtue of being in the initial course. In any 

case, student perceptions of their TA's expertise, or knowledge of language and culture, 

were scarcely expressed in comparison to the extent that personality or structuring were 

expressed. In short, as a macro culture, the particular adult foreign language students 

swveyed appeared to value referent power over their TA's instructional techniques or 

expert power. 

The majority of students 110lled responded to the affective learning question 

about good teaching, i.e., what made their TA a good teacher. In general, students were 

very optimistic. Two TAs had unanimous positive responses to the first question; none of 

their students were unhappy with their instructional style. Seven of my core searchers had 

only one or two students who expressed obvious discontent with the instructional style. 

And only in one case did the majority of students elect not to answer the question, viewing 

their TA as "not knowing how to teach." In summary, students appear to perceive teacher 

personality power as· the most effective instructional element, but they are quite aware of a 

teacher's lack of pedagogical content knowledge as well. 

With regards to the last question of the swvey, the student-centered 

instructional techniques of interactive group activities and individualized instruction were 
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well. Some students preferred a combination, while other preferences included 
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1) prescriptive usage ratios ofthe two languages (e.g., "I wish my teacher would use 50% 

English and 50% French in class"); 2) the particular TA's instructional techniques and 

power messages with which they were satisfied; 3) prosocial power messages to create a 

"fun" atmosphere; 4) instructional techniques that abandoned the "hated" book or lab; and 

5) slower pace and a reduction of content covered. 

This feedback system factor was presented to the novice TAs at midpoint and 

again at the end of their first semester teaching in order to investigate learned 

characteristics, i.e., the novice TAs' evolving pedagogical content knowledge regarding 

, instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for learning 

outcomes. The TAs were asked to react to their students' expressed attitudes and 

perspectives after the survey was completed at the midpoint in the semester and again at 

the end of the semester. Considering the fact that French, German, and Spanish 101 are 

supervised courses with a uniform set of goals and materials in each department, and that 

101 students may thus be more susceptible to teacher influence by virtue of being in the 

initial course, I expected the novice TAs to report influence of this feedback on their 

classroom structuring, power messages, content determination, and values for learning 

outcomes. I explicitly asked my coresearchers how their students' feedback affected them 

ill terms of the factors under study, e.g., "In terms of your power as teacher, what was the 

most helpful or influential feedback your students gave you?" 
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Instructional techniques and power messages were further investigated by 

asking my ten coresearchers to qualifY types of teacher power upon agreeing that a 

teacher does indeed have power. The novice TAs' descriptions of teacher power 

corroborated coercive, reward, referent, expert, and legitimate powers as delineated by 

McCroskey and Richmond (1983), as well as the negotiant power defined by their teacher 

educators in chapter two. I then asked how they knew students were learning from their 

instruction. I also asked them to fill in the blank in the sentence "I use _ power in my 

classroom." At the end of the semester, I asked all 37 new TAs to record the relative 

amounts of power they used in their language classrooms over the entire first semester. 

Four French, five German, and eleven Spanish TAs responded. The results are reported in 

the following chapter. 

To further discern the relationship of the new TAs' values for learning outcomes 

(y ) to those of their teacher educators, my coresearchers and their classmates from the 

three methods classrooms were asked to answer eight questions regarding purposes for 

teaching and values for foreign language learning outcomes. Five French TAs, five 

German T As, two preservice German teachers, 21 Spanish T As, and four preservice 

Spanish teachers answered the same questions culled from Samuelowicz and Bain (1992) 

that their teacher educators answered in chapter two. Two groups of questions, one 

focusing on teaching practice and another on student learning, aimed at gaining as full a 

description of values for foreign language learning outcomes as possible. The number of 

questions ensured a multidimensional view; merely asking one question might £1lsely 
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display the TAs, preservice teachers' and professors' attitudes and perspectives as 

unidimensional. As a result, nearly all the responses were multidimensional and I believe 

they accurately reflect the attitudes and perspectives of the respondents. The questions in 

the first group are the following: 

1. What is teaching? 
2. What is the aim of teaching? 
3. What is the teacher's role? 
4. Does the teaching influence student learning? 
5. If yes to no. 4, how do you attempt to influence student learning? 

Only the macro cultural properties which were independently verified across 

groups ofTAs and departments were considered for the constant comparative method of 

qualitative analysis explained later in this chapter. The second group of questions focused 

on student learning. Three questions were asked, including the direct question "what is 

the nature oflearning?", and two indirect questions: "What are desired learning 

outcomes?" and "What indicates "good" learning?" Again, only the practical arguments 

which were independently verified across groups ofTAs and departments established the 

macro cultural attitudes and perspectives regarding the valued foreign language learning 

outcomes. 

The purpose of the surveys, questionnaires, observations, and interviews was to 

determine learned characteristics, i.e., whether novice TAs' pedagogical content 

knowledge is consistent with their teacher educators' throughout the required formal 

development. The instruments will inform us outhe properties, e.g., values for learning 

outcomes, that are perceived consistently among new TAs and their teacher educators, 
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chapter. 

TAs IN THE DEVELOPMENT CLASSROOM 
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The objective of this section ofthe study is to determine the influence of 

instructional techniques, power messages, content, and values for learning outcomes in the 

new T As' required development classroom social system. Data from the development 

classrooms was collected through �o�b�s�e�r�v�a�t�i�o�n�~�,� informal interviews, surveys and 

questionnaires. The instruments are the same as those used in the language classrooms, 

and focused on the three domains of instructional techniques and power (<1», content (x), 

and values for learning outcomes (y). 

Observation, Interview, Survey, and Questionnaire Feedback System Factors 

The 37 new TAs' perceptions of instructional techniques and power messages, 

content determination, and values for learning outcomes in their development classrooms 

were examined through observations, surveys, and student questionnaires. New TAs and 

preservice teachers in the three development classrooms were asked to rate the perceived 

helpfulness of their professors' observed teaching techniques. Seven French TAs, thirteen 

German T As and preservice teachers, and 28 Spanish TAs and pre service teachers rated 

29 techniques on a scale from 1 (hinders my learning) to 5 (is extremely helpful to my 

learning). 
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The results from the development course research (presented in chapter four) 

must be interpreted in the light of an important limitation. It is pertinent to bear in mind 

that the results from the observations, surveys, and student questionnaires apply only to 

the groups studied and within a limited context; extrapolations to other populations must 

remain hypothetical. Sanou (1995) emphasizes this point: 

Ifwe understand classrooms as micro cultures with their own dynamics, we 
cannot then teach teachers macro-management skills but rather micro­
management skills. In other words, the connection between what happens in 
the orientation and the development course and what TAs actually face in 
university foreign language classrooms must not be defined in terms of a match 
between what actually happens since what happens is context-dependent, but 
rather in terms of how the knowledge of classroom life and classroom practice 
acquired in orientation and the development course helps the teacher with daily 
decision making and conscious reflection of professional performance. The 
connection, ifit has to be there (very debatable), needs to be the following: in 
orientation and the development course, T As learn to understand the 
characteristics of classroom life which may facilitate communicative language 
teaching and develop an ability to build upon these characteristics of classroom 
life. The connection is possible depending on our definition of "what is taught 
by professors" (Sanou, June 29, 1995, personal communication). 

To further explore "what is taught by professors" in French, German, and 

Spanish development classrooms at UA, the new TAs' perceptions ofpower messages in 

the development classrooms were elicited. The TAs were aware of different types of 

teacher power, as the classroom research design asked for their qualitative definitions, 

which corroborated the types ofpower identified by McCroskey and Richmond (1983) 

and the teacher educators in chapter two. At the midpoint pulse in the semester, in 

interviews with my novice coresearchers, I asked them to fill in the blank in "My teacher 

educator uses _ power in our methods course." For purposes of corroboration, at the 
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end of the semester, I asked voluntary TAs in the methods classes to record the relative 

amounts of power their teacher educators used over the entire semester. In hopes of 

avoiding factors that would influence the TAs' evaluations, such as the particular day's 

activity, I asked for their feedback before their class meeting, and in most cases outside of 

the classroom itself Three French, five German, and eleven Spanish TAs from the 

respective methods classrooms responded. 

My novice TA coresearchers expressed their affective and cognitive learning 

perceptions of their teacher educators' instructional techniques, power messages, content 

determination, and values for learning outcomes in the same manner as their students. At 

midpoint in the semester, using the survey from Kagan (1993), new TAs in the three 

development classes were first asked to list in order of importance the three things they 

wanted to get out of the development class their first semester as TAs, then to indicate 

what they had received thus far. Then I asked them what made their teacher educator a 

good teacher, and for those TAs who elected not to respond, I asked what would make 

their professor a good teacher. The last question concerned their preference for teaching 

methods. As fdid for the TAs, I typed student responses from each development class for 

the teacher educator to review. 

T As' and teacher educators' responses were constantly compared and analyzed 

descriptively. Due to the particular population we are looking at, comparisons with the 

objectives of other influential people such as other professors, past students, departmental 

heads or committees were not carried out. The trends revealed in this study remain 
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hypothetical until such comparisons can be achieved in future research. Because only the 

37 new TAs who joined UA in the fall of 1994, and only their three teacher educators 

were observed and given surveys and interviews, no claims of generalizability of findings 

to other people's or institution's objectives were to be made in this study. 

To further investigate the question regarding values for development course 

learning outcomes, TA coresearchers were given the transcrips of my interviews with their 

teacher educators. Based on the transcripts, the objective of our final interview was to 

understand similarities and differences between apparent characteristics (attitudes and 

perspectives) of the TAs and teacher educators' with respect to desired learning outcomes 

ofteacher-and student-centered instruction. Chapter two illustrated the teacher 

educators' values for learning outcomes wherein learners took on responsibility for their 

own learning and became more self-directed. To achieve the outcome, teacher educators 

design their development courses to encourage TAs to practice student-centered styles in 

their classrooms. TAs were first asked to react to their supervisors' evaluations in terms 

of whether they were fair, if they misunderstood something about the TA's values for 

learning outcomes, or if they agreed on values for learning outcomes. My coresearchers 

were then asked for their perceptions oflearner-centered methodologies presented in their 

methods courses, i.e., the relationship of constructivist/cognitivist language instruction 

theory to TA-as-Iearner needs. A third question concerned perceptions of emergent 

student-centered instruction over the duration of their first semester of required formal 

development. Finatty, they were asked to relate any problems upon implementing a 
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student-centered approach they learned from their methods course. 

ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES 

All of the feedback from this study will be analyzed using a sociological method 

of analysis called constant comparison. The constant comparative method of qualitative 

analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) is an inductive three step process that includes: 

(a) comparing attitudes and perspectives between foreign language teacher educators and 

new TAs and generating student-and teacher-centered pedagogical content knowledge 

categories; (b) integrating these categories with properties; and (c) delimiting the 

emerging substantive theory of university foreign language pedagogical content 

knowledge. The third step is a conclusive step resulting from the first and second steps. 

Therefore, delimiting the emerging theory of university foreign language pedagogical 

content knowledge will be presented in chapter five, molding the discussion and 

conclusions of the first two steps of constant comparison. 

In the first phase of constant comparative analysis, all the transcribed feedback 

from my professorial and TA coresearchers was read and re-read and the emerging 

categories were noted, e.g., "teaching is transmitting knowledge" was coded teacher­

centered. Once one interpretation was provisionally established, each emerging 

interpretation was compared to the established one and if it was different in a significant 

way (i.e., if the meaning, not the language in which it was expressed, differed) a new 

category was established. For example, "teaching is establishing interpersonal relations 
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conducive to learning" was coded student-centered, while "teaching is facilitating 

understanding of content" was coded teacher-centered but student-oriented. The process 

continued until no new categories offoreign language pedagogical content lrnowledge 

emerged. 

In this study, the expressed attitudes and perspectives in the collected feedback 

generated properties of "teacher-centered," "student-centered," and "teacher-centered but 

student-oriented" social systems. Some characteristics that TAs and teacher educators 

combine to establish a degree of centeredness are seen immediately (attitudes toward 

teacher control), and thus constitute apparent characteristics, while some characteristics 

used to establish the alternative pedagogies are learned after receiving feedback from 

students or other sources (effective classroom structuring). For example, many educators 

view the apparent characteristic of small group structures in a classroom as student­

centered. But as Markee (1994) showed, once recordings are made of the teacher 

interacting within those small groups, one learns that the characteristic of teacher talk can 

establish teacher-centeredness regardless of the apparent small group characteristics. In 

this study, the apparent characteristics of attitude and perspective, and the learned 

characteristic of pedagogical content lrnowledge were used to establish the categories and 

properties of teacher-and student-centered teaching, as well as teacher-centered but 

student-oriented teaching. 

In the second phase of constant comparative analysis, the apparent and learned 

characteristics ofpedagogicaJ content knowledge categories are integrated with their 
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constituent theoretical properties (4), x, and y). Knowles' (1984) model of andragogy as 

an educational social system was found to be useful in the classification offield notes, 

interview, swvey, and questionnaire data. Expressed attitudes and perspectives �~�o�m� the 

various feedback systems were consolidated according to Knowles' andragogical typology 

of techniques and power messages (4)), determination of content (x), and values for 

learning outcomes (y). In this way, similarities and differences between the apparent 

cultural attitudes and perspectives and the learned characteristics of pedagogical content 

knowledge of teacher educators and novice TAs could be revealed. This process of 

breaking foreign language pedagogical content knowledge into constituent theoretical 

properties resulted in a formalized coding system which was used to re-code original 

transcripts in order to check the consistency of the category. For each property, a 

professor'S or T A's apparent and learned characteristics are combined and coded teacher­

centered (A), student-centered (B), or teacher-centered but student-oriented (C). 

Constant comparison of incidents in this manner tends to result in the third 

phase of analysis: delimiting the emerging substantive theory of university foreign 

language pedagogical content knowledge. This method of creating a "developmental" 

theory can also be used to generate static theories, but it especially facilitates the 

generation of theories of process, sequence, and change that pertain to organizations, 

positions, and social interaction (e.g., two cultures who encounter each other in a required 

formal development system). Generation of theory by this method is continually in 

process because the constant comparison forces us to see a category like student-centered 
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instruction in terms of both internal development (4), x, andy) and its changing relations to 

another category like teacher-centered instruction. By minimizing and maximizing both 

similar and diverse attitudes and perspectives (apparent characteristics) between new TAs 

and teacher educators, constant comparison generates and suggests (but does not test) 

categories, properties, and hypotheses about "student-centered" foreign language 

pedagogical content knowledge (learned characteristics). In short, the constant 

comparative method of qualitative analysis is outlined in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3 

Constant Comparative Method of Qualitative Analysis (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) 

Difference 
Between 

TAs& TEs 

Minimized: 

Maximized: 

Data on Student-Centered Pedagogical Content Knowledge· 

Similar Attitudes & Perspectives 

Verifies usefulness of Pedagogical 
Content Knowledge (PCK) 
construct; Generates 4>, x, and y 
properties; Establishes set of 
conditions (heuristics) under which 
student-centered foreign language 
instruction exists 

Indicates fimdamental uniformities 
of greatest scope regarding 
student-centered foreign language 
instruction 

Diverse Attitudes & Perspectives 

Indicates fimdamental differences 
under which PCK category of 
student-centeredness differs and 
hypotheses vary 

Forces dense development ofPCK 
construct; Integrates PCK 
categories and their properties; 
Delimits scope of substantive 
theory of university foreign 
language pedagogical content 
knowledge 
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In summary, constant comparative analysis and the emerging substantive theory 

provide a framework that helps: 1) examine the processes by which foreign language 

pedagogical content knowledge is taught and learned from various perspectives; 2) 'clarifY 

the attitudes and perspectives that define university foreign language pedagogical content 

knowledge; and 3) aid self-development of 1 As, teacher educators, and myself by 

furthering our understanding of cultural rationales and values, and the implementational 

problems those rationales and values may present for student-centered foreign language 

instruction. 

SUMMARY 

Because ofthe various dimensions implied by the three curricular components 

offormal TA development and the research questions each one inspired, multiple feedback 

system factors were designed for the project. The feedback systems were designed to 

unobtrusively gather information in order to learn what attitudes and perspectives seem to 

be in novice TA and teacher educator repertoires. Each feedback system relied on two 

factors: the developmental process (e.g., classroom instruction), and evaluation of the 

process (through reflective interviews or surveys). All of the apparent and learned 

characteristics expressed in the feedback system evaluations (post-training, post-classroom 

observation, and post-methods course interviews), as well as the feedback system factors 

of surveys and questionnaires established TA and teacher educator pedagogical content 

knowledge in terms of the properties of teacher-and student-centered instructioll. Figure 



3.1 presents a review of the study's design. 

Figure 3.1 

Feedback Systems for The Three Formal Curricular Components ofTA Development 

Feedback System Factors 
VideoProjcc:t 

lnIt:rvIow. 
Pooter Forum 
Interviews 

Classroom Observations 
Intavlows 
Surveys 
Questlonnaiml 

An ACTFL video project, a poster forum, and interviews were set up to 

investigate the questions that orientation invoked. The first set of research questions 

pertaining to foreign language TA orientation are: a) Do preselvice TAs perceive of 
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instructional techniques and power messages differently than do their teacher educators? 

b) What content decisions would preservice TAs make given the opportunity to express 

knowledge needs that their French, German, or Spanish orientation could address? 

c) What do TAs value as learning outcomes of pre service orientation? 

Observations, interviews, surveys, and questionnaires were all used to examine 
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TA affective and cognitive learning perceptions of the required formal curricular 

components of classroom instruction and the development course. The second set of 

research questions pertaining to classroom instruction are: a) How do new TAs evaluate 

my descriptions of observations oftheir classroom interactions in terms of teacher-versus 

student-centered instruction? b) Is their pedagogical content knowledge consistent with 

their professors' in terms of instructional techniques and power messages, content 

determination, and values for learning outcomes in university basic foreign language 

classrooms? 

The research questions pertaining to the development course included: a) How 

are instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for 

learning outcomes perceived by TAs-as-Iearners? b) What is the relationship between the 

student-centered pedagogical content knowledge taught in the development class and the 

pedagogical content knowledge learned by new TAs? 

The analytical procedure of constant comparison will address the questions in 

tIus report, ultimately generating and suggesting a substantive theory of foreign language 

pedagogical content knowledge presented in chapter V .. The following table provides 

examples of elements of a substantive theory ofUA foreign language pedagogical content 

knowledge. The terms used are from Glaser and Strauss (1967), who represent a 

sociological perspective, not necessarily a second language pedagogical perspective. TItus 

"calculation" is their term, wruch second language researchers could conceivably translate 

as "interpretation." 
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Table 3.4 

Example of Substantive Theory of Foreign Language Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

Elements of Theory: 

Category 

Properties of Category 

Hypotheses 

Substantive Type of Theory: 

Teacher-Centered or Student-Centered Foreign 
Language Instruction 

Calculating (or interpreting) teacher-or student­
centered instruction on basis of apparent characteristics 
of attitudes and perspectives and learned characteristic of 
pedagogical content knowledge C effective' 
methodological skills) 

The more new TA attitudes, perspectives, and 
pedagogical content knowledge diverge from their 
teacher educators' over the course of their required 
formal development, 1) the more we will need 
clarification of university foreign language pedagogical 
content knowledge, and 2) the more we will understand 
wherein implementational problems to student-centered 
language instruction lie. 

The results of the feedback system factors are reported and analyzed in chapter 

IV. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSES AND RESULTS 
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This chapter reports the results of the constant comparative method of 

qualitative analysis performed according to the procedures outlined in chapter ill. TIle 

results based on the ACTFL video project investigate similarities and differences between 

. teacher educators' and preservice TAs' perceptions of instructional techniques and power 

messages. The results of the poster forum investigate pre service TAs' knowledge needs. 

The results of two interviews, one post-training and one at the end of required formal 

development, investigate new T As' values for orientation learning outcomes. 

The results of observations, interviews, surveys, and questionnaires pertaining 

to classroom instruction and the development course investigate novice TAs' student­

centered and teacher-centered pedagogical content knowledge in comparison to their 

teacher educators' (presented in chapter two). 

The results of the analyses will address each of the potential sources of 

mismatch between novice TA and teacher educator cultures within orientation, classroom 

instruction, and the development course as outlined in chapter ill and restated here for the 

reader's review: 

Orientation 

(a) In orientation, upon viewing an inservice foreign language TA teaching, 

preservice TAs will perceive of instructional techniques and power messages 

differently than their teacher educators. 



(b) Preservice TAs will specify knowledge needs that the content of their 

orientations could address, but perhaps does not. 
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(c) TAs value orientation learning outcomes that accommodate their needs rather 

than the needs of the department or institution. 

Classroom Instruction 

(a) Upon reviewing descriptions of their own classroom teaching, novice TAs' 

evaluations will contrast with their teacher educators' in terms of teacher­

versus student-centered instruction. 

(b) Novice TAs' pedagogical content knowledge contrasts with their professors' in 

terms of instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and 

values for learning outcomes in university foreign language classrooms. 

Development Course 

(a) In the development classroom, TAs-as-learners' perceptions of instructional 

techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for learning 

outcomes contrast with their teacher educators' perceptions of those elements. 

(b) The student-centered pedagogical content knowledge learned by new TAs 

contrasts with the pedagogical content .knowledge taught in the development 

classes. 



RESULTS OF ORIENTATION FEEDBACK SYSTEMS 

Effects of ACTFL Video Project Factor 

(a) Presetvice TAs will perceive of instructional techniques and power messages 

differently than their teacher educators. 

