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ABSTRACT

CHINESE LANGUAGE TEACHERS’ PEDAGOGICAL BELIEFS ANBELF-
REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION OF STANDARDS-BASED, LEARNER
CENTERED INSTRUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES

Melissa S. Ferro, PhD
George Mason University, 2014

Dissertation Director: Dr. Marjorie Hall Haley

Current trends in foreign/world language educatimotine United States include
the application of the Standards for Foreign Lagguaearning (currently World
Readiness Standards for Learning Languages) inde@entered instructional practices.
Recognized nationally as the benchmark for whajuage learners should know and be
able to do, these standards are also part of tHEFAQCATE (currently
ACTFL/CAEP) Standards for the Preparation of Fardignguage Teachers. Both sets
of standards are used as guiding documents fordigléunded professional
development programs for critical need languagehtes that include Chinese.

The recent growth in Chinese language programsdsadted in a shortage of
qualified teachers within the United States. Tidliie void, school districts have relied
on guest teacher programs or have directly rectté@achers from abroad themselves.

Although highly proficient in the target languagelgossessing a deep understanding of



their home cultures, international teachers mayrifamiliar with the cultural context of
education in U.S. schools that includes implemensitandards-based, learner-centered
instruction.

This mixed-methods study investigated the pedagbieliefs and the self-
reported instructional practices of Chinese languagchers to determine the extent to
which their beliefs and practices aligned with gtal-based, learner-centered
instruction. The participants attended at least federally funded, standards-based
professional development program and were teacbimgese in a U.S. classroom at the
time of this research. Qualitative and quantimatiata were collected from 71 Chinese
language teachers from across the United State<whnpleted a survey. Additionally,
there were 17 teachers who participated in telephaterviews and four teachers who
took part in seven classroom observations.

The findings indicated the participants had knowkedf and the ability to
implement the SFLL in learner-centered activitied assessments. However, the
frequency with which they applied the five domanfishe SFLL varied, indicating areas
of alignment and incongruence between their pedagbbeliefs and instructional
practices. Further analysis revealed the partitgoevere acutely aware of the differences
in their home cultures of education and those wheg now teach. These differences
related to four commonly shared challenges: classrmanagement, student motivation,
use of the target language, and teacher-studenttores. The investigation of these
challenges and how their beliefs and practicesrdaeincluded constructs such as

teacher agency, identity, and cognition. As suddiferent cultural contexts of education



should be valued and considered a legitimate nitigdactor between language
teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and their applicabibstandards-based, learner-centered

instruction.



I. INTRODUCTION

In the post-September 11, 2001 era, the focus d2 ublic education within the
United States has expanded from preparing studes citizens of a democracy to
preparing them for global citizenship with the #@pito navigate through language
barriers and cultural differences. This preparaiicludes the knowledge and skills
necessary to develop global perspectives of ndtsswarity and local economies
(Committee for Economic Development [CED], 2006 important are these global
perspectives that in the United States, awarerfesgtional and international security has
led to the creation of the National Security Largguénitiative (NSLI). Introduced by
President George W. Bush in 2006, the NSLI has besrstained, collaborative effort by
the Secretaries of State, Education, Defense,tenB®irector of National Intelligence.
This inter-agency initiative has made foreign laaggi education a national priority by
recognizing that “foreign language skills are etis¢éto engaging foreign governments
and peoples, especially in critical world regiclaspromote understanding, convey
respect for other cultures, and encourage refolnS (Department of Education, Office
of Postsecondary Education [DOR)08, p. 1). According to the NSLI, critical need
languages (CNLs) include Arabic, Chinese, Japar&s®an, Russian, and the families

of Indic, Persian, and Turkic languages. The goathe NSLI include increasing the
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number of students studying CNLs, the number ohaded level speakers of CNLs in
the United States, and the number of CNL teachexsadle to teach in U.S. schools
(DOE, 2008.

Since the founding of the NSLI, a rapid increasdemand for CNL teachers has
resulted in a shortage of qualified teachers withenUnited States. School districts have
actively recruited CNL teachers from other coustte fill the void (Asia Society, 2005,
2010; CED, 2006). The Asia Society has focusedipally on the shortage of Chinese
(i.e., Mandarin) language teachers for K-12 and-pesondary education within the
United States. Their 2010 report noted that tlaeeeseveral programs that recruit guest
teachers from China to teach Mandarin in U.S. sishaacluding those sponsored by the
College Board, the Fulbright Teacher Exchange Rigand the Office of Chinese
Language Council International, also known as Hanb¥s a result of this recruitment, a
total of 449 guest teachers were placed in U.Sdshetween 2006 and 2010 (Asia
Society, 2010). International teachers are in ligimand because they are proficient in
foreign/world languages and have a deep understgraditheir home cultures.

However, many may be unfamiliar with the culturahtext of U.S. schools, including
Western pedagogical methods and approaches tltat thia learner at the center of
standards-based instruction (Asia Society, 20080R20To facilitate their transition to
standards-based, learner-centered instruction®n $thools, several agencies, both
private and public, have begun to offer profesdideaelopment to international teachers

who have been recruited to teach critical needdaggs in the United States.
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CNL Professional Development

The growth in programs that provide professionaktigpment to pre-service, in-
service, and would-be CNL teachers has been faeititthrough various federal
initiatives (CED, 2006; DOE, 2008). This dissadatstudy will focus on one such
initiative, STARTALK, because the researcher hatkas to Chinese language teachers
who had attended STARTALK teacher programs from72002011. This access was
the result of her work on the administrative argeegch team for the STARTALK
Summer Institutes that were held at George Masawdisity (GMU) between 2008 and
2011.

STARTALK. In 2007, the NSLI began funding both student aadher
programs for increasing the number of CNL speaktsn the United States. These
programs have been funded through federal gramtsrihe STARTALK name. The
STARTALK teacher professional development progréypsgcally occur during the
summer and are held at educational institutionssgcthe United States. They may vary
in content, but each program follows a templateetam two sets of nationally
recognized standards, the Standards for Foreigguage Learning (SFLL) and the
ACTFL/NCATE Standards for the Preparation of Fondigisnguage Teachers.

Standards for Foreign Language Learning.The SFLL were first developed in
1996 through the National Standards in Foreign Lagg Education Project (NSFLEP).
Although they are not intended to be curriculunmdtads, they are widely used as

guidelines for the development of curriculum anel dielivery of foreign/world language
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instruction. The five domains of the SFLL focusdaage teaching and learning on (1)
the development of communicative skills; (2) thelerstanding of the products,
practices, and perspectives of other culturesh@xonnection of language study with
other content areas; (4) the comparison of othikur@s to one’s own; and (5) the
extension of language study beyond the classrodimettocal communities. Under these
five domains, foreign/world language instructionlonger seeks to teach language skills
(reading, writing, speaking and listening) in igma. Rather, foreign/world language
instruction emphasizes the integration of langusgiés in order to engage learners with
interpreting, presenting, and sharing informatimeemmunicative events that mirror
real-life language usage.

In the fall of 2013, these standards were “refrdshased upon the 2011 repéit
Decade of Foreign Language Standards: Impact, érfae, and Future Direction3hey
are now referred to as the World Readiness Staadardroreign Languages. According
to the 2011 report, recommendations for updatedrg®ns of the SFLL came from
within the foreign/world language, particularly fibre Connections and Communities
Standards. Complete descriptions can be accessed fr

http://www.actfl.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/Wotld

ReadinessStandardsforLearningLanguages.pté request reflects educational

innovations including the Common Core Standardsranent publications on 21
century skills for the global environment. Howeuagcause the present study was

conducted using the previous descriptions of the diomains and the prior name (i.e.
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Standards for Foreign Language Learning), the Skilllbe the term used throughout
this dissertation.

Standards for foreign language teachersThe ACTFL/NCATE Standards were
developed in 2002 by the American Council on thacheng of Foreign Languages
(ACTFL) and the National Council for the Accreditat of Teacher Education
(NCATE). These standards have been widely accdptede field of foreign/world
language teacher education. Teacher preparatogngns use these standards to
establish benchmarks in courses that comprise Kifidl foreign/world language
teacher licensure programs. These benchmarkslmthe ability to use the SFLL to
meet the diverse needs of today’s language leahyedsveloping the knowledge, skills,
and dispositions to foster communicative proficieand cultural competence using
standards-based, learner-centered instruction.

It is important to note that in July 2013, NCATEnsolidated with the other large
U.S. accreditation institution called the Teachdué&ation Accreditation Council
(TEAC). This consolidation has resulted in the @oufor the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP), the new and exclusive U.S.ealitation organization for educator
preparation programs. In December 2013, an updetesion of the ACTFL/NCATE
Standards was approved by CAEP to form the ACTFIEEAtandards of 2013. In this
study, the acronym ACTFL/NCATE is retained becagseher preparation programs are

in transition and continue to align with those esurstandards until 2016. In addition, the



language from the set of standards establishe@0@ %/as used in developing several of
the survey items and interview questions.

Standards and STARTALK. Recognizing that the majority of prior educational
experiences of CNL teachers have occurred primaritgacher-centered classrooms, the
STARTALK teacher programs are designed to provitendees with theoretical,
practical, and experiential knowledge of standdralsed, learner-centered instruction.
Teachers who attend STARTALK workshops gain knogéedf the SFLL and practice
implementing them by creating and delivering leaitentered activities and assessments
that are aligned with the ACTFL/NCATE Standards facilitate theory-to-practice,
STARTALK teacher programs are often aligned withPARTALK student programs. A
common model for a STARTALK teacher program begwth teachers attending
several days of interactive workshops, either @tinin person, followed by several
days observing and teaching K-12 students whottgrding a STARTALK student
program. Although the majority of these institupesvide exceptional professional
development to CNL teachers, the question of thkeparedness for the realities and the
ease or difficulty with which they transition inthS. classrooms remains largely

unanswered.

Statement of the Problem
In the current educational environment of standéatsed, learner-centered
instruction, it is important that today’s teachkesable to implement these practices

while addressing the diverse needs of their stisdenhis is particularly true for Chinese
6



language teachers who, as Ging (1994) and Scii®&¢d| note, are often responsible for
creating and growing Chinese language programseis¢hools where they teach. If
Chinese language teachers are not successfulirrattwailturation into U.S. schools, they
may alienate themselves from their students, regulh declined enrollments and
eventual program elimination (Asia Society, 200B61@, Ging, 1994; Schrier, 1994). At
a time when the growth of CNL programs in U.S. sthids imperative to our national
security (DOE, 2008) and our nation’s economic dho(CED, 2006), it is incumbent
upon educational researchers to investigate thgrese that CNL teachers make toward
standards-based, learner-centered instructions Sthdy examined a segment of that
progress by investigating the pedagogical beliéfStonese language teachers and their
self-reported implementation of standards-basedn&r-centered instruction in their
classroom practices.
Purpose of the Study

Preparing international language teachers for stasdbased, learner-centered
instruction has presented new challenges for teazhecators, school administrators,
language department supervisors, and faculty mesr{Beia Society, 2005, 2010).
Teachers, even those with prior pedagogical trgiriave already established a set of
preconceived notions of what teaching and learnitigook like in their classrooms
(Allen, 2008; Borg, 2003; Lacorte, 2005; Wagner91.9Zhan, 2008). Zhan’s work with
teachers in China has revealed that these pres@uceotions about teaching and

learning are inculcated over time through expei@aind cultural influences. Although
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there have been some empirical findings from UuRliss regarding the relationship
between foreign/world language teacher beliefsthant classroom practices (Allen,
2002, 2008; Lacorte, 2005), the research that Bpaity investigates CNL teachers in
the United States is in its nascent stage.

The purpose of this study is to contribute to thdybof research in the field of
foreign/world language education that is used hgher education programs and for
teacher professional learning. It will inform theld of the relevant issues surrounding
the complex transition that international teachmeeake as they begin to teach in U.S.
schools. To narrow the gap that exists betweethtaries connected to teachers’
pedagogical beliefs and the theories connectetatmlards-based, learner-centered
instruction a better understanding of teacher fseied practice is needed (Allen, 2008;
Borg, 2003; Lacorte, 2005; Wagner, 1991). Theifigd from this study will fill a
current void in the literature by providing empa@ievidence of the progress that CNL
teachers make toward standards-based, learneregimstruction. It will do so by
identifying trends in the self-reported data orctesa beliefs and instructional practices
gathered through an online survey, teacher intervji@nd data obtained from classroom
observations. The goal is to examine these trantisms of the tenets of standards-
based, learner-centered instruction.

This research will be of particular interest toctear educators who have
participated in or have hosted a STARTALK teachegpam. Although this study is not

an evaluation of STARTALK teacher programs, theliings will provide these teacher
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educators with empirical evidence on teacher xehefd perceptions as they relate to
standards-based, learner-centered instructiois. also believed that the findings from
this study will be relevant to a broader audienthe results and implications will be of
value to teacher educators who work with CNL teezh&he few studies that have
examined how language teachers adopt standardd;lbeamer-centered instruction
(Allen, 2002, 2008; Lacorte, 2005) have indicateat thallenges are not limited by
language taught. Therefore, this study will alsmbpotential interest to teacher
educators who are preparing teachers from witherlLthited States and around the globe

in their respective programs to teach U.S. students

Research Questions
This research investigated Chinese language tesid®di-reported pedagogical
beliefs and perceptions of implementing standaedset), learner-centered instruction by
asking the following questions:

1. How do the self-reported pedagogical beliefs of@ménese language teachers in
this study reflect standards-based, learner-cashiastruction?

2. How do the self-reported and observed instructipnattices of the Chinese
language teachers in this study reflect standaaded learner-centered
instruction?

3. In what ways are the pedagogical beliefs of thehtegs in this study congruent

and incongruent with their instructional practices?



Relevance of the Study

This study is designed to employ qualitative andmjiiative research methods to
address important areas in foreign/world languatyeation within the context of the
changes that have taken place in the last two @scatihese changes involve multiple
areas, including the creation of two new sets afidards—the first for language learners,
and the second for the preparation of languagdézaca pedagogical paradigm shift
from teacher-centered to learner-centered instmgcthe inclusion of culturally,
linguistically, and cognitively diverse learnersfaneign/world language classrooms;
technological advances that are changing regudantirapidly; and the current agenda to
grow the nation’s language capacity in languagastthditionally have not been offered
in U.S. schools. Of particular relevance to thiglg is how these changes have
presented new challenges in preparing Chinese ¢égegteachers to implement
standards-based, learner-centered instructionatipea that meet the diverse needs of

today’s language learners

Limitations of the Study
Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2006) note that limitatgoshould be stated explicitly so
that the reader can decide to what extent theytitffie results. There are three
noteworthy limitations to this study.
First, this investigation was limited to a subseCbinese language teachers who
currently teach in various teaching environmentfiwithe United States and who have

attended at least one STARTALK teacher program éetw2007 and 2011. With this
10



consideration, generalizing the results of thigaesh should be done cautiously, taking
into consideration the sociocultural backgroundthefteachers and the cultures of
education from which their beliefs, knowledge, asdumptions about teaching and
learning languages were initially formed. Anotbensideration is that the teachers in
this study may have already questioned their ad@ssmpractices by electing to attend a
professional development workshop on standardsdbéeszrner-centered instruction.
Therefore, they may represent a unique group cha seeking to improve their
instructional practices.

A second limitation of this study is that the datre from the self-reported
responses that the 71 participants provided oonliee survey and the self-reported
responses of 17 teachers who participated in $bélepthone interviews. With regard to
using self-reported data with teacher educatioeare$, Fang (1996) states that self-
reported data are not reliable unless it is accomeplaby classroom observations. To
address Fang’s call for classroom observationsppat self-reported survey data, eight
observations with four K-16 Chinese language te@civere conducted. These
observations also presented limitations.

There were several local Chinese language teaaltersvere willing to
participate in classroom observations. Althoughirttvillingness was greatly
appreciated, permission from their school distréztd school administrators still had to
be obtained. Months were spent on this procesg rajor local school district declined

any access, stating that they conduct classroogares “in-house” through their own
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assessment/research team. Another school dsstricly upheld their deadline for
classroom research applications to June 1, whidralraady passed by the time the
proposal for this research received approval. idtlocal school district did not respond
to the research application for several monthseirldventual reply declined access with
no particular reason given. This is unfortunateljective of the current reality of
educational research where many school distrietsadertaking their own research in an
effort to establish and protect their ownershigoy studies conducted in their
classrooms.

These limitations may affect the generalizabilityhe results of this study.
However, the data collected to answer the resegqrektions were viable and part of a
comprehensive mixed-methods study. Maxwell (20@¢s that although qualitative
sampling techniques and sample sizes do not prakelkinds of “precise extrapolation
of results to define populations that probabiléygpling allows” (p. 116), the results
from qualitative studies may apply to other simgauations or contexts. Readers are
encouraged to apply the results from this studsitteations and contexts that they deem

to be similar.

Definitions of Terms
There are several key terms used throughout tegedation. They are defined

here in order to provide uniformity in how readertgrpret them.
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Advanced Placement Language Courses: Offered ondacy (9-12) schools, these
courses offer the possibility of earning collegedit depending upon national
examination scores and requirements of individodéges (NSFLEP, 1999).

Communicative Competence: Defining this constrGenale and Swain (1980) note that
communicative competence encompasses four othgraetencies. These four
include the ability to accurately apply the rulég@ammar
(grammatical/linguistic competence) during oral andten discourse (discourse
competence); the social rules for culturally appiade use of language
(sociolinguistic competence); and the strategiegessary to communicate
(strategic competence) when there is a breakdownaimmatical/linguistic
competence, discourse competence, and/or socigdingoompetence.

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT): The methodsjcula, goals, and processes
for teaching languages that focus on the appragfiatctional use of language
for a wide variety of social situations and intéi@as (Savignon, 1991).

Critical Needs Languages (CNLs): Defined by theidvatl Language Security Initiative
as languages that are critical to the economic etithgeness and security
interests of the United States. They include AraBhinese, Japanese, Russian,
Korean, and the families of Indic, Persian, andkiiulanguages (DOE, 2008).

Learner Diversity: Includes students from raciadithnically, culturally, and
linguistically diverse families and communities Rvitarious socioeconomic

levels. For this research, learner diversity atstudes the recognition that
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students process information differently (cognittireersity) and that what
constitutes intelligence varies across culturessmuikties (Gardner, 1983; Moll
& Gonzélez, 2004; Sternberg, 2007).

Foreign Language Immersion Programs: Intensive eheany (K-8) language programs
that teach several, and, in some models, almostigjects in the target language.
Most immersion models teach at least languagdaragsglish (NSFLEP, 1999).

Foreign Language in the Elementary School (FLESyRmMs: Less intensive elementary
(K-8) language programs that provide instructiothia target language for
designated periods of time (e.g., 30 minutes tyweeweek). Curriculum is often
thematic in nature and includes vocabulary and eptscfrom the content
curriculum by grade level (NSFLEP, 1999).

Foreign Language Experience and Exploratory (FLEX)grams: Elementary (K-8)
programs that permit students to experience selargliages before selecting a
language for further study. These programs vamnfbefore/after school
programs to half-year courses offered in grade{NSF-LEP, 1999).

International Baccalaureate Programs: Secondat)®rograms that prepare students
for an international diploma that is earned throtlghsuccessful completion of
specified coursework and/or passing scores onianatxamination (NSFLEP,
1999).

Learner-centered language instruction: Instructipnactices that focus on functional-

language use, or language used in typical, reakliuations. Students may work
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alone or in groups depending on the communicativpgse of the activity. The
instructor refrains from constant correction ofd&nt utterances in favor of error
correction when questions arise. Evaluation ofiesti learning involves the
instructor, peers, and/or self-evaluation (Natidbapital Language Resource

Center, 2004)http://www.nclrc.org/essentials/whatteach/modein.ht

Less Commonly Taught Languages (LCTLSs): Languagfesrdhan French, German, and
Spanish. They tend to be languages that the USitaigs has associated with
current economic, strategic, and/or cultural irdeséNSFLEP, 1999).

Modes of Communication: Related to the Standard&doeign Language Learning, the
three modes of communication reflect how languagesised in real-life
circumstances. These circumstances include tiimeanegotiation of meaning
between individuals communicating in the languagepersonal mode), the
culturally appropriate interpretation of writtenspoken language when the writer
or speaker is not available to negotiate meaningahktime (interpretive mode),
and the presentational mode, that involves thetioreaf oral or written messages
to be shared with a larger audience where no dagebrtunity for negotiation of
meaning is available between the presenter andutiience (NSFLEP, 1999).

Pedagogical Beliefs: The beliefs that one holdsiabee nature of teaching and learning
(Pajares, 1992).

Secondary School Foreign Language Programs: Thiegegm models vary but often

include novice (Levels | & II), intermediate (Legdl & Ill), and advanced
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(Levels IV-V) courses. Curriculum typically inclad grammar and syntax,
cultures, and literatures associated with the tdeggyuage (NSFLEP, 1999).

Standards-based language instruction: Languageiatisin that utilizes the five domains
of Standards for Foreign Language Teaching (SFese domains include
developing communicative skills (Communicationydsting the products,
practices, and perspectives of other cultures (@as); connecting foreign
language study to other content areas (Connectiore®ing cultural and
linguistic comparisons to one’s own (Comparisoasy extending language
study beyond the classroom (Communities).

Teacher-centered language instruction: Instructiprectices that focus on language
forms and structures with emphasis on the instriscimguistic knowledge. Oral
and written discourse is generally instructor-lathirequent monitoring and
correcting of errors in student utterances. Sttglare expected to work alone,
completing exercises on discrete grammar pointsidNal Capital Language

Resource Center, 2004ttp://www.nclrc.org/essentials/whatteach/modein.ht

Summary
This chapter situates the present study withircthreent context of foreign/world
language education that includes the recent inereb€hinese language programs in K-
16 U.S. schools. To meet the demand for Chineggikge teachers, many school
districts have recruited teachers from abroads ifhperative that these international

teachers acculturate to Western cultures of edutaticluding standards-based, learner-
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centered instruction as they are often tasked eveeating curriculum and increasing
enrollments in their respective programs. Thislgtanalyzed qualitative and
guantitative data to investigate the pedagogicktiseand self-reported practices of
Chinese language teachers who had attended ableastandards-based federally
funded professional development program and whe wesrching Chinese in a U.S.
classroom at the time they participated in thigaesh. The findings presented in this
dissertation fill a gap in the literature on thansition that international teachers
experience as they begin to teach in U.S. schdbksnext chapter presents the

theoretical framework that supports this study.
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW

There are four main areas of scholarship that stpipe theoretical framework
for this study. The first area of scholarshiptenslards-based, learner-centered
instruction, which includes the subcategories lier tandards for Foreign Language
Learning (SFLL) and the ACTFL/NCATE Standards foe Preparation of Foreign
Language Teachers (ACTFL/NCATE Standards) that weaedly introduced in Chapter
One. It also includes a subcategory for the imsimnal methods and strategies that have
been associated with standards-based, learnerredritgeign/world language
instruction that focuses on building communicateenpetence. The second major area
of scholarship is the literature on language teapbdagogical beliefs. This literature
review will introduce additional factors that cdhtrte to teacher beliefs based upon
Borg’s (2003) theoretical framework for languagacteer cognition. The third pillar for
this theoretical framework is the research thatihasstigated the relationship between
language teacher beliefs and classroom practitles.fourth major body of literature that
informs this study is the cultural context of laage education. This area includes the
cultural contexts (i.e., purpose) for learning laages and the instructional and

assessment practices that are viewed as valuahblgiuen cultural context. It also
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considers how these cultural contexts influencguage teacher pedagogical beliefs and
classroom practices.

It should be noted that these four areas of schinlaare not isolated pillars of
this framework. Rather, it is their interrelatibnss that provide the theoretical and
empirical support for a study that identifies are&®re the Chinese teacher participants’
self-reported beliefs and instructional practices@ngruent with standards-based,
learner-centered instruction as well as areas wthegeare incongruent. The

interrelationships of this theoretical framework dlustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1.Theoretical framework.
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A discussion of this theoretical framework begingwan explanation of the
relationships between the SFLL, the ACTFL/NCATEr8kards, and teaching methods
and strategies that are associated with standasisdblearner-centered language
instruction. An example of how these standardsiémice professional development
opportunities for Chinese language teachers, ss@TARTALK, is also provided. A
review of the literature on teacher pedagogicaklgethat support Borg’s model follows,
providing an understanding of the symbiotic relasioip between language teacher
beliefs and their classroom practices. The fieatisn of this literature review illustrates
the relationships between language teacher pedaidmgliefs and standards-based,
learner-centered instruction within the culturahtsxts of language education. This
includes several national studies that have exattimeways in which language teachers
in the United States have adopted standards-blesgder-centered instruction in their
practice. It also includes international studiest tave investigated the influence of
cultural contexts of language education and the®olo of communicative language
teaching methods and strategies in China. Theskeston the cultural contexts of
communicative language teaching also provide arrstanding of the personal

schooling experiences of the Chinese language ¢esgbho participated in this study.

Standards-based, Learner-centered Language Instruin
There are several sets of standards within the &ieforeign/world language
education that address the different stages oh&aatevelopment. The first set is the

Standards for the Preparation of Foreign LanguageHers that was developed by the
20



National Foreign Language Standards CollaboratiMas collaborative included the
American Council on The Teaching of Foreign Langasa@ACTFL) and the National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NTA). The ACTFL/NCATE
Standards are used for the initial preparatioranfliage teachers and the accreditation of
language teacher education programs. The secowndfl #andards is the Interstate New
Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASGg INTASC Standards apply
to newly licensed teachers during their first thyears of teaching and represent various
content areas, including foreign/world languagéke third set of standards is the
National Board for Professional Teaching Stand@i{BPTS). These standards apply to
a wide variety of content areas and are used tdycerperienced teachers who have met
a rigorous set of benchmarks. Several scholagoldn& Wang, 2010; Shrum & Fox,
2005) have noted that these nationally recognieésiaf standards are well aligned with
one another, creating continuity throughout thdgssional lives of language teachers.

In addition to standards for the initial preparatand the ongoing development of
foreign/world language teachers, there is alsd afsgationally recognized standards for
foreign/world language learners. The Standard&éoeign Language Learning (SFLL)
are used extensively within the United States set @f guidelines for what K-12
language learners should know and be able to daesult of their language study.

This literature review focuses on the SFLL andARFL/NCATE Standards
because it supports a study that investigatedehefd and instructional practices related

to the SFLL by Chinese language teachers who haaeded at least one STARTALK
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professional development program. STARTALK TeadPergrams may vary in their
content and structure, but they must be alignel thieé SFLL and the ACTFL/NCATE

Standards.

SFLL

In 1996, the National Standards in Foreign Languedjgcation Project
(NSFLEP) published the first set of foreign/wordathjuage standards that serve as a set
of guidelines, broadly defining the communicatieenpetence that K-12 language
learners should be able to develop as a restuttedf language study. The original set of
SFLL was published in 1996 and has since been agdaice. The second publication
in 1999 included language-specific application€mnese, French, German, Italian,
Japanese, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish, and gwc@ldanguages. The third edition
was published in 2006 and includes standards fabigr The executive summary for

these standards may be viewed at http://www.aatfi4a/pages/index.cfim?pageid=3324

The SFLL is composed of five categories, commomigvin as the 5Cs:
Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisand,Communities. The 5Cs
provide guidelines for learning languages and isalt have influenced the teaching of
languages, using practices that focus on develdpiegpretive, presentational, and
interpersonal communicative skills (Communicatiastydying the products, practices,
and perspectives of various cultures (Cultures)necting foreign language study to
other content areas (Connections); comparing tigetéanguage and cultures to one’s

own (Comparisons); and extending language studgrimkthe classroom to the local
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community (Communities). As a result of the SFtdaching the four skill areas
(reading, writing, speaking, and listening) in &adn through the transmission of
knowledge from teacher to student has been replaithdnstructional practices that
integrate the four skill areas into three distimeides of communication. The interpretive
mode provides the learner with opportunities tenptet meaning from a wide variety of
texts (i.e., advertisements, newspapers, menug,lgoos, literary texts) in the target
language. The presentational mode allows leatneskare information orally or in
writing with a larger audience. The interpersamalde focuses on one-to-one
communication on topics that mirror real-life ugehe language (NSFLEP, 1999).

In addition to writing the 5Cs, members of NSFLERenthat language learning
should be viewed as a complex “fabric” whose “wéaneludes the intersection of each
of the 5Cs with the following curricular elementse language system, cultural
knowledge, communication strategies, critical timgkskills, learning strategies, other
subject areas, and technology (NSFLEP, 1999; Si&@fisan, 2005). By weaving
curricular elements into the 5Cs, language teadt@rextend their instructional
practices beyond activities that focus on grammatompetence, such as the
memorization of vocabulary and grammatical formantlude opportunities for
language learners “to explore, develop, and usaraamcation strategies, learning
strategies, critical thinking skills, and skill iechnology, as well as the appropriate
elements of the language system and culture” (N$FL1R99, p. 32). Fostering

communicative competence using the SFLL as a qulatees additional responsibility on
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the learner and requires a shift in the languagehier’s role. To prepare for this shift,
many language teacher education programs implethe®SCTFL/NCATE Standards

throughout their coursework for initial teachergaeation.

ACTFL/NCATE Standards

In 2002, the National Council for the AccreditatioinTeacher Education
(NCATE) approved the Standards for the Preparaifdforeign Language Teachers. As
noted earlier, these standards were developed yTRGNd the American Council on
the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL). Theya@mmonly referred to as the
ACTFL/NCATE Standards. These standards were updat2dl13 and are now referred
to as the ACTFL/CAEP Standards. However, for thgppses of this research, which
was conducted before these revisions, the 2002 atds are referred to as the
ACTFL/NCATE Standards.

The ACTFL/NCATE Standards have been widely adoptedniversities for
initial language teacher preparation programsriiest state licensure requirements. The
benchmarks for preparing would-be teachers to thecteve, professional practitioners
who are capable of effectively implementing the Bkt their teaching and assessment
practices are outlined in six domains. These ohel{l) language, linguistics,
comparisons; (2) cultures, literatures, cross-gls@ry concepts; (3) language
acquisition theories and instructional practicd$;iiftegration of standards into
curriculum and instruction; (5) assessment of lagguand cultures; and (6)

professionalism. According to these domains, laggueacher preparation programs
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should include opportunities for pre-service teashe learn about the varieties that exist
among the target language and the cultures whertathet language is spoken; integrate
knowledge of other disciplines into their instroctj identify distinct viewpoints
accessible only through the target language; @asans that incorporate the SFLL using
a variety of instructional and assessment practltasmeet the diverse needs of
language learners; and create a plan for on-gaiofggsional development (American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages/Nafi@ouncil for the Accreditation of
Teacher Education [ACTFL/NCATE], 2002). These dtds are available at

http://www.actfl.org/professional-development/actilep

Neither the SFLL nor the ACTFL/NCATE Standards prédse specific methods
or strategies for teaching standards-based lesddegertheless, the theoretical
foundation of these two sets of standards is baped decades of second language
acquisition (SLA) research that has contributethtomethods and strategies used to
develop foreign/world language curriculum and iastion. The next section provides a
historical summary of the relationship among SLAtnods and strategies, and the

SFLL.

Methods and Strategies

The terms “method” and “strategy” as they relatel&ssroom practices are often
used interchangeably. However, Hadley (2001)jrgalipon the work of Westphal
(1979), determined that “method” was the theoréftélosophical basis for curriculum

development and that “strategy” refers to an irdtoumal activity that takes place within
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the classroom. To understand how these distintistare currently used
interchangeably and how they relate to the SFLLAGTFL/NCATE Standards, it is
necessary to review a brief historical perspeativienguage teaching methods and
strategies within the United States.

Language teaching methods from the 1940s through960s were defined as
research-based theories and models of what caestiiffective instructional strategies
(Wagner, 1991). These methods were based uponagénoguage acquisition (SLA)
theories that focused on building grammatical amguiistic competence and were fairly
simplistic, making it relatively easy to define aathhch patterns of teaching to a
particular method (Wagner, 1991; Wong, 2006). Bgithis time, the influence of
behavioral psychology became prominent in the laggwclassroom with the Audio-
Lingual Method that reached the height of its papty during the 1950s (Bruner, 1990;
Wong, 2006). Bruner notes that the influence dfaygorism in linguistics and
psychology resulted in the objective view that laage acquisition was a learned
behavior accomplished through habit formation.atetyies related to this method
included stimulus-response pattern drills to depedecond language skills in the
prescribed order of listening, speaking, readimgl, &riting (Shrum & Glisan, 2005).
Language learners memorized dialogues and recaivaeédiate, explicit error correction
from the instructor.

The work of linguist Noam Chomsky (1965) challengpethaviorism with respect

to language learning, as did other scholars (@egame Bruner, George Miller) during
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the 1950s, which sought to replace behaviorism wishibjective understanding of the
human mind. The Cognitive Revolution, as it beckmawvn, was a time when
“psychology joined forces with anthropology andjlimstics, philosophy and history, and
even with the discipline of law...to bring the minadk into the human sciences after a
long cold winter of objectivism” (Bruner, 1990,3). Second language acquisition
research was significantly impacted by the CogeifRevolution through paradigmatic
shifts also occurring in the fields of linguistiasd psychology (Wong, 2006).
Chomsky’s theory of the language acquisition de{igeD) led to several nativist
approaches to language learning, including the @iwgrCode Method in the 1960s.
The theory that the LAD provided the grammaticatiaring for language learning in
all humans provided the theoretical framework feg Cognitive Code Method. Using
this method, language instructors introduced afebyerescribed sequence of grammar
rules in the learners’ native language (L1) folloMey meaningful, communicative
exercises in the target language (L2) (Shrum &dalj2005).

Cognitive theories about learning languages tharged in the 1970s included
defining the complex notion of communicative congmee. As noted in the definition of
terms in Chapter One, defining communicative compet encompasses the strategies
used in developing four other competencies. Lagglearners are taught how to apply
strategies for learning the rules of grammar (gratncal/linguistic competence);
strategies for applying grammar rules in oral amiten discourse (discourse

competence); strategies for appropriately navigaine nuances of language and culture
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(sociolinguistic competence); and strategies fonwmnicating effectively when there is
a lapse or breakdown with the previous three coemuéts (strategic competence).

The complex notion of communicative competencesagbon the work of
Chomsky (1965) on grammatical/linguistic competenice scholarship of Habermas
(1970), Halliday (1976), Hymes (2001), and Savig(i®i2) on the relationship between
grammatical competence and communicative competanckthe distinctions made
between grammatical competence, communicative ctanpe, and sociolinguistic
competence by Campbell and Wales (1970), Canal&aradh (1980), and Hymes
(2001). Through these decades of scholarshipastaetermined that developing
curriculum and delivering classroom instructionttfeegused on the development of
communicative competence could not be sufficieatlgiressed by one method or set of
strategies (Savignon, 1972; Wagner, 1991). The egaslentifying specific methods to
classroom practice (i.e., strategies) that predanehe 1940s through 1960s as noted by
Wagner (1991) and Wong (2006) became increasingheifficult during the 1970s
and subsequent decades.

As scholars, researchers, and teachers shiftedfticeis from developing
grammatical competence to building communicativegetence, the development of
new methods under the umbrella of “communicativyerapches” was based on what
Wagner (1991) calls “the new age of theories ofadanteraction and learning” (p. 289).
The recognition that one’s native language (LIXrgt acquired socially and then learned

academically led to the notion that second (andegilent) languages (L2) should be
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learned in the same manner. Two methods and gigatthat emerged during this time
were Total Physical Response (TPR) (Asher, 197@)Natural Approach (Krashen,
1982; Krashen & Terrell, 1983). Shrum and Glis2@06) note that both TPR and the
Natural Approach use strategies that allow thenkeratime to acquire the language
through physically responding to commands (TPR)taAnough creative, communicative
practice of the language with limited error corr@ctby the teacher (Natural Approach).
When teachers do provide error correction using @Réor the Natural Approach,
Shrum and Glisan state that it is often done thnaugdeling the correct grammatical or
syntactic form.

The research on second language acquisition dthen@980s and 1990s
continued to focus on the development of commuiveatompetence and included the
scholarship of Canale and Swain (1980) and Kragh@8?) on strategic competence and
language acquisition, respectively. The developroéstrategic competence requires
curriculum and instruction that provide languagehers with opportunities to hear
vocabulary in real-life contexts and make sensgrafinmar constructs through a wide
range of sociolinguistic functions (such as asKorglirections or ordering food in a
restaurant). As language learners develop profigiethey also should be provided with
opportunities to demonstrate what they know anddmawith a language through
performance-based assessments (Canale & Swainngxbis time, terms such as
comprehensible input (Krashen, 1982; Hatch, 198d)amprehensible output (Swain,

1985) emerged in SLA literature.
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According to Krashen (1982), the input providedinginstruction (i.e., reading
or speaking), whether from the teacher or instoneti materials, does not need to be
grammatically sequenced but should be interestmgséightly beyond the learner’s
current level of competence. Krashen refers ®asi +1 in his input hypothesis, where
“I” refers to the learner’s current level of competearug “1” refers to the next level of
competence. According to Hatch (1983), comprelbdmanput provided by the
instructor should include: the use of slower ratespeech; the use of high frequency
vocabulary; the progression from simple syntax twarcomplex utterances; the
provision of guided choices for answering dialogu@stions; and the repetition of
common, real-life scenarios for language use.dthten to providing comprehensible
input, Krashen noted that learners should havesadoea learning environment with low
anxiety and very few requirements to produce lagguzefore they are ready to do so.