138 

The first feedback system factor, the video project, was set up to elicit preseIVice 

TAs' and teacher educators' explanations ofTA-centered classroom interactions, i.e., their 

practical arguments. Constant comparison of practical arguments revealed similarities 

and differences between the two groups. Both presetvice TAs' and professors' attitudes 

varied with the change of perspectives (first as teacher, then student). It is interesting to 

note however, that while presetvice TAs-as-teachers viewed the highly teacher-structured, 

student-dependent situations unfavorably, e.g., presetvice TAs criticized the large amowlt 

of teacher talk and classroom structure the video TA demonstrated, they also commended 

the video TA's personality features, or referent power, such as "friendliness." In contrast, 

no mention of personality/referent power was found in the comments from the professors­

as-teachers. Rather, the focus of the professors was on coguitive student-centered 

instructional techniques and reward power (e.g., "let students interact more," "don't 

overuse the textbook," "wait for the student to respond," "make the student feel 

accomplishment"). Samples of the professors-as-teachers' more revealing responses when 

asked to make general obseIVations of the TAs on video are the following: 
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There was quite a bit of personalized interaction, but ... itwasfrom the teacher. He didn't 
ever let the students interact with each other. 

No matter what, you should be interactive. 

Even if you're following the textbook, don't make it the center of what you're doing. 

All three teacher educators emphasized that certain classroom instructional 

techniques are better than others, i.e., interaction is good, text-centered instruction is bad. 

ill comparison, when asked to change perspectives to that of the student, the 

professors-as-students viewed the highly teacher structured-student dependent situations 

favorably due to the reward power of the teacher. 

If I were a student in this class, the way I'm given the opportunity to say French, I would 
feel like I know something. 

I wrote "whew! I thought I'd never get that right, but I guess I can do it ifhe waits long 
enough." Because I did realize he really was waiting ... That made me-as-John able to get 
it out finally. 

Preservice TAs-as-students in the video classroom, on the other hand, focused on 

the importance of teacher-centered instructional techniques and coercive power for 

students struggling to understand a foreign language: teacher direction, guidance, and 

practice, or "work,"-the same instructional techniques the preservice TAs-as-teachers 

had criticized as immoderate, and a" type of antisocial power that was not mentioned from 

the pre service TAs-as-teacher's perspective. This mismatch of perspectives illustrates the 

complex property of instructional techniques and power messages (<1», which are further 

investigated in the following sections. Below are relevant examples of notes written by 

preservice T As-as-students in the video classroom: 
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/ wrote, "What does she want us to do? / don't have to talk a lot? What does she want liS 

to do when she was pointing out the page number saying 'Let's go to page number ... ' 
What does she want us to do?" 

My note says "/ better study hard tonight because I'm not exactly sure when to lise rye and 
rye sont or this other stuff either. " 

To summarize, results from constant comparison of teacher educators' and 

preservice TAs' reactions to teacher-centered strategies on video indicated that not only 

are preservice TAs' perceptions of instructional techniques and power messages 

mismatched with their teacher educators', but also that apparent attitudes and perspectives 

regarding teacher-centeredness can change as new characteristics are learned. For 

example, from the teacher's perspective, results indicated that TAs and teacher educators 

immediately reacted negatively to the amount of control the teacher maintained and 

emphasized alternative techniques to achieve more interaction with students, while from 

the student's perspective, T As and teacher educators considered the effectiveness that 

teacher control and power messages can have in terms of students' affective perceptions. 

The apparent attitudes and perspectives toward teacher control varied positively with the 

learned pedagogical content knowledge regarding student perceptions. This finding is 

very telling, suggesting that the teacher who refuses to concede to the benefits of teacher-

centered instruction is as much unenlightened as the one who refuses to accept the merits 

of student-centered instruction. 

The meaning of apparent characteristics refers to the set of attitudes and 

perspectives that exist in the teaching and learning situation offoreign language TAs and 
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their teacher educators at UA, e.g., "we value student-centered language instruction; we 

are student-centered teachers." This set of apparent characteristics, or attitudes and 

perspectives, permeates whatever we do as teachers or professors, and serves the 

purposes of practical interests, meaningful dialogue regarding the foreign language 

pedagogical content knowledge base, and immediate information to feed into successive 

phases of the teacher educator-novice teacher mismatch investigation. The meaning of 

learned characteristics, or pedagogical content knowledge, refers to TAs' and professors' 

accumulated knowledge of the underlying process of communication and social 

interaction through which teaching and learning goals are achieved in the classroom. 

Whether the context is the L2 or the L2 pedagogy classroom, TAs and teacher educators 

report learning how their learners come to understand not only what L2 or L2 pedgogical 

learning is all about, but also rules that reflect "the teacher's overriding authority to decide 

who speaks to whom, about what, in what ways, for what purpose, and for how long" 

(Brooks, 1993, p. 235). Through various means, some more direct or "teacher-centered" 

than others, TAs and teacher educators establish, monitor, and maintain acceptable ways 

for their students to conform to their classroom social systems, e.g., as demonstrated on 

syllabi in the form of objectives or by assessment. Therefore, to participate in "student­

centered" lessons designed ostensibly to foster functional abilities in the foreign language 

or in foreign language teaching, students and TAs-as-learners must not only understand 

what specifically is communicated about the academic aspects of class, they must also 

wlderstand and demonstrate knowledge of <1>, x, and y, or the socially appropriate and 



142 

acceptable ways to display that knowledge in a particular classroom and at a particular 

time. It is that understanding which constitutes the learned characteristics; what T As-as-

learners and teacher educators eventually manage to learn from their learners about 

"teacher-centered" and "student-centered" instruction. 

Effects of Poster Forum Factor 

(b) Preservice TAs' will specifY rational and functional knowledge needs that the 

content of their orientations could address. 

The preservice TAs' responses to my inquiry of their knowledge needs represent 

curriculum judgements that are made using the andragogical process of shared decision-

making of content covered in orientations. All the content determined by the T As was 

included in this study's second interactive component-the poster forum-and was 

allotted approximately two hoUrs in the departmental training agendas. As a result of their 

expressed knowledge needs, the poster forum primarily addressed how to structure (eI> ) 

classroom interaction in order to: 1) control problem students; 2) motivate students; 

3) establish teaching style; 4) utilize class time effectively; 5) perform administrative 

duties effectively; and 6) improve grammar while motivating students. Preservice 

knowledge needs were also concerned with the way content is determined (x), as revealed 

by Gordy: 

Gordy (preservice Spanish TA): How much ji'eedom do 1 have to deviate from the study 
materials? 1 haven't yet reviewed the text or workbook. How much time per day is 
devoted to these materials? 
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In addition, one preservice French TA requested information regarding assessment, 

i.e., values for learning outcomes (y); and three coresearchers expressed knowledge needs 

regarding graduate or personal issues, such as the level of comradery within departments 

and the balancing of graduate studies and the duties of being a foreign language TA. The 

effect of the poster forum as an andragogical process was favorable, including the reaction 

by one teacher educator that the poster forum would be considered as a component of 

future trainings, replacing the traditional teacher-centered structures of professor-or in­

service TA-Ied discussions on pre service knowledge needs. In short, the poster forum 

illustrates that preservice TAs will specifY rational and functional knowledge needs given 

an opportunity -in this case a rather sophisticated opportunity of jigsawed information-

. sharing tasks to negotiate the content of orientation (see appendix for example of task 

sheet). Other effects of the poster forum included TA comments that it demonstrated 

methodological skills associated with student-centered instruction, and that it facilitated 

the merging of attitudes and perspectives among all participants involved in formal TA 

development. 

Effects of Post-Training Interview Factors 

(c) T As value orientation learning outcomes that accommodate their needs rather than 

the department's or institution's needs. 

Results of the post-training and post-semester interviews with the novice TAs 

indicated that the French and German T As' recurring attitudes and perspectives about their 
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departments' pre-determined content and its presentation did not satisfY preservice 

foreign language TAs' knowledge needs, i.e., the values they held for their learning 

outcomes were not met. When asked what should be changed in future trainings, French 

and German TAs fOWld the course content and the teaching modes inadequate for meeting 

their pre service knowledge needs, as revealed in the dialogue between Raistlin (French) 

and Pauline (German): 

Raistlin: Just give us what teachers have experienced before ... we don't need big 
lectures ... because we all are human. .. so we just want a clear understanding of the 
problem. 

Pauline: Yeah, the most important things are yet to come, like how to keep a 
gradebook ... how to teach whatever tense ... and cases ... how a class lesson plan should 
look. .. there's no sense tojigure it all out by myself, I mean hundreds ofTAs have done it 
before ... it would be a great help ... to be ready for the midterm. 

This dialogue indicates that preservice TAs value orientation learning outcomes 

that meet the needs of the department and institution, i.e., management routines such as 

resolving problems, keeping a gradebook, preparation for the midterm, etc. Teacher-

centered instructional techniques, such as lecturing-reported as predominant during 

orientation-are not valued as means of attaining preservice values, rather task-based 

instructional techniques, and power messages normally found in teacher-fronted foreign 

language classrooms appear to be expected by these preservice TAs. 

Interview feedback from the Spanish TAs, who were trained by in-service TAs, 

also focused on the problems of trainer-determined content when asked what should 

change in future trainings. No complaints surfaced regarding the classroom teaching 



modes from the preselVice Spanish TAs. Instead, they stressed more coverage of 

laboratory computer information in order to calm their apprehensions about appearing 

incompetent as Spanish department TAs, indicating the value for expert power. 
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These same values for preselVice orientation learning outcomes were again 

expressed by my coresearchers at the end of their required formal development when they 

were asked to identifY what they missed most in their preseIVice orientation. These results 

indicate that preservice novice TAs value orientation learning outcomes (specifically 

methodological skills) to perform for the institution/department. This finding contrasts 

with the desired "student-centered" outcome that pre service TAs be responsible for their 

own learning in order to meet their own needs. 

RESULTS OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION FEEDBACK SYSTEMS 

Effects ofObselVation and Interview Factors 

(a) Upon reviewing descriptions of their classroom teaching, novice TAs' reactions 

will not be consonant with their teacher educators' reactions in terms of teacher­

versus student-centered instruction. 

When asked to analyze descriptions of my obselVations of their classroom teaching 

practices in terms of student-versus teacher-centered instruction, my coresearchers 

revealed parameters of pedagogical content knowledge including the amount and type of 

control by the teacher, teacher power messages, values for learning outcomes and the 

affective atmosphere created by the teacher. No mentions were made of content selection 



146 

procedures. Their definitions also revealed uncertainty about the pedagogical content 

knowledge under study, as illustrated in the following dialogue. 

Laticia: I remember .. .! was doing an exercise. We were doing nationalities and 
professions. And the only thing I was doing was asking them questions, not making them 
ask each other questions. You know like "Quelle est votre nationalite? Est-ce que VOliS 

travaillez?" or something like that. It's like teacher-to-student, teacher-to-student, not 
students-to-students. And then I realized it after. 

Dori: Would you call teacher-to-student teacher-centered whereas student-to-student 
would be student-centered? 

Laticia: Yeah, something like that. I think, but I'm not sure. 

Greta: Well teacher-centered is lecture, and students face the teacher, and it's very calm, 
and predictable I guess. Student-centered it's not predictable, there's chaos, I mean the 
room is loud .. they're staying on their task ... the teacher is running around .. you're not 
really sure where the teacher is. 

Dori: Do you think that the methodologies you have studied in the methods course could 
be used to distinguish teacher-centered from student-centered instruction? 

Greta: I thought some of those were just really theoretical. They're nice theories, but 
they're not very practical. It'd be hardfor me to, I mean TPR, that's easy. 

Dori: Do you think TPR is teacher-or student-centered? 

Greta: Well it's teacher-centered in the fact that the teacher gives the commands, but the 
students then respond .. it's not necessarily passive ... Whereas ... yoll hlOW, you could kind a 
zone out if the teacher's reading a story or something ... it just depends I guess on the level 
of engagement. I mean, if they're listening and they're acting, that's only half engaged 1 
think interaction deals, listening, you hlOW, and comprehension, as well as responding 
verbally because ... more than likely adults are going to want to respond verbally and not 
physically to a lot of things, and so 1 think that needs to be taken into account. 

This dialogue makes clear that commonly used terms like "student-centered 

teaching" are controversial and surprisingly difficult to define. The dialogue also 

illustrates how difficult it is to bring about changes in our own or others' pedagogical 
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attitudes and perspectives, even when we are ready to change. Greta raises the issue of 

theory versus practice, i.e., the ease of talking theoretically about student-centered 

teaching contrasts with the difficulty of using new methodological skills to implement the 

theory, not least because it is unclear how we might frame the issues that are relevant to 

this discussion. The results of observation and interview feedback regarding self-analysis 

oftheir classroom practices indicate that novice TAs do not react similarly to their teacher 

educators in terms �o�f�t�e�a�c�h�e�r�~� versus student-centered instruction, primarily because the 

popular term "student-centered instruction" can be defined (according to the novice TAs) 

as "letting the adult students' desires and goals dictate what happens" or "making students 

be task-basedldiscovery-oriented and do the work of the classroom" The uncertainty, or 

disagreement of the definition of "student-centered instruction" indicates a need for 

foreign language T As and teacher educators to engage in a meaningful process of attitude 

and perspective clarification. 

Effects of Observation and Interview Factors 

(b) Novice TAs' pedagogical content knowledge constrasts with their professors' in 

terms of instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and 

values for learning outcomes in university foreign language classrooms. 

My observations of the T As' classrooms revealed widespread sharing of class 

management decisions with their students-primarily decisions such as where and with 

whom students could work. Students were allowed to select a partner or to decide where 
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in the room they wished to practice the subject matter under study. Instructional decisions 

related to selection ofteaching method were not shared with learners. TAs in the 

observed classrooms usually delivered content in direct teacher-centered styles. Even 

when my coresearchers broke students into groups, they usually determined how the 

groups were formed and also followed prototypical teacher-centered instruction when 

joining those groups, a situation noted by Markee (1994): "teachers prototypically ask a 

question, learners answer, and teachers close sequences with evaluative comments" 

(Markee, 1994, p. 16). In short, adult university foreign language students were not 

consulted regarding the method in which they would prefer to learn-an essential element 

in Knowles' typology of the andragogical process. A sample ofa new TA's classroom 

interactions is provided in the appendix. 

TAs reported that administrative determination of course content limited their 

ability to become involved in content selection, which they regret. In interviews, novice 

T As expressed the belief that they had been employed to teach the course because of their 

knowledge of the foreign language and previous training. However, based on my 

observations of required fonnal development, their skills were utilized primarily for 

classroom structuring, not in the selection of specific content, excepting the German 

departmental tests, which TAs themselves design. Observation results indicate that new 

T As' pedagogical content knowledge does not contrast with their teacher educators' in 

tenllS of content detennination and maintaining moment by moment control of the learning 

agenda. 
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Teacher power was noted in my obselVations as primarily coercive and reward in 

the thirty foreign language classes obselVed over the semester. After the midpoint 

obselVation, pedagogical content knowledge of their teacher power was probed by asking 

my coresearchers how they knew their students were learning from their instruction. All 

ten responded that learning was measured through testing or performance. Only one 

French T A mentioned using learning logs in addition to testing, and one French and one 

Spanish T A mentioned they did not know of any other strategy. Through testing, the TAs 

enforce their coercive power. When asked specifically about their classroom power, my 

coresearchers used terms that described their power as coercive (7 mentions), legitimate 

(2 mentions), negotiant (2 mentions), expert (1 mention) and referent (1 mention). 

When all 37 new TAs were asked to record the relative amounts ofpower they 

used in their language classrooms over the entire first semester, four French, five German, 

and eleven Spanish T As responded in the following manner (Table 4.1): 
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Table 4.1 

Relative Power Measures that New Foreign Language TAs Use with Students 

Power Relative Percentage ofClasstime Used 

Overall French German Spanish 

Coercive 30 38 45 18 

Reward 16 40 9 12 

Expert 16 6 14 22 

Legitimate 2 6 11 13 

Referent 21 10 20 26 

Negotiant 5 0 1 9 

The overall results support my coresearchers' introspections about their 

macrocultural power as overridingly coercive in the foreign language classroom. As 

micro cultures, French TAs view their most frequently used power as the pro social reward 

power, Spanish TAs use the prosocial referent power, and German TAs use the antisocial 

coercive power. In short, observation and interview results indicate that new T As' 

pedagogical content knowledge in terms of perceived power contrasts with their teacher 

educators' self-reported macro cultural negotiant power. 

Effects of Survey and Questionnaire Factors 

Results of the frequency of use survey (adapted from McKinnon, 1992), which 

examines five new volunteer T As as case studies compared to their teacher educators, 
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indicates divergent pedagogical content lmowledge in terms of instructional techniques 

most frequently used in the foreign language classroom versus in the L2 pedagogy 

classroom. This section will summarize highlights of the survey data rather than treat 

exhaustively each teaching technique. Concerning the new TAs' preferences for certain 

teaching techniques, several points are noteworthy. First, as noted in classroom 

observations, my coresearchers frequently used highly directive or teacher-centered 

techniques such as asking students display questions, explaining grammatical concepts, 

and assigning homework. Upon incorporating the most common instructional techniques 

observed into the fi'equency of use survey and asking five other new volunteer TAs to rate 

them, the macro cultural property of preference for small group structures was rated 

unanimously by all five as the single most frequently used technique. Microcultural 

distinctions were revealed also. For example, the French TA favored teacher-led 

discussions, while the German and Spanish TAs favored homework. Both teacher-led 

discussion and homework are seen by the principal analyst of the present study as teacher­

centered, while the macro cultural preference of small group study is seen as student­

centered. 

How does this group of five new T As' instructional techniques compare to their 

teacher educators' most frequently used teaching techniques (see p. 91). Examination of 

TA and teacher educator rankings of the instructional techniques (see appendix) and graph 

4.1 below shows that the rankings indicate a few trends pertaining to the two groups, but 

again, extrapolations to other populations must remain hypothetical. Also, upon 



considering this evidence, it is important to mention the confounding variable that both 

groups offaculty could have claimed to use a variety ofteaching techniques frequently 

while in reality using predominantly one or two techniques. 
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The first notable trend is the divergence of the most preferred technique (or the 

technique rated "3" across all participants). For the professors, "asking students 

questions" received the unanimous ranking of3, while for the TAs, "small group work" 

received the unanimous 3. The second. notable trend is the consonance between both 

groups of "assigning homework." The two groups diverge in terms of all other 

techniques, showing the most divergence with the technique of "role play," ranked third by 

the TAs, but 14th by the teacher educators. 
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Graph 4.1 

UA Foreign Language TA and Their Teacher Educators' Preferred Instructional 

Teclmiques 
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One explanation for the similarity and divergence between these new TAs' and 

teacher educators' preferred instructional teclmiques relates to course content and context. 

Whereas the goal of the first semester of French, German, and Spanish classes is to 

encourage basic competence in all areas oflanguage use, the content and context oftlle 

L2 pedagogy class encourages knowledge ofSLA issues and development of "student-

centered" methodological skills. Instruction in the foreign language classroom is 

conducted primarily in the L2, while the L2 pedagogy course is conducted primarily in 
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English. Although the content and context differ in the two classrooms, and arguably 

explain similarity and divergence between faculty groups, this report is concerned with the 

classroom processes, i.e., the haw rather than the what. Pedagogical content knowledge 

refers to TAs' and professors' accumulated knowledge of the underlying process of 

communication and social interaction through which teaching and learning goals are 

achieved in the classroom Whether the context is the L2 or the L2 pedagogy classroom, 

TAs and teacher educators learn haw their learners come to understand not only what L2 

or L2 pedgogicallearning is all about, but also rules that reflect culture as defined by 

Goodenough (1981): the patterned ways of perceiving, believing, acting, and evaluating. 

Both classrooms spend time on presentations (e.g., grammar and vocabulary in the L2 

classroom and SLA methodologies in the L2 pedagogy classroom), oral small-group 

activities, reading and discussion of readings, etc. In both social systems, outside 

preparation involves several hours of daily homework, including oral and written 

exercises, learning logs, laboratory assignments, readings, electronic conferencing, and 

composition or term paper assignments. Course grades in both classrooms are determined 

by performance, whether oral or written. Given the patterned ways of perceiving, 

believing, acting, and evaluating, the case studies indicate both cultural assimilation and 

contrast between the two groups. Assimilation toward teacher-centered pedagogical 

content knowledge is shown by both groups preference for the time-honored, traditional, 

teacher-centered technique of assigning homework-both groups ranked it second in 

frequency of use. Variable preference for the remaining instructional techniques suggests 
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the tV\lO cultures as divergent. Considering the top seven most frequently used teaching 

techniques among five TAs as compared to their teacher educators, the student-centered 

technique of "role play" distinguishes the groups most pointedly. New TAs ranked role 

play third in frequency of use, while teacher educators ranked it fourteenth, a substantial 

difference that inspires further investigation. 