The emphasis that Krashen (1982) placed on inpatresessary and sufficient
means for language acquisition has been debat&avhin (1985), who found that
learners also need ample opportunities to produtgeud (i.e., speaking and writing) to
fully develop communicative competence. In heeaesh, Swain noted that learners
were able to identify gaps between grammaticallisiigc competence and discourse
competence when given opportunities to produceututpurthermore, she found that
over time, learners were able to develop autontgtittie ability to speak without having

to first analyze what they want to communicate.
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Curriculum and instructional practices that focasailding communicative
competence include the adoption and adaptatiomeviqus methods and strategies with
the purpose of providing comprehensible input entdrget language and opportunities
for learners to produce comprehensible output.u@hand Glisan (2005) note that while
there are no specific methods and strategies agedawith proficiency-driven
curriculum and instruction, there is a distinctropa in the role of the language teacher.

The shift in curriculum and instruction during th@80s and 1990s from the
development of grammatical competence to the dewabmt of communicative
competence through performance-based instructemiadities and assessments is
significant. It requires a shift in the role okétteacher from leading traditional teacher-
centered vocabulary and grammar drills toward a¢ihg language learning through
communicative activities that are of interest te sarner and that allow for spontaneous,
unrehearsed social interactions that mirror autbergal-life situations (Canale & Swain,
1980; Savignon, 1983). To implement these comnative activities in a language
classroom, Canale and Swain (1980) quote Morrow{)L9vho says that the teacher
must be willing to “take on an activating role be tnstigator of situations which allow
students to develop communicative skills” (p. 3@ne of the challenges with the shift
toward learner-centered language instruction isitladten requires cognitive changes
within teachers, requiring them to re-define theles in learner-centered classrooms.

The paradigm shift from teacher-centered to statsdbased learner-centered

foreign/world language instruction has taken phlagain this historical context of
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language pedagogy and body of SLA research. withgn this context that the SFLL and
the ACTFL/NCATE Standards were conceptualized,temitand revised. Since the
introduction of these standards, the foreign/wtattyuage profession within the United
States has, with few exceptions, accepted thesetstandards as the guiding
benchmarks for teaching and learning languagesmiitie United States (Shrum & Fox,
2005). More recently, the SFLL and ACTFL/NCATE i&lards have been used as the
theoretical foundation for foreign/world languagefpssional development initiatives
and programs that seek to provide teachers withileg experiences that foster the
development and implementation of standards-bdsader-centered pedagogical
beliefs and instructional practices. One suchgssibnal development program for

critical need language (CNL) teachers is STARTALK.

Standards-Based Professional Development: STARTALK
STARTALK programs for critical need languages bedaring summer 2007 as
a result of federal funding through the NSLI. Té@sograms have been facilitated and
managed by the National Foreign Language CenteL@)Roused at the University of
Maryland, College Park. The NFL@.¢la) describe the STARTALK mission as:
To increase the number of Americans learning, Spgaknd teaching critical
need foreign languages by offering students (K-al@) teachers of these
languages, creative and engaging summer experidmeestrive to exemplify
best practices in language education and in laregtesscher development,

forming an extensive community of practice thaksemntinuous improvement
32



in such criteria as outcomes-driven program destandards-based curriculum
planning, learner-centered approaches, excellenseléction and development of
materials, and meaningful assessment of outcomes.
To accomplish this mission, STARTALK teacher pragsaare required to use the
original curriculum template that included six “edo” statements aligned with the SFLL
and the ACTFL/NCATE Standards (NFL&.d.b). These six statements are now referred
to as STARTALK Endorsed Principles for Effectiveataing and Learning. As a result
of STARTALK teacher programs, participants shoutdable to (1) implement a
standards-based and thematically organized cunncu(2) facilitate a learner-centered
classroom; (3) use the target language and pra@adgrehensible input for instruction;
(4) integrate culture, content, and language irddManguage classroom; (5) adapt and
use age-appropriate authentic materials; and (@Jwc performance-based assessments.
The importance of aligning STARTALK teacher progesawith the SFLL and the
ACTFL/NCATE Standards is the result of the rapidreéase in demand to offer critical
need languages in U.S. schools. Creating new anogfor critical need languages

includes staffing classrooms with highly qualifieéchers.

Highly Qualified Language Teachers

The shortage of qualified critical need languagehers, and particularly Chinese
language teachers, within the United States has Wwe# documented (i.e., Asia Society,
2005, 2010; Ingold & Wang, 2010). In 2005, thersdnge of highly qualified Chinese

language teachers was considered a major roadtddukilding Chinese language
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programs within the United States. The term “hygilialified” relates to the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 2001 that is comgnknbwn as No Child Left Behind
(NCLB). The “highly qualified” designation requgd-12 public school teachers in
content areas, including languages, to have a hathdegree, subject matter
competency, and a state certification or teachicenke in their content area. In 2010,
the Asia Society noted that even when prospecthied€3e language teachers with
content area competence (i.e., language and csiltanel a bachelor’'s degree are
successfully recruited, either domestically oring&ionally, there are still challenges in
providing clear pathways to state certificatiodioensure.

Traditional routes to initial teacher licensure é&een through teacher education
programs located at post-secondary institutionsateaccredited by organizations such
as NCATE. These routes often include a prescridoedculum consisting of required
coursework to build linguistic and pedagogical kifexge, passing scores on language
proficiency exams, and completion of a studenthewrpracticum-internship. The
primary investigators for STARTALK, Ingold and Wa(®#010), note that given the
increased demand for CNL teachers and the recrottofepotential teachers from
outside of the United States, these traditionala®may no longer suffice; they state that
required coursework may no longer meet the diveesgls of international and domestic
would-be teachers, and the lack of qualified mast@chers presents challenges for

placing teacher-candidates in state mandated Biigrs.
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The Asia Society (2005) noted that prospective lagg teachers have different
preparation needs depending on their linguisti&kgamunds. For example, heritage
speakers of the language raised or educated drilied States will likely have strong
English skills and a familiarity with Western culég of education but may need
coursework in language pedagogy and Chinese grantitesature, and cultures.
International teachers recruited through prograpamsored by the College Board, the
Fulbright Teacher Exchange Program, or the Chiiesestry of Education (Hanban) are
likely fluent in the target language and culturas imay need to develop their English
language skills and ability to deliver standardsduh learner-centered instruction in the
cultural context of U.S. classrooms. In additiorhaving diverse needs, there are
inherent challenges within the current teacher gnajpon system. These challenges
include the lack of flexibility within the curresystem to accommodate the increasingly
diverse pool of potential Chinese language teaclhimedack of master teachers with
whom teacher candidates can work during practicadhiaternships, and the lack of
university faculty who have experience in Chinesgglage pedagogy (Asia Society,
2010).

Recognizing that these challenges have greatlgtefiehe pipeline of highly
gualified critical need language teachers has ptedhgcholars (Ingold & Wang, 2010;
Kwoh, 2007) to question the adequacy of the cureanther supply system. They note
that teacher certification is a core aspect ofctimeent system and is in need of revision

within and between state lines. Although foreigomal language teacher certification
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programs vary greatly from state to state, manyareently based on outdated
requirements that were established when languages linited to Latin, French,
German, and Spanish and offered primarily througto8dary School Foreign Language
Program models. The conversation on how bestieaéhe current language teacher
supply system includes alternative routes to ceatibn (ARCs), particularly for critical
need language teachers (Asia Society, 2010; Ingahng, 2010; Kwoh, 2007).

The National Center for Alternative CertificatioNGCAC) notes that ARCs are
most successful when local school districts, dafgrtments of education, certification
agencies, and institutions of higher educationatxtate to create flexible and accessible
processes that align coursework and other cettibicaequirements for teacher
preparation with a candidate’s background, knowdedad skills. A common approach
to making accessible certification programs th&trce the diverse needs of prospective
international Chinese language teachers is to geotfiese programs during the summer.
Evidence of this type of collaboration has occuiregeveral of the STARTALK
Chinese teacher programs. Since 2007, there remre48 STARTALK Chinese teacher
programs held during the summer that have serveldrest gateways to either traditional
or alternative certification programs. (It shoblkelnoted that there have been more than
48 STARTALK Chinese teacher programs offered sR@@7, but not all have directly
served as a gateway to a certification program).

Improvements in the gateways to traditional aneratitive certification programs

are a necessity to the critical need language & atipply system. However, access to
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teacher preparation and professional developmesg dot ensure teacher success in the
classroom. The influence of language teacher psadaal coursework, whether initial
teacher preparation or on-going professional dgreént, on instructional decisions and
practices has been debated in the literature (Faret®93; Kagan, 1992; Wilbur, 2007).
These debates have included the extent to whidiegsimnal coursework influences the
pedagogical beliefs and classroom practices ofuagg teachers (Borg, 2003) and the
difficulty in defining and studying the cognitivengension of teaching that includes what

teachers believe, think, and know (Borg, 2003; fegjal992).

Teacher Beliefs and Instructional Practices

Preparing international language teachers for stasdbased, learner-centered
instruction has presented new challenges with densiion to the current Chinese
language teacher supply system (Asia Society, 2B0H)). Teachers, even those with
prior pedagogical training, have already estabtishset of beliefs about what teaching
and learning will look like in their classrooms (&, 2008; Lacorte, 2005; Wagner,
1991; Zhan, 2008). Zhan's work with teachers imn@thas revealed that these
preconceived notions about teaching and learniegnaulcated over time through
experiential and cultural influences. Althoughrthbave been several studies that have
investigated foreign/world language use of the SFAllen, 2002, 2008) and the
relationship between their pedagogical beliefs @dadsroom practices (Bell, 2005;
Kissau, Algozzine & Yon, 2013; Kissau, Yon & Algoae, 2011; Lacorte, 2005), the

research that specifically investigates CNL teaglrethe United States has just begun to
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emerge in the literature. For this study, thaditere review focuses on empirical
evidence that supports the connections betweemndegteacher beliefs, their prior
schooling, professional coursework, classroom prest contextual factors, and the
culture of education in China, where most of theuiing of Chinese language teachers

occurs.

Language Teacher Pedagogical Beliefs

Pajares (1992) reviewed the robust body of liteeatun teacher pedagogical
beliefs that has sought to understand the reldiipasetween teacher beliefs, their
pedagogical decisions, and their instructional ficas. In his review, Pajares postulated
that “teacher beliefs” is a “messy construct” ldygeecause researchers have yet to agree
upon a definition of the term and have not esthblissystematic programs of research.
The unobservable nature of cognitive domains aadrttltiplicity of definitions that
have emerged (Connelly, Clandinin, & He, 1997; Nesfh987; Nisbett & Ross, 1980;
Pajares, 1992; Richards, 1998; Shulman 1986; Wd@$%) are the result of studies that
have sought to separate beliefs from other cogngitwuctures, such as knowledge and
assumptions. Research on the pedagogical befiédseign/world language teachers
gained momentum during the 1990s. Borg (2003)é&daswed this literature as part of
the development of his model for language teacbgnition.

In his review of the literature specific to forelgrorld language teacher
pedagogical beliefs, Borg (2003) states that #msearch includes foreign/world language

programs around the globe, including English ascarsd language (ESL) and English as
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a foreign language (EFL). Borg concurs with P&d4i€992) and finds that the lack of
replication or systematic research on teacherfisaBedue to the multiplicity of terms and
definitions. For example, Richards (1998) defitltesnature of language teacher belief
systems as the “information, attitudes, values etgti®ns, theories, and assumptions
about teaching and learning that teachers buildvwgp time and bring with them to the
classroom” (p. 66). Other researchers have inyatstd the construct of teacher beliefs
within the current paradigm of teaching languagectonmunicative competence.
Woods (1996) notes that a teacher’s belief systmhudes beliefs, assumptions,
and knowledge, which he refers to as BAK. He defitbeliefs” as propositions for
which there are no conventionally accepted fadsyaptions as the temporary
acceptance of conventional facts; and knowledgmagentionally accepted facts.
Woods states that the distinction between belséfsuymptions, and knowledge has
become increasingly blurred when considering timfiuence on the decision-making
process of teachers. He recommends that resesnaber these concepts on a “spectrum
of meaning, even though they have been treatedp@sate entities in the literature” (p.
195). For example, Anderson (1983) made the distin between the types of
knowledge (i.e., declarative or procedural) thfitience instructional practices.
According to Anderson (1983), there is a differebhebveen declarative
knowledge (or the factual knowledge) of the subpeatter and procedural knowledge,
which refers to knowledge of how to apply declamaknowledge in various contexts.

However, Woods (1996) finds these distinctionsdddss pronounced with the
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instructional practices of language teachers. é#tgthat the nature of teaching
languages under the current paradigm of develomingmunicative competence includes
both the declarative knowledge of the linguististeyn and procedural knowledge of how
to communicate as well as the sociolinguistic kremlgle one needs in order to use the
language in various social and cultural settingased on his work with ESL teachers,
Woods proposes that BAK (beliefs, assumptions,kamaviedge)are not individual
elements associated with the instructional decsstbat language teachers make. Rather,
they represent complex relationships of mental ggses that include teacher knowledge
(i.e., declarative, procedural, social) as wellresbeliefs and assumptions that teachers
hold about teaching and learning.

In addition to the literature on defining the une&ble domains of the cognitive
processes of teachers, Vélez-Renddn (2002) revidheeliterature on foreign/world
language teacher education in order to understandticontributes to teacher
knowledge. She included prior reviews by Bernhardt Hammadou (1987), who noted
that becoming a foreign/world language teachenigue from becoming a teacher in
other content areas because of the nature of thiectumatter. Language teachers,
particularly under the new paradigm of teachingyleage for communicative
competence, are required to use a medium for ictgdru(i.e., the language) that their
students have yet to understand. Other scholatsasiFreeman and Johnson (1998)
found that the few research-based publication®achter education IRESOL Quarterly

between 1980 and 1997 focused on investigatingffieets of teacher instruction on
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student outcomes, commonly known as the procestiptenodel of teacher education.
The lack of research on language teacher belidfEleeman and Johnson to propose a
new framework for language teacher education ti@dtides three domains: (1) the view
of teacher as learner; (2) the social contextatheng; and (3) the pedagogical process
over time. Another important consideration fordstng the relationship between teacher
beliefs and their professional coursework includgskective practice.

Freeman and Richards (1996) believe that langueagshers should engage in
reflective practices that include critical self-exaations of their own educational
experiences in order to gain an understandingeof grersonal beliefs, assumptions, and
attitudes about teaching and learning. Richard9&)1Ladds that the inclusion of critical
self-reflection should serve as a means to impotagsroom practices and the impact
these practices have on student learning. Borg3R&agrees that reflective practice is an
important component of teacher cognition and fursitates that critical reflection on
personal learning experiences should occur eatigaoher education programs to allow
for the development of personal theories about then pedagogical beliefs. Calling
upon findings from previous scholars (Almarza, 1;998baroglu & Roberts, 2000;
Sendan & Roberts, 1998), Borg posits that the tdduch critical reflection early in the
professional lives of language teachers may dimitiie impact to which new
pedagogical knowledge acquired through professiomaisework affects their beliefs
and practices. However, he cautions that it ippnapriate to view teacher cognition as a

simple process of acquiring and aggregating newvatnge and ideas.
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The call by Pajares (1992) and Borg (2003) forstamdardization of terms and a
systematic agenda for studying the unobservableitteg dimensions resulted in Borg’'s
conceptualization of a model for studying langutegeher cognition. In developing his
model, Borg focused on the following four questiafi3 What do teachers have
cognitions about? (2) How do these cognitions b7 (3) How do they interact with
teacher learning? and (4) How do they interact wliéissroom practice? His model
answers these questions by offering the concejgtacher cognition, which he defines as
the collection of teacher psychological constru¢tss model shows the relationships
between these psychological constructs and tedgires schooling, professional
coursework, classroom practices, and other coraéfdators that may affect the extent
to which their pedagogical beliefs reflect thestmctional practices.

The use of Borg’s (2003) model has been widespiteadighout the field of SLA
research and foreign/world language teacher educedsearch. A review of the 112
references to Borg’s model that were found usirgffeest Research Library identified
the use of this model in 21 studies with foreigmeidanguage teachers, 24 studies with
ESL teachers, 29 studies with EFL teachers, 16eswdith both foreign/world language
and ESL teachers, and 22 theoretical publicati®@@nsidered a comprehensive model
by scholars conducting research related to langtesger beliefs (i.e., Bell, 2005;
Kissau, Algozzine & Yon, 2013), the present studgauBorg’s Model for Teacher
Cognition in Language Teaching, as shown in FiQuas the theoretical framework for

studying the self-reported pedagogical beliefs pnadtices of Chinese language teachers.
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Borg’s Model for Teacher Cognition in Language Teaking
Borg’s model for teacher cognition evolved fromibaotainstream research
teacher beliefs and the literature specific torttemtal processes of language teac
As depictedn Figure 2, Borg’'s model includes four central sacts that emerged fro
the research as he sought to answer his four gugliestions This model also indicate
their relationships to teacher cognition and tHkiences they have on one ano. An
explanation of these constructs and their relatigmsswith one another and teacl

cognition is provided ne»
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Figure 2.Borg’s (2003)Model fcr Teacher Cognition in Languagedching

Personal Schooling
The findings from prior research on teacher cognisupport the idea th

personal experiences as a student influence aadnrteacher cognition about teach
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and learning. Nespor (1987) found that beliefsral&ed to critical incidents in one’s
personal life that are stored in episodic mematpw strongly one holds beliefs can
influence instructional decisions (Eisenstein-Ebdtvé& Schweers, 1997). For example,
even when language teachers believe that implengentethods and strategies that
emphasize communicative language teaching is irapgrbeliefs about the effectiveness
of grammar-focused instruction that was part ospeal schooling experiences may have
a stronger influence on their final instructionattsions. Borg’s model indicates that in
addition to influencing teacher cognition, persas@iooling also influences the impact

of professional coursework.

Professional Coursework

Borg notes that the research on the influenceawfter education on teacher
cognition has yielded mixed results. Kagan’'s ()28&thesis of research findings
indicated that the influence is not significantowever, studies in the late 1990s
indicated that the ways in which teachers mastectimtent of their professional
coursework is affected by their own beliefs abeaiching and learning (Richards, Ho, &
Giblin, 1996) and that new information gained thgbbweacher education may affect
teacher cognition at a structural level (Sendanabéts, 1998). For example, teachers
may reflect upon new knowledge in complex, nondme&ays that may foster a clearer
organization of their personal pedagogical theanesthematic clusters using
terminology from the professional discourse prodidetheir coursework. However, as

Cabaroglu and Roberts (2000) state the influengeaiessional coursework on teacher
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cognition also depends upon teacher critical réflac In their research, Cabaroglu and
Roberts found that the earlier that teachers deetalzritically reflect on their pre-
existing pedagogical beliefs, the more likely themursework will influence any changes
in those beliefs. This is important because pegiagbbeliefs have consistently emerged

as one of the more powerful influences on classrpoantices.

Classroom Practice

The literature on the classroom practices of te@chas indicated a symbiotic
relationship between what teachers do and whattthiel, believe, and know. Although
there is a plethora of findings that have idendifieher factors that influence teacher
practices, Borg (2003) notes that teacher cogngreatly influences what they
ultimately do in the classroom. Many of these Esithave sought to identify the
precursors or antecedents of effective decisiodg@ulescribe effective decision-making
procedures. Other studies have focused less aedhaical aspects of the decision-
making processes in favor of a more holistic apginda understanding teacher decisions.
This holistic approach may include affective, mpoalemotional factors. Borg concludes
that while the literature on teacher practice lsusi, a change in teacher behavior does
not necessarily reflect cognitive change nor doesgaitive change guarantee an
adjustment in what teachers do in their classroontge nature of this symbiotic
relationship between teacher cognition and pradcsi¢erther complicated by contextual

factors.
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Contextual Factors

In a review of the literature on language teaclgndion, Borg (2003) found that
there are social, psychological, and environmeametalities related to the school, the
school district, and the greater society that affiee extent to which instructional
practices reflect pedagogical beliefs. These exigs that affect the realities of what
takes place in a classroom often include schoaodideent policy, curriculum mandates,
principal requirements, class size, classroom Igyauailability of resources, colleagues,
and parents/guardians (Borg, 2003). In a studly KL teachers in Hong Kong,
Richards, Li, and Tang (1998) also identified catial factors such as teacher
proficiency in the target language; student preficy in the target language; student
motivation; pressure to prepare students for stalwkd tests; pressure to conform to
methods and strategies used by more experienceltetsa and the resistance of students
to new ways of language learning (i.e., commun¥eaainguage teaching approaches).
These contextual factors significantly affectedrinstional decisions and classroom
practices of the 18 teachers in their longitudstatly. The extent to which these
contextual factors affect decision making and ungtonal practices may also be
mitigated by years of teaching experience and titeral contexts of language
education.

The research of Golombek (1998), Woods (1996),Bxeen (1991, 2001) has
produced results that support the relationship betweacher experience, teacher

cognition, and classroom practices. Golombek fainadl teacher pedagogical principles
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are influenced by their personal practical knowke@PK). The development of PPK is
a complex, non-linear process that includes thehia’ experiences as students, as
teachers, and as people who are members of a kdgeational community. The
teachers’ PPK then serves as a filter through wttielg respond to the exigencies of a
given teaching situation. This filter is not stats new experiences contribute to a
teacher’s overall cognition. In addition, reseandtih ESL teachers in Canada on teacher
planning and decision making by Woods found thatdécision-making process involves
more than immediate contextual factors. Decisaimsut instruction also include
influences from a teacher’s professional life aghale. According to Woods, personal
schooling, professional coursework, and teachinmee&nces contribute to the beliefs,
assumptions, and knowledge (BAK) that teachers twlérd language pedagogy.
Further research by Breen sought to gain an uratetistg of language teachers’
pedagogy and the social contexts for languageilearirhese studies have shown that
pedagogical principles are connected to sets atipes that are distinct from one
another and that teachers working in similar caltaontexts of education may share sets
of pedagogical principles.

Borg (2003) includes these studies in his revietwhefliterature. This indicates
his recognition that cultural contexts of educatianinfluence what teachers know and
do, even though they are not explicitly illustratedhis model. The present study
examines the cultural context of language educatidhina with the purpose of

expanding Borg’s model to include cultural contedfteducation as a mitigating factor
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for the adoption of new educational innovationghsas standards-based, learner-

centered instruction.

Cultural Context of Language Education in China

The literature from the social and cognitive scesmcludes arguments
concerning the nature of knowledge (i.e., epistexgyl and beliefs about teaching and
learning (i.e., pedagogy). Cognitive anthropoltg(3uinn and Holland (1987) argue that
knowledge is shared among cultural group membetssaorganized into “cultural
models” that influence how members interpret tegperiences. These cultural models
also play a tacit role in the development of catudentity, related to what Watson-
Gegeo (2004) calls “indigenous and local epistegpgldp. 335).

The study of local epistemologies with regard twlaage pedagogy includes both
the individual and the social groups to which theividual belongs (Coleman, 1996).
Coleman (1996) and Crookes (1997) propose thatichails are products of, as well as
producers of, the cultures that influence theicléag and learning. Coleman argues,
“we are all, as unique individuals, nevertheleshatsame time members of interlocking
and overlapping communities and social systems.ifferent degrees we influence the
other members of each of those communities, justeais turn are influenced by them”
(p. 13).

Hu (2002), Zhan (2008), and Zhao (2009) have writtat in China, education
has been perceived as a way to cultivate peoplstaadgthen the country. These

scholars state that the purpose of education iP#ople’s Republic of China (PRC) is to
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promote moral growth through the accumulation aiWledge that favors the collective
rather than the individual. Hu and Zhao beliea the underlying assumptions of a
Chinese culture of education are based upon Carfucaditions of social mobility
through a utilitarian system of education that rezgia deep commitment to learning.

In China, social mobility has largely depended upassing national
examinations that Zhao (2009) says date back toAM8uring the Sui Dynasty. So
critical are these national examinations that Zéegs regardless of a student’s
performance during the 12 years of formal educafiate lies in the scores on the
national exam. Preparing students for these exatroirs is of the utmost importance for
teachers and has determined the content and mathodgruction for much of China’s
history. These examinations include sections oin€3e language and literature,
mathematics, and English. The English sectiondeswn vocabulary and discrete
grammar forms (Cortazzi & Jin, 1996; Hu, 2002; Zh2@09). Therefore, the
compulsory study of English as a foreign langudgfel{ in China has historically been
to prepare students for these high-stakes exammsa{Cortazzi & Jin, 1996; Hu, 2002;
Zhan, 2008; Zhao, 2009). However, recent politieabnomic, and social developments
have begun to change the purpose of studying Englithe PRC.

In the last decade, China has sought to increasasibility and position around
the globe. Joining the World Trade Organizatio2@®1 and hosting the Summer
Olympic Games in 2008 are examples of China’s ddasibecome part of the global

economy. Zhan (2008) notes, “all over Asia thelBhdanguage appears to have
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become more important than ever before” (p. 549cokdingly, the teaching of English
for communicative proficiency has taken on a negeuacy and has led to the call for
methods associated with communicative languagéitegu¢CLT).

In 2001, the Ministry of Education in China isswedew set of standards for
teaching English. The English Language Curricuttandard¢ELCS) includes a
syllabus that is intended to improve students’ Eshglanguage proficiency using
methods associated with CLT. Although CLT had hie&oduced and promoted
throughout China since the late 1980s (Hu, 2002) use of CLT became mandatory
with the implementation of the ELCS. Nevertheldlss,high-stakes English
examinations in China continue to serve as gateksdp educational and economic
pathways within the PRC (Zhao, 2009) and contiloudritve curriculum and instruction,
despite the new focus on developing proficiencgeddorth by the ELCS.

Several scholars (Burnaby & Sun, 1989; Cortazzir& 1996; Hu, 2002; Gu &
Schweisfurth, 2006) have argued that the purpasestiidying English in China are
incompatible with the theoretical foundations of IClkesulting in various degrees of
adoption and adaptation of CLT by Chinese EFL teehFor example, Burnaby and
Sun (1989) conducted a study with 24 EFL teachrera China that sought to identify
teacher beliefs and practices in implementing comoative teaching methods within
the context of English language education in Chifleir findings indicated that
although the teachers agreed that English profigies\needed in order to provide ample

comprehensible input during CLT lessons, they vmettemotivated to improve their own
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English communication skills. The teachers st#bed the best use of instructional time
was to present content that would prepare thedtestts for standardized exams. As a
result, they placed higher value on improving ttk@owledge related to discrete
grammar and reading comprehension than on imprateig English proficiency. The
general belief held by the teachers in this studg that CLT was appropriate for
students who are planning to study or live abrbad not for preparing them for
standardized English exams.

A follow-up study in 1993 conducted by Anderson stianed the appropriateness
and practicality of CLT for teaching English in @hi Anderson stated that several
factors impeded the adoption of CLT, including lidkek of authentic materials in
English, the value placed on teacher-centered appes, large class sizes, and the fact
that students in China study English in order tespgaigh-stakes, standardized exams.
These early publications on the challenges relat@splementing CLT in China have
shown incongruence between the cultures of edutand the theoretical foundations of
CLT. Since the implementation of the ELCS in 208dveral other studies and literature
reviews (Gu & Schweisfurth, 2006; Zhan, 2008; ZH2@0)9) have concluded similar
findings. Of particular interest is Hu's (2002)aiéed explanation of Chinese cultures of
learning.

Hu (2002) carefully examined what he calls “the dlmpvn movement to reform
English language teaching (ELT) in the People’su®dip of China (PRC) since the

1980s” (p. 93). He argues,
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CLT has failed to make the expected impact on ELi#he PRC partly because
some of its most important tenets and practiceshohdth the expectations of
teaching and learning that are deep rooted in thiegSe culture of learning.

(p.94)

Hu says that the Chinese culture of learning inetual whole set of expectations,
attitudes, beliefs, values, perceptions, prefergneeperiences, and behaviors that relate
to teaching and learning. He notes that the ceitdilearning in China discourages
individuality in favor of the collective and placesalue on the accumulation of
knowledge by the “learn to use philosophy,” whicmiradicts the “learn by using”
approach promoted by CLT. It should be noted timat'learn to use philosophy” should
not imply that learners are passive.

Hu’s (2002) work with Chinese EFL students addresseommon misconception
that Chinese students do not think critically wisidying English. He notes that while
the Chinese culture of learning may be summarizefbe Four Rs” of receive, repeat,
review, and reproduce, there is a mental activeagssciated with teaching and learning
in China that is often misrepresented and misumoedsas rote memorization. Hu states,

Chinese learners do not learn by rote memorizatiore than Western

students...Students are not encouraged to engagedhamical memorization.

Instead, they are encouraged to memorize with staleding, that is, to

memorize what is understood and to understand girauemorization. (p. 101)
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The notion that the Chinese culture of learning@taemphasis on mental activity is also
supported by the work of Cortazzi and Jin (1996)pwelieve that reducing the Chinese
culture of learning to “The Four Rs”, may lead Vestteachers to view Chinese learners
as being passive. Comments from the 105 ChinekauBiversity students in their study
denied the notion of a passive Chinese learnepleyly stating, “We are active in our
minds. We are thinking all the time” (Cortazzi 8,J1996, p. 198). The implications
from their study include a proposal for a synergineen cultures of learning that can be
accomplished by raising a conscious awarenessdifferences between cultures of
learning and a mutual respect for the various etgpiens held toward teaching and
learning.

The inclusion of the literature on the adoptiorCafT for teaching EFL in China
serves the purpose of providing an understandirigeo€ultural and educational
backgrounds of the majority of teachers who paéitad in this study. Cultural
differences regarding teacher beliefs about tegcand learning and the various cultural
contexts of studying languages are becoming maeapent as U.S. schools seek to hire
international teachers for their foreign/world laage programs. As such, the inclusion
of cultures of education as a mitigating factoBorg's Model for Teacher Cognition in
Language Teaching is appropriate given these dureatities in the Chinese language
teacher supply system. Nevertheless, the iderpanel Borg's model does include the

threat of cultural reductionism and cultural impésm.
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Cultural Reductionism and Cultural Imperialism

The oversimplification or generalization of cultaref education is an important
consideration for the present study as it exparadg’B (2003) model to include cultures
of education as a mitigating factor in teacher ciogm Hu (2002) posits that the
Chinese cultures of learning are arguably one ®htlost important constraints for the
adoption of Western educational innovations in @hiRlowever, he warns, “It is
dangerous to generalize about the cultural behafiany social group, especially a
society as huge and complex as the Chinese on86jp.At the same time, it is through
understanding the history and cultures of any ga@eiety that we find the underlying
purposes for language study. The theoretical fatiods for how languages are taught
and learned are also embedded within those purp@se=rding to Hu, the task for the
researcher is to use generalizations carefullyatidthe recognition of their intent
(2002). In addition to the threat of cultural reianism in the present study, cultural
imperialism is also a risk.

The question of whether CLT is appropriate for Efldents preparing for
standardized examinations in China has been debatbd literature (Burnaby & Sun,
1989; Cortazzi & Jin, 1996; Hu, 2002; Gu & Schwerdf, 2006). Holliday (2001) notes
that the problem with investigating issues relatethe adoption of educational
innovations occurs when the recipients of the iration are regarded as deficient in
either their knowledge or skills. According to Haddy (2001), one can find evidence of

cultural imperialism by examining how the recip®&nof the innovation are “perceived,
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accommodated, and managed” (p. 171). Holliday svftat a common assumption is
that international teachers have a deficit in tistructional practices that the
educational innovation can rectify. It is recommed that the knowledge and
experiences that have roots in teachers’ persehaloéing and home cultures of
education be valued in terms of what these langtesgghers bring to their classrooms.

The acknowledgement of both cultural reductionism eultural imperialism in
the present study serves as evidence that the ggigfdhis research was not to devalue
other cultures of education or to employ a defiwttdel in analyzing responses from the
Chinese language teachers who patrticipated irsthdy. Rather, it was to identify areas
where their self-reported pedagogical beliefs alstandards-based, learner-centered
instruction were congruent with their instructiopghctices.Understanding the cultures
of education in China is a necessary pillar of lirsature review. Not only does it
provide an understanding of the learning experigrée¢he teachers who participated in
this study, but it also addresses common miscormmeptegarding Chinese teachers and
their students.

The studies that investigated the adoption of GLTlhina shed light on the
complex relationship between teachers’ personadaciy, professional coursework,
contextual factors, and classroom practices. thtiah, they provide the foundation
from which to review the literature conducted ie thnited States regarding the adoption
of standards-based, learner-centered instructidritenstudies that have sought to

understand teacher beliefs and classroom practices.
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U.S. Studies on Language Teacher Beliefs and Classm Practices

In 2011, Phillips and Abbott reported that an egies keyword search of the
SFLL using multiple databases yielded 167 referendeere the standards were a
principal focus (i.e., the SFLL were in the titleveere a main topic in the reference).
These references included books, book chaptersleartand dissertations. Yet, there
has been a dearth of research that has speciffoaliged on foreign/world language
teacher pedagogical beliefs and practices relatéaet adoption of standards-based (i.e.,
SFLL), learner-centered instruction within the aitStates. This review of the literature

will focus on nine studies that directly suppos firesent investigation.

Allen (2002, 2008)

In a study by Allen (2002), 613 foreign languagacteers from three mid-western
states reported that on average, they were “sontévamailiar with the SFLL. Using the
survey data, Allen reported that teacher beliefeid based upon the following factors:
their membership with professional organizationsere they taught (urban/rural);
number of years teaching the language; genderghiglegree earned; and whether they
taught in a private or public school. Allen’s fol-up case study (2008) with one French
teacher who had 29 years of teaching experienaadfthat the theoretical foundations of
educational innovations such as standards-basadelecentered instruction and teacher
beliefs about teaching and learning languagesrasmme cases, incongruent. According
to Allen, “Unless teachers’ own theories of leaghmatch the theories upon which the

innovation is based, it is not likely that the teais will implement the change in a
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manner that is consistent with the innovation’otleécal framework” (p. 45). Allen
posits that this incongruence explains, in party sime teachers only partially adopt the

SFLL or are reluctant to adopt them at all.

Lacorte (2005)

Lacorte (2005) conducted a study with five highaalSpanish language teachers
in order to better understand the relationship betwteacher beliefs and their classroom
instructional practices. Lacorte’s research exasiimow the teachers interacted with
students and how they maintained student focusgtineir transitions between
activities. Through observations, interviews, aecbrded audio of classroom instruction
during one full academic year, Lacorte concluded,

Many teachers of Spanish and other languages id8#enowadays may find

themselves trying to reconcile, on the one hanthmemendations from current

pedagogic trends about learner-centered instryati@ativity, and meaningful
communication, and individual differences and dsitgrin the classroom; and on
the other, issues related to previous experiers@gaihg or teaching the FL or L2,
management and discipline within the classroomj hégio of students to
teachers, students’ lack of cultural awarenesk,dhquality materials,

inadequate in-service training, etc. (p. 397)

She states that the findings from her study proemdence that what language
teachers do in their classrooms is influenced lifa bdernal factors (i.e., teacher beliefs)

and external factors (e.g., class size).
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Salomone (1998)

Salomone (1998) found that teaching grammar forroamcative language use
poses challenges for international teaching asgs(#l'As), many of whom have had
personal language learning experiences in gramatarseéd classrooms in their home
countries. Data were collected during a 15-weakester with 30 teaching assistants
(TAS) using surveys, group interviews, teachingpals, and critiques of videotaped
lessons. Salomone identified themes related tmgyar that were cross-cultural in
nature and included ITAs’ frequent mention of tretudents’ apathy toward learning,
lack of English grammar knowledge, and behaviasdieés. She also identified
differences in how the ITAs and their students peexd teacher and student roles.
Salomone states that the ITAs “seemed to belieateuhiversity students in their
homelands would be better prepared and more metVgp. 558). As a result of this
study, Salomone recommends that ITAs receive psafeal development that includes
the cultural differences between educational systend strategies and techniques for

coping with these differences.

Antdn (1999)

Anton’s (1999) comparative case study research gyatthe discourse between
teacher and student in both a learner-centeredrolas and a teacher-centered
classroom to identify what she terms “the commuiieamoves” that teachers use to
effectively engage learners in communicative aitéigi Anton suggests that certain

communicative moves are indicative of learner-aeaténstruction and include the
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transfer of responsibility of student learning fre@acher to student. The researcher
collected data by observing introductory-level egé courses in French and ltalian
during a 15-week semester. Data analysis focusdd)dhe teachers’ conscious
inclusion of grammatical forms during formal ingttion; (2) teacher feedback on student
errors; (3) teacher choice of turn-taking allocatiand (4) the teachers’ use of
instructional strategies to accommodate the stederarning preferences. The findings
indicated that discourse in a learner-centerecgsdasn provides opportunities for
teachers and students to negotiate various dimensilanguage learning, including
semantic meaning, content from other disciplinad, dassroom behavior during learner-
centered activities. Antdn posits that it is thégotiation initiated by the teacher that
contributes to an environment conducive to commatiie language learning. In
contrast to the discourse that promotes learnetiecesh instruction, Antén notes that
when a teacher believes that s/he is the possessw linguistic and cultural knowledge
that students need to acquire, the focus is otréimsfer of this knowledge from teacher
to student. Further, Antén acknowledged that entdracher-centered classroom she
observed, the teacher more notably dominated gwdise with students, resulting in
rare opportunities for negotiation to occur betwdenteacher and student or between

individual students.