To understand the extent that adult foreign language students perceived their new 

T As' most frequently used instructional techniques as helpful to their learning, the 116 

students of the five TAs' rated the perceived helpfulness of the common techniques. The 

results from the foreign language classrooms reveal an overall mismatch between the 

perspectives ofthe teachingllearning structures. That is, the most frequently used teaching 

techniques are not viewed by the learners as the most helpful learning techniques. A 

weighting system was applied to compensate for the different rating scales of the surveys 

and to compare the rankings of the common teaching and learning techniques. Students 

were asked to rate learning techniques on a 5 point scale (e.g., 5= extremely helpful to my 

learning, I =hinders or prevents my learning), while faculty were asked to rate the 

corresponding teaching techniques on a 0-3 point scale (0= not used at all, 3= used most 

frequently). After responses were compiled into rankings, a weighting scale based on 

intervals of two was applied. For example, the overall (macro cultural) student average for 

"asking the teacher questions" as a learning technique was 4.61, the highest average and 

thus ranked number one. Correspondingly, the TA average for "answering student 

questions" was 2.17 and received a rank offive. There were 38learninglteaching 
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techniques for the language classroom. Thus a weighting scale of 1 to 75 was applied, 75 

given to the students' first ranking "asking the teacher questions;" and 75 given to the TAs' 

first ranking" small group projects." Since the TAs as a macro culture ranked "answering 

student questions 5th, it received a weight of 67 (the weighting scale decreasing with 

intelVals of two ). Table 4.2 is arranged according to the macro cultural student rankings 

of the most helpful learning techniques across the three departments. 

Table 4.2 

Weighted Rank Comparisons of Foreign Language Students and Their TAs Reveal 

Disparate Learning/Teaching Techniques 
Student Student Average Student TA TA Average 

Rank Common Technigue (n=116l WeiQht WeiQht (n=5l 

Ask Teacher ?s 4.61 75 67 2.17 
2 Rec. Personalized Instr. 4.59 73 51 1.33 
3 Be Tutored 4.35 71 51 1.33 
4 Review Topics in Class 4.27 69 67 2.17 
5 Rec. Teacher Correction 4.21 67 71 2.50 
6 Usten to Teacher lecture 4.16 65 51 1.33 
7 Do Homework 4.11 63 73 2.67 
8 Answer Teacher ?s 4.07 61 67 2.17 
9 Watch Demonstration 4.06 59 59 1.83 
10 Part. in Teacher-led Disc. 4.05 57 71 2.50 
11 TranslateJlnterpret 4.01 55 59 1.83 
12 Take Written Test 3.91 53 53 1.40 
12 Rec. Peer Correction 3.91 53 67 2.17 
14 Answer Text ?s 3.84 49 73 2.67 
15 Part. in Group Project 3.78 47 75 3.00 
16 Repeat Teacher 3.77 45 59 1.83 
16 Take Dictation 3.77 45 51 1.33 
18 Read Textbook 3.74 41 73 2.67 
19 Part. in Role Play 3.72 39 71 2.50 
20 Part. in Grp Pres.lDebate 3.70 37 57 1.50 
21 Go on Field Trip 3.67 35 39 0.67 
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21 Write composition 3.67 35 45 1.17 
23 View Slideslfilmslvideos 3.64 31 43 1.00 
24 Work alone (Ind. Study) 3.53 29 37 0.50 
25 Take notes 3.52 27 37 0.50 
26 Ustan to OHlLecture 3.47 25 51 1.33 
27 Do Workbook Ex. 3.46 23 73 2.67 
28 Usten to Guest Speakers 3.43 21 59 1.83 
29 Do Student Presentation 3.41 19 67 2.17 
30 Lead Class Disc. 3.40 17 67 2.17 
31 Teach Peers 3.39 15 57 1.50 
32 Follow Directions 3.32 13 71 2.50 
33 Write Journals 3.13 11 51 1.33 
34 Assemble Portfolio 2.89 9 51 1.33 
35 Take Computerized Test 2.84 7 43 1.00 
36 Work in Computer in Lab 2.80 5 43 1.00 
37 Do Computer exercises 2.76 3 43 1.00 
38 Part. in Camp. Conf. 2.68 43 1.00 

The weighting system as portrayed in columns four and five allows us to see the 

disparity of viewpoints. As mentioned above, the students under study viewed "asking the 

teacher questions" as the most helpful learning technique (weighted 75), while TAs' 

ranked it as the fifth most frequently used teaching technique (weighted 67). And whereas 

all five TAs used "small group projects" most frequently as a teaching technique, giving it 

a weight of75, students ranked "small group projects" 15th, weighting it 47. Overall, 

students were positive about the learning techniques, favoring concrete and highly teacher-

structured modes over the highly student-structured modes such as "student presentation" 

or "peer teaching," which ranked 29 and 31, respectively. Interestingly, students ranked 

any computerized technique as not helpful to their learning. Graph 4.2 shows the 

mismatched views between the particular population of 116 UA French, German, and 

Spanish 101 students and their five new TAs. 



158 

Graph 4.2 

fucongruous Perspectives ofLearningiTeaching: Foreign Language Students and TAs 

eo 

Because the 116 students from the five volunteer TAst classrooms were given the 

survey, and because no claims of generalizability offindings to other institutions were to 

be made in this study, inferential statistics were not used. The limitations of using 

McKinnon's (1992) survey are threefold: 1) the validity of assessing beliefs with a 

questionnaire is dubiou!r-Christison and Krahnke (1986) rightly point out methodological 

problems of objectivity, sampling, and validity inherent in all questionnaires used to 

examine learner beliefs and attitudes. They claim that open-ended interviews with a 

structured set of topics yield more valid findings, particularly when examining 
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multicultural perceptions oflanguage study. In the present study, however, the ability to 

compare the findings between students and TAs depended on using the same survey 

instrument as McKinnon. Furthermore, comparison of students' and TAs' beliefs would be 

rendered unsystematic without a common list of statements to which each group 

responded. Finally, the large size of the student population precluded the possibility of 

interviewing individual subjects. Given the careful design and development of the survey, 

whatever sacrifice in validity might exist was judged to be an acceptable trade-off for the 

ability to address foreign language pedagogical content knowledge research questions; 

2) in cases where there is a mismatch between student and TA rankings, we can state the 

mismatch and examine the different weights between students' responses and those of their 

new TAs, but we cannot make any definitive statements about causal relationships 

between new TAs' and students' beliefs; and finally 3) the results reported here pertain to 

the groups studied; extrapolations to other populations must remain hypothetical. To 

summarize, the results discussed below present a general problem: we do not know if 

these differences are significant. 

Students found "asking the teacher questions" as the most helpful learning 

technique; this is incidentally a student-centered teaching technique, i.e., students are 

active in the learning process and teacher-structuring is low. Also ranked high were the 

student-centered techniques of "receiving personalized instruction" and "being tutored." 

Teacher-centered techniques---which are "time honored," traditional, highly structured by 

the teacher, or entail passive leamers---rounded out the top seven most helpful techniques. 

Consonance between students and TAs is found on the techniques of "reviewing topics in 
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class" and "receiving teacher correction in class." This finding is encouraging, as it 

suggests that the relationship between these particular students' and TAs' attitudes and 

perspectives is very strong. Both TAs and students appear to value practical, concrete, 

teacher-structured, and traditional ways oflearning foreign languages, i.e., pedagogical 

content knowledge wherein control, power, content, and values for learning outcomes are 

all the responsibility of the teacher apparently has merit. A more detailed discussion of 

these findings and "teacher-centered" pedagogical content knowledge follows in chapter 

five. 

The findings from the preferred learning techniques as well as findings from the 

sulVey of my coresearchers' 247 students' affective and cognitive learning perceptions 

(presented in chapter 3, p. 117) had various effects on the novice TAs at midpoint and 

again at the end of their first semester teaching. All ten of my coresearchers expressed 

that the most influential and helpful part of the study was the awareness gained from the 

sUlVeys of their students' affective (see p. 120) and cogntive learning perceptions. My 

coresearchers expressed unawareness ofpower messages associated with student-teacher 

relationships, and as a result of their students' expressed affective learning perceptions, 

reported a change primarily in their teacher personality, or referent power, not in their 

instructional techniques, as exemplified by Raistlin: 

Raistlin (French T A): I know what's going on in the class now. I know how people are 
looking at me, I know what they think about me. 

For Gordy however, the primary effect of his students' feedback was on his pedagogical 

content knowledge in terms of values for learning outcomes. Specifically, he struggled to 



understand his Spanish students' cognitive learning perceptions, and thus developed his 

pedagogical content knowledge in terms of the learned characteristics of content 

determination and values for learning outcomes: 

Gordy: Looking at the students' responses ... talking about wanting to speak and 
understand, yet not being interested in culture. I eventually came to an understanding 
that there's a conflict ... they're not going to be able to achieve the speaking and 
understanding goals without a cultural awareness. 

In summary, the effect of student feedback on Gordy is consistent with all three 

teacher educators' pedagogical content knowledge in terms of cultural content 

determination and values for learning outcomes. In the nine other cases, novice TAs' 
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reactions indicated divergent pedagogical content knowledge in terms of power, reporting 

effects on their referent power rather than negotiant power or classroom instructional 

techniques. 

The final questionnaire administered to the novice T As investigates their 

pedagogical content knowledge in terms of instructional techniques and values for learning 

outcomes. Responses to the two groups of questions (one group focusing on teaching 

and the second on learning) were read and re-read. Below are the new TAs' 

interpretations of teaching that appeared consistently among the three departments, and 

between the TAs, each interpretation illustrated by sample quotations. 

Teaching as transmitting knowledge or skills. (58 mentions) 

Teaching is to be able to transfer knowledge from one individual to another. 

Teaching as structuring leaming (49 mentions) 

To gUide students' learning. 
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Teaching as facilitating understanding of content. ( 17 mentions) 

To assist in clarifying material that students learn. 

Teaching as motivating learning (15 mentions) 

Spark interest in students. 

Teaching as encouraging/supporting activity and independence in learning (14 mentions) 

Helping students develop themselves so that they can achieve their goals. 

Teaching as establishing interpersonal relations conducive to learning (10 mentions) 

To enable students to open up with one another and the professor in an open, 
accepting atmosphere where learning is the primary focus. 

These results illustrate overriding macro cultural TA perspectives of "teaching as 

transferring knowledge" and "teaching as structuring learning" receiving 58 and 49 

mentions respectively. Both activities are seen by the principal analyst as teacher-centered 

and indicate divergent pedagogical content knowledge in comparison to their teacher 

educators. The results suggest that teacher-centered instruction is the target norm rather 

than student-centered instruction. 

Pedagogical content knowledge was further revealed by the novice T As' 

unanimous reply that teaching does influence student learning. Of29 respondents who 

replied to how teaching influences learning, seven responded with teacher-centered 

activities such as demonstration. Six responded with student-centered activities such as 

individualized instruction or student-led discussion. Most respondents mentioned 

prosocial types of power as influential on learning: eleven utilize referent power, six use 

reward power, and one listed using expert power to influence learning. Sixteen 
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respondents mentioned that creating a motivating, interesting, and non-threatening class 

was most influential on student learning. 

Results to the second group of questions that investigated new TAs' interpretations 

oflearning are presented below. Again, these interpretations were independently verified 

across groups ofTAs and departments in order to establish macro cultural attitudes and 

perspectives regarding valued foreign language learning outcomes. 

Learning as gaining cognitive capacity, e.g., knowledge, skills, competencies, 
lllderstanding, awareness. ( 41 mentions) 

Multi-level process of gaining new skills and competencies. 

Learning as gaining affective qualities, e.g., motivation, confidence. (35 mentions) 

Getting something out of a lesson that is of positive interest in the materials 
presented 

Learning as applying information. (25 mentions). 

Being able to use some information -- process and apply it to situations beyond 
the classroom. 

Learning as accommodating to teacher/ institutionaVsocietal expectations. (14 mentions) 

Comfortable, confident student responses to demands of environment. 

New foreign language TAs as a macroculture appear to view learning as gaining 

cognitive capacity, gaining affective qualities, and applying information, 41, 35, and 25 

mentions respectively. These results are both consistent with their teacher educators' 

pedagogical content knowledge (who also expressed desired learning outcomes in 

quantitative-observable, behavioral-terms), but also divergent from the teacher 

educators in qualitative, constructivist terms (teacher educators hold values for learning 
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outcomes that are lUlobservable, such as 'personal development'). 

Summary 

To summarize the issue of contrastive reactions by novice TAs and teacher 

educators to descriptions of novice TA classroom instruction in terms of teacher-versus 

student-centered instruction, there does appear to be a potential source of mismatch 

between the two groups. Interview results indicated that new TAs are lUlcertain of the _ 

definition of the widely used term "student-centered instruction," i.e., does it mean giving 

adult learners what they want (their preferred instructional methods), or does it mean 

making them engage with methods such as TPR and answer their own questions about the 

foreign language? Needed is a common definition of "student-centered" pedagogical 

content knowledge. 

To summarize our analysis pertaining to the potential source of mismatch (b) of 

novice T As' pedagogical content knowledge contrasting with their professors' in terms of 

instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for learning 

outcomes in university foreign language classrooms, a mismatch between the two groups 

is suggested. Only in terms of assigning homework are novice TAs' instructional 

techniques consistent with their teacher educators'. In terms of content determination, 

there is consistency, largely due to the fact that introductory level curricular content is 

departmentally determined. My coresearchers expressed frustration with the pre­

determined content, yet resolved to be representatives of the established system and 

expressed an overriding group norm of valuing learning outcomes that corresponded to 
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the target norm of teacher-centered assessment. That is, novice TAs aimed to assess their 

students' proficiency according to the lists of constituent skills provided to them in the 

syllabus and on departmental guidelines. 

RESULTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT COURSE FEEDBACK SYSTEMS 

By far, process evaluations of their teacher educators' development courses was 

the most difficult for the TAs, as they feared economic or career advancement reprisal. I 

quote one of my coresearchers: 

Tons ojpeople are scared to death and they're like "this is the worst class 
I've ever taken. I'm not even gonna hand it [the summative evaluation] ill 
because j want my job back next semester." Seriously, I think that's why 
no one will say anything because they're scared. 

The issue off ear among new TAs to speak about their perceptions offormal 

development inhibits our understanding of how language teachers learn to teach and how 

to improve teacher education. This TA was not alone or paranoid; all of my coresearchers 

asked for reassurance that their teacher educator would not know their identities. Only 

through reassurance was I able to obtain the data in this section. Speaking from personal 

experience, I too would have been reluctant as a TA to speak honestly to a researcher 

about my teacher educator's classroom practices. The coresearchers in this study are to be 

commended for overcoming fear and working together with teacher educators on this 

project, albeit indirectly, for positive change in a particular university social system. 
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Effects of Observation and Interview Factors 

(a) In the development classroom, TAs-as-leamers' perceptions of instructional 

techniques, power messages, content detennination, and values for learning 

outcomes contrast with their teacher educators' perceptions of those elements. 

My observations of the teacher educators' classrooms revealed a sharing of class 

management decisions and minimal sharing of content decisions with their TAs. These 

decisions involved where and with whom TAs could work, but also which topic in a menu 

of options provided by the teacher educator the TAs could concentrate on; students were 

allowed to select a partner or group and decide on the topic they wished to discuss in 

class, or research outside of class, e.g., for final projects. It is important to bear in mind 

that readings regarding a specific subject matter were determined by the teacher educator, 

but topics within the readings were detennined by the TAs and discussed, either in class or 

on the computer conference. 

In post-observation interviews, my coresearchers described their teacher educators' 

power primarily as coercive (8 mentions) and legitimate (8 mentions). Other types of 

power were notably less apparent: expert (4 mentions), referent (1 mention), and 

negotiant (1 mention). Interestingly, reward power was not observed by my 

coresearchers. One TA mentioned her teacher educator's "voice" power in addition to 

coercive and legitimate powers, reflecting the link between dominance and teacher talk. 

Results from voluntary TAs-as-leamers who responded to the inquiry of their teacher 

educator's relative power usage corroborated my coresearchers' introspections. 'The 

results from three French, five German, and eleven Spanish TAs are reported below: 
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Table 4.3 

TA Perspective of Relative Power Measure that Teacher Educators Use 

Power Relative Percentage ofClasstime Used 

Overall French German Spanish 

Coercive 32 63 50 15 

Reward 7 13 9 6 

Expert 21 4 19 27 

Legitimate 24 8 10 34 

Referent 10 12 12 8 

Negotiant 6 0 0 10 

Although the TAs' responses may have been influenced by the particular day, 

activity, etc., the overall averaged results support my core searchers' perceptions oftheir 

teacher educators' macro cultural power as coercive and legitimate in the development 

classrooms. Beyond expert power, prosocial types of power are not perceived by the T As 

as much as the antisocial types. And although the TAs' responses do not reveal the 

constellation offactors that affect their evaluations of their teacher educators as 

individuals, indications of microcultural distinctions ofteacher educator power are seen in 

the Spanish TAs' perception of their teacher educator's power as primarily legitimate and 

expert, while German and French TAs perceive their educators' power as predominantly 

coercive. Interestingly, only Spanish TAs perceived the use of negotiant power in the 

development classroom, though as an average, it was perceived to be used minimally. In 

short, TAs' perceptions ofpower used in the development classroom are not consistent 
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with their teacher educators' self-reported perceptions. This finding calls for further 

research on novice teacher perceptions regarding power messages perceived as 

encouraging and/or prosocial. 

Effects of SUlvey and Questionnaire Feedback System Factors 

The results of the compiled responses to the sUlvey of my coresearchers' cognitive 

learning perceptions are reported in Tables 4.4 and 4.5. 

Table 4.4 

Survey of Foreign Language Teaching Development Classes 

Responses To: List in Order Of Importance Three Things You Expected to Get out of 

This Foreign Language Development Class 

How To Affective Theoretical Credit/Grade 

Table 4.5 

French 

German 
Spanish 

89% 
11% 
58% 

11% 
44% 
8% 

11% 
11% 

33% 

SUlVey of Foreign Language Teaching Development Classes 

Responses to: What Have You Received Thus Far? 

0% 
22% 

0% 

How to' Affective Theoretical 

French 56% 0% 0% 

German 0% 22% 44% 
Spanish 17% 0% 42% 



T As-as-Iearners' cognitive learning perceptions distinguish the three foreign 

language programs as micro cultures in terms of practical knowledge, content in which 

French TAs appear to be advantaged, affective pedagogical development, in which 

German T As appear to be advantaged, and theoretical pedagogical knowledge, content 

which both German and Spanish TAs appear to have gained. 
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My coresearchers' affective learning perceptions illustrated once again the 

superseding value of personality over pedagogical content knowledge and expertise, as all 

the French and two of three German TAs-as-learners rated their teacher educators' 

referent power as the most effective instructional variable for their learning about L2 

pedagogy. One German TA and all the Spanish TAs elected not to respond to the first 

question of "what makes your teacher educator a good teacher?" 

The lack of pedagogical content knowledge, i.e., structuring the content in ways 

that are appropriate to their diverse abilities and interests as learners, extended from 

foreigl1lal1guage students' perspectives to TAs-as-learners' perspectives, as the German 

TA and Spanish TAs reported that their teacher educator would be 'good' if the classroom 

learning were structured more "appropriately." In order to determine the instructional 

techniques that TAs-as-learners view as appropriate, I asked my coresearchers what kinds 

of teaching methods they preferred in the development class. Interactive/group work 

techniques were favored across the three classes. Beyond group work learning 

techniques, French and German TAs preferred to learn how to use mixed media for 

instruction; a French TA mentioned the effectiveness of peer teaching; French and Gennan 

TAs mentioned professor lectures as effective; one T A from each department fowld a 
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combination ofteacher-and student-centered techniques effective in the methods 

classroom; and a Spanish TA mentioned a desire for individualized instruction. In short, 

the affective and cognitive learning perceptions are consistent with the teacher educators' 

perceptions of constructivist pedagogical content knowledge in terms of instructional 

techniques (interactive, discovery-oriented task-based structures were preferred by the 

TAs), and content detennination (each professor's expressed philosophy that guided their 

content selection was consistent with the TAs-as-Ieaf!1ers' perceptions of content learned). 

But affective and cognitive learning perceptions are not consistent with the teacher 

educators' perceptions in terms of power messages and values for learning outcomes. TAs 

regarded referent power as most influential (not negotiant power, nor instructional 

techniques) on their learning, and valued practical learning outcomes over theoretical. 

The results from the SUlVey of perceived helpfulness of their teacher educators' 

instructional techniques in the development classrooms reveal even more mismatch 

between the perspectives of professors and their TAs-as-Iearners and preservice teachers 

than the results from the language classrooms. Again, the weighting system (based on 

decreasing intervals of three this time due to a lesser number of commonly observed 

techniques) permits comparison of the rankings of the common teaching and learning 

techniques observed in the development classrooms. Table 4.6 is arranged according to 

the TAs-as-Iearners' rankings of most helpful learning techniques in the L2 pedagogy 

course. In columns four and five, the gap between viewpoints is seen to be greater than it 

was in the TAs' foreign language classrooms. Whereas TAs view "demonstration" as the 

most helpful learning teclmique, giving it the highest weight of88, teacher educators 
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ranked it as the eleventh most frequently used teaching technique, giving it a weight of 40. 

And whereas all three professors used "questioning students" most frequently as a 

teaching technique, giving it a weight of 88, students ranked "answering the professor's 

questions" 23rd, giving it a weight of22. 