Hall Haley and Ferro (2011)
If adopting standards-based, learner-centereduictstnal strategies is difficult

for language teachers who have been educated lo.8heit follows logically that these
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challenges are exacerbated for international laggt@achers who are not familiar with
the cultural context of U.S. schools. Hall Haleglderro (2011) conducted their study
with participants from a 2009 STARTALK Summer Ihste for Arabic and Chinese
teachers (STSI). This STARTALK teacher progranvpted two weeks of professional
development in a blended environment that inclualedite interactive workshops,
experiences teaching students enrolled in Chineddeabic summer language camps,
and an online community of practice where the teechreated unit plans and
participated in asynchronous discussions on vatopiss.

The participants consisted of 10 Chinese and sabirlanguage teachers and
investigated the teacher perceptions of U.S. seh&bb. students, and their roles as
language teachers in U.S. classrooms. Data wdeetsal using pre-post institute online
surveys and by extracting the postings from théerdsynchronous discussions. During
the online discussions, the teachers were expliagked to discuss their perceptions of
U.S. schools, U.S. students, and their perceivies i@s language teachers in U.S.
classrooms.

The findings indicated that the participants weretaely aware of the cultural
contexts of language education that they had espeed in their home countries, which
included China, Taiwan, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Syaiad the Republic of Sudan. They
noted similarities and differences, not only betw#eir home countries and the U.S.,
but also between and among their home countriég tdachers were also aware that

differences in the expectations that they holdMeir U.S. students and the expectations
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that their U.S. students hold for their teacheescailtural and can lead to challenges
when implementing learner-centered instructionesehchallenges include, but are not
limited to, classroom management, teacher-studanotithe target language, student
motivation, and issues of teacher-student poweraatiaority related to the transition

toward a learner-centered classroom.

Hall Haley and Alsweel (2012)

In 2012, Hall Haley and Alsweel conducted a follap/study to the research
published by Hall Haley and Ferro in 2011. The22bivestigation yielded participants
from a three-week STARTALK teacher program thaktptace during summer 2011.
This summer institute provided critical methodot@gitraining in transitioning teachers
to learner-centered instruction for millennial laage learners. Two significant
components of the institute were the inclusion aktar teachers in each target language
represented by the participants (Arabic, Chinesd,Russian) and the creation and
maintenance of an actual online learning commuthiay provided rich insight into
cultural and educational influences that shapedsfiodmed these teachers’ attitudes and
dispositions about teaching and learning. Thenewé participants in this study: four
Arabic language teachers, five Chinese languagiées, and two Russian teachers.
Data collection from this study included pre-pasttitute surveys, small group
interviews, and responses to asynchronous discutisid were posted on the institute’s

Ning, an online platform for creating customizediabnetworks.
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Findings from this study were consistent with thiveen Hall Haley and Ferro
(2011). First, the Arabic, Chinese, and Russianher participants in this investigation
openly noted that their own language learning erpees were in teacher-centered EFL
classrooms where mastery of grammar and memonzafigocabulary were the main
focus. They were also aware that these experienttasnced their perceptions of U.S.
schools and U.S. students. Second, these teaelagliyy acknowledged the importance
of understanding the needs of millennial languagerers and actively engaged in
meaningful ways to plan lessons and provide ass#sithat strengthened their
teaching.

In addition to these findings, the researchersatitat some of the participants
began the summer institute with negative perceptabout teaching U.S. students. Their
views changed as a result of engaging in the waoniksletivities, working with a master
teacher (who was fluent in the target languageively participating in the online
learning community, and ultimately conducting taagirdemonstrations with students
enrolled in local STARTALK student programs. Thtady also found that introducing
the teacher participants to an online learning camty was challenging in that many
were not familiar with the technology. However tieachers were able to communicate
in either English or their target languages andewerther supported by master teachers
during the online activities and discussions. 8imany critical need language teachers

can sometimes feel isolated in their schools oosktistricts (Ging 1994; Schrier,
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1994), the online community provided a way for te&s to share ideas, resources, and

build strong communities of practice.

Kissau, Yon & Algozzine (2011) and Kissau, Algozzen& Yon (2013)

Two recent studies have investigated the pedagdggtiafs held by international
and domestic foreign/world language teachers (Kis¥an, & Algozzine, 2011) and
differences between foreign language teacher pezadeliefs; these differences are
based upon the teachers’ years of teaching; anodymbfessional coursework related to
second language pedagogy; target language taughtaaguage program model (i.e.,
traditional elementary/secondary or immersion) mchl the participants teach (Kissau,
Algozzine, & Yon, 2013). The results and findirfgsm each of these studies provide
insight to pedagogical beliefs specific to Chinkesguage teachers.

The purpose of the 2011 study was to investigaealifierences in pedagogical
beliefs that may contribute to the challenges ithi@trnational foreign/world language
teachers encounter and to determine ways to sufigrtransition into U.S. schools.
The participants included 136 domestic teachersBéndternational teachers who were
teaching Spanish, French, German, Chinese, Japdradse or Portuguese in a K-12
U.S. classroom. Of the 86 international teachs®gen were from Asia. Data were
collected using a survey with all 222 participani$ie survey contained 50 items that
measured teacher beliefs on the following five sasles: (1) Use of the target language
and exposure to target language cultures duririguictson; (2) Teaching strategies

including the use of technology; (3) Individualdgmt interests and learning strategies;
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(4) Assessing student learning and emphasis onrgeanmstruction; and (5) SLA
theories related to student anxiety and error ctioe. Individual follow-up interviews
were conducted with a volunteer sample of 14 teaciwo of which were Chinese
language teachers. To strengthen the reliabifith® answers provided by the teachers
in the follow-up interviews, the researchers atgernviewed seven supervisors. These
supervisors included five specialists who overag@gliage education in their respective
school districts and two immersion school princgpalinterview questions focused on
challenges the teachers encountered in their oass, whether these challenges
differed for other groups of foreign/world languagachers, and suggestions for
additional support.

The results from the survey data indicated nosteally significant differences
between the beliefs of domestic and internatiooadign/world language teachers in four
of the five sub-scales. The researchers repartlieae was a significant difference in
teacher beliefs related to SLA theories. The md@onal teachers believed less strongly
in the need to reduce learner anxiety and the itapoe of not over-correcting student
errors (Kissau, Yon, & Algozzine, 2011). The résditom the interview data were more
revealing, providing evidence that Chinese languagehers struggle more than their
international peers in their transition to teachim@).S. schools.

This research found that there are three areasnmiecn specific to teachers from
China. They include dramatic cultural differenbe$ween Eastern and Western cultures

with respect to teaching methodology, student-teactlations, and parental
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involvement. The Chinese teachers and superwglooswere interviewed made several
references to challenges related to managing leasrgered activities, with establishing
mutual respect and expectations between teachérstatents, and with the level and
type of engagement between parents and teachmamications of this study include the
recognition that international language teachersidact encounter challenges unique to
them, yet they have a wealth of benefits to offieirtU.S. students. These challenges
have the potential to create larger issues relatélte different expectations that teachers
and their students have toward language learnidgraay result in students dropping
language courses from their schedules. Theretaseimperative to provide professional
coursework, professional development opportuniaes, ongoing administrative support
that addresses these particular challenges (Ki¥say,& Algozzine, 2011).

The follow-up study published in 2013 expanded ui@n2011 study and sought
differences in foreign/world language teacher pedéaml beliefs based upon the
teachers’ years of experience, professional courdevand teaching program model.
The researchers used the same data set but csedgraups of the participants using
demographic data. The survey results showed lileat tvere no statistically significant
differences between subgroups on the five sub-sd¢atgpedagogical beliefs. However,
even though all groups shared similar beliefs eglad assessment/grammar instruction
and SLA/anxiety/error correction, their beliefsthese two sub-scales were not as

strong. Interview results were also similar to #hosthe 2011 study with a few
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differences between groups based upon years tepahthprofessional coursework.
There were no notable differences in beliefs bagmuh language program model.

The more experienced teachers that were intervidwettistronger beliefs toward
the importance of grammar instruction and the dseare traditional, teacher-centered
methods and strategies than the less-experienaelders. The teachers with fewer years
of teaching experience had beliefs that were miigaed with the SFLL and the use of
methods and strategies related to communicativgukage teaching but pleaded for more
training in classroom management. Additionallgslexperienced teachers openly asked
for more instructional strategies that align whieit beliefs. The researchers noted that
these findings indicate that the current realitieeaching in U.S. classrooms pose
problems for the more inexperienced teachers, wmiah affect their ability to

implement instructional practices that reflect thusliefs.

Sun (2012)

Sun’s (2012) case study was conducted with a n@thieese language teacher
who was teaching Chinese as a foreign/world langua@n all-girls’ public high school
in New Zealand. It builds upon the call made bgdsr (2001) and Borg (2003) for cross-
cultural studies with K-12 language teachers teaks better understanding of the
factors that shape instructional practices. Thegae of this study was to investigate the
personal practical knowledge (PPK) of an immigi@hinese language teacher who was
teaching Chinese as a foreign/world language irw Kealand secondary school in

order to examine the influence of native educatitmaaitions (i.e., home culture of
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education) on the teacher’'s PPK and instructiorattpes in a Western educational
context. Data collection occurred over a 10-weetkga and included personal
interviews, video-recorded non-participant classrabservations, field notes, lesson
plans, and other relevant teaching materials.

Findings from this study support what Sun (2012&cdées as the “virtuoso
teacher in Confucian-heritage culture of China”1p5). In China, the focus is on
teaching and the teacher’s performance ratherdghatudent learning. Like an actor on
stage, this performance includes carefully selestedels of the content that are
presented to the students with clear explanatibméat they are expected to learn and
how they are expected to learn it. In generatnleis are asked to perform the same
tasks at the same time, creating uniform atterdimhconcentration. The teacher in this
case study noted that she carefully plans herhasso that “everything goes
smoothly..and [is] on the right track” (p. 763). She readibknowledged that as an
immigrant teacher, she is an outsider and musétber quickly earn both acceptance
and trust from her students. Using this trust,istable to establish a “gi-field” or a
classroom environment that is conducive to learnimgjde the gi-field, students are
willing to practice together, without disruptionbus allowing the lesson to progress
smoothly.

Sun stated that the Chinese virtuoso teaching meadten viewed adversely
through Western lenses. To Western educators wbacate for communicative

language teaching approaches, this model seerask@kperiential learning that fosters
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creativity, self-expression, and personal integdrenh (Sun, 2012). They may also view
memorization as rote learning. Cortazzi and J89@) note that this is actually a
misconception, as memorizing in Chinese culturdsarhing includes analysis,
reproduction, and recitation. Sun states thatdeioto integrate immigrant teachers into
local cultures of education, it is necessary torleghat they know and believe and how
they adapt to new, diverse teaching contexts througtheir professional lives.
Implications from this research include the needafiditional cross-cultural studies, as
immigrant teachers are becoming an important geheoteaching force in foreign/world

language education as well as other subject areas.

Expanding Borg’s Model for Teacher Cognition in Larguage Teaching

The present investigation into Chinese languagehtgabeliefs and practices
builds upon prior research and addresses the d¢ueanth of research that focuses on
critical need language teachers. As indicatedguare 3, the present study expands
Borg’s model to include the cultural contexts ofiegation of Chinese language teachers
in order to better understand the alignment betwieein pedagogical beliefs and

instructional practices related to standards-bdsadyer-centered instruction.
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Figure 3.Expanding Borg's Model for Teacher Cognition in §aage Teachir.

This expanded model places cultural contexts o€atilon as a mitigating factor betwe

standards-based, learnantered instruction and their pedagogical bel As this

literature review has shown, tnotion that language teachers receive educd

innovations such as stande-based, learnetentered instruction through filters shaj

by their home cultures of education is an importamisteration when studying teact

pedagogical beliefsThis is particularly true for language teacherg #e recruited from

a culture of education that is vastly differentifr¢he culture of education where they

expected to teach effective This is the current reality for Chinese languagebers

that are recruited from abroad to teach in U.Sosls
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As Borg’s Model for Teacher Cognition in Languagsaghing illustrates, the
development of teacher cognition occurs over tiodegsional lives of teachers
(Richardson, 1996) and is influenced by their peasschooling, professional
coursework, and contextual factors that presemreat and internal demands on their
classroom practices. In addition, these cultuvakexts of education become part of
teachers’ personal practical knowledge (Golomb8Rg8) that serves as a filter through
which new experiences in both teaching and leararegeceived. This includes how
teachers receive professional coursework on stdedmsed, learner-centered instruction
and the extent to which they implement practicesasted with standards-based,
learner-centered instruction in their classroomkhough there has been a growing body
of literature on language teacher beliefs and obass practices, there is a dearth of
research that specifically investigates languagehter beliefs and classroom practices
related to standards-based, learner-centered prEsent study contributes to this

growing body of research.

Summary
This review of the literature provides the theaatiramework that supports the
present study. It situates the findings from tkisearch within the field of foreign/world
language teacher education, the scholarship oh@eaognition and the emerging body
of literature on the cross-cultural educationalexignces of international teachers. The

next chapter provides details of the methods etlito recruit participants, to collect and
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store data, and for data analysis. It also coats@ctions on validity and reliability as

well as the subjectivity of the researcher.
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. METHODS

This study used a triangulation mixed-methods aegyeswell, 2005) that
included collecting and analyzing quantitative godlitative data. Creswell provides
three alternatives for mixed-methods designs: goeatory model, an explanatory
model, and a triangulation model. He states thsgarchers select the triangulation
design when the direct comparison of both qualiégaéind quantitative data is necessary
to better understand a problem or phenomenonhigmiodel of mixed-methods
research, direct comparison of data provides trkign of the data sources. The
researcher collects data simultaneously, givesleggight (i.e., priority) to both
gualitative and quantitative data, and comparesdbelts from at least two data sources
to determine whether they yield similar or dissanilesults (Creswell).

Although these mixed-methods design models prosidecture and uniformity
for researchers, Greene (2007) notes that resdasigns prescribe specific sequences of
data collection and that set priorities for quativte and qualitative data analysis often
“give only passing attention to the many other disiens of differences that are
inherently part of social inquiry” (p. 15). Thesther dimensions of differences may
include more than one discipline-specific philospphd set of theories as well as

differences in personal experiences, educationiegaland beliefs. To better
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accommodate these differences, Greene recommetedsative data analysis techniques
that include “planned stopping points” where theesgcher intentionally seeks ways in
which one method of analysis (i.e., qualitativejoantitative) might inform the other.
The combination of Creswell’s (2005) triangulatimixed-methods design and
Greene’s (2007) integrative data analysis techrsgligned with the purpose of this
mixed-methods study, which was to investigate pedmal beliefs that Chinese
language teachers hold toward implementing staselaaded, learner-centered
instruction. To do so, three sources of data welected, including an online survey,
telephone interviews, and classroom observatidie goal of this research was to
identify areas where the teachers’ self-reportdigtseand instructional practices reflect
standards-based, learner-centered instruction, tivlpurpose of informing world
language teacher-educators of the areas in whahlibliefs and self-reported practices

converge and diverge.

Participants
The participants for this study consisted of 71&chinese language teachers
from across the United States who completed th@@slurvey; 17 teachers from the
mid-Atlantic Region who completed telephone intews; and four teachers who
participated in classroom observations. The Cleitesguage teachers in this study
comprised a purposeful, criterion-based samplétoP#1990) and Creswell (2005) note
that a common reason for conducting qualitativelingis to gain a better understanding

of a central phenomenon. This often leads theareker to intentionally recruit
73



individuals who are able to provide informationated to that phenomenon. In addition,
Patton suggests the use of criterion-based sarfyleever it is necessary to include all
cases that meet some criterion” (p. 183). Theneweo criteria for participant selection

in this research. The following identifies thetena.

Selection Criteria

The first criterion for participants in this studsas that they must have attended at
least one STARTALK teacher program between 200728id.. This criterion ensured
that the participants in this study experienceléast one professional development
program that was aligned to the SFLL and the ACN&ATE Standards. The second
criterion was that participants had to be curretegfching Chinese in a K-16 classroom
in the United States. This criterion was necesgapgnsure that participants were able to
answer the survey and interview items about thieiies used with their students in
class.

There were two techniques employed to recruit telctvho met these criteria.
The first was used to recruit teachers for thenendiurveys, and the second was used to
recruit teachers for the interviews and observatiofhese techniques will be discussed

in the next section.

Recruitment of Participants for the Online Survey
The participants for the online survey were reexiiby email from a pool of 986

Chinese language teachers who had attended ohe 49tSTARTALK teacher
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programs that took place in 2011. These STARTAL&gpams are supervised by the
National Foreign Language Center (NFLC), locatethatUniversity of Maryland,
College Park. Due to research restrictions sé floy the Institutional Review Board
(IRB) at the University of Maryland, the researcheuld not directly recruit the Chinese
language teachers. Instead, recruitment for thaesurvey was facilitated through the
voluntary assistance of the 49 program directésor to emailing the teacher program
directors, written permission was received (Appemgi from Dr. Catherine Ingold,
Executive Director of the National Foreign Langu&gnter and Principal Investigator of
STARTALK.

The recruitment of program directors was condutheaugh three rounds of
emailsbetween November 2011 and January 2012 using ftter$ approved by the
IRB at GMU (Appendix B). The recruitment emailsutted in 23 of the 49 program
directors offering to assist in the recruitmenthd teachers who attended their respective
2011 STARTALK teacher programs. This subset ofjpsms hosted 398 Chinese
language teachers and represented 18 states,ewihas programs from California,
Virginia, and Colorado. The size of these teaginegrams varied; there were as many
as 55 Chinese language teachers in one of the'120dd STARTALK teacher programs
and as few as five in a program that hosted teadham several of the critical need
languages.

To recruit teachers, this researcher emailed ther@@ram directors the IRB-

approved “Initial Teacher Recruitment Email” (AppenC) and the “Second Teacher
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Recruitment Email” (Appendix D). They were askeddrward the first email directly to
the Chinese language teachers who attended tlogjrgms. After two weeks, the
directors were asked to send the second teachertreent email. To motivate teacher
participation for the online survey and increaseréssponse return rate, the recruitment
emails included information on how to enter a eaftir one of five $50.00 gift

certificates to a popular online company upon catipd the online survey. Funding for
the raffle was provided through a dissertation cletngmn fellowship received in fall

2011. After the three rounds of recruitment fa tmline survey between November
2011 and early February 2012, there were 71 teactteo had completed, at least in part,
the online survey.

Creswell (2005) defines survey response returrs rae'the percentage of
guestionnaires that participants return to theaneter” (p. 367). Researchers may or
may not include the number of incomplete surveysaasof their response rate. The
American Association for Public Opinion ResearcdO@) states that the inclusion of
partially completed surveys depends upon the abgscbf the survey and whether
participants were given the option to skip indivatlilems on the survey. For this survey,
participants were not required to answer each iddat survey item. Although 100
teachers consented to completing the survey, thauof responses to the three types
of items (closed response, open response, and daptog) varied. The descriptive

statistics for the survey item responses are pealvid Table 1.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of Survey Response Items

Descriptive Statistics of Responses

Item Type n (items) Median M SD

Closed Response Items/ 13 68.00 68.50 1.99
Open Response Items 7 56.50 51.83 12.95
Demographic Items 14 69.00 68.78 1.42

These descriptive statistics indicate similar agensesponse rates for the closed-
response items and the demographic items. As teghdbere was a lower response rate
and larger standard deviation for the open-respiteses. Dillman (2009) notes that
lower response rates for open-response items cardained by the higher likelihood
that respondents will skip these items on a subemause they require additional time
and thought. In addition to the expectation tteatipipants are less likely to respond to
open-response items, there is also the considertiat the majority of the teachers in
this study were non-native speakers of English wattying levels of English
proficiency.

Historically, survey studies in educational jousiahve reported response return
rates of 50 percent or more (Creswell, 2005). Hmwrea study conducted by Kaplowitz,
Hadlock, and Levine (2004) with more than 19,00@Mtian State University students
found that the response rate for web surveys usmhgemail to recruit participants to be
20%. When one considers that the Chinese langeagbers who participated in this

study were born and educated outside of the Utates, primarily in countries where
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English is not the official language (see “Pari@ipdemographics” in Chapter Four), the

response rate of 18% is reasonable.

Recruitment for Interviews and Observations

Participants for telephone interviews and obseowvatiwere K-16 Chinese
language teachers who were teaching Chinese iblacpprivate, and/or heritage
language school in the mid-Atlantic area. Theségjants were from a pool of
teachers with whom | had developed a professiaiationship as their instructor in the
graduate licensure program or as a member of tmenégtrative team for the GMU
STARTALK teacher programs they had attended. GI¢20@6) notes that in qualitative
inquiry, the relationship between the researchdrmarticipant depends upon rapport and
subjectivity. Researcher subjectivity will be aglsked as a sub-section of data analysis;
however, it is important to discuss one potensialie with rapport concerning the
participant interviews and observations here.

One of the concerns with asking participants wittom a researcher has already
established a rapport (i.e., willingness to cooggdna that the participants may over-
identify with the researcher (Glesne, 2006). Thesponses to interview questions or
behaviors during observations may be contrived éetrwhat they perceive the
researcher wants or expects from them. Theredsthk consideration of cultural
differences. Wang (1995) found that the Chinesgqigants in his study seemed eager
to help him with his research but were more rehicta provide any personal

information. Glesne notes that the role of theaesher is to learn how to develop
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culturally appropriate ways to maintain rapport ltavoiding more personal
relationships that may lead to contrived responsdhaviors. For this study, | selected
participants for interviews and classroom obseovetiwith whom | had a strong
professional rapport. This rapport was initiatgdiem having taken graduate courses
that | taught in a foreign/world language teachmrisure program between 2008 and
2010.

The recruitment of practicing K-16 Chinese langutsgehers for the interviews
and observations was initiated through an inforemahil sent to 23 teachers. Once the
teachers responded positively to my initial reqdestheir participation, | followed up
with the IRB-approved “Initial Email Teacher Red¢rnent Interview and Observation”
(Appendix E). Initially, the goal was to interview and obserwefto seven teachers, and
| was able to secure consent from seven teacheygqueckly. Unfortunately, gaining
permission and access to their classrooms frortotia school districts proved to be
more challenging. For three of the teachers, kegdiligently for several months with
their local school districts, only to be ultimatelgnied access due to the fact that those
districts now conduct (and protect) the researatedn their classrooms.

In total, 18 teachers indicated their willingnesgarticipate in the interviews.
This was rather fortuitous as early analysis ofdhkne survey data revealed that the
responses to the open-ended items were not asti@basticipated. Because the
interview questions mirrored the open-ended suitegys, | expanded the data collection

to include interviews with 17 of the 18 teachersowésponded. One teacher was not
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included in the results of this study because shoaiirently teaching Chinese at an
International School in India and did not meetcheerion of currently teaching in a U.S.
school. These interviews provided robust datadcbatplemented the data from the
closed-items on the online survey. | also condlioteservations with the four teachers
with whom | was able to obtain the necessary stengssions from their respective
schools and districtsCopies of the site permissions are not includatienist of
appendices in order to maintain the confidentiadityheir identities. These seven
observations included two consecutive observatrgitisthree of the teachers and one
observation with the fourth teacher. Each obs@amatnged from 30 to 90 minutes and
represented a breadth of educational environmdrtisy included a public elementary
school, a public high school, a private high schant a local community college. These

observations will be discussed in detail in thetrsection.

Data Collection Methods
The recruitment of teachers and the collectionat&dbegan after | received the
required approval from the Institutional Review BbdRB) at GMU. The IRB waived
the requirement to have participant signaturesherconsent forms. For the online
survey, participants had to read and accept thee@nbnsent form (Appendix F) in order
to access the survey items. For the telephonevietes and observations, | emailed
participants the IRB-approved consent form (Apperil and brought a paper copy with

me to the four classroom observations.
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Materials

There were four data collection instruments fos gtudy: an online survey; a
demographic questionnaire used for participants edmopleted the telephone interviews;
an interview protocol; and field notes from classmobservations.

Online survey.The 34-item survey (Appendix kas created using the online
platform, SurveyMonkey. The final version of timstrument contained 13 closed-ended
items, seven open-ended items, and 14 demographis.i Iltems related to general
pedagogical beliefs were adapted from the TeackkefB Interview (TBI) that was
developed by Luft and Roehrig (2007). | obtainegdten permission from Dr. Julie Luft
(Appendix 1) to adapt the items from her instrumimtuse in this study. Survey items
for the inquiry of beliefs and practices specibdanguage pedagogy were developed
using the ACTFL/NCATE Standards for the PreparatibRoreign Language Teachers
(2002). The demographic questions were adapted tihe 2009 STARTALK Teacher
Program Survey (Sugarman & Malone, 2009). Peromst use these items was not
required, as they are considered public domain.

The survey was developed under the tutelage aflaéd professor who teaches a
doctoral-level survey course at GMU. During theelepment phase, it was pilot-tested
on two occasions with Chinese language teachems &rechool district in New England
and with teachers working for the Confucius Inséitat GMU. Teachers who
participated in the pilot tests were selected beedliey would not later be part of the

study’s sample. The pilot tests provided insigit ithe interpretation and
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comprehensibility of the survey items. Becauseptrticipants in this study were mostly
English language learners, sensitivity toward thesiel of confidence using English to
respond to the survey items was of utmost impodanRevisions were made after each
pilot test based upon feedback from the test sapwofcipants.

Validity of survey.The validity of the survey developed for this stligg in the
overall validity and reliability of the TBI and tlemntent validity of the items developed
using the nationally recognized ACTFL/NCATE Stamttar The developers of the TBI,
Luft and Roehrig, have published the validity aaliiability of their instrument (2007).
They state that the research on the developmeahedfBI spanned five years and
included more than 100 pre-service, induction, iarskervice teachers. During this five-
year period, they report the use of an iterativess that included several teams of
researchers that employed both quantitative anbitgtise methods in order to ascertain
the content validity of the survey items and thenmater reliability of the maps they
developed for teacher profiles. Luft and Roeheigart an internal consistency of the
survey of 0.70 using Cronbach alpha. The validftgurvey items that | developed using
the ACTFL/NCATE Standards will be addressed next.

In constructing the survey items for the inquirytedicher beliefs and practices
specific to language pedagogy, | referred to tkeSFIARTALK Endorsed Principles for
Effective Teaching and Learning that are requitgdSSTARTALK teacher program
(NFLC, n.db) and aligned to the ACTFL/NCATE Standards. Thasestatements are

to: (1) implement a standards-based and thematioedlanized curriculum; (2) facilitate
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a student-centered classroom; (3) use the tanggtitege and provide comprehensible
input for instruction; (4) integrate culture, camteand language in a world language
classroom; (5) adapt and use age-appropriate duthmeaterials; and (6) conduct
performance-based assessments. Once the sumeyitere created, content validity
was obtained following generally acceptable resepractices.

Creswell (2005) notes that content validity is éxéent to which the items on the
instrument are a good representation of all possibins regarding the content or skills
being investigated. He further notes that the&wvig needed to substantiate content
validity of such questions is to have a panel gdfezts or judges identify whether the
items are valid. For this survey, the panel ofegiincluded two professors—one an
expert in educational surveys, and the other aerexplanguage teacher education—and
a doctoral student who is both a native speak@hifiese and someone who has worked
extensively with the ACTFL/NCATE Standards.

Interview protocol. The telephone interview protocol (Appendixcéntered on
the teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and their classrpractices in teaching Chinese to K-
16 students in a U.S. setting. The interviews vgerai-structured. The teachers were
asked each question in the sequence that appe#rs orterview protocol. However,
there were times when | had to clarify a questioa ether times when follow-up
guestions were necessary in order for a teachdatiby a response. Teachers were also

encouraged to expand upon their beliefs and classpractices beyond the interview
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guestions. Each interview took approximately 2@utes and was recorded using a
digital recorder.

Demographic questionnaire Prior to conducting the telephone interviews, |
emailed the interviewees an electronic demograpistionnaire to complete and return.
The 14 demographic questions were identical toghused in the online survey. As
noted earlier in this chapter, these questions weapted from the 2009 STARTALK
Teacher Program Survey (Sugarman & Malone, 2009).

Classroom observation field notes form.This data collection instrument
(Appendix K) was designed to collect field notesinlg the two classroom observations
that were conducted with four teachers. It inctbdechecklist of items adapted from Lin
(2010), which provided consistency during the emjtgervations. It is important to note
that | did not focus on this checklist during tHeservations. Instead, | wrote copious
notes about what | observed in each classroom sed my field notes to serve as

evidence as | reviewed the items on the checklist.

Data Collection Procedures
Data collection procedures for this study includetlecting and storing data
electronically, with the exception of the obserwatl field notes that were collected on
paper using the classroom observation field naies.f The online survey, digitally
recorded telephone interviews, and demographictquesires were stored
electronically on my personal computer, with bagkfiles stored remotely on Jungle

Disk, a private online storage space. The IRBMtJGvaived the requirement for
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signatures on consent forms for the online surtleyjnterviews, and the classroom
observations. Therefore, it was not necessarglteat or store consent forms for this

study.

Online Surveys

A total of 130 to 150 Chinese language teachers heltbattended at least one
STARTALK teacher program between 2007 and 2011 wepected to participate in this
study by completing the online survey. After threends of recruitment emails, 71
teachers responded to at least some of the sues@g.i The collection and storage of the

raw data from the online survey was done usingtii@e survey tool, SurveyMonkey.

Interviews

There were 18 teachers who responded to my reanottemail for the telephone
interviews. These teachers were then sent arretectcopy of the consent form for their
records and asked to provide a date and time éomtierview. All interviews were
conducted by telephone or by a popular online voiger-internet-protocol service. The
interviews were recorded using a digital recordgifter each interview, | uploaded the
digital file to my password-protected personal catepand then erased it from the
recorder. A professional transcription company wsed to transcribe each digital
interview file to a MS Word document. Once | reesl the transcripts, | verified each
one by listening to the interview in its entiretYhe verified transcripts were then stored

on my personal computer.
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Demographic questionnairesTeachers who participated in the telephone
interviews also completed an electronic versiothefdemographic questions used in the
online survey. Once a date and time was agreed fgpdhe interview, | emailed the
teacher the demographic questionnaire and askethiénirto complete and return it by
email prior to the interview. The completed quastiaires were then saved on my

personal computer.

Classroom Observations

There were four teachers who participated in tasstbom observations. Three
of the teachers were observed twice on the samebdayith different groups of
students. These observations lasted between 39aminutes, depending on the
language program model. The fourth teacher taaghtcommunity college and was not
available for two consecutive observations. She elaserved once teaching a two hour
and twenty minute class.

Observation settings.Observations for this study included four different
classroom settings and three language program soédl settings were located in the
mid-Atlantic Region. One setting took place ined@mentary classroom located in a
suburban public school. The school had recentgnporated the Foreign Language
Elementary School (FLES) program model into itgicufum. The second setting was in
a suburban public high school that follows a tiadil world language curriculum with
courses based upon language level and purposgl{B/gAdvanced Placement).

Another high school—a private K-12 school located imore rural setting—was also
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part of this research. However, it follows a wdddguage curriculum similar to that
used in the public high school in this study. Tihal classroom setting was located at a
community college. The curriculum for these cosrsdlowed a common post-
secondary model that separates courses by landgzaddi.e., beginning or intermediate)

and by skill (i.e., conversation, reading, or wigj).

Data Analysis

Data analysis involved both qualitative and quatitie procedures, with the
purpose of identifying areas where the teacheitreported beliefs and instructional
practices reflect standards-based, learner-centestdiction and areas where they
diverge. The descriptive data from the 14 demdgraguestions on the online survey
and the demographic questionnaires from the teastleo completed telephone
interviews were analyzed using SPSS version 18quancy reports (frequency
percentages) were used to describe the participantise online survey and telephone
interviews. Descriptive statistics were also romnalyze the 13 closed-item responses
on the survey.

The use of means and standard deviations with ardiata has long been argued
in the literature (Knapp, 1990). This is becausemetric testing of mean scores
assumes there is homogeneity of variance, whiobtigienerally the case with ordinal
data. It is important to note that this study Wlad employ parametric testing. The use of
mean scores was limited to better understand thigatéendency of the participants’

survey responses. Survey items that asked teaitheask frequency or importance
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included assigned values to each category (i.enéver and 4 = most of the time; 1 = not
important and 4 = essential). Additionally, théial plan for data analysis was to
employ a non-parametric chi-square test (i.e. Pe&<hi-square test of association) to
compare groups of teachers based on two or moegadts where a normal distribution
of scores cannot be assumed.

Dimitrov (2008) notes that the chi-square testa®sociation is useful for research
guestions that seek to determine possible assmtsalietween two categorical variables.
The purpose was to identify over/under-represestddgroups of teachers’ beliefs and
practices (i.e. those that were identified as steatgtbased and learner-centered) based
upon their teacher education/pedagogical traimgyber of years teaching in the United
States, and language program model. However,db@ilchi-square test for association
relied upon categorizing teachers’ beliefs andtpres using rubrics created by the
researcher. These rubrics were to be used tozantig open-response survey items.

The initial plan for analyzing the seven open-resaoitems on the surveys
included the use of rubrics that were adapted fitoerteacher profiles developed by Luft
and Roehrig (2007) and the ACTFL/NCATE Standartise idea was to categorize the
teachers’ responses as teacher-centered (TC)itimaats(T), or learner-centered (LC),
based upon the criteria and examples provided®nuibrics. To do so, | assembled a
team of two other researchers who are familiar sifimdards-based, learner-centered
world language instruction and the ACTFL/NCATE Stards. Our goal was to

categorize approximately half of the participarsp@nses using the rubrics in order to
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establish an 80 percent inter-rater reliabilityR)Ror the rubrics. After three sessions
(each lasting between approximately three houng)résearch team was able to achieve
an IRR of only 40 to 50 percent. To address g#8se, | consulted with a tenured
professor who teaches doctoral courses in bothtgtia¢ and mixed-methods research.

During this consultation, | noted that the resedaeam had several very rich
conversations about what each category shouldlikeland how difficult it was to rate
the teacher responses because they were too cotogl#k in a category. The
professor shared the work of sociologist William#hyte (1984) who did participant-
action research with villages in South America étedmine where the villagers’ behavior
fell on a continuum from competitive to cooperativ&hat he found was that there were
really two multilevel dimensions to their behaviersot a continuum. Their behavior
was too complex to “fit” on a continuum. It wasdbgh this conversation that | realized
that the teachers in my study were much like thraroanities in Whyte'’s research. The
pedagogical beliefs and classroom practices of anfigipants were too complex to fit in
the categories on my rubrics. | had to considermpibssibility of complex dimensions.

To identify these complex dimensions, | used Gree{207) approach of
combining methods purposefully for understandingnplex data rather than to fall into
the trap of trying to achieve simple agreement, (irangulation) at the expense of
distorting the realities of the teachers in my gtud@he qualitative data from the open-
ended responses on the survey and from the telephtarview transcripts were

analyzed using codes and themes that representeavhat | expected to find (etic) and

89



those that emerged from the words of the particgpéamic). Due to the large size of the
data set, | used Hyper Research software to igethif most prevalent codes and to help
collapse and expand codes and themes as necessary.

Data from the classroom observations were analyzed) emic and etic coding
processes. As noted earlier, | sought to ideulifiyensions of differences among the
teachers with the understanding that these diftm@might include more than one set of
theories as well as differences in their persorpégences, education, values, and
beliefs. To better accommodate these differedqdanned an integrative analysis of the
data sets (i.e., surveys, interviews, observatiaits) planned stopping points to reflect

upon what each method of analysis and each date\ssdled.

Reliability

Reliability checks were conducted on each of tmegliata collection
instruments: the online survey, the telephone vie@rs, and the field notes from
classroom observations. These checks are explairthd next section. In addition,
researcher bias will also be addressed in thisosebecause, as Maxwell (2005) notes,
“the researchds an instrument of the research. Rather than tnggtersonal
knowledge and experiences as a language learnguydge teacher, and teacher educator
as biases that need to be eliminated, | will exptaiw they were used as a valuable

component of the data analysis.
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Online Survey

Creswell (2005) notes that there are several fa¢t@t may yield unreliable data
from various forms of instruments, including testsl surveys.These factors include
test/survey items that are unclear or ambiguous;st@ndardized administration of the
instrument, and participants who are fatigued ovaes. As noted earlier, the online
survey used in this research was constructed wsilidjand reliable sources (i.e., the TBI
and the ACTFL/NCATE Standards). The survey wagstfigsted twice with Chinese
language teachers in order to identify and retemas that were unclear or ambiguous.
Administration of the survey was done entirely nali Participants were not required to
disclose any identifying information. To reduce tikelihood of fatigue or nervousness,
participants were allowed to take the survey winey thad the time to do so. While
taking the survey, participants were allowed tgstams and revise their responses

before exiting.

Interviews and Classroom Observations

Participant checks were conducted on both thevi@erdata and the data
collected during the classroom observations. &peants were sent the transcripts of
their interviews via email to ensure that theip@sses to the questions were accurately
portrayed. They were given the opportunity to metkanges to clarify or deepen their
responses. If they requested any changes, thesaeilected in the final data analysis.
Similar participant checks were conducted withftakel notes from the classroom

observations. Rather than send the raw data, ingurped my field notes and sent these
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to the teachers for their comments and feedbadair any requests for changes were

made prior to final data analysis.

Researcher Subjectivity

My interest in studying the beliefs that Chinesgglaage teachers hold toward
teaching and learning and comparing these beletiseir classroom practices stems from
my own experiences as a language instructor, layegtemacher educator, and researcher.
Prior to studying standards-based, learner-centastdiction, | did as Lortie (1975)
found in his research. | taught Spanish, employregvery methods that were used by
the instructors | had while earning my BacheloAdk in Modern Languages, Spanish.
These methods primarily consisted of memorizindpdiaes (Audio-Lingual Method)
and mastering Spanish grammar (Cognitive Code M@thth was not until | earned my
Master of Arts in Curriculum and Instruction thdearned and recognized the benefits of
communicative methods that were both standardsdase learner-centered\s | began
to employ more communicative approaches in my iegdnvolving a wide variety of
K-16 classrooms, | began to see the results irestudarning. It was then that my
pedagogical beliefs changed. Reflecting upon tke&periences, | realize that changes in
pedagogical beliefs occur over time and applyiregéhbeliefs in classroom practices is
fraught with challenges related to the realitiesoofay’s K-16 classrooms. With these
experiences, | am empathetic to the challengegdhahers in this study encounter in

their classrooms.
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In addition to the four years | taught Spanishanous K-16 environments, my
research interests also stem from my work as drutsr in a foreign/world language
teacher licensure program and as an administratbpeesenter for an annual
professional development program designed speltyfitta K-16 Arabic and Chinese
language teachers. Most of the Chinese teacheny iclassrooms and in the
professional development program were part of magonal cohorts of pre-service
teachers sponsored by the Chinese Ministry of BthutaOver time, | noted that their
eagerness toward studying standards-based, lea@ntgred instruction was often
replaced with their apprehension and trepidatioer dhey completed their first
practicum in a U.S. school. Research that | cadooted in 2009 and 2010 revealed that
their concerns included student behavior, classro@mnagement, administrative duties,
and communication with other faculty, administrai@nd parents. Intrigued by how
these teachers reacted to the cultural context8f §thools, | became interested in
studying Chinese language teacher transition ing& &chools. This interest led to the
literature on cultural contexts of education aralithportance of recognizing and valuing
the different beliefs and experiences that inteonal teachers bring to U.S. classrooms.

Having these professional experiences has greatifyibuted to my knowledge
and expertise on the topic of language teacherguagyieal beliefs and instructional
practices. However, it was important that | assiifieenpathetic neutrality” (Patton,
2002) in order to avoid becoming too involved ary thstant, particularly with the

telephone interviews and classroom observatiorsstated earlier in this chapter, | also
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had to consider the cultural differences betweernhinese language teachers and me in
this study. It was critical that | develop cultilyappropriate ways to maintain rapport
while avoiding more personal relationships that heayl to contrived responses or
behaviors. As Patton suggests, “the investigatmiamitment is to understand the world
as it unfolds, be true to complexities and multipdespectives as they emerge, and be
balanced in reporting both confirmatory and disaomhg evidence with regard to any
conclusion offered” (p. 51). To ensure impartiathroughout this study, I regularly
practiced critical reflection, which included wnig several brief, reflective memos

during data analysis to capture my reactions anatiems. These memos were used as
part of the results and implications of this stud§ore details on their use are provided

in the following chapters.

Summary
This chapter presented the processes involvedredttuitment, data collection,
and data analysis for this mixed-methods studwlsk addressed issues of validity and
reliability as well as the researcher’s subjecyiviT he next chapter presents the data

analysis results and findings as they relate tsthdy’s three research questions.

94



IV. RESULTS

The results from this mixed-methods study are @erivom data collected
through an online survey, individual interviewsdarassroom observations. This
research investigated Chinese language teachdérséperted pedagogical beliefs and
instructional practices to determine how they t#ld standards-based, learner-centered

instruction. Figure 4 illustrates the triangulatiof the three sources of data towards the

two central areas of investigation.

|
Beliefs Reflect . _— | Survey]
Standards-based Learn ’

Centered Instruction

Interviews |
Instructional Practices
Reflectl]
Standards-based Learn
. - \ .
Centered Instruction | Observations

Figure 4.Triangulation of data in the Ferro study.
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This research recognizes that the mental proce$teachers are complex. As
such it would be inappropriate to view the relasioip between language teacher beliefs
and practices as a linear process of first acqumew knowledge about standards-based,
learner-centered instruction and then applyingkhmwledge during classroom
instruction. Rather, it uses the model developeBdrg (2003) that illustrates the
relationship between language teacher cognitionclassroom practice that involve
personal schooling, professional coursework, amdestual factors that occur within the
school environment. Additionally, this study plas&lue on the cultures of language
learning from where the majority of the participar¢ceived their education. The
acknowledgement that the purposes for language sty vary across cultures means
that the pedagogical beliefs and practices of laggueachers in this study have been
influenced by their cultures of education that\astly different from the culture of
education where they now teach. Therefore, thairfgs presented here should not be
interpreted as deficits in their knowledge andf@ndviors. With these two caveats in
mind, the quantitative and qualitative data wemrsdu® inform answers to these research
guestions:

1. How do the self-reported pedagogical beliefs of@enese language teachers in
this study reflect standards-based, learner-ceshiastruction?

2. How do the self-reported and observed instructipnattices of the Chinese
language teachers in this study reflect standaaded learner-centered

instruction?
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3. In what ways are the pedagogical beliefs of thehtess in this study congruent
and incongruent with their self-reported instructibpractices?
The findings for each question are presented afteorough summary of the participant

demography.

Participant Demography

This section on participant demography is signifitbtamore detailed than what
one would find in most research studies. Thisus t the nature of this study that
expands Borg’'s model of teacher cognition. Thisiei@ecognizes that teacher
cognition, including their pedagogical beliefs, oxcover the course of one’s
professional life and is influenced by their expades as students, knowledge gained
from professional coursework, reflection on thdétssroom practices and social,
psychological, and environmental exigencies. theyefore important to understand the
professional lives and educational experienceb@téachers who participated in this
study. The following subsections summarize thealgaphy of the participants who
completed the online survey, the short intervieavs] the classroom observations.
Descriptive summaries of the seven classroom obens are also provided at the end

of this section.

Survey Participants
The online survey included 14 items on demograpkye 70 responses to the

item on gender indicated the participants were arilpmfemale teachers (n=66). They
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represented 18 states, with the highest frequehpgrticipants living in California
(n=13), Washington (n=9), Massachusetts (n=8),\arginia (n=8). It was interesting to
learn that 65% of the 71 participants indicated thay have been living in the United
States for more than ten years (n=46). It was @eplethat with the recent growth in
Chinese language programs within the United Staggsmost of the teachers would have
resided here for less than four years. There Wengarticipants (14.1%) who responded
with “5-9 years,” 12 participants (16.9%) who resged “1-4 years” and 2 participants
(2.8%) who responded “less than one year.” Thh pgycentage of teachers in this
study who have been here for ten or more yearsaieh that recruiting Chinese
language teachers from within the United Statessgnificant channel in the teacher
supply system.

The data from the 67 respondents to the surveyrigdaibed to “time teaching
Chinese in the United States” were more indicabiviine recent growth of Chinese
language programs in U.S. schools. There werewhéoresponded with the category
“1-4 years” (n=29) and an additional 22% (n=16)psling with “less than one year.”
Of the remaining 22 participants who respondedi®item, 18% (n=13) have been
teaching in Chinese in a U.S. school for five toenyears and 13% (n=9) have been
teaching for more than 10 years.

Additional frequencies related to the participamtge, country of origin, and
location of primary, secondary and post-seconddugational experiences are provided

in Table 2.
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Table 2

Teacher Demography: Survey Participants

Demography Frequency Frequency Percentage
Age Teachers (N=69)
20-29 years 15 211
30-39 years 12 16.9
40-49 years 31 43.7
50-59 years 10 14.1
60-69 years 0 0.0
70+ years 1 1.4
Country of Origin Teachers (N = 69)
Hong Kong 2 2.8
PRC-Mainland China 36 50.7
Taiwan 21 29.6
Singapore 1 1.4
United States 6 8.5
Other (Germany, Japan, Malaysia) 3 4.3
K-12 Education Teachers (N =71)
Hong Kong 1 2.8
PRC-Mainland China 36 50.7
Taiwan 19 26.8
Singapore 1 1.4
United States 10 14.1
Other (Germany, Japan, Malaysia) 3 4.3
PRC-Mainland China Grades K-8 1 1.4
and United States Grades 9-12
Post-Secondary Education Teachers (N=71)

Multiple Responses Permitted
Hong Kong 0 0.0
PRC-Mainland China 36 50.7
Taiwan 13 18.3
Singapore 0 1.4
United States 42 59.1
Canada 1 1.4
Japan 1 1.4
United Kingdom 2 2.8
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The two largest age groups represented in thig/ stede teachers between 20-39 years
of age (38%) and between 40-49 years of age (48RRéponses to the demographic item
for their country of origin supported several ptedy assumptions about Chinese
language teachers in U.S. schools. True to myaapens, the majority of the teachers
(n=36) were born in the People’s Republic of CH{IRRC) or Taiwan (n=21), where they
also completed most of their primary and seconddncation. The survey item that
asked where they completed their post-secondargagidn allowed for multiple
responses, recognizing that international educatiexperiences often occur at the post-
secondary level. There were 49 teachers who regppadmpleting all or part of their
post-secondary education in the PRC or Taiwarerdstingly, there were 42 teachers
who reported all or part of their post-secondanycadion was completed in the United
States. This number was higher than expected eamduistrates an unexpected finding
that tests the over-generalized perception that€da language teachers lack knowledge
and experience with Western cultures of educatiime implications of these teachers
having educational experiences within the cultacaitexts of post-secondary education
in the United States will be revisited in the fings and discussion related to standards-
based, learner-centered instruction.

The demographic survey included an item for thehees to report their current
teaching positions by selecting from a list of ops. Multiple responses were permitted
for this item because it is likely that teacherklmaultiple positions when they are not

able to secure full-time employment. The freques@re provided in Table 3.
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Table 3
Survey Participants' Current Teaching Position

Program Frequency Frequency Percentage

Teachers (N=71)
Multiple Responses Permitted

Public School 50 70.4
Pre-Kindergarten 3 4.2
Grades K-5 14 19.7
Grades 6-8 10 141
Grades 9-12 23 32.4
Private/Parochial (non- 26 36.6
heritage)

Pre-Kindergarten 5 7.0
Grades K-5 10 14.1
Grades 6-8 4 5.6
Grades 9-12 7 9.8
Heritage Language Schools 19 26.7
Pre-Kindergarten 3 4.2
Grades K-5 5 7.0
Grades 6-8 4 5.6
Grades 9-12 7 9.8
Other:

Heritage After-School/Weekend 3 4.2
Programs

Community College 0 0.0
College-University 8 11.3
Undergraduate

Adult Education (non-degree) 5 4.3
Private Tutoring: In Person 8 11.3
Private Tutoring: Online 1 1.4

The most frequent responses were “Public Schodl §514), “Public School 6-8”
(n=10), “Public School 9-12” (n=23), and “PrivatafBchial K-5” (n=10). It should be

noted that 50 of the participants (70%) reporteathéng in public PK-12 schools that
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require teachers to hold a teaching license oe sttification. This will be discussed
further with the results on professional coursewdtiverall, the data indicate that the
teachers in this study have had a broad rangeeskpt teaching experiences in U.S.
schools.

Responses were also collected on items relatdeetteachers’ education and
their pedagogical training. Of the 70 participants responded to the item on the
highest degree earned, 28% (n=20) noted a bactietpee, 68% (n=48) indicated a
master degree, and 3% (n=2) noted a doctorateedsdhest degree earned. These
degrees included “education with a focus on langaagn=28) and “language and
literature” (n=25). Approximately 42% (n= 30) diet participants indicated that they
have taken methods courses for teaching languagesraversity. Another 67% (n=48)
noted that they have attended workshops and/oecemée sessions that focused on
language pedagogy. When asked if they held a irgtibense or teaching certificate to
teach Chinese in the United States, 51% (n=36)prefgd “yes”, 21% (n=15) responded
“not yet, but | am working on my certification nowt'3% (n=9) responded “not yet, but |
do plan to become certified”, and 14% (n=10) resieaii'no.”

The data on the professional coursework of theheaan this study show that
more than 70% of the participants either currendid a state license to teach Chinese or
they are currently in a licensure program. Thimbar is encouraging and most likely
reflects current licensure requirements for teagimnpublic PK-12 U.S. schools. Itis

interesting to note that this percentage alignk we 70% of the participants who stated
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they are currently working in a PK-12 public schotilmust be noted that the teachers
were allowed to select multiple responses for tiestjons regarding their education and
pedagogical training. Although there is the pasgilihat a participant who stated s/he
holds a degree in education with a focus on langsiagay have also responded that s/he
has taken methods courses for language teachthg aniversity, the high percentage of
teachers who are licensed (51%), have taken melibgyloourses at a university (42%),
and/or have attended a conference session/worksht@mguage pedagogy (67%)
indicates that the majority of the participants vdoonpleted the survey had some
exposure to current pedagogical trends in langedgeation, including standards-based,
learner-centered instruction.

In addition to the data collected on the participaeducation and pedagogical
training, there were 71 teachers who respondedetgurvey item on the years they
attended a STARTALK Teacher Program, and the nurmbprograms they attended in
each year. As stated earlier, the purpose folgusiiterion-based sampling techniques in
this study was to ensure the participants havedsid at least one professional
development program aligned to the SFLL and the RONCATE Standards. Because
STARTALK Teacher Programs are aligned with botls étnationally recognized
standards, these programs served as viable ppaoiteftial participants.

This study is not an evaluation of STARTALK TeacReograms; however, it is
clear that the Chinese language teachers who ctedgiee survey increased their

participation in STARTALK between 2007-2011. In0Z0there were 8% in attendance,
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9% in 2008, 18% in 2009, 35% in 2010, and 85% teratance in 2011. There was also
an increase in the number of teachers who attemded than one STARTALK Teacher
Program each year. In 2007, there was only onecmant (1.4%) who attended more
than one STARTALK Teacher Program. By 2010, thismber grew to 11 teachers, or
15%. This indicates that there is a growing denfangrofessional development
programs that align to the SFLL and the ACTFL/NCAStendards. Although the
STARTALK Teacher Programs vary in content and aelyy these data provide evidence
that the majority of the teachers who completedstiveey have a growing interest in
programs such as STARTALK that may also providerahte/additional pathways to

licensure.

Interview Participants

There were 17 Chinese language teachers, one nhlEGafemale, who
participated in the short interviews. They colilegly represent six states (Florida,
Massachusetts, Maryland, New Jersey, New York\arginia), with ten currently
living in Virginia. The length of time that theyate been living in the United States
varied. Eight of the teachers have been livingmeore than 10 years and six have been
here between 1-4 years. The remaining three pgaatits have been here between 5-9
years. Before each interview, participants wereaitad the 14 demographic questions
from the online survey. The descriptive statistinsage, country of origin, and location
of primary, secondary, and post-secondary educatexperiences are provided in Table

4.
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Table 4

Teacher Demography for Interview Participants

Demography Frequency Frequency Percentage
Age Teachers (N=17)
20-29 years 7 41.2
30-39 years 3 17.6
40-49 years 4 23.5
50-59 years 3 17
Country of Origin Teachers (N = 17)
PRC-Mainland China 12 70.6
Taiwan 4 23.5
Malaysia 1 5.9
K-12 Education Teachers (N =17)
PRC-Mainland China 12 70.6
Taiwan 3 11.8
Singapore 1 5.9
United States 1 5.9
Post-Secondary Education Teachers (N=17)

Multiple Responses Permitted
PRC-Mainland China 11 60.4
Taiwan 2 11.8
Singapore 2 11.8
United States 13 76.4
Japan 1 5.9

There were several differences as well as sinmgartbetween the demography of the

participants in the online survey and the partictpan the short interviews. The

interview participants were on average much youmgér 41% between 20-29 years of

age (as opposed to the 21% of the survey partitsparthis age group). The percentage

of teachers between 30-39 years of age was sitoiléwe survey participants at 18 %.
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However, only 23% were between 40-49 years of aggpposed to the 44% of the
survey participants. As with the survey particiigathe majority (71%) of the teachers
who participated in the short interviews had beamn the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) where they also completed the most of thamgry and secondary schooling.
Another difference between the participants indhkne survey and those in the short
interviews was in the percentage that had comphsieanajority of their post-secondary
education in the United States. Unlike the 42%uwfey participants who completed
their post-secondary education here in the UnitateS, 76% of the participants in the
interview reported the same. This high percentege expected because most of the
teachers interviewed for this study knew the redearbecause she worked as a methods
instructor in a licensure program where they wemneled. As with the survey
demographic data, it was anticipated that the ntgjof teachers in this study would be
from the PRC or Taiwan and that the majority ofrtke12 educational experiences
would have occurred in those countries with greaeiability in the location where they
completed their post-secondary education. The deapby data from the interview
participants support those assumptions.

The current teaching positions of the interviewtipgrants are provided in Table
5. Participants were allowed multiple responses t®iteim because, as noted earlier,
critical need language teachers may teach in niellsenues when full-time positions are
not available with one school or program model eréhwere 40 responses from the 17

participants. Similar to the responses from theeyuparticipants, the majority (59%) of
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the teachers interviewed indicated they worked-h2{ublic schools with private or
parochial non-heritage schools representing 41%ef responses. There was one
teacher currently teaching beginning Chinese lagguaurses at a community college

and one teacher currently teaching 100-300 levedses at a four-year university.

Table 5
Interview Participants' Current Teaching Positions

Program Frequency Frequency Percentage

Teachers (N=17)
Multiple Responses Permitted

Public School 10 58.8
Grades K-5 3 17.6
Grades 6-8 1 5.9
Grades 9-12 6 35.3
Private/Parochial (non- 7 41.1
heritage)

Pre-Kindergarten 2 11.8
Grades K-5 2 11.8
Grades 6-8 1 5.9
Grades 9-12 2 11.8
Heritage Language Schools 1 5.9
Grades 6-8 1 5.9
Other:

Heritage After-School/Weekend 1 5.9
Programs

Community College 1 5.9
College-University 1 5.9
Undergraduate

Adult Education (non-degree) 1 5.9
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As noted in demography of the survey participataching in public K-12 settings
requires that teachers either be licensed or @zttdr are actively seeking certification
through traditional or alternative teacher educapomgrams. With 59% of the responses
from the teachers who took part in the short inewg indicating they are currently
teaching in public schools, it can be assumedtheste teachers have had professional
coursework in language teacher pedagogy. Thiggsson was confirmed by the
participants’ responses to the survey questiorth@in education and pedagogical
training.

Data collected on the highest degree earned shthaethere were 18% (n=3)
having completed a bachelor degree, 71% (n=12ngae@rned a master degree, and
11% (n=2) having completed a doctorate. Theseedsgncluded “education with a
focus on languages” (n=11) and “language and tileed (n=6). Approximately 82%

(n= 14) of the participants indicated that theyéntaken methods courses for teaching
languages at a university. Another 65% (n=11) ch¢i@t they have attended workshops
and/or conference sessions that focused on langrextggogy. There were 13
participants (72%) who indicated they are certiiedeach Chinese in the United States.
This was not a surprise as many of the participhatstaken methods courses in a
licensure program where the researcher was amatstr There were three participants
who stated they are currently working towards tkeitification. As noted with the

survey responses, this high percentage is encogragid is most likely indicative of the
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59% of the interview participants who are teaching public school setting that requires
a teaching license.

Lastly, there were several teachers who indicdted participation in one or
more of the STARTALK Teacher Programs held betw2@®di7 and 2011. As noted with
the demography responses from the online surveyintbrview participants indicated an
increase in the number of STARTALK Teacher Progrémey attended between 2007
and 2011. For example, only one of the 17 teaciiéeaded a program in 2007. In the
next two years, this number increased to six and respectively. There was a drop in
attendance in 2010, with four participants indiecgtiheir attendance; but in 2011, this
number increased to ten. These numbers suppogromeng popularity of these
federally funded professional development progréonsritical need language teachers
and the desire of these teachers to participgteafessional development programs

aligned to the SFLL and ACTFL/NCATE Standards.

Observation Participants and Summary of Lessons Olesved

There were four teachers who participated in sel@ssroom observations.
Three of the teachers were observed twice in theesday. The fourth teacher was
observed only once, but the length of the obseymatias comparable to the others. Each
of these teachers was assigned a pseudonym fae#id@arch. The teacher demographics
along with a brief description of the school, ctassn environment, and lesson are

provided next.
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Karen. Karen was born in the PRC, which is where she cetaglthe majority
of her K-12 education. Her post-secondary edunatias split between the PRC
(baccalaureate) and the United States, where sheavapleting a Master in Education at
the time of this study. She is between 40-49 yehegie. She was observed teaching
two high school Chinese Level 1 classes in a pi¥ail2 school in a suburb of
Washington, DC. Enrollment at the school at theetbf the observation was
approximately 500 students, with a student-teacitey of 16:1. The school uses a
Quaker-based holistic curriculum model for devahgpihe students’ cognitive and
spiritual growth. This was Karen'’s first year teang at this school, although she has
been teaching in the United States between 5-&year

Her small classroom had desks arranged in rowserkadesk was located at the
back of the room, next to her computer and LCDgquimjr. The room was decorated
with colorful posters, photos, and maps of Chifihere were also posters with common
classroom questions in Pinyin (the official phoaelystem for transcribing Chinese
characters using the Roman alphabet). The stutadtbeen studying about the Chinese
Lantern Festival. On the day of the observatioared took her students to one of the
dormitory lounges that had couches, four large daables, and a kitchen area to teach
them how to make a traditional Chinese desseratlhg yuan Two 50-minute classes
were observed with 14 and 12 students in each ctagectively.

Karen began the lesson with a PowerPoint presentathere she used both

Chinese and English to review the Lantern Festwal how it connects to the Lunar

110



Festival. She introduced new vocabulary wordgedl#o the festival and asked the
students to repeat them several times. She coeatling presentation with three riddles,
similar to what would be found inside a Chinesedam She stated that one traditional
dessert eaten during the Lantern Festival is TamgnY She shared her childhood
memories of making these around a table with heafe family members and friends,
chatting about things of interest. She calledstedents around the tables in the room
and provided instructions in both English and Ceentor how make the paste and then
roll the balls that would later be boiled in watét the end of the lesson, she asked the
students what additional ingredients they would @ditavor their own version of this
traditional Chinese dessert. The homework wastigients to interview someone from
any country that celebrates the Lantern FestivAhtbout how different Asian cultures
celebrate this festival.

Jane. Jane has been living in the United States for @@eyears, but has been
teaching Chinese for less than one year in the Fu&§ram at her current school. Prior
to this, she taught for two years at a public laghool. She was born in the PRC. Like
Karen, she was also between 40-49 years of agpe &ie of the observation, completed
all of her K-12 education in China, and earned@hbbkor degree there. Jane was
observed teaching Chinese in a FLES program aleameatary school in a suburb of
Washington DC. This was the first year this schbsirict was offering Chinese and

Jane’s first year teaching a FLES program curriculdPrior to this, she had two years of
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experience teaching at a public high school. Atttme of the observation, Jane held a
state certification to teach K-12 Chinese.

Jane’s classroom was decorated with colorful caltposters, Chinese words and
phrases in Pinyin, and several areas where shiagkeshstudent work. Student desks
were arranged in groups of six that form a rectanglhere was a laptop and LCD in the
center of the room that was also equipped withlectrenic, interactive white board
(SMART Board). The teaching materials and supplieee very well organized in
labeled bins on shelves around the room. In thes, two 30-minute classes were
observed. The first class had 25 students witetBtudents who were also assigned a
special education teacher to accommodate learmiegiotional disabilities during this
inclusion language class. The second class hatu22nts. Jane noted that there were
two students with learning disabilities for whonestieated an individualized education
plan, but who did not have a special educationheapresent during her class. Her
lesson plan was to informally assess student krayel@nd use of vocabulary and
sentence structures related to the human bodydoTsm, she had organized several
learning centers around her classroom. The legenters, or stations, included a
variety of activities where students could dematsttheir knowledge of vocabulary and
use of simple sentences by role-playing a visih&odoctor’s office, playing Simon Says,
labeling parts of the body on a paper monster jiagigidually completing a vocabulary

game on one of the four classroom computers.
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Jane began her lesson in English by reviewingdhmlIng objectives that were
written on the board. She followed her establistoedine for beginning her classes by
asking a few students to use the SMART Board toipudaite words and phrases to write
(in Pinyin) the day, date and weather in Chindsext, she asked a few students to help
her create a paper person by identifying the pdrtise body. After this review of the
vocabulary, she introduced the students to thailegicenters and instructed them to
visit at least three of these stations during 8mainder of the class. As the students
visited the learning centers, Jane provided assist{garticularly with some of the more
challenging stations. At the end of the lessone Jessked two students to do a role-play
of a visit to the doctor’s office. She then playedame of Simon Says with the whole
class before they lined up to leave the room.

Teri. Teri was born in Taiwan just over 50 years ago. &mpleted all of her
K-12 and most of her post-secondary education tf8re has been living in the United
States for over 10 years, during which she comgltte requirements for a state
teaching license and earned a Master of Educadre has also been teaching in U.S.
schools for over 10 years and was teaching in &ghigh school in a small school
district near Washington DC at the time of her obsgon. Recently, Teri started a
doctoral program in education leadership. Her gotd be a school principal.

Teri has her own classroom in an older school mgld1950s) that enrolls
between 700-800 students. Her classroom is desmbvath murals on the walls that

were painted by students. In addition, Teri hagisd posters with common phrases in
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Pinyin and cultural photos, maps and other vistrals China and Taiwan. On the day
of the observation, the desks were arranged inrows that form a U-shape. In the
center was a table with a laptop, LCD and overlpgragector for transparencies. There
was also a SMART board with large speakers on sieh Teri’'s desk was located in
the front of the classroom and faced a large windbwthe rest of the classroom, there
were a few large tables with stacks of workbooksn€se-English dictionaries and three
computers for student use. Two 90-minute obseymativere conducted. The first was a
Level Il class with 20 students and the secondavasvel | class with 27 students.

The lesson for these observed classes was to prepatents for the upcoming
oral examinations. The oral exams consisted tioat snonologue (given by each
individual student) and a short interview betwega students. The students were given
a list of five topics/themes that they have leartiesl year and that could be on their oral
examination. They were advised to prepare somgfioinevery topic, although only two
would be selected at the time of the exam, on&#®®monologue and the second for the
interview. In this lesson, the students workedroups to develop their ideas, a
vocabulary list, and several sentences and quastedated to each topic. They were
encouraged to use all the materials availableerctassroom in order to complete the
note-taking sheet that Teri had prepared to gundmtthrough the process.

Teri began each class by using English to explarnréview activity. Students
counted in Chinese from one to five to form grouggach group was assigned a “starting

topic” to investigate and complete the note-talshget. Every 10-15 minutes, Teri
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asked the students to switch topics. Topics ferLével | class included transportation,
Chinese food, celebrating Spring Festival, dailytirees, and school schedules. Topics
for the Level Il were very similar and included sohschedules, extracurricular activities
and hobbies, clothing for different activities asents, traveling abroad, and healthy
eating. At the end of each class, Teri callednaimdual students to answer her
guestions related to each topic. The homeworktwasudy these note-taking sheets in
preparation for the oral exams.

Dani. Dani was born in the PRC. At the time of her obggon, she was
between 50-59 years of age. All of her K-12 edioocal experiences occurred in China,
but like the other teachers who were observed shpleted post-secondary degrees in
both the PRC and the United States, where sheckardectorate in comparative
literature. She has been living and teaching Gdane the United States for over 10
years. At the time she participated in this stugihg was teaching in two very different
settings. During the day, Dani taught at a K-1i2gie-parochial school. Two evenings a
week, she taught introductory Chinese coursesatranunity college located in the
greater Washington, DC area. She was observelitgga Level | class that met once
per week from 6:00-8:20 in the evening.

The classroom had a permanent arrangement thastamhsf 5 rows of narrow
tables that were fixed to the floor. There wasm@mputer and LCD projector in the room
that was also equipped with wall mounted speakBesause this is a shared classroom

at a community college, there were no Chinese posteother language/cultural
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decorations. On the night of the observation,ghegre six students present in a class
that had ten students enrolled (i.e. four studemet® absent). One of the six students
present was a heritage speaker who was takingotlmse to meet his degree
requirements for foreign languages. Three studsate “true beginners” that had not
taken any Chinese courses prior to this one. Tierdwo students present during the
observation were not true beginners, having hacesBhinese language instruction prior
to this class. The lesson plan for this observaticluded a review of the vocabulary
related to college disciplines/fields of study,itgb college courses and discussing daily
schedules. It also included a review of daily noeg in order to introduce a new
sentence structure for stating that two thingsoacirring at the same time. Dani’s
preparation materials included a PowerPoint pregiemt and a handout she provided to
the students that reviewed previously learned valea. During a discussion with Dani
during a scheduled break, she indicated that whenrgroduces new vocabulary she
provides both the Pinyin for pronunciation and @tenese character. However, for
review sheets such as this, she uses only the €hotearacters.

The class began with basic greetings in Chinesani Banded out the worksheet
with vocabulary and then circulated the room givstigdents the chance to practice with
her directly by answering her questions. For tiet activity, Dani used a PowerPoint
presentation that contained various photos thaesests prompts for introducing the new
sentence structure. For example, one slide hdwbi f a women working on the

computer and a baby taking a nap in another robami modeled how to say that both of
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these things are going on at the same time. Smeddlled on students to practice this
structure using additional photos that she providdte PowerPoint. During this
activity, an impromptu question occurred regardargjudent’s recent trip to Singapore.
This led to a discussion about the difference betwibe Chinese phrases “to be able to
do an activity—in general” and “to be able to doagtivity as a result of learning.” The
students then used this structure to ask the studwntraveled to Singapore additional
guestions about his trip. Dani provided vocabubarg language structures to express
nationalities. The class discussed some of them@mmon ethnic groups in China
(such as the Han) and learned that there are @Zeethnic groups currently in existence.
After this unplanned discussion, the lesson coetinuith a final activity that served as a
review of daily routines, class schedules, magids of study, and the new structure for
stating how two activities are occurring simultangly. Students worked in pairs, asking
and answering questions to one another while Dace @gain circulated the classroom,
offering each pair individualized feedback. Theslen ended with a reminder of the
homework assignment that was to complete a sef@stten activities using the new
grammatical structure. These descriptions of thestoom instructors and the summary

of the lessons observed will be included in théofeing section on the research findings.

Findings
The findings presented here are based upon theitgtiare and qualitative data.
Quantitative data analysis consisted of frequericggponses for the closed survey

items. Qualitative data analysis consisted of mg@ind categorizing interview
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transcripts using Hyper Research. Etic and endesovere based upon the researcher’s
knowledge and experiences working with Chinesedagg teachers and the participants’
own words as they emerged from the interview datze initial code list included 133
codes (see Appendix) lthat were later collapsed into 124 codes. Thedexwere then
filtered into 12 categories provided in Appendix kdditionally, the data from the open
response items on the online survey were analyzied text analysis software provided
by SurveyMonkey. This analysis identified highguency words. The open responses
were then coded (by hand) using new and previadsiytified codes from the interview
data. Lastly, the findings include summaries effield notes from classroom
observations, and research memos written aftengaoghch interview transcript. Due to
the large quantity of data collected, it was impigeato organize it according to the
manner in which it related to the research question

The need to organize the data led to the conshructi a research design matrix.
The matrix is provided in Appendix &hd shows the purpose for each research question,
the data collected to answer each question, anchétieodologies employed during
analysis. It is important to note that data analygelded more information than initially
anticipated. This was due in part to the compjeaitimplementing standards-based,
learner-centered instruction in what was for mdghe participants, a different culture of
education from which they themselves were educafed.example, it was not
anticipated that the participants would explicriyate their beliefs about standards-

based, learner-centered instruction directly tar tn language learning experiences in
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their home countries. Nevertheless, the focusafyais remained on answering the
three research questions. Although it is commactpre to present quantitative and
gualitative findings separately, the nature of gtigdy and the data collected were such
that following a linear format would not provideamplete picture of the pedagogical
beliefs and instructional practices of the partacifs. Therefore, quantitative and
gualitative findings will be presented in termstodir relevance to answering each

research question.

Research Question 1
How do the self-reported pedagogical beliefs of@hénese language teachers in this
study reflect standards-based, learner-centerettuction?

As noted in the research design matrix, the purpbsi@is question was to gain an
understanding of the teachers’ pedagogical beli€tsveral facets of the participants’
beliefs were extrapolated from the data. As ssierted, they are:

1. Knowledge of SFLL and learner-centered instruction

2. Attitudes and impact of standards-based, learneteced instruction

3. Beliefs about teacher-centered instruction

4. Beliefs about the teacher’s role in a languagesotesn

5. Beliefs about how students learn best

6. Decisions for planning standards-based, learnetecesh instruction.
These six facets for understanding how the pagitig beliefs are aligned with

standards-based, learner-centered instructionragepted in the following subsections.
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It is important to recall the difference betweemktedge and beliefs made by Woods
(1996) who defined knowledge as conventionally ptax facts and beliefs as
propositions for which there are no conventionaltgepted facts. Woods cautioned that
these concepts should be viewed on a “spectrumeahing” as they can become blurred
when investigating their influence on instructiodatisions. Therefore, it is important to
note that the findings for knowledge and beliets mresented separately here; however,
the intention is not to view them as separate cogndomains, but to facilitate the

presentation of the study’s results.

Knowledge of SFLL and Learner-centered Instruction

The first three items on the survey instrument dgke teachers to describe their
knowledge of the SFLL, the three modes of commuingi.e. interpersonal,
interpretive, and presentational), and learnerazextinstruction. The response options

and the frequency percentages for these threeysiieras are provided in Table 6.
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Table 6

Knowledge of SFLL, Modes of Communication, and heaCentered Instruction

Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=71)

Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Limited No
and ability to  but factors  with limited  knowledge  knowledge
apply limit ability ability to with limited
to apply apply ability to
apply

Standards for 66.2 22.5 7.0 2.8 1.4
Foreign Language
Learning
Modes of 67.6 28.2 0.0 2.8 1.4
Communication
Learner-Centered 46.5 35.2 8.5 5.6 4.2

Instruction

As the frequencies indicate, over 66% of the teacimethis study self-report knowledge

of and the ability to apply the SFLL and the thmeedes of communication. Less than

12% of the teachers in this study indicated thexeHemited/no knowledge of and

limited/no ability to implement the SFLL and thegh communicative modes. The

frequencies for their self-reported knowledge &f 8FLL and self-reported-knowledge

of the three communicative modes indicate a cagrststin their overall knowledge of

the SFLL because the communicative modes are pre Communications Standard.

These frequencies are promising as they showhkangjority of the teachers in this

study have knowledge of and an ability to implenstahdards-based instruction.
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However, a pause for concern is that 22% and 28#teofeachers indicate having
knowledge of the SFLL and the three modes respagtibut report having limited

ability to implement them in their instructionalgtice due to factors other than their
own knowledge of how to do so. The interview ddemntified these factors as challenges
the teachers said they encounter when implemestarglards-based, learner-centered
instruction. These challenges will be presentefingings for the third research question
that investigated the ways in which the teacheslreported beliefs were congruent

with their self-reported and observed classroonstres.