Table 4.6 

Weighted Rank Comparisons Reveal Disparate Learning and Teaching Techniques 

between Foreign Language TAs and Their Teacher Educators 

TA TA TA TE TE 

Rank Common Technique Average Weight Weight Average 

Demonstration 4.81 88 40 1.67 
2 Ask Prof. Questions 4.65 85 85 2.67 
3 Personalized 4.53 82 25 1.33 
4 Grp. Pres/Deb 4.51 79 40 1.67 
5 Tutor 4.38 76 25 1.33 
5 Review 4.38 76 13 1.00 
7 Observing Other T As 4.36 70 49 2.33 
8 Role Play (e.g., SIS) 4.33 67 25 1.33 
9 Listen to Guest Speakers 4.30 64 40 1.67 
10 Work on Project 4.20 61 85 2.67 
11 Do Homework 4.11 58 85 2.67 
11 View Slides/FilmNideo 4.11 58 7 0.67 
13 Part. in Prof.-Ied Discussion 4.09 52 85 2.67 
14 Microteaching 4.03 49 85 2.67 
15 Receive Instr. from Students 4.01 46 49 2.33 
16 Give Presentation 4.00 43 85 2.67 
16 Assemble Portfolio 4.00 43 25 1.33 
18 Lead Class Discussion 3.99 37 85 2.67 
18 Read Textbook 3.99 37 85 2.67 
20 Go on Field Trip 3.98 31 1 0.00 
21 Listen to OH Pres. & Lecture 3.93 28 40 1.67 
22 Take notes from text 3.91 25 85 2.67 
23 Answer Prof. Questions 3.89 22 88 3.00 
24 Use Library 3.88 19 85 2.67 
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24 Work Alone 3.88 19 4 0.33 
26 Write Journals/logs 3.82 13 85 2.67 
27 Write Research Paper 3.81 10 85 2.67 
27 Listen to Prof. Lecture 3.81 10 40 1.67 
29 Take Written Test 3.59 4 49 2.33 
29 Use Computer for Learning 3.59 4 13 1.00 

TAs found "demonstration," a teacher-centered instructional technique, as the 

most helpful learning technique. Only one other teacher-centered technique, "reviewing 

topics in class," made the top six most helpful learning techniques. Student-centered 

techniques that ranked highly were "asking the professor questions," "receiving 

personalized instruction," "participating in a group presentation or debate," and "being 

tutored." Congruous perspectives were shown regarding "asking the professor 

questions." Similar to the foreign language students, T As-as-Ieamers ranked the highly 

student-structured modes such as "student presentation," or "peer teaching" relatively 

low, ranking them 16 and 15 respectively, and ranked computelized learning as not 

helpful. The graph of the mismatched perspectives in the methods class are presented in 

Graph 4.3 below. 
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Graph 4.3 

Top Six Weighted Rank Comparisons of Foreign Language TAs-as-learners and Their 

Teacher Educators Reveal Mismatch Between Preferred Learning/Teaching Techniques 
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In summary, the TAs-as-Iearners' perceptions of "asking the professor questions" 

as a helpful learning structure is consistent with their teacher educators' perception of 

student-led discussion as an effective intstructional technique. Beyond that, results from 

the perceived helpfulness survey are not consistent with teacher educators' perceptions of 

effective instructional techniques. 
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Effects from Final Interview Factor 

(b) The student-centered pedagogical content knowledge learned by new TAs 

contrasts with the macro cultural pedagogical content knowledge taught in the 

development classes. 

At the end of the semester, my coresearchers reviewed the transcribed interviews I 

had held with their teacher educators. When asked to react to their teacher educators' 

evaluations, my coresearchers all agreed with the constructivist values for learning 

. outcomes that their teacher educators-as-macroculture advocated. But when the novice 

TAs were asked for their perceptions of the relationship between student-centered 

language instructional theory to their learning needs as developing teachers, a recurring 

theme arose in the responses: the contradiction between the constructivist pedagogical 

content knowledge taught in the development course and its application in the foreign 

language classroom Following is a revealing response that captures the recurring theme 

in all my core searchers' responses. 

Pauline: There is this big difference between the expectation, the ''should, " and the 
actual "is. " The most important thing I learned in the methods course was the way of 
acquiring kflowledge ... On the other hand, I have two or three students who say "I am 
totally lost .. .l want my vocabulary charts. I want my conjugations. I have no clue what's 
going oU" ... they're really getting lost, really gettingfnlstrated One is dropping out of 
my class now. And our supervisor wasn't really offering help with that. 

TItis quote suggests how very difficult it is for TAs to develop and use new 

constructivist student-centered methodological skills at such real time decision points in 

their teaclting. Moreover, when asked if they thought they had become more studellt-

centered as a result of their required formal development, most of my coresearchers 
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described their pedagogical content knowledge as a result of interaction with their 

students rather than as a result ofthe constructivist pedagogical values presented in their 

development courses. Worth reporting is a quote from Marion (German TA). She 

speaks of problems encountered upon attempts to implement student-centered instruction 

(incidentally a problem not only observed in foreign language classrooms, but in the 

development classrooms as well). She is responding to the question "Do you think you 

have become more student-centered over the duration of your first semester offormal 

development?" 

Marion: I don't think it's possible. As innovative as you try to be, after three skits, 
they're not that innovative andfim anymore, and they just don't listen. And then I do the 
horrible thing of saying "Brian, can you tell me what John just said?" ... so I just try and 
get them to pay attention, but they don't care ... they think that it has to be completely 
teacher-centered They do itfor me, they do it to me. Sometimes they act something out 
while looking at me, who's at one comer of the room, and the whole class is in the other 
comer, and I say, you know, flat least tum around .. direct it towards them." 

This quote presents an issue pertinent to the discussion of implementation of 

student-centered instruction-an issue that I observed in the development classrooms as 

well. Just as Marion describes her German students, I observed that when TAs-as-

learners were asked to make a presentation in front oftheir peers in the development class, 

the majority focused their presentation on the teacher educator, "doing it for the professor, 

acting something out while looking at the professor, who's at one comer of the room, and 

the whole class is in the other comer." Developing and using new constructivist student-

centered methodological skills does not appear to be sufficient for redistributing control 

and power in the classroom, i.e., changing the traditional relationships among language 

classroom participants. University students appear to have learned to play the game to 
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perfection: they have realized that what counts most is not what one has learned but 

rather how well one satisfies the teacher and the system. 

Finally, interview results from the question "Do you experience problems when 

you try to implement a particular approach you learned from the methods course?" further 

indicate that the pedagogical content knowledge learned by new TAs is not consistent 

with the pedagogical content knowledge taught in the development class. My 

coresearchers, all reported that the teacher-student interaction determined pedagogical 

content knowledge learned, as exemplified by Indira (French TA) when asked if she had 

problems implementing approaches from her methods course: 

Indira: Yes. I feel very restricted I feel I'm being chained dawn to something. So 
whatever methods I adopt are those that I feel I'm very comfortable with and that my 
students like it a lot. That's all. That's all that matters to me. 

Summary 

To summarize our analysis pertaining to potential sources of mismatch in the 

development classroom, TAs-as-learners' perceptions of instructional techniques, power 

messages, content determination, and values for learning outcomes do appear to contrast 

with their teacher educators' perceptions of those elements. Likewise, the analysis of the 

student-centered pedagogical content knowledge learned by new TAs contrasts with the 

pedagogical content knowledge taught in the development classes. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The results of this chapter's analyses indicate several potential sources of mismatch 

between novice university foreign language TAs and their teacher educators. 

Comparisons of three teacher educators' and 37 new TAs' attitudes, perspectives, and 

pedagogical content knowledge in (1) orientation; (2) classroom instruction; and (3) the 

development course suggest that: 

(la) In orientation, upon viewing an inservice foreign language TA teaching, preservice 

T As perceive of instructional techniques and power messages differently than their 

teacher educators; 

(lb) Preservice TAs' knowledge needs that the content of their orientations could 

address contrasts with the content determined by their trainers; and 

(Ic) TAs value orientation learning outcomes that accommodate the deparmental and 

institutional needs rather than their own. 

(2a) Upon reviewing descriptions oftheir own classroom teaching, novice TAs' 

evaluations are not consonant with their teacher educators' in terms of teacher­

versus student-centered instruction, i.e., there is a mismatch of definitions of 

"student-centered foreign language instruction;" and 

(2b) Novice TAs' pedagogical content knowledge contrasts with their professors' in 

terms of instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and 

values for learning outcomes in university foreign language classrooms. 

(3a) In the development classroom, TAs-as-learners' perceptions of instructional 

techniques, power messages, content determination, and values for learning 
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outcomes contrast with their teacher educators' perceptions of those elements; and 

(3b) The student-centered pedagogical content knowledge learned by new TAs 

contrasts with the pedagogical content knowledge taught in the development 

classes. 

In the next section, the results from the second step of constant comparison­

integrating pedagogical content knowledge (as perceived by novice TAs and their teacher 

educators) with properties-will be reported. 

RESULTS OF INTEGRATING CATEGORIES AND THEm PROPERTIES 

In this study, the apparent characteristics of attitude and perspective, and the 

learned characteristic of pedagogical content knowledge were used to establish the 

categories and properties of teacher-and student-centered teaching. The two types of 

characteristics do not represent a dichotomy, rather they are distinguished by the 

immediacy with which they are noted (apparent), or the delayed reporting by TAs and 

teacher educators after experiencing the feedback systems ofthls study (learned). I 

looked for attitudes and perspectives that appeared consistently among the T As, among 

the professors, and between the TAs and professors. It is important to note that the 

conclusions presented in tIus dissertation are mine alone and that they represent my 

interpretations. In some instances, the teacher educators or T As disagree with my 

conclusions. 

Using the constant comparative method of qualitative analysis, prototypical global 

attitudes and perspectives were sought in the TAs' and professors' transcribed feedback 011 
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the formal components offoreign language TA education. The attitudes and perspectives 

were compared and contrasted so that the implicit properties of 4> (power messages and 

instructional techniques), x (teacher-or student-determined content), andy (values for 

learning outcomes) could be extracted from the database. The properties were used to 

recode all the original transcripts of the study, to check the consistency of the global 

attitudes and perspectives, and to code the TAs' and supervisors' cultures and social 

systems. Careful examination of learned pedagogical content knowledge using the 

theoretical properties oftechniques and power messages (4)), determination of content (x), 

and values for learning outcomes (y) revealed the similarities and differences between the 

apparent cultural attitudes and perspectives offoreign language teacher educators and 

novice TAs. This process of breaking foreign language pedagogical content knowledge 

into constituent theoretical properties resulted in a formalized coding system which was 

used to re-code original transcripts in order to check the consistency ofthe category. For 

each property, a professor's or TA's expressed attitude and perspective can be coded 

teacher-centered (A), student-centered (B), or teacher-centered but student-oriented (C). 

A description of the findings is as follows. 

4>: Instructional Techniques 

hl this study, the category ofteacher-centeredness is integrated with teaching 

rationales independently verified across groups of new TAs, teacher educators, and 

departments, and included "teaching as transmitting knowledge or skills," and "teaching as 

structuring leaming" (one way delivery from teacher to student, coded A). The category 
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ofstudent-centeredness is integrated with the global rationale of "teaching as establishing 

interpersonal relations conducive to learning," i.e., a two way teachingllearning process of 

establishing relationships in which both teacher and student are actively involved, coded B. 

The category of teacher-centered but student-oriented, coded C, is integrated with the 

global rationale of �"�t�e�a�c�~�g� as facilitating understanding of content." 

4>: Power Messages 

In this study, power messages are seen as coercive and legitimate (A), negotiant 

(B), or rewarding, expert, or referent (C) . 

x: Determination of Content 

In this study, the content may be either determined by the teacher and limited to 

the subject matter (students know, understand and apply knowledge routinely within the 

context of the subject matter-A) or it could be determined by students and related to 

their reality (students use this knowledge to make sense of reality-B), or a blend of both 

(C). 

y: Values for Learning Outcomes 

TItis study opens up the definition of the word evaluation and frees teacher 

educators and TAs to take a hard look at our ways of evaluating foreign language 

teaching. TIle feedback systems give teacher educators and T As valuable information 

about themselves from colleagues, students, their own reflections, and mysel£ When 
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asked to re-rationalize teaching by taking the perspective ofthe leamer, the independently 

verified rationales oflearning were expressed either in teacher-centered quantitative terms 

("learning as gaining cognitive capacity or skills"-coded A); student-centered qualitative 

terms ("learning as searching for understanding! knowledge to know differently"-coded 

B), or quantitative teacher-centered but student-oriented terms ("learning as gaining 

affective qualities"-coded C). 

In chapter V we will discuss the analyses and findings, delimiting the emerging 

substantive theory. We will also make several recommendations pertaining to these 

results. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The combination of the feedback system factors and constant comparative analysis 

used in this study identified and systematized the attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical 

content knowledge of two cultures who encounter each other in UA's formal foreign 

language TA development system. This research methodology yielded a pragmatic, yet 

theoretically informed framework of the major issues and problems that new TAs as a 

culture encounter when they join the University of Arizona as foreign language faculty. 

Specifically, the use of the substantive framework showed that teacher educator culture in 

formal foreign language TA development has a definite impact on the attainment of 

cognitivist leamer-centered theory. Feedback systems revealed that teacher educators 

present a plethora of cognitivist leamer-centered research and teaching materials to new 

TAs in the required formal development system Feedback systems also indicated a dearth 

of material and processes which gauge beginning TAs' and university foreign language 

learners' cognitive and affective perceptions of those materials, their proponent educators, 

and their learning. The main contribution of the feedback system factors that gauged new 

TAs' cognitive and affective learning perceptions as they experienced their required formal 

development was the revelation of potential sources of mismatch between the new TA and 

teacher educator cultures under study. Especially noteworthy was the pedagogical 

content knowledge mismatch regarding the widely used term "student-centered 

instruction. " 
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In chapter two, teacher educators revealed perceptions of "student-centered 

foreign language instructionll as Ildiscovery-oriented,1I lIinductive," II constructivist," etc., 

while in chapter four (see p. 148) novice TA perceptions revealed uncertainty as to 

whether "student-centered" foreign language instruction meant that students dictate what 

happens in the classroom, or that the teacher maintains control of the learning agenda 

through "discovery or task-based" instructional techniques. 

One of the clearest implications of this finding is that the second/foreign language 

acquisition and teaching profession'S understanding of pedagogical content knowledge 

and the problems and issues that are involved in the implementation of university IIstudent­

centered" foreign language instruction is under-developed. 

The innovative research design of this study generates substantive theoretical 

interpretations of the complex nature of IIstudent-centered instruction. II In this study, 

"student-centered instruction" was distinguished as one of three categories of university 

fore!gn language pedagogical content knowledge. In attempts to further our 

understanding, several of the results and apparent trends revealed in this study are 

noteworthy. The interpretations of the results and trends are mine alone, and are made 

with caution. 

DISCUSSION 

Delimiting University Foreign Language Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

In this section, I will make some related theoretical sense of each comparison in 

chapter four. T As' and teacher educators' apparent and learned characteristics regarding 
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the theoretical properties will be compared across categories and social systems will be 

tested for the integrity of cultural membership, thus delimiting the emerging substantive 

theory, i.e., the notion of theory as process. 

Theoretical Properties For Establishing Categories and Placing Cultures Within Categories 

As case study results were presented in chapters two and four, no explicit claims 

were made about what TAs and teacher educators know, their process evaluations were 

merely presented, thereby creating an indirect dialogue between the two cultures. Three 

qualitatively different categories offoreign language pedagogical content knowledge were 

identified by the comparisons of attitudes and perspectives described in the previous 

chapters. The results of comparing new foreign language TAs' and teacher educators' 

expressed attitudes and perspectives established: A) teacher-centered foreign language 

pedagogical content knowledge; B) student-centered foreign language pedagogical 

content knowledge; and C) teacher-centered but student-oriented foreign language 

pedagogical content knowledge. In tillS chapter, another feedback system is created, 

wherein upper level assertions start. As an evaluator, I am making interpretive 

conclusions about something that teacher educators and novice T As themselves hold as 

pedagogical content knowledge. I am asserting that apparent attitudes and perspectives 

as well as learned pedagogical content knowledge are within the control ofTAs and 

teacher educators, and thus shape the present and the future offoreign language teacher 

development. Again, it is important to note that the conclusions presented in tllis chapter 

are mine alone and that they represent my interpretations. In some instances, the teacher 
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4>: Instructional Techniques 
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In this study, teaching was seen as transmitting content knowledge or structuring 

learning, (one way delivery from teacher to student, coded A), or as a two way 

teaching/learning process of establishing relationships in which both teacher and student 

are actively involved (B), or as facilitating understanding of content (C). Each teacher 

educator describes classroom learning in terms of cognitive theories. Prosper, Mary, and 

Karen appear to endorse a Piagetian constructivist view that the goal of instruction is to 

stimulate and nourish !.tudents' own schemata of knowledge and establish relationships 

that help them increase their capacity to monitor and guide their own learning and thinking 

(B). 

For the teacher educators, constructivism takes the form of multiple instructional 

techniques, including TA observations oftheir own teaching (through video) and other 

TAs' teaching (through classroom visits), investigative projects of their own teaching 

behavior, readings about teaching, seminar discussions, supervisory sessions, and writings 

about teaching and observation experiences in a journal or on a computer conference. The 

macro cultural objective of the educators' courses was to jointly explore their T As' 

teaching behavior and its consequences by trying out and analyzing alternative ways to 

teach L2. The teacher educators designed activities that directed the TAs' attention to the 

key assumptions and cognitive theories to which they subscribe. As microcultures, 

professors ackllowledged personality and the need to find methods that suited their T As' 

personalities, but as a macro culture they indicated that some instructional techniques are 
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inherently superior to others: lecturing (A) is not as effective as inductive questioning (B). 

The professors see inductive or discovery pedagogical methods as the primary 

variable for achieving student-centered language teaching, personality development based 

on teacher-student interaction was secondary. For the TAs, it's the converse. The TAs' 

perspectives and practice offoreign language teaching are driven by highly personal/ 

affective considerations. Each of my coresearchers' styles evolved over their first semester 

teaching L2 at VA as a result of their personality and experience with reading and 

responding to their particular adult students. When asked about their instructional 

techniques, TAs would tell a story, relliete with emotion and action specific to their 

classrooms. Their stories were complex, uncertain, unique and charged with a continual 

balancing out of attitudes and instructional perspectives. In their classrooms, TAs 

directed, lectured, coached, and drilled their students to compete academically, to jump 

through curricular hoops (C). They define the objectives offoreign language instruction 

as extending beyond the purely cognitive to nurturing a confident and disciplined 

personality in each of their adult university language students; teaching them to interact 

and acquire content knowledge for a passing grade. 

One explanation for this apparent inconsistency is the status differential. TIlat is, 

teacher educators are invested with a professional and institutional authority that may 

shield them from the consequences of not being liked by their students more than the 

status ofTAs could shield them. The status differential between TAs and teacher 

educators may be at the root of the inconsistent constructivist and affective factors of 

pedagogical content knowledge. Within the context of current assessment/promotion/ 



187 

retention/rehiring systems, T As who are not liked by their students have more to lose and 

are more accountable to the institution than their teacher educators, i.e., a professor who 

is highly disliked by students but is a successful researcher and author does not need to 

worry about their students' dislike affecting retention. Sanou (1995) has evidence on the 

phenomenon ofTAs paying particular attention to personal/affective considerations, 

showing that it is often closely related to the T As' quest for positive student evaluations at 

the end of the semester. Thus, implementing innovative methodological skills, such as 

"discovery-oriented teaching," is less likely to provide new TAs with the positive student 

evaluations needed to guarantee continued teaching assistantship. 

Beyond feedback system factors of classroom observations and interviews, 

evidence of inconsistency between the two cultures' pedagogical content knowledge is 

revealed by comparisons of preferred instructional techniques presented in chapter four. 

According to the new TAs' and teacher educators' perspectives of the frequency of use of 

common instructional techniques observed in their classes, their students are involved in a 

lot of group work, student-led discussions, student presentations, and role play-all 

structures which make the student do the work of the classroom. Does that define 

student-centeredness? Or does the andragogical process described by Knowles define 

student-centeredness-wherein the student's desires and goals dictate what happens in the 

classroom? The unclarified definition of "student-centered foreign language instruction" 

places our profession in a state of compromise. 

My interpretation of the preferred instructional techniques survey is that neither 

TAs nor teacher educators can tout their culture or their social systems as "student-
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centered" ifwe cannot agree on the meaning of"student-centeredness." Using one 

instructional technique over another, just because it is labeled student-centered, does not 

make it so. New TAs employed small group structures frequently, teacher educators 

employed student-led discussions. Considering Knowles' andragogical process as a piece 

in the puzzle, however, no evidence was found that either teacher educators or novice 

TAs shared instructional technique decisions with their adult students nor that they 

deviated from prototypical teacher-fronted talk sequences within those classroom control 

structures: teacher initiates talk, students respond, teacher makes evaluative comment. 

The teacher educator-novice TA mismatch of preferred instructional techniques as well 

as the cognitivist SLA-andragogical mismatch of "student-centered instruction" is a· 

robust finding and calls for future studies that fit more pieces in the puzzle, clarifYing 

attitudes, perspectives, and definitions in our field. Frustrating though this may be, it is 

nonetheless important that such issues be confronted. It is through such a process of 

attitudes and perspectives identification that a complete and coherent process of curricular 

innovation for formal foreign language TA development will emerge. 