The frequencies of the teachers who reported kmawledge of and ability to
apply learner-centered instruction were moderdtelier, at forty six percent. Twenty
percent of teachers reported having some/no kngeledland limited/no ability to
implement learner-centered instruction. This iglarately higher than the 12% who
reported some/no knowledge of the SFLL and the comicative modes. Of concern to
this study are the 35% of the teachers who repattthey have knowledge of learner-
centered instruction but other factors (i.e. othan their own ability) limit their
implementation. As noted above, direct and indicballenges for delivering learner-
centered lessons emerged from the interview andreéson data and will be discussed
at length in response to the third research questio

How well the teachers were able to describe leazaptered instruction emerged
in the interviews during their responses to thestjog, “How might you explain learner-

centered instruction to a new teacher joining yaepartment?” Responses varied from
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the more common, such as “learner-centered ingtruateans the students talk more
than the teacher” and “learner-centered instruati@ans students are in charge of their
own learning” to the more complex responses thaheoted learner-centered instruction
to student motivation and second-language acqunsitieories. For example, one
teacher noted, “learner-centered instruction igséesnatic instructional process for
teaching teachers how to plan, how to give insibagthow to assess, and how to
motivate students.” Another teacher describechiracentered instruction through her
use of quarterly assessments that allow studemisaose the items they want to include
in their graded portfolios. She noted that stuslané motivated when they are in charge
of their own learning, stating, “they can chuck dmes that they are not doing so well
on...and feel like ‘if | want it to be successfuligtpossible that | will be successful.’
They have to feel that way to be motivated.” The af technology also emerged in their
answers. As one teacher said, “instead of me stgildere and telling them ‘okay-
Shanghai and here is all the information on i#\tlget a chance to find all kinds of
information online.” Lastly, one of the teachensorhad earned an M.Ed. in Curriculum
and Instruction described learner-centered instmah terms of Krashen’s (1982) input
hypothesis where the input the learner receiveightly above the current level of
competence by stating “you not only teach them sbimg, but they already have some
prior knowledge...and you are putting a little mdrart the prior knowledge...and they
are cooperating with you to push themselves t@hdrilevel.” As evident in these

guotes, the participants use of vocabulary reladdde SFLL and learner-centered
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instruction varied. This was also supported byapen-responses to the final survey
item that asked teachers to provide any additiooaiments about standards-based,
learner-centered instruction.

One key finding from the interview and open resgosigrvey item was that a
teacher’s sole use of vocabulary was not indicasiMas/her knowledge of the SFLLs.
This is likely attributed to the fact that all ksik teachers in this study were born outside
of the United States in a country where Englishasthe primary language and all but 11
completed their K-12 education outside of the Uh&tates. As English language
learners, the participants’ diction, when usingalndary related to the 5Cs or the
communicative modes (interpretive, interpersonasentational), included errors. For
example, during one of the interviews, the teacbfarred to the standards as “states.” In
another interview, the teacher used the term “ative mode” instead of the
interpersonal mode of communication. Yet, wherhlodtthese teachers were asked to
describe their classroom practices that reflec&REL, they clearly had a strong
understanding of these terms. In the case oktheher who referred to the standards as
“states”, later in the interview she referred terthusing the correct term and described
the following activity demonstrating her understiaugdof the Communications and
Connections Standards:

| will ask each student to come to the class pespé&r talk about the news from a

Chinese newspaper. They have to read it from thieeSe angle, and give a

presentation to the class. So learning about atdsds something | really want
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for the students, to relate to their daily livestloeir learning and also to give

them the opportunity to stand in front of the clasbe a teacher.

In this example, the teacher used an authenticgSkinewspaper and expected her
students to interpret (Interpretive Mode-Communae Standard) in order to gain a
“Chinese angle” or a point of view expressed bytwve speaker of the language through
the written word (Connections Standard). She ladtudents present what they had
learned to the class, indicating the teacher’s kedge of the Presentational Mode-
Communications Standard.

The open-ended responses to the final questiohenartline survey had similar
results. This item asked the teachers to shalef@omments they have about
standards-based learner-centered instruction.reTlere 38 responses collected. In one
case, the participant misunderstood the use dktine “standard” to mean the dominant
dialect of Chinese. She stated,

| think it is hard to give a definition of ‘stand’ in Chinese, since there are

varied usages in different regions. | do notrgfl students ‘This is the only way

you should say [this] because people in Beijingtage’ In fact, people in
different places have different usages and accsatsprovide different ways to
my students and | tell them ‘the words | have tidtere are all correct, because of
regional differences.’

Although the teacher did not understand that tha tstandard” in this survey item

referred to the SFLL, the response demonstratethdarstanding of the dynamic
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relationship between language and power (i.e. thergence of one dialect as dominant
and preferable to other dialects) as well as st@pes (positive and negative) connected
with use of various vocabulary words. Her deteation to show her students that
regional dialects should be valued equally relatepart, to the Comparisons Standard
and the Cultures Standard and better preparesdgedaarners to communicate using
various regional vocabularies.

Another interesting finding from the final surveégm was the use of vocabulary
related to performance assessments by four ofaheipants. Because their responses
to the open survey items were short, it was noagdclear if the teachers’ use of this
term reflected their knowledge. For example, oaigpant simply stated,
“performance assessments are very useful.” leadtlone case, the teacher listed other
forms of performance assessments that includedémsonversations, written essays
and problem solving tasks”, all of which are exaespbf performance assessments used
with language learners. As the findings for thasten indicated, the teachers in this
study self-report a strong understanding of thelS&hd although their descriptions of
learner-centered instruction varied, they maders¢zennections to student motivation.
The topic of motivation also emerged in their dggimns of the role of a language
teacher. Before presenting the findings relatetiéa beliefs about the role of the
language teacher, the next two sections will reportheir attitudes towards standards-

based, learner-centered instruction, the impaat knewledge of the SFLL and learner-
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centered instruction has had on their teachingtlaeid beliefs about teacher-centered

instruction.

Attitudes and Impact of Standards-based, Learner-catered Instruction

The interview protocol contained two questions teked the teachers to talk
about when and how they learned about the SFLLramdhether or not their knowledge
of the standards impacted their instructional pcact There were 16 comments made by
eight of the teachers that indicated their positeection towards standards-based,
learner-centered instruction and how the SFLL gitedistructure and guidance in their
teaching. Positive comments included the followithgeally felt that it was eye-opening
for me!” and “After | learned the 5Cs, | thoughtow!’ there is a better way of
teaching!” Another said, “I really enjoy standatuissed teaching. It is like a GPS...it
gives me a route and tells me where to go so | kinow to achieve my goal.” Another
teacher noted that he uses the communicative niog#an his lessons so that he pays
more attention to how students use the languaggifiction in daily life rather than
follow the textbook.” Other comments also elabedabn how learning about the SFLL
impacted classroom practice.

During their interviews, participants were askedhiok back to when they first
learned about the SFLL. Did they think that they lalready been implementing these
standards in their instructional practices (withkmbwing their official name), or did
they think that their knowledge of the SFLL woulthage their instructional practice?

Responses were coded in one of three ways: leatimn§FLL changed teaching;
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learning the SFLL changed teaching but some weeady present in practice; and
learning the SFLL did not change teaching becdusg were already present in practice.
There were two teachers who indicated that the Sthtlnot change their practice
because they had been teaching lessons that exenhfiie standards without knowing
what they were called. The most common resporeesenced learning about the SFLL
changed the teacher’s instructional practice, gatwat prior to learning about using
authentic materials to teach language and culthes, primarily relied on the textbook.
One of the most interesting comments was by a &gagho said, “I think it is very
different. The SFLL opened my eyes after 10 yeatsaching. | thought that there was
a real purpose for learning a language...to usetiercommunity and to compare
cultures.” Several teachers indicated that legraioout the SFLL both changed their
teaching and made them realize that they had alrie@ein employing some of them in
their instructional practice. For example, ondipgrant shared, “When | was in China, |
was teaching English listening by using a lot ofviee and TV shows likEriendsthat
show American culture.” These findings indicatatttihe participants in this study had
mostly a positive reaction to the SFLL and learcemtered instruction. It was also clear
that they believed the SFLL had a positive imparctreir instructional practices.
Although the participants did not include negatteenments about standards-based,
learner-centered instruction in their survey oeiiew responses, they did provide

insight to their beliefs about teacher-centeretruasion.
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Beliefs About Teacher-centered Instruction

There were 58 responses to the open response stenethat asked the
participants to describe when they find it betteuse teacher-centered instruction.
Results from the coded data showed that the mastmm reason (45%) teachers gave
for using teacher-centered instruction was to gis® new vocabulary or grammar.
Seven of the 58 responses mentioned using teaehe&gred instruction for pronunciation
or to read stories aloud. Teaching culture anthgiinstructions for a game, activity, or
rubric were purposes given by four and three teadaespectively. There were two
teachers who explicitly stated that they use teachetered instruction to teach stroke
order. Nine teachers offered explanations forctielg teacher-centered instruction over
learner-centered instruction. Four teachers s&yg do so because it helps them manage
the classroom. Another five teachers indicateg tis® teacher-centered instruction
because they believe it to be easier and moraesific These findings were further
supported by the interview data.

Reasons for using teacher-centered instructioddoess time constraints and to
manage student behavior emerged in the intervigaidaconnection to the age and level
of the language learner. Interestingly, two teeslifered in their beliefs about the use
of teacher-centered instruction with young novaegluage learners. One teacher finding
it difficult to use learner-centered instructiorthwher first grade class stated, “For the
younger ones, | use teacher-centered more, compatbd second and third graders. |

think one of the reasons is...the time is really sh&o | drill them more on vocabulary
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and sentence patterns.” Conversely, another teacdited, “It was a big change for me
with teaching young children. If you use teachemntered, it will not work. You will get
into trouble because they cannot sit there for irffutes.” The connection between the
age and language level of the learner and usirgpéeacentered instruction was not
restricted to young language learners. One opé#nacipants who taught beginners and
intermediate students at the university level notety students are good, but they seem
to remain silent because they are not as configetite level one students. My level
three students are not that brave to make mistakesa expressing themselves.” As
these results indicate, while most of the teacheligve using teacher-centered
instruction is still best for introducing new infoation, such as grammar structures or
vocabulary, the reasons they use teacher-centesedation vary and include managing
the classroom and student behavior and using thasefficiently. How teachers
perceive themselves in a teacher-centered or leaamtered classroom is also very
important. Included in these responses was thewolg quote from one of the
participants about learner-centered instructiomd’inot agree with marginalizing
teachers because teachers play the most impodiaratrschool for the kids to learn.”
As noted by Canale and Swain (1980), one of théesiges with implementing learner-
centered instruction is that it requires teachergtdefine their roles in the classroom.
Presented next are the results related to thecipatits’ beliefs about their role in the

language classroom.
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Beliefs About Teacher Role in Language Classroom

Data from the open response survey item that agesthers to explain their role
in the language classroom contained 67 respordes most common term used by 31 of
the teachers was “facilitator.” These 31 teaché&ss used words such as coach,
organizer, guide, monitor of student progress, mrewbllaborator, communicator,
cultural bridge, learning guide, helper, movie dicg, tour guide, resource of knowledge,
manager of behavior, leader, and coordinator. féxt most common response made by
22 teachers was “target cultures.” Descriptorthefteacher’s role related to the use of
the term target cultures included the followingittsoduce and share knowledge of
Chinese cultures, to introduce cultural differen¢egeach students how to communicate
in a culturally appropriate manner, to engage sttedi learning about the target
cultures, to equip students with skills so they cantinue to explore the target culture
beyond school, to demonstrate how to appreciatevalg different cultures and to serve
as the bridge to Chinese people and their cultufé®re were 13 teachers who used the
term “language” to describe the role of the teachdrese responses included more
specific patterns of descriptors that includedsttmulate student interest in the target
language (mentioned by seven participants) to miaagét language (mentioned by six
participants), to create an effective learning emvinent for students to communicate in
the target language (mentioned by five participeausl to teach strategies for learning

language. These findings were further supportethbynterview data.
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The importance of teacher beliefs related to ttade in a learner-centered
language classroom dates back to Morrow (1977), mdted that teachers must be
willing to instigate situations that promote thevel®@pment of communicative skills. The
survey responses were somewhat limited as thedesaked a list of general (albeit
interesting) terms associated with being a “featiéit.” As noted above, their responses
that included the terms “language” and/or “culturedicated a deeper understanding of
what it means to be a facilitator, or someone wide&s others towards achieving a
shared goal. During the interviews, many of tleekers indicated that the role of the
teacher was more than introducing new knowledgeitaibe Chinese language and
culture. They noted that the role of a languagetier is also “to stimulate student
interest” and “to create an effective learning eowment.”

There were four central emic codes that emerged the teacher responses to
the question about their role in the language obess. Nine teachers noted that their
role was to build student confidence. One pardictsaid, “I think sometimes it is
confidence first and then it [language learnind] wind of get going.” Although
modeling the target language is important, andibecher stated, “Gradually | started
shifting [my teaching] because more is less ansliesiore. You don’t want to just
overload them. You want them to be able to perfaonexplore and to take a risk. They
need to see that you know they can do it.” Thealseords like “success” and “pride”
were also used in the teacher responses, indicdi@gvith confidence comes success

and pride in their ability to learn and use theglasge. There were seven teachers who
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explicitly stated that the teacher’s role is tactethe language and culture. These were
mostly straightforward responses that included rhiodg@ronunciation and stroke order
and introducing students to the Chinese cultuH#®wever, one teacher noted the
importance of teaching language and culture ifiabstudents are able to see the world,
not only from their point of view, but also frometipoint of view of others. One teacher
said, “I think 1 am kind of like a window for theéuslents here in the United States, and
especially in Florida.” For six of the teachersngrating interest and curiosity with their
students was an important part of their roles endlassroom. This was especially true
with the teachers in this study who were teachiogae level learners, regardless of their
age. One teacher who was working in a pre-schmgram at the time of her interview
stated, “So when | teach, when | work with theradtjpretend that | am a mom or a sister
or something. We play in the thematic centersm&ones they make coffee or tea for
me. Itis interesting.” A high school teacherdsdMy students are very basic level
students. So the first thing for me to do is letrh get interested in learning Chinese and
also Chinese culture.” As noted by this quote egating interest usually relates to using
the target language in real-life experiences. thie emerged with four of the
participants’ interview responses. One teachet, SRy role as a teacher is to help my
students in order to learn and be able to funatidhe real-world, not just how to write a
stroke or character.” This can also mean “brindghegtarget language to life” for
students who believe they may never visit a Chisggeaking country and use what they

learned in the classroom.
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Encouraging her students to use Chinese at restauratheir communities or
when visiting Chinatown in nearby Washington, D8e ¢eacher said, “they are eager to
practice and they are motivated to use that bedhesecan see the language is useful,
not a dead language.” These findings support ttiem that the teachers in this study
had a complex view of their role in the languagesstoom. Although many used
common words and terms (i.e. facilitator, teactldamguage and culture) used by the
profession and found in methodology textbooks ds agsthe ACTFL/NCATE
Standards, their responses to the survey itemrdaziew question were indicative of
their beliefs that language teachers must alsoweage and motivate students as well as
monitor their progress. This understanding disectlates to the ACTFL/NCATE
Standards and will be explored more thoroughhherext section that reports findings

on the survey items related to the teachers’ lzeeibbut how students learn best.

Beliefs About How Students Learn Best

The survey included an item that asked the teat¢besslect one of five
statements that best describes how they maximiziest learning. These five
statements were adapted from the ACTFL/NCATE rufmicStandard 3b: Developing
Instructional Practices that Reflect Language OQue®and Learner Diversity. The
rubric specifies that the instructional activititbat teachers use should be standards-
based and provide opportunities for students toelgtuse the target language in
meaningful interactions on topics of interest tenth This standard also notes that it is

incumbent upon teachers to create a positive legmmvironment where students receive
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both encouragement and feedback on their lingussbgress. In creating this survey
item, the goal was to collect data on statemeriisrépresented a range between
standards-based, learner-centered instructioneswhér-centered instruction. The

frequency percentages of their responses are mowdTable 7.

Table 7
Frequency of Ways Students Learn Best

Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=67)

Strongly Neutral Disagree or
Agree or Strongly
Agree Disagree
Pay attention during lectures and 73.1 20.9 6.0
presentations
Helping one another compete tasks 88.1 11.9 0.0
Seeking opinions from one another 76.5* 21.9* 1.6*
Being actively engaged in an activity 89.5 9.0 1.5
Answering teacher questions correctly 50.8** 36.5** 12.7**
*N=64
*N=63

The statements “paying attention during lectureb @esentations” and
“answering teacher questions correctly” are modécative of teacher-centered beliefs.
The other three statements are associated withdeaentered instruction. For example

“being actively engaged in an activity” could mehat students are interpreting an
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authentic text, such as a newspaper article orrislgment, in pairs or independently in
order to answer comprehension questions.

The high percentages of “strongly agree” respotsése first four items indicate
that the teachers who completed the survey hobthgtbeliefs that students should be
actively engaged in classroom activities that idellistening to lectures and
presentations, seeking opinions from one anotimel halping one another complete
tasks. Interestingly, the lowest percentage gdarses (51%) for “strongly agree” was
with the statement “answering teacher questiongectly.” This is perhaps because
there are several instructional purposes for teaginected questions. The
ACTFL/NCATE Standard 3b notes that teachers whoqusstioning strategies as the
primary means of engaging students in the targefuage “approach” this standard while
teachers who use both task-based activities anstiquang strategies to promote student
use of the target language “meet” this standataerdfore, in standards-based, learner-
centered classrooms, teachers are expected to gfinalst practices” for using strategies
such as teacher-directed questions. The notidrilikat practices” include a variety of
teaching methods and strategies was supporteddgfahe participants who provided
the following additional comment to this surveynite This participant stated, “I believe
(based on research) that students learn best walniety of approaches--some old
fashioned listen-and-repeat (usually with TPR), ksl of other activities that get them
thinking, moving, writing, drawing, speaking, ansténing to each other.” These

findings were further supported by the intervieweda
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During the interviews, the code “teacher views stid as active learners”
emerged with nine of the teachers. This is a Bagamt result for addressing teacher
beliefs on how students learn best because it stimt$eachers recognize that students
are not passive learners. For students to “leasti’ laccording to these teachers, means
that they ought to be provided with opportunitieattactively engage them with the
target language and cultures. Evidence of thispragided by one teacher who said,
“the teacher adjusts the plan according to theestisdreaction...so they can involve
students in the activities, not just...the studesingrs the question, or does whatever
you tell him to do.” Itis interesting that thisacher connected how students learn best to
the flexibility of the teacher when making instioctal decisions. Several scholars (i.e.
Golombek, 1998; Woods, 1996; Breen, 2001, Borg320@ve studied the relationship
between teacher beliefs about student learninglaidinstructional decisions. The next
section presents the findings on the participasal-reported beliefs about what is

important to them when making instructional degisio

Decisions for Planning Standards-based Learner-ceated Lessons

The survey instrument contained two items that diske teachers to rate the
importance of instructional items when deciding itoateach and what not to teach.
The purpose of these survey items was to colldet ddated to the teachers’ pedagogical
beliefs by inquiring about their instructional dgons. The list of instructional items on
the survey was adapted from the descriptors estaaiby Luft and Roehrig (2007) for

the question on the Teacher Beliefs Interview, “Hiawou decide what to teach and
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what not to teach?” For example, Luft and Roef@@07) note that teacher-centered
instructional decisions are generally guided byiculum or other school factors and are
based on teacher-focused preferences. Luft andrigdeund learner-centered
instructional decisions include a strong focushmlearner and are made using guiding
documents, such as standards and research. Featlesbriptors provided by Luft and
Roehrig, five item choices were provided on thezeyriinstrument. The teachers in this
study were asked to rate each item choice in tefrits importance when deciding what
to teach and what not to teach. Teacher respalaes/were on a 4-point scale with 1
for Not Importantand 4 forEssential. The mean score and frequency of their responses

are provided in Table 8.

Table 8
Importance of Items Related to Instructional Demsi

Mean Score and Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=71)

Mean SD Essential Very Somewhat
Important Important /
Not Important
Topics | 2.77 .854 19.7 43.7 35.2
enjoy
teaching
Curriculum 2.99 .765 25.4 50.7 23.9
guides, the
textbook, or
other school
factors
Topics that 3.41 .602 46.5 46.5 5.6
| think will
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interest my
students

Guiding 3.08 732 31.0 26.5 22.5
documents

such as the

standards

and

research

Feedback 3.46 .605 52.1 42.3 5.6
from my

students

about their

interests

Note:Mean scores range from 1 to 4, calculated basebeofollowing conditions: 1 =
not important; 2 = somewhat important; 3 = very arpnt; 4 = essential.

Important to the teachers in this study were tlspaase choices “topics | think
will interest my students™ = 3.41,SD = .602) and “feedback from my students about
their interests” 1 = 3.46,SD = .605) indicating that these are significant coasations
when making instructional decisions. However, rotmaportant to the teachers was
using guiding documents, such as the standardssearch,Nl = 3.08,SD = .732) when
deciding what to teach and what not to teach. Alstoas important to the teachers in this
study were the first two response choices “topiesjby teaching”y = 2.77,SD = .854)
and “curriculum guides, the textbook, and othestiactors” M = 2.99,SD=.765).
According to research by Luft and Roehrig, these ¢tansiderations when making
instructional decisions are believed to be teaclkeatered. Nevertheless, it is important

to note that a current trend in the field of foréigorld language education is to publish
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textbooks and develop curriculum guides that agnatl with the SFLL. Therefore, it is
possible that using materials in recently publisteedbooks could facilitate standards-
based lessons. The results presented here wiltdr@reted with this reality in mind.

These results are mixed, but most likely repretemtomplexities of how
language teachers make their instructional deasidnis likely that the Chinese
language teachers in this study may have beenregbta follow a curriculum guide or
textbook that may or may not have been alignetiedSFFLL. They may also find that
teaching topics they enjoy, that they know, and tihey understand increases their
effectiveness, making these items on the survemmoportant considerations for their
instructional decisions. Although these two itemoices are related to teacher-centered
instructional decisions, a very high percentagiefteachers in this study reported that
they select topics that they believe their studemisenjoy and use student feedback
when making instructional decisions. These resntikate that several of the teachers in
this study hold beliefs related to both teachetemu and learner-centered instruction,
with many participants making learner-centeredrutsional decisions regularly.

The second survey item on the participants’ sgibreed beliefs about what is
important to them when making instructional decisiavas related to the use of cultural
materials and authentic texts. The item choicgedi were derived from the
ACTFL/NCATE Standard 2b: Demonstrating UnderstagahLiterary and Cultural
Texts and Traditions. According to ACTFL/NCATE (Z)Uneeting this standard means

that language teacher candidates are able torfdissh between authentic cultural
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resources (that is, those materials that are adatenative speakers of the target
language) and those that may trivialize or proddenaccurate view of the culture” (p.
15) with the purpose of “engaging their studentaativities that heighten awareness of
target cultures and advance students’ communicativiciencies” (p. 17). Teacher
response values were on a 4-point scale with Narimportantand 4 forEssential.

The mean score and frequency of their responsgaaveled in Table 9.

Table 9
Importance of Cultural Materials

Mean Score and Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=70)

Mean SD Essential Very  Somewhat
Important  Important /
Not
Important
Text and photos provided 2.81 .839 22.5 394 36.6
in the textbook
Authentic fables or fairy 2.73 .798 18.3* 38.0* 40.8*
tales
Authentic literary texts 2.70 .845 16.9* 40.8* 39.4*
(ex. poetry, novels, short
stories)
Chinese TV shows, 2.80 734 15.5 50.7 37.8
movies, Nnews programs
Audio (radio talk shows, 2.85 .821 21.1 47.9 29.5
music, news)
Realia (menus, 3.19 .728 35.2 47.9 15.5

newspaper articles, ads,
magazines, train
schedules, clothing, food,
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money, etc.)

Materials or websites 3.06 .679 254 53.5 19.7
created specifically for
language learners

*N=69
Note:range from 1 to 4, calculated based on the follgvagonditions: 1 = not important;
2 = somewhat important; 3 = very important; 4 =eess.

The mean scores between 2.00-2.99 and 3.00-3.8&tedhat survey participants
believed that all of the materials listed are “vamportant” or “essential” to their
teaching. The participants listed “other” esseéiitgems including Chinese flashcards,
clip art, photos from the teacher’s real-life exeeces, YouTube videos, and actual
members of the local Chinese community. Based tipeparticipants’ personal English
language learning experiences in cultures of etutathere teacher linguistic and
literary knowledge is highly valued, it was antiiged that the teachers’ mean scores for
authentic literary textd = 2.70,SD = .845) and authentic fables and fairy tals<
2.73,SD=.798) would be the highest. However, theseitarns received the lowest
mean scores and frequency percentages. Thishagsedue to the pedagogical training
these teachers have received while in the UnitateSt Professional teacher education
programs offered by universities and teacher psid@s development programs such as
STARTALK promote the use of “realia” or materialsedl in the everyday lives of people
living in target language cultures. The teacherhis study rated realia as essential as
indicated by the mean scod € 3.19,SD=.728). This is likely related to the high

percentage of teachers who are licensed (51%), taire@ methodology courses at a
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university (42%), and/or had attended a STARTALKadlger Program in 2011 (85%).
The survey data revealed additional insight orptrgicipants’ pedagogical beliefs
related to lesson planning and instructional deossi

There were seven codes associated with “plannimat’émerged from the
interview data. These seven codes belonged tadifferent categories, including beliefs
and practices related to teacher-centered insbrygbractices related to learner-centered
instruction, practices related to the SFLL, ancpcas that related to standards-based,
learner-centered instruction. These codes angaags were further analyzed to
determine if the teachers’ coded responses proadddional evidence of their beliefs
related to planning standards-based, learner-e@htessons.

The code “planning includes authentic materialgluded responses from two
teachers who said that they use a required texibmdgluse supplemental authentic
materials that they often find on the Internet.isl$upports the survey findings in that the
teachers in this study find a wide variety of instronal materials important to their
teaching. Because it is not possible to obserliefbgresearchers rely on what
participants say to determine what they believeplémenting standards-based, learner-
centered instruction includes beliefs about homtegrate these materials in ways that
engage the learners and that build communicativgetence. The code “planning
includes knowing student needs” provided evidencgipport the integration of

materials in this manner. One high school teasteded,
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When thinking about how language is used in thewedd, | always look at how

| design my curriculum. | realize that many texdkse are fixed. You know what

| mean? First you have the introduction, seconadheve drills to do. But

sometimes you try to adjust the curriculum base@bat the students need to be

able to function in the real world.
These adjustments often include the use of autherdterials, as noted by the teacher
who said, “in general, | have a textbook. Anddoalvant to use some authentic materials
such as calendars...videos and songs. Additiorsdleral of the teachers noted
importance of using materials related to otherexttigreas (Connections Standard) when
planning their lessons. For example, one teadh&rd; “if | have the theme ‘winter’
then | think of some ideas about math, sciencdamgliage arts so | have a different
activity for each one. That is how | plan my lassd As noted by these results, it is
possible to capture teacher pedagogical belietitir surveys and interviews. The
teachers in this study held strong beliefs for gsirselection of instructional materials,

including textbooks and authentic materials.

Summary of Teacher Pedagogical Beliefs
The data showed that the pedagogical beliefs afeghehers in this study related
to standards-based, learner centered instructisaviaral ways. The investigation of
their pedagogical beliefs resulted in six facetd thcluded their knowledge about
standards-based, learner-centered instructiongripact of this knowledge on their

attitudes and instructional practices, their belebout teacher-centered instruction, their
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beliefs about the role of the language teacherr, biediefs about how students learn best,
and their beliefs about the importance of instaral materials when deciding what to
teach and what not to teach.

The findings indicate higher percentages of thehtees in this study had
knowledge of and were able to implement the SFlantteachers who had knowledge of
and were able to implement learner-centered instmu¢66% versus 46%). Knowledge
alone is not enough to assure implementation. eltvere 22% and 35% of the survey
participants who reported limitations for implemegran beyond their own knowledge of
the SFLL and learner-centered instruction respelstivknowledge of the SFLL was
also supported by findings in the interviews andrepesponse survey items. As English
language learners, the teachers in this studyalidiways use vocabulary and concepts
related to the SFLL or learner-centered instructiocurately. However, description of
standards-based, learner-centered teaching coufiendeeper understanding than their
use of the vocabulary initially indicated.

Overall, the teachers in this study had a posdiw¢ude of the SFLL and learner-
centered instruction. To determine the impact kinatvledge of the SFLL had on their
teaching practices, participants in the interviegravasked if they were already using the
concepts of the SFLL in their teaching prior to Wy the official set of standards (i.e.
the 5Cs). The most common response was that tepatiout the SFLL had significantly
changed their instructional practices. Even whi positive attitudes held towards

standards-based, learner-centered instructionnetwhers believed that teacher-centered
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instructional practices were more suitable foradtrcing new grammar and vocabulary.
In addition, several teachers indicated that ussagher-centered instruction was
necessary because at times it helped them managtatsroom and deliver more
effective/efficient instruction.

The findings showed that the participants held dempiews of the role of the
language teacher. The term “facilitator” was usexbt often in the open-response survey
item and was supported by the participants’ degsonp of what it means to facilitate
teaching and learning Chinese language and cultdresse descriptions included
stimulating student interest, creating effectivaeng environments, modeling the target
language, and teaching language-learning strategieachers stated that their roles
delved beyond teaching the language and cultur@snaolved introducing students to
cultural differences, communicating appropriat@yarious cultural environments, and
developing skills for exploring target cultures bag the classroom. Additionally, the
role of the language teacher includes knowing himgents learn best. Results from two
survey items and the interview data showed thatehehers in this study view their
students as active language learners. They beleweffective language teaching
requires flexibility that allows for real-time adjuments to lesson plans in order to
accommodate the needs of the learner.

Lastly, pedagogical beliefs were analyzed using ftaim the surveys and
interviews that indicated how important variougrastional topics and materials were to

the teachers in this study. It was anticipatedl i@ results would have been skewed
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towards either teacher centered or learner-centesdictional decisions; but the
findings indicated that the instructional decisiomade by the teachers in this study were
complex. Yet, these results were supported bADEFL/NCATE Standard 2b that
focuses on teacher knowledge and understandintedry and cultural texts and
traditions with the purpose of increasing studervdedge of target language cultures as
they develop their communication skills. Evideonfé¢éhe teachers meeting this standard
included the high mean scores for realia (everyttags and texts used by native
speakers of the language) and feedback from stsiddxoiut their interests, indicating
these are essential considerations when makingiatgtnal decisions.

A holistic view of these findings support the natithat the teachers’ pedagogical
beliefs relate to standards-based, learner-centeséaiction in terms of how they view
student learning, how they perceive their role Esguage teacher, and how they make
instructional decisions about the topics they temwththe materials they use. These
findings are further supported by the teachers\Wedge and understanding of the SFLL
and learner-centered instruction. The next seafdhis chapter will report on the
findings that answer the second research questigdheoteachers’ self-reported

instructional and assessment practices.

Research Question 2
How do the self-reported and observed instructigractices of the Chinese language

teachers in this study reflect standards-basednkeacentered instruction?

147



The concept of standards-based instruction indoveiorld languages refers to a
teacher’s use of the five domains of language legras specified by the SFLL. These
include developing communicative skills (Communma), studying the products,
practices and perspectives of other cultures (@s)connecting foreign study to other
disciplines/content areas (Connections), makingucail or linguistic comparison
(Comparisons) and extending language study beymndlassroom (Communities). In
addition, the Communications Standard is furthéindd by three modes of
communication. These modes reflect how languageesd in real-life circumstances and
include the interpretation of the written or spokeord, an exchange of information
between individuals in real-time and the preseotatif information to an audience. It is
important to note that these five domains are matnided to be learned (or taught) in
isolation from one another. It is expected thatkers will provide learning
opportunities that integrate these domains usipg$ahat are relevant or of interest to
the learner (ACTFL/NCATE, 2002).

Learner-centered instructional practices in theitpr/world language classroom
include a wide variety of instructional methods atr@tegies; but these practices do so
with the purpose of teaching language for realdifaations. In contrast to teacher-
centered language instruction that serves to eahsguistic knowledge from teacher to
student, learner-centered instruction encourageketirner to discover and apply
knowledge that is relevant and necessary to hinffoeexample, to solve a problem).

Teachers are tasked with making the target langoaggprehensible during all phases of
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language instruction (i.e. teaching new vocabutargrammar, giving directions,
assessing student performance) and should promgéeaopportunities for students to
grow their language proficiency and cultural conepet in learning environments that
nurture both support and creativity (ACTFL/NCATEB(Q2). Students may work alone

or in groups, depending on the communicative pwemdshe activity. In general, the
teacher refrains from constant or immediate eroorection during classroom discourse
in favor of addressing errors when students haestipns and/or when the negotiation of
meaning between interlocutors is impeded. Assg&timdent learning in learner-
centered environments may include feedback frominteuctor, from peers, or through
self-evaluation.

The present study’s findings on the teachers’ tistamdards-based learner-
centered instructional and assessment practicés iquon the previous results in this
chapter on teacher knowledge and beliefs abousEié. and learner-centered
instruction. The results showed that over 65%hefgarticipants’ in this study reported
knowledge of the SFLL (including the modes of comination) and the ability to apply
these standards in their instructional practiddhen asked about their knowledge of and
ability to implement learner-centered instructid6% responded affirmatively. To
understand the ways in which the teachers in thdysmplemented standards-based,
learner-centered instructional and assessmentiggactiata from the online survey and
individual telephone interviews were analyzed tm@abetter understanding of the

teachers’ self-reported:
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1. Descriptions of their standards-based, learnerecedtactivities

2. Descriptions of standards-based learner-centessbasents

3. Strategies for using the target language

4. Error correction for student speaking and writing
In addition, field notes from the seven classrodosesvations were used to expand upon
these descriptions. These four areas of investigare discussed in the following sub-

sections.

Descriptions of Standards-based, Learner-centered @ivities

The online survey contained one item that askechta to rate the frequency
with which they used certain activities with thsiudents. The list of activities on this
survey item was adapted from the ACTFL/NCATE Stadd&a: Understanding
Language Acquisition and Creating a Supportive €£tasm and 3b: Developing
Instructional Practices That Reflect Language Oue®and Learner Diversity. Teacher
response values were denoted on a 4-point scatelvidr Never and 4 for Most of the

Time. The mean scores and frequency of their resggare provided in Table 10.
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Table 10
Activities Used with Students

Mean Score and Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=66)

Mean SD Most of the  Sometimes Rarely /
Time Never

Small group 3.38 .650 45.5 48.5 6.0
activities where

students select roles

and tasks

Small group 3.28 .740 43.1* 43.1* 13.8*
activities where
teacher assigns
roles and tasks

Individual activities 3.02 .813 28.8 48.5 22.7
for building
vocabulary

Individual activities 2.85 795 18.5* 53.8* 27.7*
for building
grammar skills

Activities where 2.97 .728 23.1* 52.3* 24.6*
teacher and students
learn together

Activities that 2.85 .638 12.1 62.1 25.7
include other

disciplines (i.e.

math, science)

Activities where 3.29 .696 40.9 48.5 10.6
students solve a

problem using

target language

*N=65
Note:Mean scores range from 1 to 4, calculated basebeofollowing conditions: 1 =
never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = most of theet
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The response choices “small group activities wheseher assigns roles and tasks”,
“individual activities for building vocabulary” antindividual activities for building
grammar” were intended to serve as examples oh&amentered activities. The
remaining response choices were examples of leaardered activities.

The data show that the most frequently used teasd@ered activity was “small
group activities where the teacher assigns roldgasks” Ml = 3.28,SD=.740). The
least frequently used teacher-centered activiteewindividual activities for building
vocabulary” M = 3.02,SD=.813) and “individual activities for buildinggmmar” M =
2.85,SD=.795). The most frequently used learner-cedtantivity was “small group
activities where student select roles and tasks*=(3.38,SD = .650). The least used
learner-centered activities were “activities whiexacher and students learn togeth&t” (
= 2.97,SD=.728) and “activities that include other dismpk” M = 2.85,SD = .638).

To see how these activities are used in conjunetitimthe SFLL, interview, survey, and
observation, data were analyzed.

Interview data were coded for evidence of standbed®d activities. Five codes
emerged, one for each of the SFLL'’s five domaires 6Cs). Of the 17 teachers who
were interviewed, the least common code that endenges the Connections Standard
with 18% of the teachers describing an activityt tennected to other disciplines. This
finding also supports the survey data that showedad the least used learner-centered
activities by the survey participants was “actastithat include other disciplines.” The

data do not provide explanations as to why thisalars used less than the others. Yet,
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this standard emerged during the interviews with tfvthe preschool teachers. These
teachers both noted that they encountered chalethgyeeloping standards-based lessons
due to the lack of curricular materials for youagduage learners. Each of the teachers
described the process of selecting a theme andséeeching the Internet for videos and
other materials to use with their students. Faneple, one teacher stated that she has
developed curriculum for the theme “winter” thatluded teaching vocabulary about
weather, clothing, and sports. She also connéhtedheme with science by teaching the
concept hibernation and which animals/insects heserduring the winter months.
However, it is unclear in these descriptions themixto which these activities are
learner-centered.

The most common codes that emerged in the teadtesstiptions of standards-
based activities during the interviews were Comratnons (65% of participants) and
Cultures (53% of participants). The codes for@menparisons and Communities
Standards emerged with (24%) and (30%) respectivelyen though these codes were
used to identify one of the five domains, it waglent that many of the teachers in this
study were teaching to them in isolation.

Common combinations of these domains inclu@edmunications, Cultures and
ComparisonsandCommunication, Cultures and Communitiér example, one high
school teacher asks her students to select ang shadof the 56 different ethnic groups
in China. Students use the Internet and othewuress to learn about the food,

educational system, clothing, music, holidays,gbeegraphy and weather of the primary
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location where the ethnic group lives (Culturesm8&d and Communications Standard-
Interpretive Mode). Students then assume theafodeperson from that ethnic group and
interview one another to learn about differences$ @imilarities (Communications
Standard-Interpersonal Mode and Comparisons Stdnhdhar the end, students create
presentations of their own ethnic group and inclsoi®e of the similarities and
differences they learned about during their inamg (Communications Standard-
Presentational Mode).

In other examples, two different teachers broulgeirthigh school and adult
students to Chinatown in Washington, D.C. duringotss festivals (Chinese New Year
and the Lantern Festival). In both lessons, thelter asked students to communicate in
Chinese with the local merchants and then prebeirt éxperiences to the class (Cultures
Standard and Communications Standard-InterpersombPresentational Modes). Other
teachers in the study noted that when they weralpletto include a field trip, they asked
their students to communicate with Chinese spedkarstheir local community (school
or home) and/or asked members of the communitysiotheir classroom (Communities
Standard and Communications Standard-Interperddodé). In one case, an
elementary school teacher asked members of theQacducius Institute to visit her
classroom and perform a folkdance to celebrat€tiirese New Year (Communities and
Cultures Standards). They also taught the studemsto do the dance. The teacher
took video of the performance to share with parants other faculty members. What is

interesting about the standards-based activitigsona these examples is the extent to
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which the Cultures Standard is implemented in leaoentered tasks. In order to
determine if these examples were limited to theliees who participated in the
interviews, data from three survey items were arealy

The survey contained one item that asked the teatheate the frequency with
which they use a specific cultural materials andiste The materials and texts listed were
identical to those that the teachers rated in teritiseir importance when making
instructional decisions (and adapted from the AC/NELATE Standard 2b as noted in
the previous section of this chapter). Teachgyarese values were on a 4-point scale
with 1 for Neverand 4 forMost of the TimeThe mean scores and frequency of their

responses for the use of cultural materials anis t&e provided in Table 11.

Table 11
Use of Cultural Materials

Mean Score and Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=68)

Mean SD Most of the Sometimes Rarely/
Time Never

Text and photos provided 3.16 .880 39.4* 36.6* 18.3*
in the textbook
Authentic fables or fairy 2.93 .765 21.1* 47.9* 25.3*
tales
Authentic literary texts 2.85 .718 18.3 45.1 324
(ex. poetry, novels, short
stories)
Chinese TV shows, 3.00 6.32 18.3** 56.3** 18.3**

movies, news programs
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Audio (radio talk shows, 3.09 .739 28.2** 46.5** 21.0**
music, news)

Realia (menus, 3.29 .650 38.0 47.9 9.9
newspaper articles, ads,

magazines, train

schedules, clothing, food,

money, etc.)

Materials or websites 3.28 .666 38.0 46.5 11.3
created specifically for
language learners

*N=67

*N=66

Note:Mean scores range from 1 to 4, calculated base¢deofollowing conditions: 1 =
never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = most of theet

The high frequency percentages for materials orsiteb created specifically for
language learnerdA = 3.28,SD = .666) and realid = 3.29.SD = .650) indicates that
the teachers in this study use a variety of mdseméended for language learners as well
as materials created for native speakers of thgulage. There were two open response
survey items that asked the teachers to descrivettey used these materials to teach
language and culture. These two open responsegumdtely did not contain robust
data. This is likely because items such as tlggire more time and thought (Dillman,
2009) and the majority of participants in this stuekre non-native speakers of English,
making longer, more detailed responses more cumimer$o complete. However, the
data provided by the participants were coded wigsé considerations in mind.

There were 68 responses to the item that askegalcbers how they used these

materials to teach Chinese cultures. The most commesponse was the use of videos,
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movies, or television shows as noted by 34% theqgyeants. Use of videos varied from
showing movies to using specific videos (from Yob&yrelated to cultural topics, such
as Chinese festivals or Chinese fables. There 2&¥e of the teachers who responded to
this item that listed types of authentic realiaglsas Chinese money, food items,
clothing, menus, public transportation scheduled, @nsumer product advertisements.
Although the descriptions of these activities waiaimal, there was some evidence that
the teachers used these materials in learner-eehéetivities. For example, one
participant noted, “I have students watch a Chimeabty dating show and ask them to
write down phrases that are new to them. Thervé llaem write a report about the
person who is looking for a date.” There were @astances when it was likely the
teacher used these materials in a teacher-ceriemsoh. As one teacher stated, “l use
authentic materials to introduce vocabulary, stireg, and cultural knowledge that is
available to teach.” Unlike the interview datattimalicated strong evidence of standards-
based, learner-centered activities, the data frossurvey item showed varied
responses.

Results on how teachers use the list of culturdenmads to teach language yielded
similar findings. The most common of the 59 regaswere videos (20%), music
(15%), realia (14%), and photos (12%). There vosily a few responses that provided
enough written detail to gain an understandingaaf kthe teachers were using these
materials to teach language. One teacher stdtag,rfot to use English as a tool while

teaching. I like to use authentic texts and phatasemonstrate vocabulary.” Another
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teacher said that she uses these authentic materialeate task-based projects were
students have to “demonstrate their understanditizegoroducts, practices, and
perspectives of the culture.” It was anticipateat these two open response survey items
would have provided more evidence and examplesaaiier-centered and/or learner-
centered activities. Instead, what the participgmovided for these two items were the
kinds of cultural materials they used rather thataled descriptions of their instructional
activities.

Data from classroom observation field notes praovisienilar results of both
teacher-centered and learner-centered standardd-besvities. For example, Jane
created learning stations for her elementary llrejuage learners that asked them to use
vocabulary related to the body in various contéKmmmunications Standard); but she
also used English in several teacher-directed iiegvat the beginning of the class.

Karen also began her class with a teacher-led ptatsen of the Lantern Festival
(Cultures Standard). However, she transitioneohftiois activity by asking her students
to solve riddles that were similar to those foum&€hinese lanterns during the festival
(Communications Standard). She then spent thefdisé class time makingng yuan
with her students (Cultures Standard). Teri alsedueacher-centered and learner-
centered instructional practices; but she oftersditb explain differences between the
linguistic systems (Comparisons Standard) or toipeostudents with ways to extend
conversations on various topics (Communicationadzted). Dani engaged her students

in classroom discourse (Communications Standaidyusoth teacher-led discussion
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prompts and paired interpersonal activities. Skraahstrated flexibility in her lesson

plan when an impromptu discussion occurred based bpr students’ interest in

learning more about a classmate’s recent tripwg&ore. She used this discussion as an
opportunity to introduce her students to the domirghnic group in China (Cultures
Standard). It is clear that the teachers in thudysemployed both learner-centered
activities and teacher-led discourse. The questiavhen they used learner-centered
instruction was answered by analyzing data from dyen response survey items.

To gain an understanding of when teachers usedeasntered instruction (as
opposed to using teacher-centered instruction)J#t@ from 55 responses to the survey
item specifically on this topic were analyzed. Thest common response provided by
30% of the teachers was the use of learner-centesedction for practicing vocabulary
and grammar that was just introduced by the teachbis result corresponds to the
open-ended item about when it is best to use teadmered instruction. The most
common response (45% of responses) was to intratkwesocabulary and grammar.
These results note a common pattern that manyeditichers in this study likely
employ, which is to first introduce new conteng(ivocabulary or linguistic form) using
teacher-centered instruction and then engage sgidensing this content in a variety of
communicative activities. Other responses toghivey item included to complete
projects, to learn from peers, to encourage stsderiearn about topics of interest to
them, and to complete performance assessment$ alviinderstanding of how and

when the teachers in this study use standards-pleseder-centered activities with their
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students, the next subsection will focus on the@& of standards-based, learner-centered

assessments.

Descriptions of Standards-based, Learner-centered $sessments

It is somewhat difficult to discuss the finding$ated to standards-based, learner-
centered activities and assessments separately.isTiecause informal assessment of
student learning is often conducted during an dgtwhere students are demonstrating
their knowledge or understanding using one of tinee modes of communication.
Formal assessments involving the SFLL and the timades often involve integrated
performance assessments (IPA). IPAs are a commsiieemeasure of student learning
that includes a performance task for each of theetbtommunicative modes (interpretive,
interpersonal, and presentational) and more tharobthe five SFLL domains (Shrum &
Glisan, 2005). Student performance within an IBAsually assessed using rubrics with
criteria specific to each mode/task. Building uplo@ evidence of how participants were
integrating the five domains (5Cs) and three compaiive modes in their standards-
based, learner-centered activities, data from tineey, interviews and observation field
notes were analyzed to identify the kinds of assesss the teachers employed most
frequently. Analysis also focused on whether drthese assessments were identified as
IPAs or at least related to the SFLL and how teexchsed these assessments to inform
instruction. Additionally, it was expected thaé ttlata would show the extent to which
students were self-assessing their own learnirige slirvey items and interview

guestions related to assessments were adapteddfeoACTFL/NCATE Standards 5a:
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Knowing Assessment Models and Using Them Approgiyabb: Reflecting on
Assessment and 5c: Reporting Assessment Results.

There were two survey items specifically aimedahgring data on the teachers’
assessment practices and a general open respemsatithe end of the survey that
yielded data on assessment practices. The firgégutem on assessments asked
teachers to identify the frequency with which thused certain measures of student
learning. Teacher response values were on a 4-poae with 1 foNeverand 4 for
Most of the TimeThe mean score and frequency of their responsguavealed in Table

12.

Table 12
Assessments with Students

Mean Score and Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=67)

Mean SD Most of Sometimes Rarely/
the Time Never

Oral assessment using rubric 3.43 .609 49.3 44.8 6.0
Written assessment using rubric 3.08 .835 33.8* 44.6* 21.5*
Written test that requires one 2.90 .873 16.4 44.8 38.8
correct answer
Students provide peer feedback 2.93 910 28.4 44.8 26.9
Student self-assessment 2.69 722 104 52.2 37.3

*N=65
Note:Mean scores range from 1 to 4, calculated basedeofollowing conditions: 1 =
never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = most of thet
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The types of assessments listed here are consittebedlearner-centered with the
exception of “written test that requires one caraatswer.” Interestingly, using written
tests is one of the assessments that teacherse@psing less frequently than the other
response choiced\(= 2.90,SD = .873). The assessment used the least frequanthe
survey participants was “student self-assessmémt: £.69,SD=.722). It should be
noted that between 2.00-2.99 indicate the teackersetimes” use these assessments.
The highest percentages of use (noted as “usedohtist time”) were “rubrics with oral
assessmentsM = 3.43,SD = .609) and “rubrics with written assessmenkd™x 3.08,
SD=.835). To gain an understanding of how teacthsesl these assessments (i.e. to
inform instruction) and whether or not they useskeasments directly related to the
SFLL, data from an open-response survey items ama/zed.

It was anticipated that the open-response itente@li@ assessment practices
would yield substantive details from the particifzaon whether or not their assessments
related to the SFLL or if they used assessmerdgeat (or redirect) their instruction.
However, the data collected were not as robuskpsated. There were 17 of 34 viable
responses that primarily included the types of @®sents used. For example, the
participants used terms such as “formative and satmmassessments,” “formal and
informal assessments,” “performance assessmemis, pojects” in their responses.
One teacher in particular gave details of learmgrt@red instructional practices that
included peer feedback and self-assessment. Bjgomee indicated that she used “photo

booth on Mac to record an oral skit/pair work anelnt play it back to give instant
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feedback as well as self-assessment and peer révigvother participant noted the need
to use a wide variety of assessments with langlesgeers, stating,
| think there are different kinds of assessmehtssk students to ‘perform’
whatever | said in class, so | know whether orthey have learned the new
vocabulary. | ask students to create their owdysguides before each test and
they are encouraged to work on this assignment tivéh peers.
It is not clear what kind of test was used in tieisponse, but it is evident that the teachers
in this study were using a wide range of teachetered and learner-centered
assessments. Other evidence emerged in thetimalan the survey that gave
participants the opportunity for final commentsstandards-based, learner-centered
instruction. One teacher stated, “As a teacheebdrto be conscientious about applying
the standards and review activities to make sweg thake sense to achieve the learning
goals. This doesn’'t come naturally for me yet.th€ teachers were more confident in
applying the standards-based, learner-centeredsassats such as posters, written
essays, and problem solving tasks that allow stisdém develop potential and achieve
ambition in the process of guided research anddsgtbvery.” From these examples, it
is clear that while some teachers grappled witHementing learner-centered
assessments, others appeared to be very comfousihtpa broad range of instructional
and assessment practices and in a few instandesl@acstudent peer and self-
assessment. To further determine the extent tohnthiese assessments were standards-

based and used by the teachers to inform thenuictsdnal practices (i.e. accommodate
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student learning needs based upon informal anddicassessments) the interview data
and field notes were examined.

Additional evidence of standards-based learneretedtassessments emerged in
the interview data. Codes on assessment pradtickesled “assesses learning by
observing,” “assesses learning by student perfocemaniassesses learning through a
student survey,” “assesses learning through theedtuOral Performance Assessment
(SOPA),” and “assesses learning through studertfgios.” The use of student surveys,
student portfolios and the SOPA emerged only oncing the interviews by three
different teachers. These results are noteworgitglise they exemplify the SFLL and
the use of assessments to inform instruction akasdb share assessment findings with
stakeholders (i.e. the students and their pareiitsg. teacher who used student surveys
said, “I did a survey after 12 weeks. | askedti@ir suggestions of what activities they
like best. It was interesting to see their respsris The teacher who used portfolios
noted that she requires students to submit a nantanber of assessments in their
portfolios, but it is up to them to choose the wtirét best demonstrates their learning.
She noted, “It could be a reflective or creativejgct based upon what they have
learned.” The SOPA is a nationally normed holistileric for evaluating oral proficiency
based upon the three communicative modes. Thadeado uses this with her pre-
school students said that they use part of thissassent at the end of the year. These
examples of standards-based, learner-centereddtistnt were further supported by

additional interview data.
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The two other codes that frequently emerged irddta were “assesses learning
by observing” that was coded in nine interview camed “assesses learning by student
performance” coded in eight cases. Descriptionsiged by the teachers of these
assessments included references to the SFLL. ¥aon@e, one teacher noted,

Today, | just finished a project with my sixth geaclass. They were exploring

China. First they colored a map with each of ttesmces. Then they each had

to pick a city from one of the provinces to studyhey created a PowerPoint

presentation that included the history of the aitg other facts that they learned.
In this example, the teacher assesses studeningarsing a performance assessment
that measures the Communications Standard (Interpr@nd Presentational Modes) and
the Cultures Standard. In another case, a prektdazher noted, “We have a lot of
manipulatives, we have lots of toys. We also taaekh, so they count the manipulatives
so | know they are learning.” This demonstratesésrmal performance assessment
using the Connections Standard.

In order to determine the extent to which teacheexd assessments to inform
their instructional practices, coded data fromitiierview that specifically examined
informal assessments were reviewed. The codessssdearning through teacher-led
guestions” occurred most frequently. The data sti@at11 of the 17 participants (65%)
mostly used teacher-led questions to conduct irbamsessments in the middle of a
lesson or unit (formative). Some of their desaeoips indicated the use of questions that

had one correct or logical response (i.e. teachrteced transfer of knowledge). Others
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provided evidence of the use of open-ended questiat allowed students to state
opinion rather than fact (i.e. learner-centerea@ttve use of language). In some cases,
guestioning included other teaching strategies sgdiotal physical response (TPR).
TPR allows students to demonstrate understandnoggh a kinesthetic response rather
producing oral or written language. For examplhes teacher stated, “Very quickly | ask
them ‘do you understand’ and they indicate withambs up or thumbs down. If they
don’t understand, | know | have to review it agaiAnother teacher said, “I will ask
them some questions and let them respond to m&pping their hands or moving their
heads. If they follow me, | know they are getting The use of TPR, particularly with
novice level learners, shows an understanding wiptex assessment practices that apply
second language acquisition theory by providing mahensible input while limiting
language production until the learners are readioteo (Krashen, 1982).

The findings from the surveys and interviews wdse aupported by the field
notes from the classroom observations. For exgmaei informally assessed student
knowledge of vocabulary and sentence structureeviiey engaged in various
interpersonal activities. She also used teacltetestioning at the end of these
activities as additional informal assessmentse deed learning stations to informally
assess student knowledge of new vocabulary andahidity to use this vocabulary in
different communicative situations. She also usegher-led questions and TPR at the
beginning of the class to review previously learaedabulary or to apply vocabulary to

new situations (i.e. stating the current date, dag, weather).
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Data on formal assessments was not as robust dathen informal
assessments. Several participants noted thatxbeyrequired to use formal oral and
written assessments designed by their departmesthmol district. Some of the teachers
stated they are required to use written testsftizats on discrete knowledge of
vocabulary, cultural facts, and linguistic form®ther required assessments are
standards-based and learner-centered. For exahgsleyas preparing her students for
an oral performance assessment that was not quiteAg but did include measurable
tasks for the interpersonal and presentational siodéese results of the teachers’ self-
reported assessment practices and classroom obgasvare important in understanding
how their assessment practices relate to standeasksd, learner-centered instruction.
However, the use of the target language duringetpesctices and the ways in which the
teachers correct student errors are also impoctargiderations in answering this

research question. These considerations are dsguis the next two sub-sections.

Strategies for Target Language Use

Survey and interview data were collected to gdietser understanding of how
the teachers in this study motivated students éathes target language. In addition, the
classroom observation field notes provide infororatn how the teachers used the target
language during instruction. It should be noteat thuring the interviews, teacher use of
the target language emerged as one of the diratlfealges for implementing standards-
based, learner-centered instruction. This chadlemd be discussed in the answering of

the last research question.
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Survey data included responses to an item on tlys teachers encourage student
use of the target language. Teacher responsesvatere on a 4-point scale with 1 for
Neverand 4 forMost of the TimeThe mean score and frequency of their responses are

provided in Table 13.

Table 13
Ways to Motivate Student Use of Target Language

Mean Score and Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=68)

Mean SD Most of the Sometimes Rarely /
Time Never

Teacher-selected 3.43 .654 47.9 42.3 5.6
activities require
correct answer
Student-selected 2.94 .862 25.4 46.5 23.9
communicative
activities based on
their interests and
goals
Teacher-designed 3.72 486 69.0* 23.9* 1.4*
communicative
activities reflect
current theme
Textbook exercises for 3.19 .839 38.0* 42.3* 14.1*

meaningful classroom
interactions

*N=67
Note:Mean scores range from 1 to 4, calculated basedeofollowing conditions: 1 =
never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = most of theet
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These results indicate that the teachers use bathér-centered and learner-centered
activities to motivate students to use Chinesenduclassroom activities. Used least
frequently were communicative activities selectgdhz students that meet their
individual learning goals or interestd € 2.94,SD= .862). The most frequently used
activities, as reported by the participants, wemnammunicative activities related to the
current course themd&/|(= 3.72,SD = .486) and activities that required students to
produce the correct respond £ 3.43,SD=.654). There were a few additional
comments provided on this survey item. One paadici said, “Although most of the
activities are designed to be open-ended and atadents to be creative in their
language use, | do give some basic skills actaitestrengthen their retention of
vocabulary.” As noted by this comment, the teattael an understanding of why she
was using various activities in her classroom. @& some activities intended to
promote creative language use and others thathegaurpose of increasing memory
retention of new vocabulary. The interview datavted additional insight to the ways
the teachers in this study motivated their studentsse the target language.

The interview data revealed several ways the teachetivate their students to
use the target language. These included rewastutents for using the target language,
selecting interesting topics (for the studentsyl establishing classroom routines. For
example, four teachers commented on their usewdnds with groups of students, or a
whole class, for using only the target language (efrain from using English or other

language) for a specified length of time. As expécthe use of rewards was noted
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primarily by the teachers who worked with younggaage learners. However, not all of
the comments on the use of reward systems wergygsOne teacher noted, “I
personally do not like to give rewards all the timiebecomes like you are training a dog,
and | do not like that.” The use of the targeglamge was also encouraged by selecting
topics that are of interest to the students.

There were 15 of 17 teachers who noted the impecetah“knowing student
needs” when planning and teaching. The teachgisieed that knowing their student
needs meant knowing how they like to learn as a&llvhat topics are of interest to them.
Specifically, there were seven who stated thatgugipics of interest was one of the ways
they motivated their students to use the targgfjdage. Their responses indicated their
knowledge of selecting age and language level gpjatte topics. For example, one high
school teacher stated, “To debate key topics, tgsdove that. Some topics could be
the use of their cell phones in the classroom octhuoom or being able to drive to school
or lunch. They really love those topics.” Anotlparticipant who teaches in an
elementary school FLES program said, “I think i @ be something that has a real
purpose...so they really like to participate--likeujknow ask about their birthday,
friend’s birthday, or favorite color...they love taswer back.” For another teacher,
selecting topics of interests led to establishmgtines for using the target language. He
said, “The recent topic we learned is what youydisterday, what you are doing today,

and what you will do tomorrow. | am starting teeuhkis as a warm-up activity for every
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class.” Establishing routines was also used bgrséwther participants to encourage
their students to use the target language.

Classroom routines provide for repetition and helpuild student confidence
using the target language (Shrum & Glisan, 200%)is was noted by eight of the
teachers who said that they use routines to béegin ¢lasses in the target language
and/or they require students to use the targeukzggto make basic requests, such as
asking to use the restroom or to borrow a boolk @sk what a word means. One high
school teacher noted, “if you want to get a drihkvater in my class, you have to ask in
Chinese or you can't go.” Although this teache€sponse was intended to be
humorous, it demonstrated her understanding obémefits of classroom routines,
including making general requests in the targeglage.

The majority of the data collected were on the wags the teachers motivated
students to use the target language. This islglaarimportant characteristic and
requirement for the effective implementation ohstards-based, learner-centered
instructional and assessment practices. The tesialse of the target language is also
important. As one teacher noted in her intervidhgtarted using this kind of ‘caretaker’
speech...but | feel challenged as well and | hawetwstantly remind myself if | am
doing it enough or if | am taking the easy way ‘buthe “easy way out” means reverting
to English. The use of English during instructiorstandards-based, learner-centered
instruction should be limited as the goal is toalep target language proficiency and

cultural competence. During the classroom obsemstthe four teachers used varying
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amounts of English and Chinese during instructiDani uses the target language almost
exclusively. She appeared to make the target Eggyaomprehensible for her students,
as there was little indication that they were cepfiior lost during the class. Her
students also refrained from using English, exéaptlarification of a particular word or
sentence structure. Jane began her elementary €laESusing English to review her
objectives, to remind students of what they hadlstedying, and to select a student to
review the day, date, weather, and season. SlleGlgaese to sing a song to review
vocabulary, but then reverted back to English t@ gnstructions about the learning
stations she had set up as part of her lessorenda@gan her lesson in Chinese by
introducing me (the researcher/observer) to hefestis and reviewing the agenda, date,
and weather. Throughout her lesson, she useddbrgtid Chinese with her students as
she presented new cultural information and tauggrmthow to makéang yuan Teri

also used a combination of English and Chinese kettstudents throughout her lesson.
She began her observed classes with a review @igheda using Chinese with
clarification in English. She had her studentsnton Chinese to form groups, but then
used English to give them instructions on how tmplete the handouts in preparation
for their oral exams. As students worked in tigeoups, they used mostly English with
one another, but used a combination of Chinesdeagtish with Teri. When they asked
her something in English that they could have asikéchinese, she instructed them to do

so. This data show that the use of the targeulage by the teachers observed in this
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study fluctuates from being used almost exclusibgliypne teacher to being used in
varying degrees by the other three teachers.

The use of English in the foreign/world languagesstoom is controversial
because members of the profession generally estitie use of English in favor of
making the target language comprehensible durisiguation. As a result, teachers are
often reluctant to divulge how much English theg dsiring instruction. As noted by
one participant during her interview, “the supeoviand everybody say hey, we have to
use the target language. But if | am going to @xpsomething in the target language, |
have to use my whole face and body. It will tad@ lbng and students will get bored.”
Not surprisingly, the data support challenges nakine target language comprehensible
for students. Challenges using the target langtizageemerged in this study are complex
and delve beyond comprehensible input. Thesebeifurther discussed with last
research question. The final sub-section for ansgyehe research question about the
ways in which the teachers in this study implensandards-based, learner-centered

instruction and assessment practices is related¢o correction.

Error Correction for Speaking and Writing

The ways in which a teacher corrects student eoamsbe viewed on a continuum
from teacher-centered to learner-centered. Ant88Y) found that in teacher-centered
classrooms teachers view themselves as the saegsums's of linguistic and cultural
knowledge and that in order for students to acahiaé knowledge, error correction is

necessary. Teachers frequently correct grammasghbtdary, and pronunciation errors as
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they occur. At the other end of the continuumgesiare viewed as part of the language
learning process and that frequent error correchay impede the development of
fluency. Teachers who implement learner-centectigiies often forgo immediate error
correction in favor of modeling the correct lingieform or pronunciation or by
recasting what the student said in a more lingta#ii or culturally appropriate way.

Data collection on error correction was conducteaharily through two survey
items. The strategies included on these items agapted from the ACFTL/NCATE
Standard 3a: Understanding of Language Acquisdimh Creating a Supportive
Classroom. This standard states the importantesedback from teachers that “focuses
not only on linguistic accuracy but also on the meg of [the] messages” (p. 21, 2002).
This standard also encourages teachers to teaclstingents to monitor and track their
own errors as well as to provide peer feedback (RIGNCATE, 2002).

Teacher response values were on a 4-point scalelwdr Neverand 4 forMost
of the Time.The mean score and frequency of their responsefogcting errors in

student speaking are provided in Table 14.
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Table 14
Error Correction for Student Speaking

Mean Score and Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=65)

Mean SD Most of Sometime Rarely/
the Time [ Never

Teacher feedback focuses on 3.06 .807 32.3 44.6 23.1
grammatical-linguistic
accuracy
Teacher feedback focuses on 3.52 .562 55.4 41.5 3.1
meaning
Teaches skills that help 3.30 .803 48.5* 36.4* 15.1*
students monitor their own
progress speaking Chinese
Assesses student accurate use3.14 726 33.8* 46.2* 20.0*

of spoken language

*N=66; Note:Mean scores range from 1 to 4, calculated base¢beofollowing
conditions: 1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes;#ost of the time.

These results show that the participants in thidysfrequently use error correction
strategies that focus more on meanikig 3.52,SD = .562) than on linguistic accuracy
(M = 3.06,SD=.807) when giving students feedback on theikepdanguage. Results
for the survey item that measured the frequen@rmir correction methods on written
language yielded similar results with one exceptiba use of peer feedback. The mean

score and frequency percentages of the teachespmses are provided in Table 15.
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Table 15
Error Correction for Student Writing

Mean Score and Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=64)

Mean SD Most of the Sometimes  Rarely/
Time Never

Teacher feedback 3.28 .825 46.9 39.1 14.1
focuses on
grammatical-
linguistic accuracy
Teacher feedback 3.53 .637 59.1%** 36.4%** 4 5¥rx
focuses on meaning
Teaches skills that 3.29 .785 47 .7+ 35.4%** 16.9%**
help students
monitor their own
writing in Chinese
Encourages peer 2.93 877 27.0* 47.6* 25.4*
feedback
Assesses student 3.14 773 34.4 48.4 17.2

accurate use of
written language

*N=63, **N=65, ***N=66; Note:Mean scores range from 1 to 4, calculated basedeon
following conditions: 1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 =setimes; 4 = most of the time.

These results indicate that when correcting students in their writing, the teachers’
frequently focused their feedback on meaniMg=3.53,SD = .637) and helping students
develop skills to self-monitor their writing/( = 3.29,SD = .785) than on assessing the
students’ accurate use of written languadge=(3.14,SD=.773). However, these same
teachers were not as likely to encourage peer teddyl = 2.93,SD = .877), with

25.5% of the responses reporting the use of thasegfy as “rarely” or “never.”
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It was anticipated that error correction would egeein the interviews as part of
the teachers’ responses to questions about stledentng. In retrospect, a question
specific to error correction strategies should Haeen included in the interview protocol,
as the teachers did not openly include error ctimedn their responses. In addition, it
was difficult for me, as the researcher/obsengegscertain the kinds of error correction
used during the classroom observations becausenbaffuent in Chinese. There were a
few instances where it was evident the teachemaadeling the correct pronunciation
and/or sentence structure. For example, Karethidas she introduced new vocabulary
and cultural concepts to her students during hesemtation. Jane also did this as she
worked with small groups of students in the leagrstations. There were other
observations that showed the teacher focusing tmrheaning and linguistic form. As
Teri worked to prepare her students for their er@ms, she recasts what one student was
trying to say, using the correct form and offerargexplanation (in English). Although
the findings on error correction are somewhat ietstt to the results from two survey
items that asked the participants to indicate thgswhey most commonly corrected
student oral and written errors. These findingspsut the teachers’ use of error
correction strategies that align with standardstiakearner-centered instructional and

assessment practices as described by the ACTFL/NEC3tandards.

Summary of Teacher Instructional Practices and Asssments
The findings support varied results in the teachess of standards-based,

learner-centered instructional and assessmentigeactAlthough difficult to separate in
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this study, the descriptions of the teachers’ @& and assessments were analyzed
along with the strategies they use motivating sttidse of the target language and the
ways in which they correct written and spoken exrofhe results show that the teachers
in this study were demonstrating various charagties and dispositions related the
ACTFL/NCATE Standards for Cultures, Literatures &rdss Disciplinary Concepts

(2a, 2b); Language Acquisition Theories and Instonal Practices (3a, 3b); and
Assessment of Languages and Cultures (5a, 5b, 5c¢).

The mean score results from survey data on insbnadtactivities show that the
teachers favor the use of small group activitiesr @activities where students work
independently to develop vocabulary or grammaiskWhether the teachers assign the
roles and tasks for these small group activitiesloether they provide students with
choices, these results indicate that they provgjedunities for their students to engage
with one another (ACTFL/NCATE Standard 3b). Intew data provided strong
evidence of standards-based, learner-centerediatisinal practices. The results show
that the teachers use the 5Cs in combinationsrrathe isolation (ACTFL/NCATE
Standard 3a). Most common combinations includeddmmunications and Cultures
Standards. The mean scores on their use of cuthaterials and texts showed frequent
use of realia materials intended for native spesakéthe language (ACTFL/NCATE
Standards 2a, 2b) and curricula intended for lagguearners (websites and textbooks).
Surprisingly, teachers implemented the Commungiasdard more than expected.

Their assignments included interviews with the ld¢lainese speaking community, field
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trips to Chinatown, and classroom visits from merslzé the Chinese speaking
community to engage students in cultural activii®STFL/NCATE Standards 3a, 3b).
However, the interview results supported the figdifrom the survey data in that the
teachers are less likely to connect their classractivities with other disciplines (i.e.
Connections Standard). It is unclear from the edtg this is so. Observation field notes
support the notion of a pattern of instruction thiaterged from the survey and interview
results. This pattern of instruction begins wtik teachers introducing new content
using teacher-centered instructional practicestied employing a combination of
teacher-led discussions as well as learner-censatedties.

The analysis of data on the teachers’ assessmeetiqas included mean scores
indicating the teachers frequently use rubricssgeas student oral and written language
(ACTFL/NCATE Standard 5a). Additional data fromempended items on the survey
showed the teachers used a wide range of vocalnalated to standards-based, learner-
centered assessments, including formative and stiner@ssessment practices involving
IPAs. However, it became evident through theipoeses that some of the participants
were grappling with learner-centered assessmente wthers demonstrated confidence
using a wide range of these assessments. Thecarostonly used informal/formative
assessment that emerged from the interview datdeaaker-led questions. Their
examples included questions that illicit one carresponse as well as questions that
encourage student opinion and creative use ofaingulage. In some instances, the

teachers allowed students to use TPR to demonshteteknowledge and understanding,
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rather than force language production with learmdrs may not be ready to do so
(ACTFL/NCATE Standards 3a, 3b). There was somdexnae from the interview data
that the teachers in this study were using thefeenal/formative assessments to inform
their instructional practices (ACTFL/NCATE Stand&al). Interestingly, a few teachers
demonstrated a strong understanding of standakdbkearner-centered assessment
practices that included the use of student poa$olstudent feedback on assessments, and
a nationally normed standards-based assessmdAsr(ACTFL/NCATE Standard 5a,
5b, 5¢). The results from descriptions of themfal assessments was not as robust, but
indicated that it is common for teachers to implahrequired formal/summative
assessments designed by their department or sdistiatt. Some of these required
assessments are intended to measure discretel iaétwaation on language and culture
while others include (at least in part) IPAs that mtended to evaluate student
performance in the target language.

Knowing student needs emerged from the intervieta da an important
consideration to motivate student use of the tdegefuage. Because 82% of the
teachers who conducted interviews completed somesework in foreign/world
language methodology, it is likely that the teashettained some knowledge of
cognitively appropriate materials and classroonruasional practices. During the
interviews, teachers demonstrated their abilityat@ct topics that are of interest to their
students based upon their age and language leGAIKA/NCATE Standards 3a, 3b).

The mean scores from the survey item on strategied for encouraging student use of
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the target language showed the most common strategy/by the participants was using
communicative activities related to the currenntleé&opic that they designed. This
result shows that in addition to selecting topiteterest to the students, the teachers in
this study then prepare standards-based, learnégred activities related to those topics.
Furthermore, the teachers also recognized the toeestablish classroom routines that
build student confidence and to motivate them ke tésks using the target language.
Even though data collection focused on the waypé#ngcipants motivated their student
to use the target language, there was some evideipp®rting the teachers’ recognition
that their use of the target language during ision is important and must be in the
form of comprehensible input. Observation fieldesosupported results from the
interviews that suggested teacher use of the teaggtiage varies and is a challenge for
implementing standards-based, learner-centeredigtgtn. In some cases, the interview
participants were reluctant to discuss their usérgflish during instruction while in

other instances they openly stated their diffiesliin doing so.

The final characteristic investigated related ® plarticipants’ implementation of
standards-based, learner-centered instructionaassessment practices was error
correction. The literature on error correctiorfareign/world languages describes
teacher-centered error correction as frequent@naediate corrections that focus on the
accuracy of linguistic form, pronunciation, and &balary (Anton, 1999). The survey
results show consistent mean scores in the errogat®mn strategies the teachers reported

they use most frequently for addressing errorpeaking and writing. The highest mean
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scores were for providing feedback on errors tlfatmeaning and for teaching
students how to monitor their own speaking andimgit In addition to providing
feedback on accuracy some of the time, there wa¥e of the teachers who indicated
that they sometimes encouraged peer feedback ttenvassessments. These findings
indicate that the teachers recognize that err@saratural part of the language learning
process and at times it is better to focus on nmeggttian accuracy (ACTFL/NCATE
Standard 3a).

Overall, the results presented here on the tedctedfgeported and observed
instructional activities, assessment practiceategies for promoting the use of the target
language and strategies for correcting studentseswpport their use of standards-base,
learner-centered instruction. There is ample exadehat these practices align with
several of ACTFL/NCATE Standards related to implatireg the SFLL and creating
classroom environments conducive to learner-cediesgructional experiences. Next,
these findings and the findings presented eani¢hnis chapter on teacher pedagogical
beliefs will be reexamined to identify the waysathich their beliefs are congruent with

their instructional practices.

Research Question 3
In what ways are the pedagogical beliefs of thelegs in this study congruent or
incongruent with their instructional practices?
The findings reported in this section build upoe thsearch by Allen (2002,

2008) that found the extent to which an educationavation is implemented according
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to its theoretical foundations depends upon tlgnalent between an educator’s
pedagogical beliefs and the theories that supperirtnovation. The findings from this
research also addresses those of Burnaby and 898)(Lortazzi and Jin (1996), Gu
and Schweisfurth (2006), and Hu (2002) who notedl ¢hltures of education and the
purpose of language study may greatly influenceestttent to which an educational
innovation is adapted. According to Borg (2003¢'srmpersonal schooling may serve as
a filter through which new knowledge and experisnae received. In the case of the
Chinese language teachers, the alignment betweearptdagogical beliefs, the
theoretical support and cultural expectations fandards-based, learner-centered
instruction may be complicated by their personhbsting experiences that occurred in
cultures of education that value teacher-centersuluctional practices where the
primary purpose of language instruction is to presudents for high-stakes
standardized exams for entrance to a public uniyers

As noted earlier in this chapter, the present spldges value on the prior
learning experiences of the teacher participantssesks to gain an understanding of
how their pedagogical beliefs are congruent andngouent with their self-reported and
observed instructional practices. To do so, tret §ub-section here will synthesize the
results from the first two research questions dreoto gain a deeper understanding of the
relationships between their beliefs and practicEsese relationships provide insight to
areas of congruence and incongruence betweenablegies’ pedagogical beliefs and

their instructional practices. During data anayareas of incongruence were not always
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easy to identify. What did emerge from the dateevahallenges that likely impede
participants’ ability to implement standards-badedrner-centered instruction. These
challenges are presented in the second sub-sediloey support and expand upon the
previous research of Hall Haley and Ferro (2011) ldall Haley and Alsweel (2012)
who found challenges with their participants tduie classroom management, use of
the target language, student motivation, and isaithspower and authority between the
teachers and their students. Related to theskenhjak were the teachers’ strong desire
to be respected, to build relationships with stisleand to establish successful Chinese
language programs within their schools and distridthese desires in the third and final
sub-section presents unexpected findings relatdaetparticipants awareness of the
differences in cultures of education between th#éddrStates and their home countries
as well as what they deem important to their psotesl lives as language educators in

U.S. schools.