4>: Power Messages 

Power messages are seen as coercive and legitimate (A), negotiant (B), or 

rewarding, expert, or referent (C). The TAs perceived their teacher educator's power as 

predominantly coercive, or antisocial. Likewise, in their own classrooms they recognize 

their most predominant power as coercive. I believe coercive power messages in teacher 

education are related to coercive power messages in novice T As' own classrooms. 
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Coercive power is a property of teacher-centered instruction and its predominance in 

foreign language and teacher education classrooms explains in part our professions' 

continued use of teacher-centered styles. It was evident from interviews that TAs and 

teacher educators were generally unaware of the predominance of coercive power in the 

parallel classroom social systems, whether touting themselves as student-centered or not. 

This dissertation merely probed the existence of different types ofpower in the university 

foreign language and TA education social systems. Something we did not study, but is 

pertinent that we do, is the wide scope of control strategies and power messages available, 

including those that prove most effective, and a flexibility to use them. 

With respect to affective learning perceptions, foreign language students viewed 

personality, or referent power (C), as the most effective educational feature of their TAs. 

Congruously, novice TAs and preservice teachers in the development classrooms believed 

referent power influenced leaming above all other types ofpower. My French and 

German coresearchers also viewed their teacher educators' personalities as the most 

effective educational feature. Perhaps teacher education courses should re-examine the 

effectiveness of teacher-centered styles in terms of referent power: teacher personality 

features that are student-oriented (C). Though students were not asked the relative 

percentage of classtime that their TAs used referent power, TAs-as-leamers perceived 

referent power used by their teacher educators only 10% of the time, while they perceived 

their own referent power used twice as much, suggesting an inconsistency of student­

oriented power between the two classroom social systems. One explanation of the 

mismatch is the role of content and context between the parallel social systems, however 
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this study has sought to view content and context in the two social systems as a function 

of what is communicated through the interplay of curricula, pedagogical strategies, and 

what participants perceive over time (e.g., power messages), not the content per se. In 

light of the different content and conteXt between a foreign language class and a 

development class, both are required systems that novice TAs must encounter, making 

himlher the pivotal participant under study. Again, the differential status that professors 

have as opposed to TAs could be at the root of the power messages most relied upon: 

unlike T As, teacher educators have a legitimate power that is not affected by positive 

student evaluations at the end of the semester. I would like to suggest that we confront 

coercive power and the mismatch of referent power between the two cultures as 

implementational problems to "student-centeredness" in the both the cognitivist SLA sense 

and in Knowles' andragogical sense. We can confront mismatch by developing materials 

and processes which gauge cognitive and affective perceptions ofteacher power and 

learning, i.e., feedback systems. Echoing Pennycook (1989, 1990), it is pertinent that we 

commence a dialogue lacking in the second and foreign language literature regarding the 

wide scope of power messages and privileges available, including those that prove most 

effective, and a �f�l�~�x�i�b�i�l�i�t�y� to use them. 

x: Determination of Content 

In this study, the content may be either determined by the teacher and limited to 

the subject matter (students know, understand and apply knowledge routinely within the 

context of the subject matter-A) or it could be detennined by students and related to 
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their reality (students use this knowledge to make sense of reality-B), or a blend of both 

(C). In the development courses I observed, teacher educators detennined the content, 

but varied the content and even shared a few content decisions in attempts to meet their 

TAs' realities (C). The professors likewise expressed a desire for their TAs to avoid 

consistency and routines such as using the text, and varying the content to meet the 

students' reality, i.e., their interests (C). 

Upon joining UA's language faculties, the TAs are absorbed with the 

. familiarization, organization, and efficient communication in L2 of a great amount of 

content, including the syllabus, textbooks, workbooks, lab work, etc. Furthermore, this 

tremendous amount of content must be covered within sixteen weeks, 50 minutes per day, 

three to four days a week (depending on the department), minus holidays and exam days. 

I contend that time and experience are not the problems that prevent new TAs 

from implementing andragogical or cognitivist SLA social systems. In organizing the 

massive "official" content, TAs are not about to let their students make key decisions (A). 

That is, they do not adhere to the constructivist belief that students should arrive at their 

own, idiosyncratic organizations of new L2 information or that students should share 

content decisions. They learn that use of the texts and consistent routines are essential to 

student language learning; anchors that provide security and-direction in a new system of 

communication. In addition, large universities like VA have resolved to offer multi­

section classes in order to accommodate growing populations of students. In an era or 

reduced funding and 35 students in their classes, the common text and routines aid TAs in 

maintaining cohesion and sanity. 
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Given such constraints on novice TAs, we must concede that teacher-centered 

communication systems constitute daily life in both the university foreign language 

classroom and the TA development classroom. We must increase our understanding of 

how those systems lead to a gain in the L2 or L2 pedagogical content knowledge. The 

basic assumption is that both teaching and learning L2s in classrooms need to be viewed 

and treated as "interactive processes that require the active participation ofteachers and 

students to ensure that information is conveyed as a precondition to learning. What is 

accomplished in the classroom can thus be studied as a function of what is communicated 

through the interplay of curricula, pedagogical strategies, and what participants perceive 

over time" (Gumperz, 1986, p. 57). Utilizing this perspective, a research agenda is needed 

so that we can begin to ask questions such as those posed by Knowles and McKinnon, 

e.g., what are student perceptions of so called "teacher-centered" and "student-centered" 

classroom learning activities and the proposed outcomes ofFL instruction? And questions 

that this dissertation probed: What are differences in language and language pedagogy 

learning opportunities across foreign languages? Upon seeking student perceptions and 

differences across classroom social systems, Knowles typology contains as many gaps as 

the SLA cognitivist typology of "student-centered instruction," namely that, upon being 

asked, it is conceivable that not all adult students will want to be responsible for their own 

learning or be involved in shared decision-making of content and instructional methods. 

Instead, it is perhaps more conceivable that many adult students in L2 or L2 pedagogy 

classes, upon being asked, may respond, "you tell us what to do and we'll do it." 
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A definite contribution of Knowles' typology of andragogy and the feedback 

systems of this study is the gauging of student perceptions. The foreign language students' 

cognitive learning expectations and perceptions of content learned had a great impact on 

the novice TAs. Most of my coresearchers responded that their students' perceptions 

affected their referent power, i.e., their development ofpersonality, not their pedagogical 

methodologies. Ifwe desire to be considered "student-centered" in the Knowles sense, 

shared decision-making of content must be encompassed. Based on the novice TA.s' 

expressed attitudes and perspectives, both interdynamics of personality and SLA 

methodologies merit a place as subject matter in the development classroom (C). The 

German development class in this study appears to be a model for that goal. 

y: Values for Learning Outcomes 

The feedback on values for learning outcomes was expressed either in quantitative 

objective terms ("learning as gaining cognitive capacity or skills"-coded A), student­

centered qualitative terms ("learning as searching for understanding! knowledge to know 

differently"-coded B), or quantitative teacher-centered but student-oriented terms 

("learning as gaining affective qualities"-coded C). The teacher educators in this study 

are cognitively and constructively idealistic. They seek positive change in the 

institutionalized quantitative objectives system through 1) adapting curriculum to the 

students' needs; 2) encouraging their TAs not to use coercive power by teaching to the 

test; and 3) encouraging their TAs to use student-centered, inductive or discovery 

methods of teaching so that students become more responsible for their learning. The 
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teacher educators claim that inductive and discovery methods will enhance coverage ofthe 

curriculum and express negative attitudes about "teaching to the test." The teacher 

educators' values for learning outcomes are laudatory, but still not supported by the 

institutionalized assessment system in both the language and development classrooms. 

The teacher educators set objectives for the basic language programs they direct, 

and they set objectives for their TAs, the latter specified in behavioral terms on course 

syllabi and on their observation forms (A). A sample syllabus is presented in the appendix. 

In foreign language classrooms, teacher educators observe and analyze their TA's 

performance in terms of constituent skills, e.g., grammar correction techniques. At the 

end of their first semester teaching and upon completing the development course, new 

TAs were preoccupied with assigning and earning grades for behavior. They reported 

learning that above all, the progress that counts is the progress towards predictable, 

measurable outcomes, such as term papers, final projects, participation in all computer 

conferences, just as is the case for their foreign language students. The objectives model 

leads us as L2 teacher educators to assume that 1) we already possess pedagogical content 

knowledge which leads to the desired "student-centered" results; and 2) how long it takes 

to achieve those results. This study clearly refutes both notions and moreover points out 

that the time necessary for methodological change is not only beyond our grasp, but is 

superseded by the support we must give to novice teachers for change to occur. 

As a macro culture, the teacher educators also value learning outcomes based 011 

non-observable, non-behavioral criteria such as 'attitude change' and 'degree ofpersonal 

development,' evidenced by learning logs, self-assessment, and computer conferences. 
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The foreign language teacher educators thus convey the importance of individual learner 

style and learner preference for certain educational experiences over others. The teacher 

educators utilize a mixture of measurable skills and knowledge areas with the 

unmeasurable, lUldefinable, or at least unobservable cultural concepts of attitudes and 

perspectives that underlie foreign language teaching (C). 

Just as evaluation of objectives, or the assessment system, can be accused of 

ignoring cultural attitudes and perspectives, so the developmental evaluation model, or 

process evaluation, can be accused of concentrating too little on the practical grasp ofL2 

teaching skills. In their development courses, my coresearchers reported more reliance by 

their educators as a macro culture on the process model of'development' with no clear 

practical substance. The teacher educators' macro cultural values for learning outcomes 

thus appeared to be an uneasy mixture of assessment and process evaluation systems for 

new T As, leaving them feeling lUlclear about which values for learning ontcomes to use at 

what time, and finally resolving to develop values independently, or more dishearteningly, 

to lose faith altogether in formal L2 teacher education, considering it gratuitous. Neither 

of these outcomes fu1fi11s SLA cognitivist or andragogicalnotions of "student­

centeredness" as it applies to novice foreign language T As who are required to fulfill 

formal development their first semester at UA. While cognitivist SLA theorists advocate 

discovery learning, and "andragogues" support shared decision-making, neither· camp 

supports leaving novices on their own or discouraging them from further development. 

In short, values for learning outcomes in UA's formal foreign language 

development provoke extensive attention, both laudatory and critical. Laudatory attention 
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is mandated because the "student-centered" idealism of teacher educators represents 

positive change: learning is not simply gaining transmitted knowledge to pass exams. 

Critical attention is equally mandatory because the idealism does not help novice TAs deal 

with immediate and realistic L2 classroom decisions and assessment systems. We must 

realize that both the cognitivst SLA and andragogical perspectives are insufficient in terms 

of "student-centered" TA development. Perhaps a recognition that teacher-centeredness 

has a place in foreign language teacher education is merited. 

The L2 classroom assessment system, a.k.a. the skills-and-objectives-based 

approach, is soundly intact in the foreign language programs. That is, university foreign 

language programs are "knowledge markets" (Freire, 1970) and novice TAs quickly learn 

that their job is to sell and distribute "packaged knowledge," i.e., texts the students are 

required to buy. The students purchase this knowledge, and they consume it. TAs see 

their adult university students as having obligations to compete in order to succeed: 

acquiring certain skills and information, getting good grades, passing departmental exams 

and going on to French, German, or Spanish 102. They are advocates, coaches, 

entertainers and motivators as they teach to the test, cover the curriculum, and apologize 

for neither. They perceive these to be two of their primary goals to meet their adult 

students' needs (C). They do not subvert, or rebel against the idealized "student-centered" 

social system advocated in their development courses, although teacher educators might 

see resistance. Rather, they remain silent as a culture and try to help adult university 

students succeed within the inherited social system. 
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As a result of the inherited social system, many adult university students appear to 

see university foreign language learning as a "requisito," or economic necessity in 

competition with other requisitos such as biology, math, and English. Trading money for 

an education measured quantitatively, by grades and tests, is serious business for the 

contemporary university adult student. One detects little idealism in university foreign 

language student perceptions of the learning objectives, nor in their TAs' perceptions of 

the quantitative outcomes of university foreign language classroom leaming. 

Behavioral objectives valued as learning outcomes not only enforce teacher­

centeredness in the foreign language and T A development classrooms, but also reflect the 

reality of the American workplace. Ifan employee issues a process evaluation report, it is 

usually oral or written and prepared in meetings of two or more people. Decision makers 

decide to reward or fire the employee, or help the employee assimilate to the 

organizational culture in command by rewriting hislher materials, adjusting his/her content, 

continuing, stopping or increasing support for the employee's position. Evaluation in the 

real world is based on command, not on accommodation of employees. 

Macrocultural teacher educators' constructivist values (B) stand in contrast to their 

novice TAs' values for learning outcomes in the development course. When asked what 

they missed most in their 4evelopment course, novice TAs stressed that they would have 

liked more direction, primarily through demonstration, in order to gain pedagogical 

content knowledge (A). Novices also expressed a lack of individualized interaction and 

feedback from their supervisors in order to gain affective qualities such as confidence that 

they were doing the job well (C). 
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A summary of the theoretical properties used for establishing categories and 

placing novice TA and teacher educator cultures within those categories is presented in 

table 5.1. In short, the two cultures who meet each other in the required formal foreign 

language TA development system at UA illustrate similarities and discrepancies in their 

expressed attitudes and perspectives. The identification and systematization of the 

attitudes and perspectives delimits a framework that aids future development of a more 

complete and coherent system offormal foreign language TA education at UA. 

Table 5.1 

The Functional Cultures of UA Foreign Language Instruction 

Instructional 
Techniques: 

Power 
Messages: 

Content 
Determination: 

Values for 
Learning 
Outcomes: 

TAs' Culture Teacher Educators' Culture 
Foreign Language Classroom T A OrientationlDevelopment 

Classroom 

(B) Based on Teacher­
Student Interaction 

(A) Coercive 

(A) Pre-determined 

(A) Based on command 
needs for assessment 

. system 

(C) Based on Teacher Interests in 
Constructivism 

(A) Coercive 

(C) Determined by teacher 
educator, but varied and sometimes 
determined by T As to achieve 
objectives of constructivism 

(B) Based on accommodation of 
leamer's needs through process 
evaluation, and on command needs 
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Diagnosis 

This substantive framework of similarities and differences between TAs and 

teacher educators reveals that the two cultures cannot be reduced to a conflict between 

theory and practice. This project explored the complexity of pedagogical content 

knowledge from both teacher educator and new TA perspectives and discerned the 

properties of instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and values 

for learning outcomes as contributors to the �f�u�n�~�a�m�e�n�t�a�l� discrepancy between new T A 

and teacher educator definitions of "student-centered instruction." Specifically, feedback 

system factors and constant comparative analysis illuminated two functional and coherent 

sets of attitudes and perspectives underlying the pedagogical content knowledge of 

"student-centered" instructional techniques, power messages, content determination, and 

values for learning outcomes: 1) from new TAs who, over their first semester teaching, 

develop pedagogical content knowledge that "student-centeredness" means that adult 

university students' needs and desires dictate what happens in the L2 classroom; and 

2) from constructivist teacher educators who, over many years as SLA teachers, 

researchers, and administrators, i.e., professionals, have developed pedagogical content 

knowledge that "student-centeredness" means that adult university students take control 

of their language learning experience via teacher structures that make students do the 

work of the classroom. The question is: In order to develop as "student-centered" 

university foreign language T As, do we give adult students what they want or do we make 

adult students work for an answer by first drawing on their own resources? 
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In order to appreciate the 'professional' definition of "student-centered" 

pedagogical content knowledge (e.g., Shulman, 1987), one must understand something of 

university culture and the connotations of "profession" in our society, specifically in 

regards to the second/foreign language profession. Contemporary foreign language 

materials writers, syllabus designers, teacher educators, applied linguists, publishers and 

examining bodies, i.e., the professionals, all draw heavily on the formal theoretical 

implications of cognitive knowledge bases for classroom instruction, conceiving of 

language classroom teaching and learning as predictable cause-effect relationships, e.g., 

student-centered classroom structures correlate with heightened student achievement in 

L2. The concerted effort to identifY a cognitive scientific "knowledge base" that underlies 

competent foreign language teaching has a very functional value as articulated by 

Madeline Hunter (1969): 

Teachers must be very skilled, very knowledgeable, and exquisitely well-trained, 
because neither the teacher nor the surgeon can say, "Everybody sit still until I 
figure out what in the heck we're going to do next" (Hunter, 1969, p. 21). 

As a result of extensive cognitive research on language learning, we have 

presumed that a specific cognitive knowledge base underlies teaching practice and by 

defining this scientific knowledge, one is exquisitely qualified to prepare or educate novice 

teachers. The ultimate objective is to interpret and discuss the epistemology offoreign 

language teaching in terms of cognitive theory, e.g., novice TAs' developing knowledge 

bases, schemas, etc. In short, the credibility of teacher educators is directly related to the 

promotion ofa science offoreign language teaching. One can clearly see the functional 

value of this cultural attitude and perspective in the present study, as feedback system 



factors indicated that adult learners are aware of a teacher's lack of ability to structure 

language learning, both in the foreign language and TA development classrooms. 
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An important contribution of the substantive framework of this study is the 

generation of speculation on the interpretation and discussion ofL2 classroom data and 

novice TA discourse in terms of cognitive theory. The primary speculation raised by this 

study is that any list of teacher knowledge cedes another more urgent consideration: the 

attitudes, perspectives, and student-teacher relationships that comprise the lived classroom 

experience of novice TAs. This study of novice TAs showed that affective elements of 

teaching (e.g., a sense of commitment to their students' learning) supersede the cognition 

of classroom practice. Still, the intuitive and affective elements of teaching were either 

cast in pejorative terms, or admittedly underaddressed by teacher educator cultural 

organizations in this study, i.e., TAs who emphasize the interpersonal aspects of teaching 

(rather than the cognitive) extend teaching as a kind of "mothering technique" and thus 

diminish foreign language teaching as a profession. Yet, in psycho-and sociolinguistic 

research terms (e.g., Schumann, 1978), a nurturing relationship/community forms the crux 

of natural language acquisition. 

Another important contribution ofthe substantive framework of this study is the 

interpretation and discussion ofL2 classroom data and novice TA discourse in terms of 

perceived learning. That is, ifperceived learning by TAs-as-learners and adult foreign 

language students is correlated with variations in teacher educator or TA behavior, we can 

conclude, at least, that adult students believe that they learn more from educators who 

behave in certain ways, even if they are perceived as and labeled "nurturers." 
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Support for the "nurturing" foreign language teacher was evidenced by both 

foreign language learners and TAs-as-learners as they indicated teacher personality, or 

referent power, as the most influential factor on their learning. Moreover, the effect of 

receiving feedback regarding their students' cognitive and affective learning perceptions 

proved tremendously helpful and influential on all my coresearchers; the majority 

responded that their students' perceptions affected their personalities, i.e., their 

development of self-as-teacher, not their implementation of pedagogical methodologies. 

The implication is that a TA's or teacher educator's affective qualities (humor, patience, 

sense of commitment) supersede their knowledge of ' effective' classroom structures in the 

eyes of the adult learners in this study. Accepting this insight is an important precursor of 

potential change; we have to develop a better system offormal foreign language TA 

development that recognizes adult student satisfaction as a strength. 

CONCLUSION 

This study has sought to compare one group of novice TAs and their three teacher 

educators' attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge about foreign 

language learning and teaching. It has furthermore examined inconsistencies in novice 

TAs' beliefs in relation to those of their teacher educators in an effort to develop 

hypotheses about the potential relationships between teacher educators' and novice T As' 

attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge. 

The results of this study revealed that new TA and teacher educator cultures are 

not as discrepant as previously thought. In tins study, both cultures expressed functional 
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and coherent attitudes and perspectives. The teacher educators' culture is based on the 

theoretical premise that pedagogical social systems, as they exist today, play an important 

role (through both the overt and hidden curriculum) in reproduction of the status quo. 

The teacher educators, for example, do not seek overt reproduction of the status quo by 

"cloning" themselves or providing "cure-all techniques" to their beginning TAs. Rather, 

teacher educators' culture seeks positive new images offoreign language instmction, 

fostering constructivist and social interactionist attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical 

content knowledge in their beginning TAs. The feedback systems in this study indicated 

that beginning TA culture is velY receptive and indeed enthusiastic about positive change 

and new "student-centered" images of teaching. Despite the attitudes of enthusiasm and 

the new perspectives oflanguage teaching across both cultures, the feedback systems in 

this study indicated several implementational problems: 1) neither culture agreed on a 

definition of student-centeredness; 2) coercive power, an antisocial and highly teacher­

centered power, continues to predominate in teacher education and language classrooms; 

and 3) referent power and the view of teaching as self-expression, though regarded by 

adult university students in this study as the most influential factor on their learning, 

remains underaddressed in the development of so called "student-centered" language 

teachers and teaching "methodologies" (as defined by Richards and Rodgers (1987), who 

consider "methodology" the umbrella term that encompasses the modular components of 

"approach, or theoretical basis," "design," and "technique or procedure"). 

Feedback systems indicated that the more appropriate definition of instruction that 

"makes the language learner take more control and do the work of the classroom" is 
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teacher-centered but student-oriented. This category of instruction is promoted, 

supported, and embodied by SLA cognitivist research and the teacher educators in this 

study. The functional and coherent rationale of this category is that SLA professionals 

know what is best for adult university language learners, and thus are suited to determine 

the content of the basic language programs and the education of novice TAs. 

Use of Knowles' (1984) typology ofandragogy proved useful in the classification 

of data and the resolve that the cognitivist SLA notion of "making the student work for an 

answer by first drawing on their own resources" as teacher-centered but student-oriented, 

since in "making the student do the work of the classroom," the teacher maintains control 

of the moment-by-moment learning agenda. 

Feedback systems indicated that new TAs progressed toward student-centered 

instruction in the Knowles' sense rather than the Cognitivist SLA sense over their first 

semester teaching. This was due in large part to their resolution that student-centered 

instruction means that their learners dictate what happens in their classrooms. The TAs 

participated in this study to identifY their adult learners' preferences for instructional 

methods and their perceptions of their own cognitive and affective learning. Involving 

their learners as evaluators of their own learning and as decision-makers of teaching 

methods, albeit teacher-centered, qualifies the new TAs in this study as student-centered in 

the Knowles' sense. My coresearchers reported self-as-teacher development as a result of 

their students' feedback. Thus, the rationale underlying new T A classroom practices is as 

functional and coherent as their teacher educators' rationale. 
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Beyond the implementational problem of defining "student-centered" language 

instruction, the predominance of coercive power in both new TA and teacher educator 

cultures emerged. Regardless of how we define "student-centeredness," we must confront 

the issue of coercive power in both language and teacher development classrooms, 

otherwise, both cultures remain teacher-centered. This finding is linked to the third 

implementational problem revealed in the analysis: the undermining or ignoring of 

affective �e�l�e�~�e�n�t�s� ofteaching foreign languages. Feedback systems indicated that new 

TAs emphasize interpersonal (rather than the cognitive) aspects of teaching. 

Correspondingly, TAs-as-learners and their students reported teacher personality, or 

referent power, as the most effective classroom factor on their learning, even though it 

was not employed as much as coercive power. Only the German development course, as 

perceived by TAs-as-learners, addressed affective elements in classroom teaching. 

Viewing affective elements secondary to "cognition" in the development classroom 

effectively implies that new TAs' attitudes and perspectives, as well as their students', are 

without value compared to the the attitudes and perspectives of their teacher educators or 

cognitive researchers. The use of coercive power and the disregard for referent power 

constitutes a major issue involved in implementing "student-centered" language 

instruction, however we wish to define it 

The results of this study are cautionary, largely due to the limitations. The data 

presented must be interpreted in the light of several important limitations. Foremost 

among limitations is a lack of statistical rigor that results from the nature of our 

profession. In the foreign language profession, teacher educators and/or language 
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program directors are in short supply, one in the Spanish department and two each in the 

French and German departments in the case ofUA. Because we cannot sample more 

subjects than resources permit, we are limited to small sample sizes. This study also relied 

on T As and teacher educators who were able to volunteer their own time as well as that of 

their classes. Thus the number of subjects that could participate was limited by the 

practical constraints of our profession. Nonetheless, it is assumed that the case studies 

presented were representative offoreign langnage faculty and students at UA and that 

their attitudes and perspectives with respect to their preferred leaming structures were 

accurate. In cases where there is a mismatch between student and faculty rankings, we 

can state the mismatch and examine the different weights between students' responses and 

those offaculty, but we cannot make any definitive statements about causal relationships 

between teachers and leamers. The results reported here pertain to the groups studied; 

extrapolations to other populations must remain hypothetical. The results present a 

general problem: we do not know if these differences are significant. 

Another limitation relates to survey/questionnaire feedback systems and validity of 

assessment. Christison and Krahnke (1986) rightly point out methodological problems of 

objectivity, sampling, and validity inherent in all questionnaires used to examine learner 

beliefs and attitudes. They claim that open-ended interviews with a structured set of 

topics yield more valid findings, particularly when examining multicultural students' 

perceptions oflanguage study. In the present study, however, the ability to compare the 

findings between students, T As, and teacher educators depended on using the same 

survey/questionnaire instruments. Furthermore, comparison of students', TAs', and 
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teacher educators' beliefs would be rendered unsystematic without a common list of 

statements to which each group responded. Finally, the large size of the student and TAs­

as-learner populations precluded the possibility of interviewing individual subjects. Given 

the careful design and development of the survey, whatever sacrifice in validity might exist 

was judged to be an acceptable trade-off for the ability to address university foreign 

language pedagogical content knowledge research questions. 

Although this dissertation is only a case study oflearner perceptions, researching 

affective and cognitive learning perceptions within formal foreign language TA 

development provides a baseline for evaluating future developments and an opportunity 

for practitioners to contribute to the process of determining how languages are learned, 

and how teachers learn to teach languages. The identification and systematization of 

attitudes, perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge of the two cultures who meet 

in the required formal foreign language TA development system at VA provides expansion 

of the reductive and misleading characterization of the two groups as theoretical versus 

practical. We must be attuned as TAs and teacher educators to our respective students' 

expectations and ready to show them where their goals are consistent or inconsistent with 

our own and those of the language program. By identifying mismatches in attitudes, 

perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge, and by clearly explaining why we do 

what we do in the classroom, it may be possible to significantly allay student/novice TA 

frustration. It is also important to recognize, however, that both our students' and our 

own misconceptions may not always be easily changed and that some attitudes may 

become more negative as we continue to advance foreign language studies, despite the 
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best efforts of a well-intentioned university student, T A, or teacher educator. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Feedback systems indicated that traditional VA development involves an 

orientation (in which responsibility for managing and monitoring learning according to 

UA's standards and assessment system is the focus), a required methods course (in which 

new TAs are taught to think systematically, or theoretically, about their practice), and at 

the same time classroom instruction in which new TAs learn three fundamental things: 

1) knowledge of adult university students; 2) flexibility to structure classroom learning 

based on interaction with students and departmental needs; and 3) mitigation of one's 

image of self-as-teacher as a result of 1) and 2). This study indicated that the traditional 

system reinforces teacher-centered language instruction from the moment new T As join 

UA as faculty. Therefore, there are concrete reasons to see value in the required formal 

foreign language T A development course: teacher educators represent vision and 

collaboration, working with TAs to establish the relation between the pedagogical content 

knowledge taught and learned. 

I would like to suggest that we need to obtain a fuller and more comprehensive 

definition of university foreign language pedagogical content knowledge which 

encompasses both Knowles' and cognitivist SLA theorists' notions of "student-centered 

instruction." I propose that we do this by reconciling the discrepancies between new TA 

and teacher educator cultures in: 1) preservice orientation; 2) classroom instruction; and 

3) the development course. This is not too much to ask of two well-meaning cultures if 
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their ultimate goal is to collectively improve the quality of university foreign language 

learning and teacher development. But in order to shape such meaningful development, 

more research on feedback systems is needed. 

Recommendations for future research concerning feedback systems is that they 

should first clearly articulate classroom community values for learning (y) in classroom 

structuring terms (4)). Secondly, our profession needs development of feedback systems 

which establish procedures for collecting feedback from adult university learners in a non-

threatening way (4)) throughout the duration of orientation, classroom instruction, and the 

development course. From the adult leamer's perspective, these procedures must be 

voluntary, and flexible enough to respond to cognitive and affective learning needs. 

Ideally, opportunities should be available for giving feedback whenever adult learners feel 

a need to comment. And adult learners must feel that their comments are valued and 

taken seriously, meaning negotiant power must be invoked from the start. Finally, future 

feedback systems must deliver feedback on the feedback, i.e., involve adult learners not 

just in providing data, but also in processing it. 

Reports of formal induction programs for language teachers do not appear in the 

literature, quite likely because mentoring is assumed to occur, if it occurs at all, on an 

informal basis. Ifformal foreign language teacher education is to improve, research on 

how teachers are inducted, and what their needs are upon entering an institution's foreign 

language program must be carried out: 

Iflanguage teaching is to be a genuinely professional enterprise, it requires 
continual experimentation and evaluation on the part of practitioners whereby in 
seeking to be more effective in their pedagogy they provide at the same time----and 



as a corollary-for their own continuing education (Candlin and Widdowson, 
1992, p. xiii) 

On the basis of the feedback system factors and the analysis used in this 

dissertation, several recommendations for feedback systems can be made for 

1) orientation; 2) classroom instruction; and 3) the development course. 
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1) Preservice Orientation: Questionnaires and interviews investigating preservice 

TAs' attitudes and perspectives toward 'effective' instructional techniques, power 

messages, content decisions, and values for learning outcomes of their pre service 

orientation should be developed in order to shed more light on implementational problems 

ofTA-as-learner centered orientations. 

2) Classroom Instruction: Feedback systems factors, such as those used in the 

novice TAs' classrooms in this study permit foreign language students to monitor their 

own cognitive and affective learning, and at the same time permit developing TAs to 

monitor their foreign language pedagogical content knowledge. Feedback systems should 

elicit (a) affective qualities, or commitment, e.g., the positive and negative attitudes placed 

on certain language learning activities; and (b) cognitive capacity, e.g., language skills. 

Most likely, the results of classroom feedback systems will highlight the fact that there are 

often significant discrepancies between what is intended and what is actually done. 

Looking at the effects offeedback system factors used in this study, two major 

benefits appeared. First, teacher educators and TAs received important information about 

the needs and preferences of their learners that are essential ifformal TA development is 

to affect instructional behavior positively and significantly. Secondly, novice TAs 



benefitted in a direct way from learning how to conduct research on the behavior of 

students and teachers in classrooms. When asked at the end of their first semester 

teaching to nominate a component of their formal development to research and/or 

improve, Gordy's response embodied the "community of purpose for positive change 

message" that I hoped to convey through this project: 

Gordy: Everywhere there's not enough help and individuals are being burdened and 
frustrated. But personally, I wouldn't want to do the research, because I'm not that 
research-oriented and I wouldn't follow through. 
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Dori: Don't say that you're not good at research, because you've just carried out a huge 
project with me and the others. 

Gordy: Well I've enjoyed this process and I would like to see more people partiCipate in 
this kind of process and see the system as something that can be changed rather than 
something that's just stuck. 

This dialogue illustrates that the capacity for creativity in solving the mismatch 

between teachers and learners in foreign language and TA development classrooms is 

widely distributed among the population central to the social systems: TAs, teacher 

educators, and their adult university students. The premise for this goal is that people can 

be self-directed and creative in foreign language and T A development classrooms if 

properly motivated, i.e., ifwe as educators respect (lur adult students' attitudes and 

perspectives on the situation. 

3) Development Course: By participating in this research project, TAs and 

teacher educators initiated progressive attitudes and perspectives on the teaching and 

learning offoreign languages. Feedback from novice TAs in this study affirmed that their 

teacher educators were successful in promoting the development and use of new materials. 
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Feedback results also indicated that teacher educator efforts to promote the use of 

methodological skills other than teacher-centered instructional techniques, power 

messages, content, and values for learning outcomes remain unclear and 

underinvestigated. This is due in large part to the fact that it is difficult to reach any 

agreement on what kind of methodological behavior might fulfill the goal of changing 

those teacher-centered properties. Not only are methodological skills that change 

traditional relationships underinvestigated and problematic, so is the assessment of the 

extent to which changes in TAs' and teacher educators' attitudes and perspectives have 

occurred. The implication is that future practical inquiry needs to focus on both what 

people say they believe and what they actually do in teacher development systems. As 

teacher developers, we study many components of teacher education, but how often do 

we collaborate with TAs to study the consistencies and inconsistencies between what is 

taught and what is learned? Few examples exist in which teacher educators are engaging 

in practical inquiry of their own teaching. 

Prosper, Mary, and Karen all developed internal programs of study in teacher 

education that inquire into their developing TAs' understandings offormal development 

systems for the purpose of democratizing formal development and shaping meaningful 

improvement. The feedback systems presented in this dissertation provide teacher 

educators good evidence of developmental processes as they occur and as they are 

perceived. Such evidence provides a means to monitor, adjust, or change policies and 

procedures so we can further "student-centered" processes in both the development and 

foreign language classrooms. The teacher educators in this study evaluated their efforts 
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to convert novice TAs to practice "student-centered" instruction, and in so doing did not 

forsake the equally �r�a�t�i�o�n�a�~� coherent, and functional attitudes and perspectives of their 

T As. May other teacher educators follow suit. 

No pedagogical system is perfect. Investigations based on the recommendations 

given above are likely to help the negotiations that can potentially change traditional 

classroom relationships between TAs and learners, and between teacher educators and 

T As-as-Iearners. This dissertation has shown that sharing the power to explain and 

prescribe foreign language teaching and the power to decide how novices are to be 

educated is not too much to ask offoreign language 'professionals' if the best interests of 

university adult foreign language learners are truly at heart. 



214 

APPENDICES 



Appendix A: Consent Form 

Study Title: Feedback System Factors and Their 
Effects on Attitudes, Perspectives and 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge of 

Foreign Language Teachers 
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YOU ARE BEING ASKED TO READ THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL TO ENSURE THAT 
YOU ARE INFORMED OF THE NATURE OF THIS RESEARCH STUDY AND OF HOW 
YOU WILL PARTICIPATE IN IT, IF YOU CONSENT TO DO SO. SIGNING THIS FORM 
WILL INDICATE THAT YOU HAVE BEEN SO INFORMED AND THAT YOU GIVE YOUR 
CONSENT. FEDERAL REGULATIONS REQUIRE WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT 
PRIOR TO PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY SO THAT YOU KNOW THE 
NATURE AND THE RISKS OF YOUR PARTIIPATION AND CAN DECIDE TO 
PARTICIPATE OR NOT PARTICIPATE IN A FREE AND INFORMED MANNER. 

Purpose: 

We would like to invite you to volunteer to take part in the research pr!'ject named above. 
The purpose of this project is get your feedback on training and preparation through process­
evaluation as opposed to the traditional end-of-course summative evaluations. Summative 
questionnaires are the traditional method of evaluation used in teacher trainings, as well as in 
teacher development courses and symposiums. The evaluations simply ask you to judge the worth 
of the experience. Process evaluation invites you, fellow language teachers and language teacher 
educators to share in the design of teacher development and to reflect on how it is made. 

Selection Criteria: 

You are being invited to participate because your attitudes and perspectives toward 
teaching are just as important as attitudes and perspectives of teacher educators. 

Standard Treaunents: 

The treaUllents of this project involve naturalistic discussions after viewing a videotape of 
a GAT in class; audiotaped guided interviews; a poster forum for feedback in training and in your 
development course; and individual/peer/group feedback through journals, observations, informal 
interviews and portfolios. All treaUllents will take place in the trainings or the development course 
that you are required to take your first semester of teaching. 

Procedure: 

If you agree to participate, you will be asked to agree to the following: 2 hours of 
audiotaped interviews and naturalistic discussions you have will participating in tile process 
evaluation activities in the trainings and development course; permission for Dori to participate in 
your classes whenever she is in town (in addition to the other GATs who will be observing you); 
and fulfillment of the activities your teacher educator normally implements. 



216 

Benefits: 

Your direct involvement in planning and shaping your training and development while it is 
being implemented holds promise for improvement in the foreign language teaching profession 
allowing development of.a set of criteria by which to measure the effects of policy. 

Confidentiality : 

As participants implementing the research and data collection of this study, you will have 
continuous access to the data. 

Participation Costs: 

There are no costs. 

Authorization: 

IN GIVING CONSENT BY SIGNING THIS FORM, I AGREE THAT THE 
METHODS, INCONVENIENCES, RISKS AND BENEFITS HAVE BEEN EXPLAINED TO 
ME AND MY QUESTINS HAVE BEEN ANSWERED. I UNDERSTAND THAT I MAY ASK 
QUESTIONS AT ANY TIME AND THAT I AM FREE TO WITHDRAW FROM THE 
PROJECT AT ANY TIME WITHOUT CAUSING BAD FEELINGS. MY PARTICIPATION IN 
THIS PROJECT MAYBE ENDED BY THE INVESTIGATOR OR BY THE SPONSOR FOR 
REASONS THAT WOULD BE EXPLAINED. NEW INFORMATION DEVELOPED DURING 
THE COURSE OF THIS STUDY WHICH MAY AFFECT MY WILLINGNESS TO 
CONTINUE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT WILL BE GIVEN TO ME AS IT BECOMES 
AVAILABLE. I UNDERSTAND THAT THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE FILED IN AN 
AREA DESIGNATED BY THE HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE WITH ACCESS 
RESTRICTED TO THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR, DORI PETERSON, OR 
AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OF TEH DEPARTMENT. I UNDERSTAND THAT I 
DO NOT GIVE UP ANY OF MY LEGAL RIGHTS BY SIGNING THIS FORM. COPY OF 
THIS SIGNED CONSENT FORM WILL BE GIVEN TO ME. 

Subject's Signature Date 

INVESTIGATOR'S AFFIDAYIT 
I have carefully explained to the subject the nature of the above project. I hereby certify that to 
the best of my knowledge the person who is signing this consent form understands clearly the 
nature, demands, benefits, and risks involved in his/her participation and his/her signatiure is 
leagally valid. A medical problem or language or educational barrier has not precluded this 
understanding. 

Signature of Investigator Date 
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Appendix B: Post-Video Project Guided Interview Feedback System Factor (Adapted 
from Morrow & Schocker, 1993) 

Knowing about learning strategies: 
1. What did you think the video project was good for? 
2. What did you get out of it? 
3. What effect did it have on you? 
4. What did you learn? 
5. Can you see any link between this activity and the rest of the training today? 
6. Can you see any link between this activity and previous learning experiences? 
7. What were negative features? What can be improved on? 

After the guided interview, participants were asked to write down one question/issue 
about the training or teaching at UA for this department that they would like to have 
answered or discussed. 
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Appendix C: Sample Poster Forum Task Sheet for new TAs 

Poster Forum Task Sheet Instructions: 

Welcome to the plenary session. You will go through 7 stations which are designed for you to 
meet your colleagues in the Spanish & Portuguese department and to help all of us: 

-raise awareness of issues, problems, and solutions in foreign language teacher 
training/preparation at UA. 
-create an atmosphere where insights, ideas and experiences can be generated and 
shared. 
-make teachers inspired to act rather than feeling acted upon. 

Please follow the task sheet instructions below, then leave your completed sheet in the 
designated boxes. This forum was designed based on your input from the first phase of 
process evaluation. 

Feedback from all teachers is necessary to help improve our program. Feedback will be 
collected through various means, written and audiotaped. If you have any thoughts or 
questions, please ask Marie, Kirstin, Cathy, Matt, Derek or Dori. Thanks for helping. 

Your Name: __________________________________ __ 

Start at poster/station #6 
Write the name of the person who introduces him/herself and another GAT, support staff or 
professor that they present to you and express either by writing and/or speaking your 
expectations, fears, beliefs, attitudes, commentaries, questions, suggestions and/or 
perspectives on the poster issue(s). 
Names of GATs, staff and/or professors: 

Proceed to poster/station #5 
Write the name of the person who offers you a refreshment and discuss the issue(s) on the 
poster. 
Name of person and course that s/he will be teaching or job responsibilities: 

Proceed to poster/station #4 
Write the name of a person who introduces him/herself and ask how orientations have been 
carried out in prior years. Discuss the poster forum. leave a grade for each trainer, or anyone 
you'd like, and a comment on how to improve the training/orientation next time. 

Name of person: _________________________________________ _ 

Proceed to poster/station #3 
Write the name of a person who introduces him/herself and the name of another new GAT that 
s/he introduces him/herself to. 
Make a commentary, suggestion, question or idea relating to your needs from the 
administration. 



Name of person: 

Name of other GAT: 

Proceed to poster/station #2 
Write the names of at least 2 people who introduce themselves and please write ways and 
means of fostering collaborations between all levels: foreign language faculty, GATs, and 
students. Use the paper, pencils and handitacks to leave your solutions on the poster. 

Names of people: 

Proceed to poster/station #1 
Write the name of a person who offers you a refreshment. Ask her/him any questions you 
have about the issue(s) written on the poster. 
Name and a piece of background information about the person: 

Proceed to poster/station #7 
Write the name of a person who introduces him/herself to you below: 

____________________ THEN .... 
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Grab some markers .... You·re in a subway in a foreign country. Here's your chance to write 
some grafitti. Write a comment about your experience the last week or so at the University of 
Arizona as a new foreign language GAT, in any language. 

Proceed to poster/station #8 
Write the name of a person who introduces him/herself to you. Talk with the person about 
some of your biggest anxieties and expectations as a GAT for the UA Spanish dept. 

Name of person: 

Proceed to poster/station #9 
Write the name of a person who introduces him/herself to you. Ask the person about the most 
embarrassing or awkward classroom situation they have experienced. 

Name of person: 

Have you met everyone? Turn in the task sheet, but please feel free to return to any poster 
station for additional feedback or to meet more colleagues. Thanks again. 
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Appendix D: Post-Poster Forum Guided Interview Feedback System Factor (Adapted 
from Morrow & Schocker, 1993) 

Planning strategies: 
1. What did you like about the poster forum? 
2. What didn't you like? 
3. Any suggestions as to how learning in groups could be improved? 
4. What did you learn and how? . 
5. What should be emphasized? 
Transfer/Planning strategies: 
6. What can you take to your classroom of what you have experienced during this 

training to use in your own context? 
7. Change: What would we need to change in future trainings? 
8. How should you change? 
9. What could you do in your classroom to apply some of the things you liked? 
Self-evaluation strategies: 
10. Do you agree with the study's philosophy? How do our activities and tasks link up 

with the philosophy? What has helped or hindered you in achieving the aims? 
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Appendix E: Sample of Course Syllabi 

FRENCH 101 
Instructor: Office Hours: 
Office: MODERN LANGUAGES 553 Phone #: 621-7351 

REQUIRED TEXTBOOK AND WORKBOOK 
Ariew & Nerenz. PREMIERS ECHANGES. Heinle & Heinle. 