Congruency Between Beliefs and Practice

Findings on teacher beliefs revealed that the &adh this study had a positive
attitude towards the SFLL, with the majority of ihéerview participants noting that their
knowledge of the SFLL significantly impacted thigistructional practices. Their
findings on their beliefs also showed that thereensehigher percentage of teachers
(66.2%) who reported having knowledge of and thbtalo apply the SFLL than the
percentage of teachers (46.5%) who said they hadlknlge of and the ability to apply

learner-centered instruction. This differencemowkledge of the SFLL and learner-
184



centered instruction is interesting because thguage used to describe the five domains
of the SFLL, particularly for the Communicationgdlgd@ommunities Standards, is
conducive to learner-centered practices. Thigokfice might suggest that the
participants in this study perhaps had a noviceststdnding of the SFLL; however, the
descriptions provided by the teachers of theirutdional practices and assessments
showed otherwise. Even though vocabulary relaig¢tdd SFLL was not always used
accurately, the coded data from the 17 interviegraahstrated a sound understanding of
the five domains. However, the frequency with vihicese codes occurred varied. The
frequency percentages of teachers who describedtiastthat appropriately applied one

of the five domains associated with the SFLL avjgled in Table 16.

Table 16
Appropriate Descriptions of Standards-based Adésit
Frequency Frequency

Teachers (N=17) Percentage
Communications 11 64.7
Cultures 9 52.7
Connections 3 17.6
Comparisons 4 23.6
Communities 5 29.6
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The low percentage of teachers (17.6) who descilo@dities applying the Connections
Standard was further supported by the mean stbreZ.85,SD = .638) for the survey
item that asked teachers to rate the frequencg®far activities that include other
disciplines (i.e. math, science). Scores betwe@d @nd 3.00 indicate a frequency of use
between “rarely” and “sometimes.” The data proditittle evidence on the teachers’
beliefs and knowledge related to the Connectioaadgrd. Likely explanations for the
low application of this particular domain is thiaetteachers either lack a complete
understanding of it, place a lesser value on tbimain, or are tentative in their ability to
apply this standard appropriately.

As noted earlier in this chapter and in the tableve, codes for activities
applying the Communications and Cultures Standacdarred most frequently in the
interview data. Of note were the findings thattéechers often combined or integrated
more than one domain within the same activity.gém a further understanding of the
kinds of cultural materials the teachers deemearapt to their teaching and how often
they used these materials in their instructionatfices, the frequency percentages from

two survey items are presented side-by-side in& Bl
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Table 17
Importance and Use of Cultural Materials

Frequency Percentage
Teachers (N=70)

Essential  Used Most Very Used
of the Time Important Sometimes

Text and photos provided in the 22.5 39.4%%* 39.4 36.6***
textbook
Authentic fables or fairy tales 18.3* 21.1%* 38.0* 47.9*+*
Authentic literary texts (ex. 16.9* 18.3** 40.8* 45.1**
poetry, novels, short stories)
Chinese TV shows, movies, news 15.5 18.3%xxx 50.7 56.3****
programs
Audio (radio talk shows, music, 21.1 28.2%*x* 47.9 46 .5xr**
news)
Realia (menus, newspaper 35.2 38.0** 47.9 47.9**
articles, ads, magazines, train
schedules, clothing, food, money,
etc.)
Materials or websites created 25.4 38.0** 53.5 46.5**

specifically for language learners

*N=69, *N=68, ***N=67, ***N=66.

The findings presented on the participants’ pedegbgeliefs and instructional
practices showed that the cultural materials ratethost important and most used were
realia (i.e. cultural materials used in the evewlilses of native speakers living in a
country where the target language is spoken) andives created specifically for

language learners. To identify possible differanoetween how the participants’ rated
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the importance of these items and the frequenaygef visual representation of these

frequency percentages from two survey items areigeed in Figure 5.

100
Q0 B Essential
80 @ Most of the time
70 BEVery Important
60 B Sometimes

Figure 5.Comparing importance and use of cultural materials

It was presumed that for these two survey itenegetivould be a relationship between
ratings of materials as “essential” or “very im@oitf’ and ratings for their use as “most
of the time” or “sometimes.” One plausible explaoa for this relationship is the
alignment between the teachers’ beliefs about moportant materials are to them and
how frequently they use these materials in thetructional practices. As this figure
shows, this presumption holds true for severahefrhaterials rated by the teachers in
this study, particularly for the materials labededliterature, video, and realia. The

materials where the frequency percentages betwegoriance and use appear

188



disproportionate are textbooks, websites, and atadénl as “essential” and “most of the
time” and for cultural materials including fablést were rated as “very important” and
“sometimes.” However, to conclude that there wasycuence between the teachers’
beliefs and use of realia, videos, and literatliteréry texts) and incongruence between
their beliefs and use of fables, audio, textboaks] websites intended for language
learners should be done with caution. This is beeat is plausible that the participants
had different interpretations for the Likert catags for rating importance and use.
Nevertheless, the results presented here indicspeogortionate frequency percentages
between how the teachers rated the importancer@iceultural materials and how they
rated the frequency with which they use these saaterials.

Similar relationships between beliefs and practeraerged in the data related to
the teachers’ beliefs about teacher-centered ictstruand when they said it is best to use
these types of instructional practices. There B&&eachers who replied to the open-
response survey item that asked the participardsgoribe instances when they believe it
is better to use teacher-centered instructionth®68 teachers, there were 26 (45%) who
noted that teacher-centered instruction was mdeetefe and efficient for teaching new
vocabulary, cultural facts, or linguistic structsireT heir self-reported beliefs for when to
use teacher-centered instruction were supporteétégesults on their instructional
practices (i.e. activities and assessments) thmbdstrated an emerging pattern in their
instructional practices. The survey item on whenge learner-centered instruction

resulted in 30 of the 55 respondents (55%) stdtiaglearner-centered activities were
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best for practicing new vocabulary or grammar thas just introduced by the teacher or
textbook. This pattern was evident during thessiasm observations, although with
some variations. For example, Dani began clads avieview activity where the students
worked in pairs or small groups before she modptedunciation and rules of usage for
new linguistic structures. Karen began her clagis avteacher-led presentation.
However, her presentation allowed for some studegagement with one another and
with her. She and her students asked one anatiestigns during the presentation
making the experience more interactive for theriees. She followed this presentation
with a hands-on activity for makirtgng yuan. As with the previous findings presented
here on the congruence of the teachers’ beliefsrestidictional practices, the evidence
presented here should be interpreted with prudeliadfers support for an emerging
pattern between the teachers’ beliefs about usiaghter-centered instruction to introduce
new information, followed by learner-centered instion to practice those new concepts.
However, this was not representative of all theig@ants in this study.

Some of the participants noted that teacher-ceshiesgruction was more
effective with certain age and language levelficaigh these comments were diverse in
the populations of students the teachers describee: post-secondary instructor found
that his tertiary year students were “less bragaide the target language than his
beginning level language learners. An elementaiyS-teacher struggled to implement
learner-centered activities with her second-gradaesto time constraints and behavioral

issues that she didn’t experience with her thiatgrclass. She said, “For the younger
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ones, | think | use teacher-centered more...becatiseki one of the reasons is that we
have a really short time. So, I drill them morettoe vocabulary and sentence patterns.”
These challenges will be further discussed in #h-subsection. Before doing so, the
evidence supporting a relationship between thegyaaints’ beliefs about their role as
language teachers and their use of the target égeglearner-centered assessments, and
error correction will be presented and discussed.

The findings presented during the first two reseauestions show evidence of a
relationship between the beliefs the participangsl about their role as language
teachers, their beliefs about how students leashdrel the assessments they use most
with their students, including how they correctdgnt errors for speaking and writing
tasks. There were 67 responses to the open respansy item that asked the
participants to describe the role of the languageher. The most common response
(46%) was the use of the word “facilitator.” Otloemmon responses included the
words “culture” (33%) and “language” (19%). Asazifitator, the teachers noted their
role was to introduce and share the target cultamesteach skills for exploring cultures
within and beyond the classroom. They also betletat as the teacher, they had to
stimulate student interest and build their confmkensing the language. Additionally,
they believed their role included modeling the ¢dignguage and teaching learning
strategies to help students engage in communicatitréities of interest to them. Beliefs
about the role of the language teacher were alspasted by responses to the survey

item on the importance of items used when decidihgt to teach and what not to teach.
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The mean scores for guiding documents such acalum guides, standards, and
research showed that the teachers viewed thessryasnportant 1 = 3.08,SD=.731)
and that selecting topics based upon feedback $taents were essentid € 3.46,SD
= .605).

The implementation of the belief that the langueegeher is a facilitator was
evident in the participants’ ratings of activittb®y use most frequently with their
students. Mean scores and frequency percentagastiaties used most with students
indicated the teachers favored using small grotipifies over using individual activities
for teaching grammar and vocabulary. Although eérgsall group activities varied
between tasks and roles the teacher assidied3(28,SD = .740) and tasks and roles the
students selected!l(= 3.38,SD = .650), their frequency of use as “most of tineeti or
“sometimes” was over 80 percent. In addition, ehsere 50 (of 67) participants who
noted using activities where students and teadaenltogether “most of the time”
(23.1%) or “sometimes” (52.3%). These resultsaaté a relationship, and in some
cases, an alignment between the beliefs aboubtaef the language teacher and the
activities they employ most frequently. Relatedh® types of activities teachers employ
most is their belief about how students learn best.

Beliefs about how students learn best were measutbd survey item that used
a used a 5-point scale for teachers to evaluatagothat represented both teacher-
centered and learner-centered instructional pre&tid he results from this survey item

showed that over 85% of participants’ agreed amgjly agreed that students learned
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best when they were actively engaged in activdigs helping one another complete a
task and over 70% agreed or strongly believedttieat learn best when seeking opinions
from one another. The participants rated and plexidescriptions of their most
frequently used assessments by responding to tveysitems and by describing the
assessments they use most during the interviewsorAing to the findings from the
survey data, the most common assessments weranaralritten tasks that were
evaluated using a rubric. The use of these fopadbrmance assessments align with the
teachers’ self-reported beliefs that students |bast through communicative activities
because it shows the teachers use assessmerdppkat to mirror their instructional
practices. Interview findings supported this atrggnt between pedagogical beliefs and
instructional practices with eight cases providiggcriptions of performance
assessments with reference to the SFLL. Howewata, @h the informal assessments
teachers noted most frequently in the interviewmasvidence of both teacher-centered
and learner-centered instructional practices. Aeacsaid that they informally assess
learning through observations and teacher-diregtexdtions. In addition to formal and
informal assessment practices, this study alscstigeted the ways in which teachers
correct student errors.

The literature on error correction (Antén, 1999gl@n, 2007) provides
descriptions of teacher-centered and learner-cashinror correction methods. The
frequency and purpose of error correction oftenciaite a teacher’s beliefs about student

learning, the purpose of language study, and tleeafadthe teacher. Frequent error
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correction that focuses on linguistic form is asst@a with teacher-centered instruction
while error correction that focuses on meaningiarahly provided when meaning is
impeded is associated with learner-centered instruc The two main sources of data on
how the teachers corrected student errors werestmaey items and some limited
information from observation field notes. Survegms showed the teachers in this study
frequently used learner-centered error correctiethods for student speaking and
writing. These methods included “teacher feedlihakfocuses on meaning” (Speaking:
M = 3.52,SD=.562 and WritingM = 3.53,SD = .637)) and “teaches skills that help
students monitor their own progress when speakigéakingM = 3.30,SD=.803 and
Writing: M = 3.29,SD=.785). However, teachers tended to focus auistic form

more when giving feedback on writinlyl = 3.28,SD = .825) than when giving feedback
on speakingNl = 3.06,SD=.807). Although slight, the results show thre are some
differences on how important linguistic accuracjoisspeaking verses writing.

These results are promising as they serve as esgdsrways in which the
teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning adigh their self-reported and observed
instructional practices. However, as noted byteaeher, “It's much easier to know and
talk about this than to really put it into dailyeus The next sub-section reports the
results related to the challenges that the teachehss study encountered that may

influence their ability to apply standards-basedyher-centered instruction.
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Challenges Implementing Standards-based, Learner-o¢ered Instruction

Thus far, this chapter has focused on the aligninetween the teachers’
pedagogical beliefs and instructional practicesthls sub-section, the results presented
represent the ways in which the teachers’ belietsiastructional practices do not reflect
standards-based, learner-centered instructionddrdify areas of incongruence, data
were analyzed on the challenges the teachers patédtkir surveys and in their
interviews.

The survey data show that when making instructidealsions, 63% of the
participants reported that topics they enjoy teaghvere essential or very important to
them. Although 93% of the participants also regel@cting topics they think will interest
their students as essential or very important,réssit shows that teacher decision-
making is a complex process that includes alignsyant incongruence with their
beliefs. Other responses to this survey item skawat 75% of the teachers in this study
rated the use of textbooks, curriculum guides ahdraschool factors as essential or very
important. It was noted earlier in this chaptextitme use of textbooks alone should not
be an indicator of teacher-centered instructiomany textbooks now incorporate and
integrate the SFLL in their curriculum. Howevérete was evidence that emerged from
the interviews that three of the participants wstiéimplementing teacher-centered
instructional practices regularly. One heritageglaage Sunday school teacher stated, “I
think, well that I just deliver the lessons. Sommess | just follow the curriculum and

follow the textbooks. Like every class, the topuist follow that and the textbook.”
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Understanding why some of the teachers in thisystodtinue to rely on textbooks to
facilitate teacher-centered instruction includesfthdings on teacher knowledge and the
challenges that emerged from the data.

The results from the 71 participants’ showed tivahehough 22% of them had
knowledge of the SFLL, 28% had knowledge of the mamicative modes, and 35% had
knowledge of learner-centered instruction, thelected response stated factors limit
their ability to apply this knowledge to their insttional practices. Additionally, there
were five percent of the teachers who reporteddidhor no knowledge of the SFLL and
the communicative modes and ten percent who reguabtiét they had limited or no
knowledge of learner-centered instruction. WHhilese percentages are relatively low,
they are disconcerting because the participartssrstudy had attended at least one
STARTALK Teacher Program. It is possible that tlselected their response in haste, or
that as English language learners they misintezgrétte response selections.
Nevertheless, the higher percentages of teacheysated that factors limit their ability
to apply their knowledge of standards-based, leagzartered instructional practices
indicate challenges that may or may not be relaidde teachers’ knowledge and
pedagogical beliefs about the SFLL and/or learmetared instruction.

The interviews provided robust data on the breadthdepth of challenges
related to implementing standard-based learneecespractices. The participants noted
challenges related to class length, both too lortjtao short, and class sizes that were

either too big or too small. One teacher notetltthearoom location and design of her
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open classroom made it difficult for her studeotspgeak aloud during group activities.
The instructors sharing the same open space oftaplained about the noise level.
Other challenges that emerged from the data wedinfy age and/or language level
appropriate curricular materials, lacking suffigiime to adequately plan lessons,
experiencing pressure from supervisors to increasallments in secondary and tertiary
courses, and teaching in multilevel classroomd entollments are high enough to
warrant separate sections for each language léwelome cases, the acute circumstances
these challenges presented were significant. Xample, one teacher explained her
teaching schedule in a private elementary schofulksvs:
Planning is so hard for me. Preschool gets 20 tegaf Chinese instruction
twice a week. Kindergarten has 30 minutes twiceeakw First to third grade has
45 minutes twice per week. Fourth and fifth grade one hour twice per week.
Sixth grade has 45 minutes every day for 12 we8sit is impossible for me to
use the same lesson.
It is likely this case represents an extreme citstamce unique to this one teaching
position. However, the literature from the 1990s. (Ging, 1994; Schrier, 1994) on the
development of critical need and less commonlyhatapguage programs in the United
States noted many of these same challenges. htiphs of growing critical need and
less commonly taught language programs issuedtavedecades ago cautioned that
teachers of less commonly taught languages are te#ftked with creating the curriculum

while continuously increasing student enrollmenthieir programs. In addition to the
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challenges mentioned here, the three challengésitierged most frequently during the
interviews were classroom management, student ataiiv, and target language use by
teachers and students.

The findings presented here build upon the previeasarch by Hall Haley and
Ferro (2011), Hall Haley and Alsweel (2012), anddéu, Yon, and Algozzine (2011)
that found that differences between the culturesdoication in China and the cultures of
education in the United States presented challergd@®d to student-teacher relations.
Based on these prior findings, it was expectedtti@teachers in this study would find it
difficult to manage learner-centered classroomsgach all ages and language levels in
the target language, and to motivate studentk®rsponsibility for their own learning.
What had not emerged, or at least was not includétk results from previous studies,
were the effects these challenges had on the teacme pre-school teacher said she
felt like she spent more class time on teachingshetents how to behave than on
teaching Chinese. She said, “It is kind of a gyt | guess that is life.” The feeling of
disillusionment experienced by this teacher was algdent with four participants who
discussed extreme cases of behavior issues. dp tlases, the students were diagnosed
with Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) or other codive and/or emotional disorders that
require medication and/or an individualized eduwraplan (IEP). In a discussion about
one student with an IEP who eventually had to bbeoreed from her high school Chinese

Level 1 class in a suburban private school, thehteasaid, “I felt very frustrated at that
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moment because | can tell he [the student] hates Amal it is so sad because he is so
good at learning.” Another teacher working in svgte elementary school stated,
| do have some students with ADD who are on mediton it. When that class
comes to me after physical education or at theoéitide day when the medicine
has worn off, it is so hard for them to actuallgysin their seats. | let them move
with singing and dancing, but | cannot do much nthes that. It is very difficult
for me.
The frustration and disappointment experiencechbge two teachers were not isolated
instances in this study. There were eight othdrs gaid that motivating their students
was one of their greatest challenges. Earliehim¢hapter the findings showed that 15
of the 17 teachers who were interviewed believed tiotivating students included
understanding their diverse needs. Yet behavsoess resulting from boredom or
indifference were an ongoing cause of frustratidth Whree of the teachers. During one
interview, the teacher made a direct connectighéceffect student motivation has had
on her ability to use leaner-centered instructigmattices. She said,
| definitely feel that the learner-centered appho@cterms of the students is
much more effective. However, that has to meetgedonditions, such as a
group of students who are really motivateBlor. certain classes, the students are
not mature enough or disciplined enough and habe @ little more teacher-
centered. Otherwise, they basically waste theietivhen they are not really

focused on their group activities...A lot of timeadbers can be very easily
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frustrated. When | get frustrated, | am thinkihgw can | not get frustrated?

How can my students not get frustrated? It is \emd.

Feelings of frustration between teachers and stadeay lead to additional issues that
affect student-teacher relations and the creati@assroom environments conducive to
standard-based, learner-centered instruction. neést@acher noted, the solutions to these
challenges are complicated, especially when onaisehcultures of education had few if
any issues of classroom management. She saidsiOlam management is just so, you
know, different. Each class, each kid, each schatok so different. You have to figure
it out and this takes time.” The diversity of tgtlalanguage classrooms presents both
opportunities and challenges. Lacorte (2005) pdditat the realities of language
instruction nowadays include diverse student pdmra that can become potential
roadblocks to the transition to standards-basedné-centered instruction. The
evidence presented here supports this reality.

The teachers in this study openly noted that stuchertivation and self-
confidence precedes learning. As language legreerdents must be willing to use the
target language taking risks, particularly durimgldorms of communication. Risk
taking is an important attribute of standard-basestner-centered instruction as learners
of all ages must be willing to make errors withrgraar, syntax, and pronunciation
publicly as part of the learning process. Requisented earlier in this chapter showed
that the teachers in this study reported using teztbher-centered and learner-centered

activities to motivate students to use the targrejliage. These frequently used activities

200



were on topics of interest to students and thatedlto the current course theme. In
addition, teachers found that establishing clasaromutines, including student use of the
target language to make basic requests were algfuheFindings on the challenges that
affected teacher use of the target language dumstguction were addressed briefly in
response to the second research question. Howhigetopic emerged with eight of the
teachers during their interviews. The findingairthat data are presented next.
Teacher descriptions about their role as languagehers included the frequent
use of the word “facilitator.” Further descript®af their roles included the need for
teachers to model the target language and to imtedtudents to the target language
cultures. Using the target language, particulatibh novice language learners emerged
from the interview data as a limiting factor in tieachers’ ability to implement
standards-based learner-centered instruction. t€achers noted the challenge of
making the target language comprehensible, paatiguvhen teaching target cultures.
One teacher stated, “Sometimes | feel it is diffito teach some culture concepts in the
target language...and trying to achieve a balanceadbe you give some reading in
English outside of class.” Challenges with usimg target language also included
competing demands from language supervisors whkessthe importance (and in some
cases, the requirement) of using only the targegjlage during instruction and the
teachers’ belief that they need to build meaningéldtionships with the students. They
believe these relationships are necessary andtdéeistandards-based, learner-centered

instruction. As one high school teacher noted,
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And for me, | have a challenge to speak the tdegwjuage every single time
because | need to make a connection with the stsid&wo this is a challenge and
| am still working on it. | think if you have thiand of mind that if you use the
target language, it becomes programmed in your mirnkink every single
teacher can become programmed, although the ifirst@nths it is hard because
you need to build relationships with students.
These results introduce a different challenge edl#& teaching in the target language.
The frustration exhibited by this teacher is intiaof the debate between the primacy
of structure and agency as it relates to the dewedmt of their identities as professional
educators. For this teacher, and perhaps for roathe teachers in this study, the
structure that includes expectations for her talaygjuage use conflicts with her agency
to build student-teacher relations for what sheelek will allow her to effectively
implement standards-based, learner-centered itistnucAdditional evidence related to
teacher agency and the professional lives of thdsenational teachers emerged from the
interview data with codes that identified the waysvhich cultures of education

influenced the participants’ pedagogical beliefd arstructional practices.

Cultural Differences and the Professional Lives olnternational Teachers

The dimensions of incongruence between beliefspaactices that emerged from
the data in this study relate to the literaturg¢eacher agency, identity, and cognition.
Beijaard, Meijer, and Verloop (2004) studied thasien that forms between structure

and agency and found that the personal dimensiteaching (i.e. agency) and the
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socially acceptable rules of instruction (i.e. stame) must be renegotiated during the
defining and redefining of one’s professional idignt During this process, the “socially
legitimated” professional identities of teachers @fluenced by cultural and social
forces(Beijaard, Meijer, & Verloop, p. 125). This prosealso includes teacher
cognition as noted by Golombek (1998), who fourat tieflection and dialogue are
critical to the development of their personal pidtknowledge that then serves as a
filter through which they are able to respond t® éixigencies of various teaching
situations.

The international teachers in this study providedence of reflective dialogue
during their interviews. They not only recognizbd differences between the cultures of
education in their home countries and those fowerd im the United States, but also
stated how these conflicting cultures of educatndilnence their ability to implement
standards-based, learner-centered instruction.eXxamnple, one teacher noted, “l was
influenced a lot by the teacher-centered classrobshould say that I still have those
moments to do lectures, especially with the Chirgégeclass. | have some struggles and
challenges with them.” These reflective dialogakss recognized the importance of
having support from colleagues. Three teachermsthiodbw much they valued
collaboration with peers and a good support syst®me teacher in particular reflected
upon her student teaching experiences that toaeptaa school district that had a well-

established K-12 Chinese language program. Shelsat she learned so much from her
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colleagues because they shared curricular matasaleell as advice about classroom
management and how best to engage students iretez@ntered instructional practices.
Also important to the teachers in this study wasgigg the same respect that
teachers receive in their home countries. As @mggpant stated, “l want to also be a
model for the culture, like how Chinese people widelach and the role of the teacher is
highly respected. | want them to respect me irctass but at the same time, | want them
to have fun learning.” The challenge of balanengyable learning experiences with
continued respect for the teacher relates to titgrfgs from Sun’s (2012) case study of a
Chinese language teacher who was teaching Chineseall-girls Australian private
school. Based on his analysis of the data, Swodated the concept of “a virtuoso
teacher in the Confucian heritage culture of Chiwhére the teacher seeks to establish a
“gi-field”, or balanced classroom environment afdt, respect, and acceptance. The
notion of a becoming a virtuoso teacher requirasmihg and hard work so that the class
goes smoothly and is enjoyable for teacher ancestisdalike (Sun, 2012). During the
interviews, a similar response was made by onbeparticipants, who said,
You have to do extra work because you want to nsake that the class goes
smoothly. You want everybody to feel that theyereed a positive experience...
So it is how you control the situation and the stasm environment.
The quotes presented here demonstrate that se¥éhal teachers in this study viewed
themselves as professional educators who refleat their capabilities to effectively

implement educational innovations that they beli@nge“best practices.” Evidence of

204



professionalism and reflective practice was pradibdg the following teacher, who holds
both an M.Ed. in Foreign/World Language Curriculand Instruction and a professional
teaching license. She said,
| want to remind my colleagues that sometimes whermre in workshops and in
graduate study, we found that standards-basedadeaentered instruction is very
useful and important. When we go back to realltea; sometimes the trials and
workload distract us. | want to remind them andsetfyto keep checking
ourselves to make sure we teach more effectively.
As noted by this teacher, the realities of toddgrsggyuage classrooms provide both
opportunities and challenges for implementing séadstbased learner-centered
instruction. As such, the identification of theysan which teachers’ pedagogical beliefs
and practices are congruent and reflect standassel) learner-centered instruction
cannot be done in a vacuum. The results here $tamen that understanding areas of
where beliefs and practices are aligned and wienediverge includes constructs such
as teacher agency, identity, and cognition. Piterature supports these findings as well
as the cultural and social influences that emefged the teachers’ voices as they
reflected upon their own educational experiencestadents in China, as participants in
workshops and graduate courses in the United Statdsas professional educators in

U.S. classrooms.
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Summary of the Alignment between Beliefs and Praates

Answering this final research question includedsiéng the findings from the
previous two questions on the teachers’ pedagobalafs and their instructional
practices. The synthesis of results yielded bapeeted and unexpected ways in which
the participants’ beliefs and instructional praesiavere aligned and incongruent. Prior
research by Allen (2002, 2008) found that the ahgnt between language teacher
beliefs and the theoretical foundations of the SBEkd an indicator of the extent to which
they will implement standards-based instructiome Tesults showed that the teachers
had knowledge of the SFLL and held positive atésidnd beliefs towards implementing
them in their instructional practices. Howeveg frequency with which they
implemented the five domains of the SFLL variedhwhe Connections Standard
applied the least frequently and the Communicatans Cultures Standards used most
frequently by the teachers in this study. Thevaas the teachers described in their
interviews and the ratings they provided on suiteys appeared to align with their
beliefs as well as the theoretical foundationdhef$FLL. However, these findings
should be interpreted with caution, as there weneesdifferences, particularly with how
teachers rated the importance of cultural mateaatsthe frequency with which they
used them. There was evidence of congruence betraéags on the importance and
use of authentic realia and videos. These cultuedérials are generally intended for
native speakers of the language and indicate lileaietachers value and use authentic

materials regularly. There was also evidence admgruence between ratings on the
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importance and use of textbooks and other curnicukerials (i.e. websites) intended for
language learners.

In addition to identifying areas of congruence, dla¢a also supported an
emerging pattern between the teachers’ beliefgaactices. Although variations of this
pattern emerged in the field notes from the clamsrobservations, the general pattern
employed was to first use teacher-centered instru¢d introduce new vocabulary and
linguistic forms and then employ learner-centereshimunicative activities that provide
students with opportunities to practice the newtennwith one another and the teacher.
As facilitators, the teachers believed their rolswo engage students in activities where
they could share opinions and help one another emeaningful tasks on topics of
interest to them. The most frequently used assassmvere aligned with these beliefs
and practices as the results showed a preferencsifoy oral and written performance
tasks that were evaluated using rubrics. Furthgnments were identified in the
findings that showed teachers were consistent théhr error correction techniques that
they employed most frequently. Their focus on niegnather than linguistic form when
providing feedback to students on their speakirdy\varting were indicative of
standards-based, learner-centered practices. Howeere were slight differences noted
in their views about the importance of linguistacaracy specifically with written
assessments.

The analysis of data to identify incongruence betweedagogical beliefs and

instructional practices included the codes thatrgeteduring the interviews related to
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the challenges the teachers discussed. Issueslagisfroom management, student
motivation, and use of the target language dumsgyuction were expected challenges
that influence the participants’ ability to apptasdards-based, learner-centered
instruction as theoretically intended. These fiigdi extended results from the prior
research (i.e. Hall Haley & Ferro, 2011; Hall Ha&WIsweel, 2012; Kissau, Yon, &
Algozzine, 2011) by providing insight to the effethese challenges had on the teachers
in this present study. Feelings of disillusionménistration, and disappointment
emerged from the voices of the teachers as theggeagin reflective discourse about
their experiences teaching in U.S. schools. Dutlieg interviews, teachers not only
discussed differences between cultures of educati@hina and those found here in the
United States, but they also noted how their parsschooling experiences, both in
China (K-12) and in the United States (post-secondafluenced their beliefs and
practices related to standards-based learner-egehitestruction. The data supported the
tension that teachers experienced between soaiadlyculturally imposed pedagogical
structures such as the expectation to use thettarggiage during instruction, and their
agency to establish relationships with studentsfdster classroom environments of
trust, respect, and acceptance. The tension betstagcture and agency is an important
consideration as prior research on teacher cognitie. Golombek, 1998; Borg, 2003;
Beijaard, Meijer, & Verloop, 2004) recognizes thedchers’ personal practical
knowledge may serve as a filter through which nesvdedge, such as standards-based,

learner-centered instruction is received.
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Summary

This chapter presented evidence that the teaandinssistudy viewed themselves
as professional educators and were well awarehkathome cultures of education were
vastly different from where they now teach. Thegagnized that they used teacher-
centered methods prior to learning about standaaded, learner-centered instruction
and were openly accepting of these educationahviawinins because they realized that the
purpose for studying Chinese in U.S. schools wag glifferent from the purpose for
studying English in China. With these differencesind, they sought to apply
standards-based, learner-centered lessons inulicclassrooms. They were also aware
of the realities critical need language teaché&esthhemselves encounter in today’s
language classrooms that included meeting the sbvweeeds of their students and
developing curriculum as they increased enrollmeAts these teachers navigate these
realities and challenges, they recognized the itapoe of self-reflection and a strong
support system of colleagues.

These findings identified areas where the teachmdagogical beliefs and
instructional practices were aligned and incongruémy incongruence should not be
interpreted as deficits that Chinese language t&adiring to U.S. classrooms. Rather,
these findings support the proposition made in @rapwo for the expansion of Borg’'s
(2003) Model for Teacher Cognition for Language chaag to include the cultural
contexts of education as a mitigating factor betwlaaguage teachers’ pedagogical

beliefs and the theoretical foundations of standmskd, learner-centered instruction.
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Further research on the expansion of this modaiagided in the next chapter, which

will also present the conclusions and implicatiohthese findings.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The increase in K-16 Chinese language programs$n ¢¢hools has resulted in a
shortage of qualified teachers within the Uniteat&t. To fill the void, school districts
have relied on guest teacher programs or havetljirecruited teachers from abroad
(Asia Society, 2005, 2010; CED 2006). Internatldaaguage teachers are highly
regarded, particularly because they have exceptmnpéciency in the target language
and a comprehensive understanding of their hontaresgl and histories. In addition to
teaching Chinese, international teachers who aeelho teach at newly developed
programs are often tasked with creating curricuéurd establishing relationships with
colleagues, administrators, parents, and studernitgtease enroliments and ensure the
longevity of the program (Ging, 1994; Schrier, 1p9®ne caveat is that they may be
unfamiliar with the cultural context of U.S. scheaind the current trends in U.S.
foreign/world language education that call for #fiective implementation of standards-
based, learner-centered instruction (Asia Socki95; 2010).

The U.S. federal government has contributed tgtkparation of critical need
language teachers, such as Chinese, for U.S. atamsr Since 2006, it has funded
STARTALK professional development programs throtlgg National Security

Language Initiative and focused on developing teegtknowledge and skills related to
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standards-based, learner-centered instruction. STRRTALK teacher programs may
vary in their content and length, but they mugralio the STARTALK Endorsed
Principles for Effective Teaching and Learning.e$é principles include being able to
(1) implement a standards-based thematically orgaincurriculum; (2) facilitate a
learner-centered classroom; (3) use the targetig®and provide comprehensible input
for instruction; (4) integrate culture, contentddanguage in a world language
classroom; (5) adapt and use age-appropriate duthmeaterials; and (6) conduct
performance-based assessments. These principlefigmed with the SFLL and the
ACFTL/NCATE Standards.

The SFLL (currently World Readiness Standards sarhing Languages)
include five domains (Communications, Cultures, @mrtions, Comparisons, and
Communities). These benchmarks for what languegmnérs should know and be able
to do were not meant to prescribe a particularussibnal method or strategy.
Nevertheless, the descriptive language for thesgadts is conducive to communicative
learner-centered instructional practices. The S&td also incorporated in the language
of the ACTFL/NCATE (currently ACTFL/CAEP) Standarfts the Preparation of
Foreign Language Teachers. Specifically, the ostideveloped for the six domains of
the ACTFL/NCATE Standards refer to the SFLL, witlaiglard 4a, 4b, and 4c dedicated
to the planning, implementation and developmemhaferials for the application of the
SFLL in classroom instruction. Although there atleer sets of standards used

throughout the professional lives of foreign/wdddguage teachers (i.e. INTASC and
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NBPTS), this study focused on these two sets oidstals as the participants in this
research have had some experience with them thithieghparticipation in at least one
STARTALK teacher program.

It is important to reiterate that this study is aatevaluation of STARTALK
teacher programs. However, my work with internaideachers as a co-researcher,
presenter, and administrator over the course afyears (2008-2011) with one
STARTALK teacher program precipitated my curiositystudying the transition
international teachers make towards teaching in tl&8srooms. My curiosity was also
instigated by my work as an instructor with a gratéuevel foreign/world language
teacher preparation program. The experiences@hthese language teachers enrolled
in the teacher preparation program and findingsfroy earlier research (Hall Haley &
Ferro, 2011) shed light on the challenges inteonatiteachers experienced with
classroom management, student motivation, useeafttget language, and student-
teacher relations. Additionally, the participaimshat study were acutely aware that they
were educated in cultures of education that wegaifscantly different from those they
encountered in their U.S. classrooms. | was etagleiarn more about these challenges
and the influence of their home cultures of edwratn their pedagogical beliefs and
instructional practices.

The robust literature on teacher cognition includesning constructs related to
teacher beliefs, attitudes, knowledge, and assompfnd how these constructs influence

pedagogical decisions and instructional practi®egafes, 1992). Borg’'s (2003) Model
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for Teacher Cognition in Language Teaching wascsedefor this study as it best
represented the realities of international teachwis are influenced by their personal
schooling, professional coursework, classroom prastand contextual factors within
their schools and communities. This mixed-metrsiddy investigated the pedagogical
beliefs and the self-reported instructional pragiof Chinese language teachers who
participated in one of the 49 STARTALK Teacher Ravgs in 2011. There were 71
participants who completed the online survey, Iffigpants in the short interviews and
four participants in classroom observations. Ad participants were teaching Chinese in
a U.S. classroom at the time of this research.li@time and quantitative data were
collected and analyzed with three research questromind. These questions related to
the alignment of the teachers’ beliefs and instonetl practice to standards-based,
learner-centered instruction and the identificabbareas where their beliefs and
practices were congruent and where they diverge@ddition to satiating my own
personal, intellectual, and professional curioghys research fills a current void in the
literature on the professional lives of criticabddanguage teachers within the United
States. The conclusions will refer to these pstadies as well as additional research

published after the literature review was written.

Conclusions
Maxwell (2005) titles the chapter on validity irsthookQualitative Research
Design,as“How Might You Be Wrong.”Maxwell notes that threats to validity are not

thwarted by methods, per se, but rather througtieee. To be valid, our
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interpretations, explanations, and conclusions racstirately represent what the data
yielded. Member checks are a commonly acceptedtipeafor ensuring validity in
qualitative research. The participants in thislgtwere given the opportunity to edit
mistakes on their interview transcripts. Additibpateachers who participated in the
classroom observations were emailed my summargtgiaen the opportunity to offer
corrections to my interpretations of what occurdedng the observations. Maxwell
further says that evidence gives “the phenomenare/érying to better understand the
chance to prove us wrong” (p. 106). In this stugyesupposed that the participants
would have had less time in the United States,d&psrience with Western cultures of
education, and as a result, less congruence betivempedagogical beliefs and their
instructional practices. These presuppositiongwassed upon my experiences with pre-
service Chinese language teachers who informatgdgttheir positive views of the
SFLL, but often reverted to teacher-centered icsiwnal practices during teaching
simulations. The evidence that emerged from tha ‘gaoved” some of my
presuppositions to be inaccurate. Part of theore&w this is that the majority of the
teachers in this study had post-secondary eduedtexperiences in the United States;
had been teaching in a U.S. classroom for ovelyeae and had received some formal
pedagogical training in addition to attending aiskkone STARTALK Teacher Program.