COURSE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES: The key objective of this course is to develop 
language proficiency in French. The course will help you progress toward competence in 
speaking, listening, reading, and writing as well as toward knowledge of French and 
Francophone cultures. The course focuses on active language use. You will interact 
meaningfully with classmates and develop communicative strategies. By the end of this course, 
with reasonable effort, you will be able to handle routine situations of a concrete personal and 
social nature which involve how to supply biographical information about yourself and others; 
how to get necessary information by asking questions about people and things; how to get 
through a simple survival situation such as ordering food and beverages; and how to create with 
the language by combining learned elements. 

WORKBOOK ACTIVITIES: Written exercises and laboratory practice emphasize writing, 
listening, pronunciation, grammar study, and vocabulary development. Workbook activities are 
done home and in the laboratory. They provide the necessary preparation and foundation for in­
class activities. 

LANGUAGE LABORATORY: Audio iabs hours are posted on departmental bulletin board 
and by the language lab (Modern Languages 511). Attendance will be kept by time cards. Each 
lesson is accompanied by a taped section available at the language laboratory. You are 
responsible for checking lab hours and making the necessary arrangements to study and listen to 
the recorded material on your own and to have the exercises in the workbook completed. 

IN-CLASS ACTIVITIES: In-class activities emphasize communicating, in the target language 
and culture, through reading, writing, listening, and speaking. In-class grammar instruction is 
minimal. It is your responsibility to study the grammar explanations before they are practiced in 
class. 

ASSIGNMENTS: Assigned work will be due on stated date. Late work will not be accepted 
except in case of bona fide justification. Departmental policy prohibits any make-up work. 



Appendix F: Sample ofTE observation form 

Observing a Class 

1. What are the goals of the class? (If you can't tell, ASK THE 
TEACHERl 

communication goals? 

accuracy goals (grammar Ivocabulary)? 

2. Is the class teacher-centered or student -centered? 
WoUld another focus work better? 

3. How much time is spent on each activity? Is the pace 
adequate? ShoUld some things be speeded up or slowed down? 
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4. Is there variety in the types of activities? (i.e., is time spent 
ONLY on conversation or is there a mixture of reading, discussion, 
listening, etc.) 

5. Are the aCtivUes related so that they flow from one to the other 
without abrupt breaks? If not, how coUld you change them? 

6. How does the teacher correct students? Is the technique 
effective? intimidating? worthless? 

7. Are the students self-aware? Do they attempt to modify thew 
production so that it is completely comprehensible? 



Appendix G: Samples of my descriptions of classroom obseIVations 

My observations of French 101 class, Sept. 20, 1994 

Tape begins with student (S) writing on board, teacher (T) giving feedback: 

T: asks display question 
S: responds with number, hesitates 
T: says the number 444, and asks student oui? Gives student feedback "tres bien" 
S: asks student for feedback 
S2: responds with number. 
S: asks another student for feedback. 
S3: responds with number. 
S: gives positive reinforcement. 
T: gives positive reinforcement. 
S: checks for clarification 
T: affirms, gives directions. Takes questions from students. Asks for response. 
S4: Responds 
T: fills in for hesitations. Gives new student directions to be "professeur." 
S5: responds. 
T: positive reinforcement. 
S5: checks for clarification 
T: responds 
S5: asks student for response 
S6: responds 
S5: asks teacher for clarification 
T: models correct response 
S5: repeats. Asks for response from student. 
T: models correct response "c'est combien?" 
S5: repeats 
S6: responds 
T: directs student to respond to "professeur" 
S5: asks teacher for clarification 
T: asks student "professeur" for clarification. 
S5: Responds that he thinks it is correct. 
T: Models correct response. 
S5: Asks another student for feedback. 
S?: Responds 
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T: Repeats response. Okay, merci, tres bien. Writes numbers on board while instructing 
class how to say the numbers. 
S: asks for clarification. 
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My observations of Mary's Methods Course for German, 9/19/94, 4-5:15 p.m. 

4:00-4:35 

4:35-4:45 

4:40-5:15 

Class ended. 

Student-led presentation of 
Community Language 
Learning 

Class discussion. Teacher 
educator points out issues of 
CLL not introduced in 
discussion. 

Another student-led 
presentation, this one about 
the Natural Approach. No 
time for discussion. 
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Appendix H: Survey and Questionnaire Feedback System Factors 

Frequency of Use Survey/Questionnaire 

FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHER EDUCATOR & TA QUESTIONNAIRE 

Department: Number of months/years of 
teaching experience (all fields 
- all levels ) 

Courses commonly taught: _______ _ 

Please read through the following list ofteaching techniques and circle the number 
corresponding to the frequency with which you use the technique. 

FREQUENCY OF USE 

SELDOM MODERATEL Y FREQUENTLY 
TECHNIQUE NOT USED USED USED USED 

1 LECTURE 0 1 2 3 

2 DISCUSSION, STUDENT LED 0 1 2 3 

3 DISCUSSION, TEACHER LED 0 1 2 3 

4 SMALL GROUP STUDY 0 1 2 3 

5 STUDENT PRESENTATION 0 1 2 3 

6 PANEL PRESENTATIONIDEB. 0 1 2 3 

7 QUESTIONING STUDENTS 0 1 2 3 

8 REVIEW SESSIONS 0 1 2 3 

9 SLIDESIFILMSTRIPSNIDEOS 0 2 3 

10 DEMONSTRATION 0 2 3 



11 COMPUTER AIDED INSTR. 0 1 2 3 

12 FIELD TRIPS 0 1 2 3 

13 INDEPENDENT STUDY 0 1 2 3 

14 INDIVID. INSTRUCTION 0 1 2 3 

15 HOMEWORK 0 2 3 

16 TERM PAPERS/CMPOSITNS 0 1 2 3 

17 PRACTICAL EXAMS 0 2 3 

18 WRITTEN EXAMS 0 1 2 3 

19 PEER TEACHING 0 1 2 3 

20 ROLEPLAY 0 2 3 

21 OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) 0 1 2 3 

22 0 2 3 

23 0 2 3 

1. Which of the above teaching techniques do you believe have been most beneficial in 
assisting students to learn effectively? Identify the number(s) from the above list 
corresponding to the teclmique(s) of your choice. 

2. Please describe a specific illustration of one of your most successful teaching 
teclmiques. 
Course: 

Describe technique: 

3. Please describe any new or innovative technique you are currently trying 
Course: 
Describe teclmique: 
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Appendix I: Raw Data of Foreign Language TAs' Preferred Teaching Techniques 

French Gennan Spanish Average 
Rank Common Technigue (n=l) (n=2) (n=2) (n=5) STDEV 

1 Small Group Study 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 

2 Homework 2.00 3.00 3.00 2.67 0.24 
3 Discussion, Teacher-led 3.00 2.50 2.00 2.50 0.35 
4 Role Play 3.00 1.50 3.00 2.50 0.35 

5 Discussion, Student-led 3.00 0.50 3.00 2.17 0.59 
6 Student Presentation 2.00 2.50 2.00 2.17 0.59 
7 Questioning Students 1.00 2.50 3.00 2.17 0.59 
8 Review Sessions 2.00 2.50 2.00 2.17 0.59 
9 Demonstration 3.00 0.50 2.00 1.83 0.82 
10 Panel PresentationlDebate 2.00 0.50 2.00 1.50 1.06 

11 Peer Teaching 1.00 2.00 1.50 1.50 1.06 
12 Written Exams 2.00 2.50 2.50 1.40 1.13 
13 Lecture 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.18 
14 Individualized Instruction 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.33 1.18 
15 Practical Exams 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.18 
16 ResearchlWritten Papers 2.00 0.00 1.50 1.17 1.30 
17 SlidesifilmsJvideotapes 1.00 0.50 1.50 1.00 1.41 
18 Computer Aided Instr. 0.00 0.00 3.00 1.00 1.41 
19 Field Trips 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.67 1.65 
20 Independent Study 1.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 1.77 
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Appendix J: Raw Data from Comparison of Preferred Instructional Techniques by UA 
Foreign Language TAs and Their Teacher Educators (TE) 

TAAverage TEAverage 
TARank Common TeclmilJ.ue (n=5) (n=3l TERank 

Group Study 3.00 2.67 2 0.14 
2 Homework 2.67 2.67 2 0.06 
3 Teacher-led disc. 2.50 2.67 2 -0.12 
3 RolePlay 2.50 1.33 14 0.57 
5 Student-led disc. 2.17 2.67 2 -0.32 
5 Student Pres. 2.17 2.67 2 -0.22 
5 Question Students 2.17 3.00 -0.26 
5 Review Sessions 2.17 1.00 16 0.71 
9 Demonstration 1.83 1.67 II -0.04 
to Panel PresentationlDeb. 1.50 1.67 II -0.17 

10 Peer Teaching 1.50 2.33 8 -0.44 
12 Written Exams 1.40 2.33 8 0.03 
13 Lecture 1.33 1.67 II -0.38 
13 Individualized Instruction 1.33 1.33 14 0.05 
13 Practical Exams 1.33 2.00 10 -0.54 
16 ResearchlWritten Papers 1.17 2.67 2 -1.00 
17 SlideslFilmsNideotapes 1.00 0.67 19 0.37 

17 Computer Assist. Instr. 1.00 1.00 16 0.13 
19 Field Trips 0.67 0.00 20 0.67 
20 Independent Study 0.50 0.33 19 0.45 



Appendix K: Sample Indirect Dialogue between novice TAs and their teacher educators 

Professors Talking about Teaching 
I asked the professors if they thought their T As tended to use the concepts 
they have taught them. 
Mary: Sometimes. I think very often they do and especially after I can get 
very concrete examples from their own teaching .. .1 think it's the place where it 
becomes less theory and more practice ... and then that discussion afterwards 
seems to be the place where things really start to geL.I think there are times 
when people get syllabus-driven, test-driven ... and I think it's unfortunate, but I 
think it happens to all ofus ... there's son ofa falling back on the tried-and-true­
lecture-drill-and-kill-question-answer -bang-bang-bang-Iet' s-get -through-this-as­
fast-as-we-can, you know, approach. 

Karen: No. They go into some son oftwiIight zone and panic and they don't 
do anything that I've taught them except for making their classes more student­
centered because then they don't have to do anything and they're not being 
watched. So, what I find on videos or when I'm in a classroom is that the 
teachers are doing things that put the burden on the students, but are not 
indicative of what they are normally doing in the classroom. 

TAs' Reactions to their Professor's comments 

Pauline: The first thing that comes to my mind is that everybody told us a lot 
about interactive teaching and then they kept us in lectures for the whole day. 
They would stand there and talk and talk and talk and we would sit there in our 
chairs .. .1 said "well, great. " ... They're not fulfilling their own philosophy in 
many cases I think 

Gordy: I had to do a video, and I critiqued it. It was temble. I taught the 
class terribly. That's my opinion and I hope I don't get fired for it. It wasn't 
really a typical day in the classroom. It wasn't necessarily worse or better, but 
I thought that I could achieve some panicuJar goals .. But as it turns out those 
goals were actually achieved by the students the day previous ... She's certainly 
not getting an accurate picture with the videos. She also mentioned that she's 
going to review the videos with the GATs. I'd love to hear about when that's 
going to happen, or that it was going to happen at all. 
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Prosper: Yeah, some of them do try to put it in practice ... some of them have 
come up with excuses, which are usually lied to the time constraints ... but still I 
think the waste is to implement those things that are getting too much the edge in 
terms of time. I think part of it also is that... when they start something that's 
more student-centered, where the student has to look more for the answer on 
their own, and the student gets frustrated and says "hey, give us the answer and 
let's move on" they tend to give in really fast and say "okay." 

I asked the professors if they had any concerns about the teaching that I 
recorded 
Prosper: Yes, I do ... when I look at these, I see that it's always teacher-student, 
teacher-student, teacher-student And I see very little student-student, or student­
group of students ... these will look to me that the classroom is really teacher-led 
basically. And I don't think that's what we plan to accomplish .. .! do see 
something that they're doing really well. For example, I see that whenever 
they're dealing with grammatical instruction, they tend to have some sort of very 
good, immediate type of correction ... and then when we're dealing with a more 
open, or discussion type, they tend not to correct as much. And that's part of the 
course that we're trying to get in. And also, I don't know if method will make 
you the best teacher .. .it's your ability to think, to read your class, to see what cues 
are coming from your students and then to adjust to those cues. That will make 
you a better teacher, not the method per se.". 

Raistlin: The class itself, the lecture itself did not help me directly for my 
classes. It's those little hints that the teachers give us, it was extremely practical, 
really helped me ..... because learning style, the way to teach in school, well we 
can figure out that... we could eventually find out a way to be teachers the way 
they want us to teach, 

Indira: Well, there've been a lot oftips on learning skills, strategies that have 
been taught to me ... we got things that really made me discover something that I 
never knew before, like so many strategies existed for learning and you could use 
them and the different methods to impart language. So I would use all the advice 
and hints given that were noLall the strategies that I haven't learned 
before ... they're the ones that I'll categorize especially and focus attention on ... .! 
mean it's much more useful talking around to people and kind of increasing your 
awareness about yourself as a GAT than just sitting and listening to speeches one 
after another ... at times you'll just be dropping, you just don't hear what's going 
on .. 

Laticia: Uh hum. And then also there are times when you present something in 
class and then they don't understand, you have to do it over, it's like teacher­
student again, isn't it? Group work, they tend to be a little bit reluctant 
sometimes. I tell them "okay, we're gonna get into groups of two, or groups of 
three, you're gonna do thIs, you have five minutes, and then share your responses 
with another group." I say, "you have to get up, to move in the classroom, you 
have to move in the classroom to go to another group." And they're like "Ah!" 
Or they find someone who's next to them. I say "you have to move around the 
classroom." Now they're doing it, but before they were not doing it. 
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Karen: This looks like somebody who's just being much more prescriptive than 
what I would suggest...They're wasting a lot oftime because they keep writing 
vocabulary items on the board instead of demonstrating things ... This is much 
more audiolingual type thing than what we've done during our practice sessions 
with developing vocabulary ... There isn't any kind of studyen-centered 
interaction going on that would lead me to think it was a communicative 
approach ... this kind of thing appeals to students who don't want to work their 
brains at all. And the ones who want to communicate are going to learn to 
communicte no matter what the method is. 

Mary: Very generally not because ... there's clearly not a lecture style in most 
cases. The one where it's about the Berlin Wall and so on, it seems that there's a 
lot more teacher-centeredness before students come in, but I think occasionally 
that is valid ... but the rest seems to reflect to me a very interactive approach, a 
very student-response based approach ... there are fewer display questions than I 
would have assumed, which I find very positive .. .I can see how there would be a 
constant back and forth between a teacher and a student, you know this S, T, S, T 
basically, and still be an extremely student-centered course .. .I know I talk a lot in 
the classes I teach and I still think it's student-centered in many ways .. .I'm 
always buzzing around with group work or pair work, or they're talking among 
themselves and I'm joining in over here, where if it were recorded in a certain 
way, that would be a teacher comment, but it's surrounded by student 
comrnents ... other times it's a very directive, teacher-centered kind oftalk that I 
engage in. 

Indira: Well, in the beginning I was very teacher-centered because I had to teach 
them something before they could communicate ... because when you're receiving 
some kind of basic education, basic knowledge about something, it needs to be 
teacher-centered ... later on I started giving them more freedom and I made it 
more student-centered. Once they showed their ability to talk about something 
or do an activity by themselves, I kept giving them a little extra freedom ... now 
they have at least 90% of the freedom in class 

Ana: Entonces, si esta persona esta haciendo esto, necesita que Ia Dra. 
Smith Ie muestre c6mo hacerlo de otra manera. EI problema es que nosotros Ia 
damos a ella como un modelo. Esto no es mas que una repetici6n de la forma 
en Ia que ella enseiia sus clases. Entonces si esta persona no sabe otTa manera, 
entonces 10 que necesita es que aIguien este mano a mano, Ie diga "mire, c6mo 
podemos cambiar esto?" Porque ellibro de Omaggio no te dice esto. Entonces 
tal vez ella no tiene tiempo de hacerlo pero tal vez ella podria hablar con uno de 
los estudiantes graduados que ya se cons'idera buenos profesores y decirlo "por 
que no trabajas un poquito mas cerca de esta otra persona. Invita a tu clase. 
Ayudala con un "lesson plan. "" Eso es 10 que yo digo. Puede ser que tenga 
raz6n y que en verdad sea nada mas puro vocabulario y todo eso, pero ese 
maestro no va a cambiar basta que se Ie enseiie las otras posibilidades de 
hacerlo de otra manera. 

Pauline: I get a better feeling for what students can relate to better and I get a 
better feeling what I can really use and take into my classroom from the methods 
that are presented to me and what I can't...planning the student-student 
interaction more to an actual end ... some concrete outcome ... the most rewarding 
exercise is always like students work in groups and then the outcome of those 
groups provide input for the other groups, and that way they really have to react 
to it and have to somehow get information out of it. 
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I asked the professors why students like the ways their TAs teach despite 
theirown preferences for student interaction or active involvement teaching 
techniques. 

Karen: Well they don't have to do anything. They're not putting out a lot of 
effort .. the students can't see the long term benefits until they get to the end of the 
road and look back. .. when they get to the end of the line they're asked "well what 
did you accomplish?" These are the people who say "well my teacher never 
taught me anything, I can't go on to literature because she never taught me how 
to read." 

Prosper: I think they like them because it's less challenging ... Also it's so 
predictable. Every day the routine would be the same ... And also I forgot 
something. Grades. The grade also works on it 

Mary: It's much more like all of their other classes in the university setting. It's 
much more consumerism approach to learning, and it takes a lot of expansion 
and willingness to expand their horizons in all senses to engage in this kind of 
learning. But I think that once we convince students that it's worth taking the 
risk, that's why they keep coming back to our programs, that's why the language 
teachers are the ones that they really get to know, that's why the language 
teachers are the ones that write letters of recommendation for them, because it 
was a real learning relationship and not just a consumerist class. But it takes 
some development time for the students too to get used to that approach. 

Ana: El punto de vista de sus estudiantes no es el mismo. Si para ella, que tiene 
tantos anos ensenando, es dificil conseguir que nosotros tengamos toda, 0 sea 
dirijamos la clase, participemos activamente, usemos el material de una manera 
creativa, y no 10 consigue, es muy logico que nosotros tampoco podamos hacer. 
Yaqui seguramente ella haber dicho que nosotros eramos "teacher-centered," 
eso es su opinion. Lo cual no la niego. Su idea es que nosotros no hemos podido 
dirigir nuestras clases hacia los estudiantes, que las mantenemos todavia 
demasiado dependientes en nosotros, 10 cual puede ser que tenga razen. A mi 
me gustaria poder quitarme mas responsabilidad a mi, y hacer que mis 
estudiantes fueran responsables de mas de su pro pia educacion. No 10 he 
logrado, yo se que es algo que me falta hacer. 

Raistlin: I don't want grade for 101. For some reason I would rather see much 
more interaction instead of grading. I think they should have just one general 
grade for the end of the semester and lots of interaction during the class. And 
the teacher will just give a pass or fail. That's it, we need a pass or fail for 10 1 
the first semester 

Pauline: There is this big difference between the expectation, the "should," and 
the actual "is." I think the most important thing I learned in the methods course 
was the way of acquiring knowledge .. .it's a very involved way oflearning 
because it involves all your personality and constant reflection about your own 
actions. It's no good to just learn the facts that are in the book on teaching. That 
really was a good way to teach me, and I've never learned that way ... On the other 
hand, I have two or three students who say "Iam totally lost I cannot, I want my 
vocabulary charts. I want my conjugations. I have no clue what's going on." I'm 
like this free person who just can try to put something together. Free flow. And 
they're really getting lost, really getting frustrated. One is dropping out of my 
class now. And our supervisor wasn't really offering help with that 
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I asked the professors if they thought students would prefer the active, 
discovery methods to the traditional information-giving style of teaching if 
students were trained to understand student-centered techniques 

Mary: I don't know, I don't think you can make a blanket statement like 
that at all. I think there are times when they also see that they're learning and 
they can really work with this kind of approach. I think there are many times 
when they'd rather just consume information and spit it back, but...we have to 
convince them that that's not what language learning is about. 

Karen: No. I don't think they would because students are very passive. 
They've been sitting in front ofTVs. What they really want is to have a hole 
drilled and everything poured in and they could walk away with it. 

Marion: I don't think it's possible. As innovative as you try to be, after three 
skits, they're not that innovative and fun anymore, and they just don't listen. And 
then I do the horrible thing of saying "Brian, can you tell me what John just 
said?" ... so I just try and get them to pay attention, but they don't care ... they think 
that it has to be completely teacher-centered. They do it for me, they do it to me. 
Sometimes they act something out while looking at me, who's at one comer of 
the room, and the whole class is in the other comer, and I say you know "at least 
tum around," you know,"direct it towards them." 

Gordy: I'm trying to implement some methods that I thought would be 
helpful. But actually just putting more burdens on myself and upon the students. 
So, when you adopt a method and then you abandon it, obviously it looks like 
the person doesn't know what they're doing. 
A lot of students, some talked about grades, but most of them I think, as you 
said, talked about being able to have conversations and interact with native 
speakers .... 

Klaus: I operate on the TV mentality where silence is bad. lf I ask a question 
or if I'm putting something out for them and it's silent for more than a second 
and 1/2 it's bad. Like if the TV or the radio goes silent and whoever the 
presenter, or the hostis, is saying something, that's really bad, that's 
considered to be bad, because there's supposed to be constant input. It seems as 
though nothing is going on. I can't be certain if they're thinking about it or if 
they're just completely confused and just waiting for me to give them an answer 
or move on to something else. That's one modification that I have to make, but 
you know I don't feel directed in any way to be able to do it. 
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Prosper: It's the way of doing things. If we were to change that and put in place 
a different way, probably in five, seven, ten years, that will become the way of 
doing things, the dominant paradigm. Would they like it more than the 
traditional way? Probably not. But will they learn more? Probably. 

I asked the professors what they would say to TAs if they claimed that 
student-centered, active methods would prevent them from covering the 
required curriculum. 

Karen: I mean this stuff (pointing to the observations) could be done in 2 
minutes. All they had to do was just write some information on the board and 
move on. 

Prosper: We're asking them to do things, and at the same time the institution is 
telling them to do some other things. And then they have to take care of their 
own studies also. So it gets to a point where they go for the practical "what can I 
do to make my class work best that will require me not to work too much so that 
I have time for my studies?" ... you can't blame 'em ... you have to recognize that 
those methods take a little more preparatio;) than the lecture approach. And I 
think also a lot of GATs are comfortable with that approach because that's how 
they learned. 

Raistlin: Okay, I want to tell you something .. theory for pedagogy .. .it's very 
nice .. but I don't think you can do anything with it, because what you have to 
do ... no matter what you do, you need to havehands on, you know what I mean? 
. . .Ifyou're not the kind of teacher students are looking for, if you're not 
someone who has good energy, it doesn't matter which theory you learn, you're 
not going to be a good teacher .. .it's something that has to be in you, it's not 
soething you can learn .. .it doesn't matter how much theory, how long you've 
gone to school, if you're not a good teacher, you're not going to be a good 
teacher. 

Gordy: I think that grammar can be pointed out in 1\\-'0 minutes, but it just 
doesn't sink in. The students don't retain it. 

Ana: Se sup one que los estudiantes son responsables por la gramatica. Se les 
dice al principio "Uds. son responsables de la gramatica. Aqui en la clase 
hacemos actividades para aplicar la gramatica." Bueno, pues, eso puede ser 10 
que se supone, pero si yo me doy cuenta de que los estudiantes no estan 
estudiando las conjugaciones de los verbos, no estan estudiando los cambios en 
la raa, no me queda de otra cosa mas de tomar yo la responsabilidad y 
empezarles a dar examencitos, porque eso es la mentalidad. Los estudiantes no 
estan acostumbrados a estudiar por aprender ellos mismos. Estan acostumbrados 
unicamente estudiar 10 indispensable para poder pasar la clase. 
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Mary: I would say it's a very valid concern, but I don't think it would 
prevent it. I think ultimately it will help them cover the required curriculum 
because it would make the learning more efficient and more comfortable for a 
variety of students and therefore in the whole picture progress would be made at 
least as fast if not faster. 

I asked, "Won't students be penalized if a TA doesn't teach to the required 
curriculum?" 

Karen: 
subjects. 

No, because we're developing skills, not knowledge of certain 

Pauline: I think they told us about so many methods to use in the classroom, but 
I don't really know how to combine on the one hand my graduate studies, and the 
TAship and so I don't think I will be able to teach that way, maybe, to use all 
those possibilities and that stuff I may be expected to use. And I see some 
problems with the syllabus because if you do all this creative stuff and, I don't 
know how you can get through to the final exams. 

Greta: Our supervisor brings up a culture point. She says language is culture, 
and I think that's really true, And then this also mentions teaching formal 
culture, and ... in some ways that's really good, but there's so much that they 
introduce in the books that you can't remember it. 

Gordy: They're cenainIy penalized. It comes out in the grades .. .It comes out 
to being knowledge of grammar and the testing methods, for instance giving the 
oral exams,.: .. , seeing how well they do with it...I don't think it gives them 
credit for their attempt at developing skills ... .I ended up lying to a large extent 
on filling out the comments on how well my students did because the grading 
system for that form was based upon whether or not they had to drop into 
English to answer the particular subject topic .. .1 try to grade students on what 
they were expected to do in my class. 
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Mary: I don't think so. I think it also depends on how we design our 
exams. I think we have to be somewhat consistently designed with what we're 
trying to accomplish in the teaching. 

Prosper: One of the things that came out in the past was the type of thing I was 
preaching in terms of testing ... and a TA was saying "well, that's not what you're 
telling us. You're telling us do this, do this, do this. And then when the test 
comes, the quiz comes, it's completely different. So what are we supposed to do? 
When we're teaching in class the way you said to teach, and they learn, the exam 
is not going the same way, then our students are in trouble." They're penalized ... 
That's been one of the issues that I'm strugg1ing with, I'm not sure how I'll solve 
it...I tried a couple years ago to have some sort of consistency between what I 
was preaching and how the tests would look, and the first people to complain 
about it were the GATs, saying "well, gee, the quizzes are too hard to grade 
because they're really holistic, there's a lot of open ended type of activities and 
they take time, they take a lot of time to grade, and we don't have that time." This 
issue now of how do you balance your own pedagogical beliefs and the reality of 
the world ofGATs--the fact that technically they're supposed to work 20 hours-­
how do you balance it? It's not easy at all. 

I asked the professors how they accounted for TAs who don't apply the 
methods they have taught them in the methods course. 

Pauline: There's not enough communication between the T As to agree on a 
subject...in oder to change it, we all must agree on a different topic, and that's 
very hard and that's too much time ... we have all the subjects in the book. .. so 
that's what we are asking for now, really stupid things like "what's the capital?" 
and "when do stores closeT' That's what's in the book and it's really almost 
ridiculous because we have departmental classroom observation sheets and that's 
one part "overdependency on the textbook" and so that's a negative aspect. But 
if you don't take everything out of the book you certainly get behind so I have to 
say "well, I either have to skip the parts" and that's a disadvantage for my 
students or I have to say "well, we do this but learn that at home because you 
know you need to have it for the exam." 

Raistlin: I think the tests, it's very imponant to chose a person, the right 
person, to write the tests, for the whole department. And I strongly recommend 
whoever decides this, to put two people, instead of just one, to just decide to go 
ahead with two people to make the test up, not just one. 
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Prosper: Oh, now we're getting somewhere .. J'm also looking at interaction 
patterns in classrooms. It's incredible. When you talk to those GATs you can 
see how knowledgeable they are in terms of communicative, proficiency 
approaches, and then you go see their classes, and it's a whole different matter. 

Karen: They tend to do that because until they get external reinforcement 
as to what is successful--it can take a couple of student evaluations complaining 
that they haven't been prepared to go on to the next level, or in the worse case 
scenario, they get to the point where they're looking for jobs and they're asked 
about how they would present a class and the people are shocked--it takes effort 
to change, it takes creativity and imagination to change and it takes some sort of 
conviction that they don't know best. There are a lot of people who think that 
they know better than anybody else. 

indIra: As for us using this same kind of power in our class .. J don't think I can 
use some other power because my students are still in the process of learning the 
language. So I can't possibly share the power ... but at the most I can make them 
prepare a certain lesson or certain topic for the next class and make them talk .. 
So that's about all I can do. 

Klaus: Even if you're a facilitator you're still putting things in a certain direction 
for the students. The personal power thing, that's just a good way to keep control 
over the thing without letting it unravel on you. It's something to get away from 
eventually as you learn better how to teach I think. . 

Gordy: If I were to act entirely as a facilitator and allowed my students to learn 
what they were most interested in, are we supposed to rewrite the activities and 
the exams in the computer lab when my students ... go in different directions? 

Raquel: Our supervisor has a responsibility just like we have a responsibility to 
our students to teach them well. I think she misunderstands us about our beliefs. 
I think that she doesn't think that we're as willing to change as we are. I think 
that the change occurs by watching demonstration. It would be nice to get some 
feedback from an authority figure. A lot of the feedback we get is too late for it 
to be beneficial to us. 
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Mary: They see a much bigger gulf between what goes on in the methods 
class and what they do everyday in their classroom ... onIy towards the end of the 
semester, or maybe sometimes the end of their first year, they can start pulling all 
these things together and seeing how it affects them and their own, actual 
everyday teaching ... that's why I take a big chunk of time from the 579 class to 
view videos and talk about them because that's where they can see in a very 
personalized way the effects of the theory and decision making and informed 
eclecticism ... 

I asked if their T As were willing to try discovery or inductive methods once 
they learned about them in the methods course 

Pauline: I think my motivation to teach dropped somehow over the course of 
the semester because of lack of time. And so I couldn't constantly try 
something out. And then another effort was when we did the video teaching in 
the methods class. I was kind of disappointed because it was all so traditional. 
I mean I didn't want to do so but I somehow feel that they are, I mean what I do 
is pretty good, so you don't have to put much more effort on it. On the other 
hand, the methods class is excellem to raise awareness about what is going on 
in the classroom and to be much more reflective ... So it's a two fold thing ... she 
thinks we are really good, good to excellem ... and I really think we're very good 
T As, but the problem is that still most of those T As do not teach the way we are 
supposed to teach ... there is this big difference between the expectation, the 
"should," and the actual "is." So I don't know if that means if you employ a 
little bit of communicative teaching then that's fine already ... on the other hand 
she was saying that we're not creative or really innovative and we're really not 
courageous enough to try something totally new, to experiment a whole lot. 
And as I already said, I don't think it's possible. Time constraints ... time 
constraining from our side like having the time to prepare all this and even more 
important concerning the constraints of the syllabus. 
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Karen: No. Nobody is going to rush out and start using anything. It takes a 
long process to get them convinced they need to try new things. People are 
afraid to try new things. And this group is much different from what they were 
three years ago, five years ago, or ten years ago because they've got a peer 
system that supports what they're doing. 

Klaus: At the beginning, J was still feeling my way around, trying to figure out 
how much time I needed for things, who was answering questions, what kinds of 
questions in my mind were being answered by students, what kinds of activities 
were working and how they were working. I was rolling through a lot of 
assignments .. .it took me a little while to gauge just how much time they needed 
to complete things and ... what their attitude toward the whole thing was ... what 
they thought of me personally ... and then things just sort of settled down and got 
into a routine and I don't know if I changed because things settled down or if 
things settled down because I changed .. '! know I've definitely started allowing 
more time for answers, being a little bit more comfortable with silence ... being a 
little more comfortable with their input I tend to have most things coming from 
their seats to me, you know, people raising their hands calling on things or 

. people working in groups. I don't have people moving about so much except to 
get into their groups. I don't do skits or anything like that. Not a whole lot of 
song and dance. 

Gordy: I cenainly have problems when I try to implement a particular 
approach. Let's face the facts. I'm trying to implement theory in my 
approaches, but often times my classroom activities are designed to meet 
specific grammar requirements. As far as a particular theory ... I definitely 
agree with Monitor Theory in trying to have a division between language 
learning and language acquisition, but that's tending to break down in my class 
in my attempt to meet Cognitive Theory goals and teaching cultural context in 
my classes. I'm simply running out of time to teach grammar, such as preterite 
versus imperfect, and it's getting thrown in in addition to my lesson plans, it's 
not even in the lesson plans, it's just coming to the class and having to address 
it then because I don't have time to address it in my lesson plans and for the 
methods class I have to implement particular lesson plans, particular materials, 
not to mention the development of exams for the next semester. I'm developing 
exams for the next semester, outside the methods course, but those have to be 
implemented. So I'm having a hard time maintaining the Monitor Theory goals. 
But Cognitive Theory would be the main emphasis in my class. 
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Mary: I think that they're, in general, very hesitant, very conservative in 
the sense of trying something new, because they're still struggling ... �~�t�h� issues of 
classroom management, of the power relationships in the classroom, in what 
happens in their own classrooms, of how to balance the needs of the syllabus and 
the needs of the textbook, with what they are hearing about in other sources, or 
what they think about. And I think it is more the rare T A who takes that leap of 
faith in trying something really new and different, often. And I think some of 
them are very aware of the fact that they want to change and develop and 
integrate these ideas that they have conceptually into what they are actually 
doing, but that experiential phase is missing where they just gradually move 
forward, or move out... in that it is a big leap offaith for many of them. And I 
think it just takes time. I've never seen it accomplished in one semester. I think 
personal, cognitive style has a lot to do with this too, and personality in general-­
the risk taking types may be able to really accomplish something like this after 
their first year. 

Prosper: If I make you embrace those methodologies, coaching you in ways of 
doing them, and the curricular structure is not changed, it wouldn't do any good. 
Because ifwe continue to have the same type of testing, type of evaluation, to 
continue to have the same type of distrust of GATs--we think that they're not 
good enough to be responsible for a class on their own--we have to sort of cage 
them in some sort of curricular parameters--" do this, do exactly this, do this, do 
this, do this"-even if tliey embrace those approaches, well, it's not going to 
change a lot. No, you have to revamp the whole machinery. 

Marion: In terms of control, I think I still have the same amount of control, but 
in a different way. The nature of my taIk--actually today in class, I'm kind of 
upset about it, because I know that I'm going to have to do a lot oftaIking 
because there's just no way around it, to catch up, do housekeeping. 

Greta: When I look at some of the T-S, I try to get more of the T-S-S or 
something like that. If I'm like talking to you, I 'd say "how's Steve?" And then I 
try to elicit them to ask the other student and things like that. Sometimes it 
doesn't work, you know "Gut." "How do you know that man?" I think at fIrst 
you're, it's comfortable to be teacher-centered, because you know what you want 
to do and you're not used to working with the big group ... my class is still very 
much teacher-centered because I try ... like ifwe're playing Simon Says, I'll start 
the game off and then I'll pick somebody, you know, or whoever loses has to do 
it 

"So," I asked Greta, "you're still controlling, directing where the activity leads?" 

Greta: Yeah. But I'm trying to withdraw and I'm trying to fInd better activities. 
And it's hard to fInd activities. 

Raistlin: ... from beginning to end, I'm exactly the same. I believe I'm student­
centered because I just do what they want me to do. If they're bored, I just 
change the activity. If they like the same activity, I just keep going with the 
same. If I fInd out something is complicated, I just change it. I try to do as much 
group thing as possible. 

Indira: Well he says that he thinks that he needs to tell us that we don't have to 
go from page to page and say, you know, go as a routine kind of a thing .. But I 
would rather much like it if he kind of designed a lesson plan, a model lesson 
plan, and showed it to us and say "okay, this is the kind that it should be." 
Because all of us frankly fInd it very difficult to go without a textbook because 
that's what students expect. And they are like, you know, "do we need to learn 
this lesson? This lesson? That lesson?" So, you know, in order to answer their 
questions we are forced to follow the textbook. .. 
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I asked what the professors do in the methods course itself to help incoming 
T As get in touch with their own classroom personalities. 

Prosper: I'm not sure we have done a whole lot in that area. Probably should. 
All I've done in tenns of helping them understand their class is simply tell them 
to try to know all your students ... and try to have some clear cut construct with 
your students-they know what you're expecting from them, what they are to 
expect from you, �~�t�c�.� That's the extent of what we're really doing to help them to 
get in touch with their personalities in the class. And I think we should probably 
be doing more. 

Karen: I make them watch themselves on video. I make other people 
observe them and talk to them. And then we spend a lot of time talking about 
what they have done and I get them to try things, and then come back to report 
on how something different worked. 

Mary: Video teaching and discussions of it... also it's required that they 
observe each other and observe more advanced people who have at least taught 
one year here .. .I see the whole program as a much more important, total source 
of infonnation about their own teaching ... I do try to do a lot of it in the methods 
class, but I also want the whole picture to be seen, especially by the people who 
are our T As in our programs. 

I asked the professors why they did not encourage teacher-centered 
teaching techniques in their methods classes. 

Indira: My control has changed in the sense that my students know exactly what 
I expect in every kind of activity that I give. These days I have a different 
approach in the sense, I ask the student, and if he gives me a wrong answer for it, 
I make him develop and try to think about an alternative or think of correct 
answer or something. I mean I just don't say "okay, no that's the wrong answer" 
and I don't go to the next student. I make him work it out. 

I asked Indira if she experienced problems when she tried to implement a 
particular approach she learned from the methods course. 

Indira: Yes. I feel very restricted. I feel I'm being chained down to something. 
So whatever methods I adopt are those that I feel I'm very comfortable with and 
that my students like it a lot. That's all. That's all that matters to me. 

Ana: Ella pudiera decirnos directamente a nosotros si no estamos poniendo en 
pnictica 10 que ella nos enseiia en la clase de metodos. En esta clase, hemos 
recibido muchas ideas nuevas, muchas fonnas de enseiiar, cosas que podemos 
utilisar en las clases, pero en ninglin momento se nos ha dicho si 10 estamos 
haciendo bien 0 si 10 estamos haciendo mal. Habhibamos de nuestra 
preocupacion de no tener suficiente tiempo para presentar el material, y ya que, 
parece que no se va a cambiar, pues no nos queda otro remedio que tratar de ser 
creativos y ver como podemos. Pero mi pregunta es si de verdad al final los 
estudiantes estan aprendiendo tanto como el departamento cree. 

Marion: They·re very tough things that she makes us do, but, I mean they're 
like, you know the videotaping, while you're doing it, before doing it just made 
me want to die, but afterwards you know, of course it was very helpful to see 
myself. 
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Karen: Because I'm trying to get them to do things that are going to be more 
effective because we've got to move our students into the real world. And even 
though they don't like it, they become accustomed to, and some of them do end 
up liking the idea of going out and using the language and interacting. 

Klaus: I get the idea of teacher-centered as me imparting something to 
them ... "Alright, these are the verbs, the conjugations in such and so tense, with 
this ending." Give 'em examples of all the different variations and stem 
changes ... student-centered would be we go about our business I assume, let them 
talk to me, let their sort of incorrect things come out and then maybe me every 
now and then just kind of repeating what they say or standing off to the side and 
sort of letting it happen. Now that doesn't mean anything the way I said it. Give 
them tasks to do, various activities, where they have to speak and I come and 
take a look at how they're speaking, when one of ' em will say something like "yo 
oyo mlisica" and I'm like "ah, tU oyes mlisica? Yo tambien oigo musica." And 
hope that they .. .just sort of 'get it' which DOESN'T seem like it works all the 
time. 

Ana: En general ahora se trata de preguntarles las cosas en que elios van a dar 
respuestas mas Iargas. Tengo que encontrar alguna manera en la que pueda 
tener una relacion cercana a ellos pero que al rnismo tiempo tengan mas respeto 
por el salon de clase, 0 sea por rni ... que sepan que soy su arniga pero que no 
pueden estar platicando en la clase, que tengan que poner atencion ... 
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Prosper: Okay, we know our students want teacher-centeredness. Right? And 
although we know that, we're still teaching student-centeredness. And you're 
asking why don't we do the teacher-centeredness .. .1 think we have to admit that 
student-centered classrooms really do maximize not only student talk time, but 
also student use of the target language. And also it does create a richer 
environment for language learning. We know that from research. And we know 
that if you compare student-centered classrooms to teacher-centered classrooms, 
the amount of, or exposure, or use oflanguage is greater in the student-centered 
classroom, because the person who really uses the language in the teacher­
centered class is the teacher. So if we're going for communicative competence, it 
seems to me clear cut that a student-centered classroom would be better. But 
again, you're right, the resistance is there. The students themselves are saying 
"no, we don't want that, we want the teacher-centered classroom." Now how can 
we justify doing student-centered when the students are saying "we don't want 
that." Again, it's the whole issue of learner training. Do they know what's really 
good for them? Or are they going for what's easiest for them? 

Finally I asked the professors how they personally improved their own 
teaching. 

Prosper: One of the things I do is to try not to be static. Try different things. 
And then go home and think about it seriously "did it �w�o�~�k�?�"� "Have the students 
also said something about it--what do you think about what we did last time? 
How did you feel?" I think that's the best thing--experimentation--trying things 
out, because once you become fixed, things are too routinized, it's dangerous. 

Karen: (laughs). I don't have an answer to that because I'm lucky if I can 
even get to class now. I mean, ya know, reading, coming up with new methods, 
but I can't answer that. I don't even know where to begin. 

Raistlin: Alright there's a problem because it goes opposite with the book. Our 
supervisor doesn't want us to use the book. However the teacher has to provide 
the information for the book, therefore we're getting more teacher-centered that 
way because if we could just only use the book, it would be easier to do a 
student-student than a student-teacher. You know what I mean? It's 
controversial. 

Raistlin: I think it's perfectly honest what our supervisor's talking about. Yeah, I 
agree with him ... co-owned power, you structure the thing, design it, and 
whatever comes about, you know if they want to change things around, that's 
fme, it's like everybody works at the same level. 

Gordy: I feel like she's winging it through these classes. I don't know what to 
say about that. I know she has a lot of other demands, just as I have a lot of 
other demands and I end up winging it in my classes too ..... 
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Mary: Content. I do an awful lot of checks for feedback from my class. 
And that's a risk taking thing for the professor in this case, but once you get used 
to that, to me it's a very rich source offeedback. I started having them do 
learning logs where they reflect on how the class is going. That's a real big 
source for me of what went well, what didn't get across, what I did poorly, what 
could be done in a better way, where they didn't feel their needs were being 
addressed or where they did feel that this was great, and then I pumped up that 
part. 

Marion: That's right. She's really trying. Seriously, she's always asking us 
what we think about what we did, 
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