The major findings are summarized in the subsegsettons.

215



Facets of Chinese Language Teachers’ PedagogicaliBs

The teachers in this study reported on six faadtged to their pedagogical
beliefs. These included (1) knowledge of the Skl learner centered instruction; (2)
attitudes and impact of SFLL and learner-centensttuction; (3) beliefs about teacher-
centered instruction; (4) beliefs about the teaghefe in the language classroom; (5)
beliefs about how students learn best; and (6)sd®ts for planning standards-based
learner-centered instruction. Findings relatechesé six facets contribute to the existing
literature on language teachers’ beliefs and icsitvoal decisions.

The findings from Allen’s (2002) study indicatedctlon average, the 613 foreign
language teachers who responded to her surveyssarewhat familiar with the SFLL.
She also found that unless the teachers’ pedaddugteafs are aligned with the theories
that support the SFLL, they likely would implemdémém in ways congruent with their
own beliefs, rather than with the theoretical iti@m of the standards. The results from
the present study have indicated some significdfgrdnces in the decade since Allen’s
study. The data showed that although the teachénsot always use vocabulary related
to the SFLL accurately, their descriptions of std-based activities demonstrated a
deep understanding of the five domains and threexaanicative modes. However, they
did not implement all five domains with equal freqay. These findings are similar to
those reported by Phillips and Abbott (2011) whovekd foreign/world language
teachers apply the Communication and Cultures @tasdnore frequently than the

Connections, Comparisons, and Communities Standdmgever, this study extended
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those findings to include combinations of varioosn@ins. The teachers in this study
frequently integrated the domains@dmmunications, Cultures, and Comparisansl
Communications, Cultures and Communitaethin a single lesson or activity. The
participants’ descriptions of standards-based lesseferred to other disciplines the
least, although there were several exceptional plesn the data. This indicates that
either the teachers in this study possessed a l@sderstanding of the Connections
Standard or they were not confident with implemagthis domain in their instructional
practices.

In general, the participants held positive attisittievards the SFLL and learner-
centered instruction and believed that standardsdydearner-centered instruction was
better suited to the development of communicatorametence. They recognized that
this differed from the methods used in China t@pre students for the high-stakes
college entrance exarthegaokao. However, there was some concern that leaner-
centered instruction diminished the role of theckes, which receives social reverence in
China. Nevertheless, they viewed the role of glage teacher as a facilitator of
meaningful communicative activities on topics denest to their students and as a role
model for both the target language and culturdseyTalso believed the teacher’s role
included stimulating student interest and estabigslslassroom environments conducive
to taking risks with the language production. Thessults indicate that whether or not
they were aware of it, the teachers were descrithiagpplication of SLA theories, such

as Hatch’s (1984) notion of comprehensible inpuggdken’s (1982) Affective Filter
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Hypothesis that calls for a low anxiety learningieosnment and Swain’s (1985) Output
Hypothesis. These results are significant as @aanadl Swain (1980) noted that one of
the persistent challenges with changing the purpbfguage study from building
linguistic competence to developing communicatiompetence has been the necessary
cognitive changes within teachers, which enablentteeredefine their roles in learner-
centered classrooms.

The teachers in this study were also asked to r@patheir beliefs about teacher-
centered instruction. The data showed that threscdptions of when it was better to use
teacher-centered instruction were related to theliefs about how students learn best.
The teachers in this study generally believed témther-centered instructional practices
were more effective when introducing new contemt (rocabulary, linguistic form, or
cultural facts). However, they also believed fioibwing this particular use of teacher-
centered instruction, students needed to engagenimunicative activities in order to
practice the new content in a variety of contelkég simulate real-life situations. When
deciding what to teach, the participants noted sk&tcting topics of interest to their
students was more important than topics that wengterest to them. The curricular
materials they believe are most important for teagtanguage and culture include both
items intended for native speakers of the langegeauthentic realia) and websites
created for language learners. These resultsateltbat their instructional beliefs and
decisions are complex and often consider the conuative purpose of language study

and student interest. Their implementation of éhedliefs was still fraught with
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challenges. Yet the teachers in this study expeee varying levels of success in doing

SO.

Chinese Teachers’ Implementation of Standards-basddearner-centered
Instruction

The major findings related to the participants’ lerpentation of standards-based
learner-centered instruction show that the pawicip were demonstrating characteristics
and dispositions related to the ACTFL/NCATE Standddor Cultures, Literatures and
Cross-Disciplinary Concepts (2a, 2b); Language Agitjan Theories and Instructional
Practices (3a, 3b); and Assessment of Language€ualiares (5a, 5b, 5¢). These
standards were used specifically during data aisalgs they were the same standards
used to develop several of the online survey iteBugring data analysis, it was expected
that the results would yield evidence of theseddass because many of the participants
had formal pedagogical training or at least ondgasional development program
aligned with these nationally recognized stand&wdghe initial preparation of
foreign/world language teachers.

One of the most notable findings related to thehess’ self-reported and
observed instructional practices was how theirjiras exemplified learner-centered
instruction in several elements associated withAG& FL/NCATE Standards 3a
(Understanding Language Acquisition and Creati&ypporting Environment and

Standard) and 3b (Developing Instructional Prastitieat Reflect Language Outcomes
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and Learner Diversity). The elements related ésé¢htwo standards include, but are not
limited to:

e Language acquisition theories (3a)

e Target language input (3a)

¢ Meaningful classroom interaction (3a)

e Dispositions for creating a supportive classroowirenment (3a)

e Theories of learner development and instructior) (3b

e Grouping (3b)

e Use of questioning and tasks (3b)

Findings noted in the previous section indicate tha teachers’ beliefs and instructional
decisions applied language acquisition theorieduded the importance of modeling the
target language and cultures, and demonstratesighd#icance of engaging students in
meaningful small group activities in a low-anxietgssroom environment. The data on
their instructional practices supported these eafindings and provided ample evidence
of their use of theories of learner developmentiasttuction and use of questioning
tasks.

In addition to the evidence of learner-centeretruasion, the data from the
participants’ self-reported and observed instrualgractices also supported
implementation of the SFLL and connected to elesiehACTFL/NCATE Standards 2a
(Demonstrating Cultural Understanding) and 2b (Destr@ting Understanding of

Literary and Cultural Texts and Traditions). Thegtpposition of results from two survey
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items (see Figure 5) on how the teachers rateahtpertance of various cultural
materials and how frequently they used these nadd¢esihen teaching language and
cultures showed that materials rated as importané wsed frequently, particularly for
authentic realia, literature and videos. The adersition that teachers may have had
different interpretations of the Likert scales ugmdimportance and frequency was
evident in their use of materials provided in t@dks and other sources such as fables
and websites intended for language learners. Neless, these findings support
elements of ACTFL/NCATE Standard 2a, such as ity culture into instruction and
dispositions for cultural learning and elementSte#ndard 2b, such as integrating texts
from literature and other media in instruction amgpositions toward exploring
literatures and other texts and media. These atdadtonnect to the SFLL'’s Cultures
domain as the teachers in this study valued and ms¢erials that facilitated student
knowledge and understanding of the products, megtiand perspectives of Chinese-
speaking cultures.

Evidence of standards-based instructional pract@ssalso noted in the teachers’
self-reported and observed informal assessmentthaitdsurvey and interview responses
regarding their use of formal assessments. Thestaiwed the participants
demonstrated elements of ACTFL/NCATE Standard Jawing Assessment Models
and Using Them Appropriately, by indicating thesewof both formative and summative
assessment models and by describing aspects gfatée communication assessments.

The data also indicated the most frequently regdartiormal assessments were teacher-
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directed questions and observations during comratime activities. With young
language learners, use of Total Physical RespdridR)(was sometimes used to measure
comprehension rather than force language produbtdore the learner was ready or
capable. These informal assessments were uséxe lgachers to determine if the
students were gaining command of new vocabularyiagdistic forms during
communicative activities, reflecting elements ¢ tkkCTFL/NCATE Standard 5b:
Reflecting on Assessment that include adjustintyuiston and dispositions for
incorporating and reflecting on assessments. Adadit supports for these standards-
based assessment practices were evident in theipants’ reported frequent use of
rubrics to evaluate oral and written formal assesgm Descriptions of formal
assessments varied, but indicated that in somanoss, the use of rubrics connected to
formal performance assessments that mirror authasé of the target language in
culturally appropriate ways. Lastly, there wasited yet compelling evidence of
elements related to Standard 5c: Reporting AssegdResults. In one case, evaluation
results on student portfolios and in another casailts from the SOPA were shared with
stakeholders such as the students, their paremdgragram administrators.

Data analysis of the teachers’ self-reported arsied instructional practices
also included the strategies they use to motivatests to use the target language during
classroom instruction and the most frequent metleogsloyed for correcting student
spoken and written errors. These two instructigmattices are related as Hadley (2001)

notes that error correction may stifle student watton when using the target language.
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Other researchers have examined the instructionatipes related to student-teacher use
of the target language (Antén, 1999; Hall Haley &6, 2011; Kissau, Yon &

Algozzine, 2011) and error correction (Anton, 19B8ewen, 2007). Their findings
varied. Hall Haley and Ferro, (2011) noted chajkmtheir participants encountered
when motivating student use of the target languagin (1999) and Loewen (2007)
identified methods of teacher-centered and leateatered error correction strategies
and Kissau, Yon, and Algozzine (2011) reportedeacher beliefs about which strategies
are most effective. The major findings on the ¢spf target language use and error
correction indicated that the teachers believetikhawing their students’ interests were
critical to their motivation and that motivation sveritical to their learning. The data
demonstrated their ability to select topics of iagt that were appropriate based on the
age and language level of the learners. Theiotiseror correction strategies was also
consistent with their beliefs and practices on stiianotivation. The data indicated that
frequently used strategies for error correctionoi@ and written communication that
focused more on meaning than linguistic form. Theans that the teachers were likely
to overlook errors in linguistic form that did notpede interlocutor comprehension. The
results did show that the teachers more frequersiyl error correction on linguistic form

with written assessments than with oral performance

Congruency Between Chinese Language Teachers’ Bédeand Practice
The discussion and conclusions presented on teaehiefs and instructional

practices exhibited the ways in which their belifisl practices align to the SFLL and
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learner-centered instruction. The synthesis ofitidings showed that although the
teachers had knowledge of the SFLL, there weremdiffces in how frequently they
applied the five domains. Further investigationha data showed that there was an
alignment in the activities the teachers descrihathg their interviews and the ratings
they provided on the survey items. One area ofjiee@nce was their beliefs and use
related to authentic cultural materials, includmgterials that speakers of the language
used in their everyday lives in their home coustridhere was also an alignment with
their beliefs and use of communicative activitiegttmirror real-life use of the language
on topics of interest to the learners. An unexgecyet logical finding was the alignment
between their beliefs and use of teacher-centastduiction and the patterns that
emerged between their use of teacher-centeredeanuklr-centered instructional
practices.

Patterns in learner-centered and teacher-centeredrpctices. The findings
support a recurrent pattern in the participants’ afsteacher-centered instruction and
learner-centered instruction. This pattern is alggned with their beliefs that teacher-
centered instruction is best and works most effettifor introducing new vocabulary,
cultural fact, and/or linguistic structures. Theésdiefs were aligned with their
descriptions of activities that first introducedaneontent through teacher-centered
instruction and then provided ample practice whig mew content through a variety of
communicative activities on topics of interesthe students. It is important to note that

there were also variations in this pattern. Fa@negle, teachers sometimes started their
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description of a lesson with a review using smedlugp activities followed by teacher-
centered instruction to introduce new content.d&tds then engaged in guided practice
with one another or with the teacher.

There were also areas where the teachers’ belefs mot aligned with their self-
reported and observed instructional practices.s@&loecurrences of incongruence were
related to challenges the teachers discussed diln@nginterviews and that were

observed during the seven classroom visits.

Challenges: Effects on Teacher Personal Practicalnowledge

The findings from this study support the prior s that identified challenges
language teachers encounter in U.S. classroomass@m management (Hall Haley &
Ferro, 2011; Kissau, Yon, & Algozzine, 2012; Laepi2005) use of target language
(Anton 1999; Hall Haley & Ferro, 2011), student mation (Hall Haley & Ferro, 2011;
Salomone, 1998,), student-teacher relations (Qi@§8; Hall Haley & Ferro, 2011;
Kissau, Yon, & Algozzine, 2011; Salomone, 1998; S2012), access to curricular
materials (Kissau, Yon, & Algozzine, 2011, Laco@605) and professional/collegial
support (Ging, 1998; Hall Haley & Alsweel, 2012;sKau, Yon, & Algozzine, 2011).
Additional challenges that emerged from the dathépresent study were planning for
multi-level language classrooms, preparing multgddy lesson plans, class size, and
classroom facilities. The most common code reltdetiese challenges to emerge from
the interview data and supported by field notemftbe classroom observations was

classroom management.
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Issues of classroom management also affected dlbbdes’ perceptions of their
effectiveness in the classroom and triggered coisqas to classrooms in their home
countries. They were well aware of the influerfegirthome cultures of education had on
their pedagogical beliefs and instructional pragjoften creating conflicting views of
student-teacher roles and relationships. Thesgigaens included the desire for lessons
to go smoothly in order to provide positive leamaxperiences for both the teacher and
the students. These findings support those preddiyt Sun (2012), whose research with
an international Chinese teacher resulted in eweeelated to the notion of a “virtuoso
teacher.” Sun found that international teachesfChina seem to encounter higher
levels of frustration with classroom disruptions&ese in China teachers, who are highly
respected, carefully plan and orchestrate thesoles much as a highly regarded maestro
prepares a musical score. Classroom instructibkeis performance where the audience
consists of students who provide uniform attentiad concentration.

The teachers’ detailed reflective descriptiongheirtclassroom management
issues indicated that these issues interferedtivitin ability to build the necessary
relationships with their students as well as lee¢lsespect similar to those found in their
home countries for effective instruction to occliihese experiences with classroom
management are significant as they may also akecher agency, identity, and
cognition. As noted in the literature by Beijaaktkijer, and Verloop (2004), teacher
agency often conflicts with the culturally and sdlgi imposed pedagogical structures

and expectations placed on teachers. These dsrdlie an important consideration for
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the conclusions being drawn from the current staglthey connect to classroom
experiences that Richardson (1996) says influeme@érsonal practical knowledge that
teachers gain through their teaching experienagsaibo include the challenges and
“teaching dilemmas” they encounter when implementirethods and strategies
associated with a different or new set of pedagidieliefs. As Golombek (1998) and
Borg (2003) have noted, the personal practical kedge of teachers is an important
construct in the development of their overall teadbentity and cognition as it serves as
a filter through which they receive new pedagogkradwledge and through which they
respond to exigencies within their current pedacmlgiractices.

These teaching dilemmas and challenges with classronanagement should not
be viewed as deficits that Chinese language teadirarg to U.S. classrooms as a result
of having vastly different home cultures of edueati Current models for teacher
cognition, particularly for foreign/world languatgachers do not include the provision
for valuing different culture of education, andaaesult may lead to subtractive, rather

than additive reforms in language teacher pregargrograms.

Expanding Borg’'s Model for Teacher Cognition for Language Teachers

The final conclusion of this research is perhape ah implication and call for
future research as it recognizes the findings sumpganding Borg’s (2003) Model for
Teacher Cognition to include the cultural conteteducation as a legitimate mitigating
factor between language teachers’ pedagogicalfbela their application of standards-

based, learner-centered instruction (See Figurd Bis expanded model includes
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modifications that include the SFLL, the ACTFL/NCBTStandards, methods and
strategies, and their relationship to standardseddsarner-centered instruction within
the United States. It also includes the bi-diewi relationship between home cultures
of education and language teacher pedagogicalffelide relationship between the
teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and their classromutiges is also influenced by their
personal schooling experiences, contextual factdased to their classroom, school, and
broader community, and their professional cours&wor

The inclusion of cultural contexts of educatioreasitigating factor for how
teachers receive and implement standards-basedetezentered instruction
demonstrates an opposition to cultural imperialisforeign/world language teacher
preparation. Holliday (2001) notes that culturaperialism is evident by the way with
which we perceive, manage, and accommodate retsppémew educational
innovations, such as standards-based, learnerredritestruction. The importance of
valuing the home cultures of education of inteimadi teachers in a model such as this
cannot be understated. Recent research by Hul2)268viewed teacher education
programs that received ACTFL/NCATE National Recaigni to identify common
characteristics of a “model program.” The chanasties she identified were (1) the
development and assessment of the candidates langetge proficiency; (2)
integration of language and content that requirelckates to hold a bachelor’'s degree in
the target language; (3) evidence of collaborabietween faculty in language

departments and colleges of education; and (4prinésion of professional development

228



opportunities as part of their initial teacher emtian program experiences. These
characteristics, though important to the prepanadiolanguage teachers who are not
native/heritage speakers of the language, do tatEccommodate the diverse needs of
critical need language teachers who are alreadicymot in the target language.
According to Holliday’s description, this is charagstic of cultural imperialism.
Foreign/world language teacher education, as d ifseh the unique position to
take the lead and provide a model for other cordesds to follow. The recent interest in
increasing international student enroliments at-gesondary institutions means that in
addition to increasing enrollments for internatidaaguage teachers in teacher
preparation programs, there will likely be increhsarollments of international teachers

in other discipline specific teacher education panags.

Additional Limitations

As noted in Chapter One, there are several linomatto this study (i.e. limited
subset of Chinese language teachers, data werangyirself-reported beliefs and
practices and classrooms for observations limipefdur sites). The section will
elaborate on the use of self-reported data antintiied classroom observations by
addressing the related threats of participant émasobserver effect.

The use of self-reported data can be problemaditicolarly because some of the
participants were former students of mine and/oti@pated in a STARTALK teacher
program where | was either a presenter or had amrastrative role. The threat of

participant bias during the interviews and obseovatwas a possibility. There were
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times during the interviews when the intervieweegtt my approval of the vocabulary
they used related to the SFLL. Other times, tle®yreed defensive in their replies,
particularly when they described their experienoesaging learner-centered classrooms
or their use of English during instruction. Durithgg classroom observations, it was
possible that two of the teachers (i.e. Karen ame)planned extraordinary lessons to
showecase their best instructional practices. GANs, and Airasian (2006) refer to this
as “the observer effect,” where the participantsd#fterently because the observer is
present. Jane’s learning centers and Karen’'shasskingtang yuarrequired a
significant amount of planning and coordinatiorappreciated their efforts, but
wondered how accurately these lessons represdmggdittual practices. Although there
were occasions of participant bias and observecgfthese were addressed through the
direct comparison of data sources using Green@87Rintegrative data analysis
techniques. These techniques allowed me to retsitiata with a new purpose, such as
the understanding that was gained by analyzingethehers’ frustrations during the
interviews or the challenges they encountered vilm@tementing their carefully planned
lessons. This integrative process allowed me o g@re comprehensive understanding

of the phenomena being studied.

Implications
There are several implications based upon the oeiris presented here. These
implications should appeal to foreign/world langedagacher educators, educational

policy-makers, and to international teachers emgeld.S. schools, who should demand
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more from their teacher preparation programs. Thelypde the exigent need to include
a separate classroom management course, or to ertassdbom management
throughout initial teacher preparation curriculdhe recommendation to reform
foreign/world language teacher education progrdrasdddress and meet the diverse
needs of international teachers, and the propaoditiat perhaps there is a “middle

ground” between Chinese and U.S. cultures of edutand their prevailing pedagogies.

Classroom Management Courses

The recommendation to include classroom manageasgpéart of the curriculum
for initial teacher preparation is not novel. BO6, Vern Jones provided a chapter on
classroom management in the widely used tEx¢ Handbook on Teacher Educatidn.
his chapter, Jones noted that classroom manageeng pre-service teacher education
“too often is focused on mechanical methods ratiem on viewing the classroom
environment as a complex, interactive system odqaal, social, and cognitive demands”
(p. 514). These mechanical methods are usuallgffedttive because the teachers’ real-
time classroom management decisions tend to bel lmesstheir intuition rather than their
reflection on the methods learned. In additiome3opostulates that the paradigm shift
from teacher-centered to learner-centered pedagoggs the disciplines has not
necessarily been matched with a paradigm shiftasscoom management methods that
foster peer relationships and help define studesntter relations in these new

environments of teaching and learning. Becausgethew environments include
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students with special cognitive, physical, andfoogonal needs, curriculum for
classroom management must include effective wagsitioess their diverse needs.

In foreign/world language teacher preparation, me@shcourses are usually tasked
with covering the topic of classroom managementl§wj 2007). Wilbur’s study with
foreign/world language methods professors andyh&bs they use in their courses
revealed that only seven of 31 syllabi that sheremad contained a goal related to
classroom management. Within these seven sytlabfocus was on effective
instructional planning, with little mention of meafical methods related to classroom
management or the larger system of classroom maregehat involves the personal,
social, and cognitive demands of language leameisheir teachers. The conclusions
that emerged from the current study have showntlieefield can wait no longer.
Classroom management not only impedes effectivteuictson, but it may also negatively
affect the psychological and physical health o€thess.

The recommendation for a course dedicated to dassmanagement should
include suggestions made by Jones (1996) who katdritial teacher preparation
programs should review the literature on the histbperspectives of classroom
management and pedagogical paradigms with whichwleee situated. Then, course
instructors should provide opportunities for prevgm teachers to engage in dialogues
about the relationship between this body of literatand their own pedagogical beliefs
and instructional goals. In lieu of developingeparate course, technology may provide

a viable alternative with online modules and ogifor real-time dialogues. As noted in
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this research, international teachers are willmgdtively engage in these kinds of
dialogues that address the cultural appropriagya@gs-cultural, intra-cultural, and inter-
cultural student-teacher relations. This propdsetiat and alternative online option
would treat the classroom environment as the compiéeractive system that Jones says
includes the personal, social, and cognitive dermafdhe teachers and their students.
As the conclusions from the present study indidaternational teachers and their

students would greatly benefit from a trans-cultaystem for managing the classroom.

Reforming Foreign/World Language Teacher Preparatim Programs

The traditional routes to certification/licensuece foreign/world language
teachers have been through initial teacher praparptograms that are commonly
housed in post-secondary institutions that areeaiiterd organizations such as NCATE.
These programs have an approved, prescribed cumatonsisting of coursework to
build linguistic competency in the target language the pedagogical knowledge related
to standards-based, learner-centered instructiorce coursework is completed, the
candidate for certification/licensure must sucagigstomplete a student-teaching
practicum/internship. As noted previously in tbiepter, recent research by Huhn
(2012) identifies characteristics of “model progedras those that best suit the needs of
non-native speakers of the target language. IngottdWang (2010) have stated that
given the recent increase in international teacbensing to teach critical need languages

(CNLs) in U.S. classrooms, these traditional routélsno longer suffice.

233



Reforms to foreign/world language teacher prepangdrograms should include
recommendations provided by the Asia Society (2@040) and Ingold and Wang
(2010), who have noted that the lack of highly digal Chinese language teachers within
the United States has been considered a major loxdio the growth of Chinese
language programs in U.S. schools. In their palibois regarding the pipeline of critical
need language teachers and issues related todradlitoutes to teaching certification,
they recognize that international teachers bringeptional “content knowledge” (i.e.
language and cultures), but they also bring diveessls to teacher preparation programs.
For example, heritage speakers of the languagewehe raised or educated in the
United States would likely have strong English laage skills, but may need coursework
in language pedagogy and target language gramiteaatlire, and cultures.

International teachers, who have been recruiteguegt teacher programs or by the
school districts themselves, may not be able to gatrance to these post-secondary
institutions due to their lower academic Englisbfigiency. For those who are able to
gain entrance, they are likely to be fluent in tdwget language, literatures and cultures,
but may need to develop their English proficiensywll as their ability to deliver
standards-based, learner-centered instructionmili@ cultural contexts of U.S.
classrooms.

These recommendations for reform are supportecby geedback on alternative
certification routes that have indicated that sasfid programs align requirements for

certification with coursework and the backgroundsgwledge and skills these teachers
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bring to their programs. Rather than require cewsk in the target language, these
teachers would benefit more from coursework thaina them to further develop their
social and academic English language proficienadheg gain the theoretical foundations

of standards-based, learner-centered instruction.

Finding a Middle Ground: East Meets West in TeachelPreparation

This final recommendation is related to the notbaising an additive rather than
subtractive model for the internationalization @di¢her education programs. The recent
publicationEast Meets West in Teacher PreparatipnWen Ma (2014) offers the
proposition that perhaps there is a “middle groupetiveen Eastern and Western
cultures of education and their prevailing pedagegiWith respect to the present study,
is it possible that learner outcomes for studyimgn€se (and perhaps content-driven
disciplines taught by international teachers) wanigdrove if learners experienced
instructional practices that employed complementaeyhods from both U.S. learner-
centered instructional models and the Chineseuwgt teacher” model? In other words,
rather than expecting Chinese language teacheligast themselves of their personal
schooling experiences and their pedagogical beigésed to their home cultures of
education, might we actually be abldd¢arn from them and adopt/adapt pedagogical
practices from their home cultures of educationdin® so would demonstrate our desire
to develop cross-cultural pedagogies that perhapsdibetter educate our students as

global citizens by infusing our own instructionahgtices here in the United States with
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authentic cultural elements that provide intermagl@erspectives in the most natural
ways possible.

Ma describes the differences between the roleetehcher in the United States
and China by noting that in China, the teachekedy to “take center-stage to present all
he or she is intellectually capable of offering letstudents are expected to put out their
best efforts to listen attentively and wrestle wifte content internally in order to
comprehend the text and other curricular mateakdborated by the more knowledgeable
teacher” (p. 64). This differs from what Ma cdle “prevalent social constructivist
perspective” in the United States where the teactergage students as active meaning-
makers, where the learner’s understanding may pleed, negotiated, and constructed
through participatory learning activities” (p. 64yhese exact descriptions provided by
Ma are given here in order to understand what hensiby “middle ground.” Ma says
that these vastly different models of educatiomdytkfferent learning outcomes, noting,
“Chinese students often know more foundational Kedge and skills, whereas U.S.
students develop stronger independent thinkingtigsil (p. 177). With these benefits in
mind, a middle ground might provide teachers wippartunities “to lead the acquisition
of content knowledge while honoring the learneesspnal experiences and interests” (p.
177). The findings and conclusions drawn frompghesent study support Ma’s
proposition for a “middle ground.” The call to ey Borg’s (2003) Model for Teacher
Cognition in Language Teaching to include cultwahtexts of education recognizes that

teacher cognition and their pedagogical beliefspaatively influenced by their home
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cultures of education. As such, these home cudtofeducation are valued rather than

marginalized.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study has provided a broad understanding ai€3le language teachers’
pedagogical beliefs and instructional practicesbgstigating the alignment of these
beliefs and practices to current trends in foreisgmid language education that include
the effective implementation of standard-basednkracentered instruction. The
conclusions drawn from this research showed how liediefs and practices aligned with
the Standards for Foreign Language Learning (noawknas the World Readiness
Standards for Learning Languages) and the ACTFL/NE&tandards for the
Preparation of Foreign Language Teachers (now kremihe ACTFL/CAEP Standards).
Conclusions also included the expansion of a curmadel for language teacher
cognition that acknowledges and values the inflesraf the cultural contexts of
education and their preferred pedagogies by theehmountries of international teachers.
Future research should seek to replicate and extemndtudy in ways that address some
of the limitations while adding additional supptwtthe scholarship presented here.

A future study should seek to identify differenae$eliefs and practices based
upon the participants’ certification/professionaticsework, language program model,
and years teaching. Understanding these diffesawoeld inform the field of how best
to design professional development programs thédread the diverse needs of Chinese

language teachers. Additionally, the survey dgweatiofor this study should be updated
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before re-use so that it reflects the current vasof the World Readiness Standards for
Language Learning and the ACTFL/CAEP Standards.

This study represents a snap shot of the pedaddmgibafs and practices of
Chinese language teachers as the data were cdlkateltaneously. A longitudinal
study would provide a comprehensive understanditgpw Chinese language teacher
beliefs align with their instructional practiceseptime. Other areas worthy of
investigation in a longitudinal study include teachgency and teacher personal practical
knowledge as findings from such research mighhfmrsupport the expansion of Borg’s

Model for Teacher Cognition in Language Teaching.

Final Thoughts

“I do not agree with marginalizing teachers becatsachers play the most important
role at school for the kids to learn.” --Teacherreipant

The purpose of this study was to gain a better istaleding of Chinese language
teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and instructionatfcas in order to inform the field of the
complex issues international teachers encountdregsbegin to teach in U.S. schools.
Not only has this research led to a deeper undefstg of the participants’ pedagogical
beliefs and instructional practices, but it has atsulted in an understanding of teacher
agency and the development of international teatpersonal practical knowledge.
There is the potential for these results to be amstrued as deficits the participants
possessed regarding their ability to implementddents-based, learner-centered

instruction. However, these misinterpretationmgrthe utmost respect | have for the
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teachers who participated in this research. Hbiged that rather than view these
professional reflective practitioners through adekens and marginalize their home
cultures of education, readers of this researchvailie the unique knowledge and
pedagogical experiences they bring to U.S. classsool heir experiences have the
potential to bring global perspectives of teackang learning to the educational
community. As such, cultural contexts of educaboght to be considered a legitimate
mitigating factor between language teachers’ pegiagbbeliefs and their application of

standards-based, learner-centered instruction.
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APPENDIX A: STARTALK Permission

Melissa Ferro <melissasferro@gmail.com> 9/6/10

Dear Catherine,

| hope this email finds you well. | would like tolfow-up on my earlier request to use
the 2009 StarTalk database to recruit Chinese Egteachers for my dissertation
study. In our last email exchange, we were checkiitig our respective IRBs. | am
forwarding a message | received from the HSRB at/GBlecause | would be using the
ST database for contact information only, it appéhat all | would need from your
office is a letter granting me permission to do so.

Please let me know if you have heard anything ftdvtD's IRB. | don't believe | would
need to submit an IRB application at UMD (but womldst certainly submit one at
GMU), as the data collection and analysis wouldinciude existing data from ST.
Thanks again!

Melissa

9/7/10
Ingold, Catherine W. <cwingold@nflc.org>

Hi, Melissa,

I’'m very sorry for the delay in responding to y&Me have learned from our IRB officer
that we cannot supply the email addresses to @ phairty if we did not mention up front
in the consent form that we may do that. We camjdver, without any further
paperwork on our end, share the questions fronsmwey with a third party. You will
have to do your own recruiting.

We suggest that you contact the Chinese teachgrgms from 2009 (you can get that
information online at the STARTALK website) and dkkm if they can share their
contact information for participants accordingheit own rules (I'm doubtful that they
can). You can ask them to pass along your invitétidormation to their teachers; if they
have e-mailing lists still intact, that should le¢atively easy for them to do, and since
many of the teacher programs are at research witiesr they should be sympathetic to
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your need to recruit participants. I’'m sorry thatvacy rules are so strict, but you can
imagine the inappropriate uses that these maiigtg ¢ould be put to!

| hope this helps you move to the next step, amthagny apologies for my delay in
getting back to you.

Best regards,

Catherine

Melissa Ferro <melissasferro@gmail.com> 0/4/11

Dear Catherine,

| hope this email finds you well. After a bit oflalay, | have passed my proposal defense
and am currently moving forward with my dissertatresearch. For IRB purposes, |
would like to confirm that I still have your permaien to recruit Chinese language
teachers for my study with the help of the 2011 8TALK Chinese Teacher Program
directors.

| have spoken to several of the directors durirg2010 STARTALK conferences and
many have indicated their interest in helping neui Chinese language teachers for my
survey research. With your permission, | will eneth of the 2011 Chinese Teacher
Program directors and ask that they forward myuitoent email (that will be GMU

IRB approved) to the Chinese language teachersattbnded their 2011 programs.

| have had the privilege of working with the STARIA Teacher Program at George
Mason University for the last four years and hagerbfortunate to see the tremendous
growth in the teachers this program has servedhofilgh | believe the STARTALK
teacher programs are a fertile ground for meaninmgiearch, my study is not an
evaluation of the effectiveness of these progrdfny®u have any questions or concerns
about my research, please contact me by email phbge(703) 327-3350

Kind regards,

Melissa

Ingold, Catherine W. <cwingold@nflc.org> 0/4/11

Dear Melissa,

Your plan is consistent with the response Betsyt Blamt you, so it’s fine to go ahead as
you indicate. | appreciate your good work on STARKAand | hope this survey, along
with your other activities, leads to some interggfindings for your dissertation!

Best wishes,

Catherine
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APPENDIX B: Initial Email STARTALK Program Director s

Dear STARTALK Teacher Program Directors,

| am a doctoral candidate at George Mason Uniwe(&@MU) working on my
dissertation research. | have also been affiliatighl the GMU STARTALK Teacher
Program for the last four years. | have had thaqulee of meeting several of you at the
STARTALK conferences and appreciate the initialgup you have shown towards my
research.

My study is an investigation of Chinese languagehers’ pedagogical beliefs and their
perceptions about the implementation of standaesedh, learner-centered instruction. |
am writing to you today to ask for your assistaimmceecruiting Chinese language teachers
from your 2011 teacher programs for one phase ofasgarch that utilizes an online
survey.

Your participation in the recruitment process imad sending a recruitment email and
then a follow-up recruitment email to the Chinemgguage teachers who attended your
2011 teacher program. | have the permission offatherine Ingold, Principal
Investigator for STARTALK, to recruit teachers md manner. This Human Subjects
Review Board (HSRB) at GMU has approved this redeancluding the recruitment
emails that you will send to your teacher-partiaigga Your participation is voluntary. |
will not use individual names of programs, but wiktlude a general description of those
programs that participated in this research.

If you are interested in helping me recruit Chinlkesgyuage teachers for my study, please
respond to this email. | will then provide you witte details for sending the recruitment
emails to the Chinese language teachers who atteyuie 2011 STARTALK teacher
program.

If you have any questions about this researchspléa not hesitate to contact me, or my
dissertation chair, Dr. Marjorie Hall Halembaley@gmu.edu

Thank you for your consideration.

Kind regards,

Melissa Ferro
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APPENDIX C: Initial Recruitment Email Online Survey

Dear Chinese Language Teacher,

The Program Director of the 2011 STARTALK TeachewgPam that you attended has
been kind enough to forward this email to you. ladoctoral candidate at George
Mason University (GMU) working on my dissertatia@search. | have also been
affiliated with the GMU STARTALK Teacher Prograntrfile last four years. | am
writing to you to ask for your participation in nayssertation study. If you choose to
participateyou will be asked to take an online survey that witake you
approximately 15-20 minutes to completeYour participation is completely voluntary
and your identity will remain confidential.

My research investigates Chinese language teadhelisfs about teaching and learning
languages. It also seeks to understand the pesosptiat Chinese language teachers
hold towards using standards-based, learner-cehiesguction. Although there are no
benefits to you personallypur participation in this research is very impantaThe
findings from this study may provide teacher edorsatvith the strengths and the needs
that Chinese language teachers have towards uadénst) and using standards-based,
learner-centered instruction. It is my hope thayttvill use this information to improve
their courses and professional development progfantShinese language teachers like

you.

If you would like to participate in this study, pke click on the following link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/teacherbeliefsantimmas4
The password is: henhao

At the end of the survey, you will have the optiomo enter into a random drawing to
win one of five $50 Amazon gift certificatesThe odds of winning are approximately 1
in 50. Winners will be notified by email by Melisarro on January 15, 2012.

If you have any questions, please contact nmegdissasferro@gmail.canYou may also
contact my dissertation chair, Dr. Marjorie Hallle\aatmhaley@gmu.edu

Thanks in advance for your consideration. Whetloer gecide to participate in my study
or not, | wish you much success in your teaching!

Kind regards,

Melissa Ferro
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APPENDIX D: Second Recruitment Email Online Survey

Dear Chinese Language Teacher,

| would like to follow-up on the email that | sewtyou last week. There is still time to
participate in my dissertation studfyyou have already completed the online survey, |
thank you for your participation and please disrédhe remainder of this email. In case
you did not receive the initial email about my éigation research, | have attached it
below.

Initial Email:

Dear Chinese Language Teacher,

The Program Director of the 2011 STARTALK TeachewgPam that you attended has
been kind enough to forward this email to you. ladoctoral candidate at George
Mason University (GMU) working on my dissertatiaasearch. | have also been
affiliated with the GMU STARTALK Teacher Progranrfilne last four years. | am
writing to you to ask for your participation in nayssertation study. If you choose to
participateyou will be asked to take an online survey that witake you
approximately 15-20 minutes to completeYour participation is completely voluntary
and your identity will remain confidential.

My research investigates Chinese language teadhelisfs about teaching and learning
languages. It also seeks to understand the pesosptiat Chinese language teachers
hold towards using standards-based, learner-cehiesguction. Although there are no
benefits to you personallypur participation in this research is very impantaThe
findings from this study may provide teacher edorsatvith the strengths and the needs
that Chinese language teachers have towards uadénst) and using standards-based,
learner-centered instruction. It is my hope thayttvill use this information to improve
their courses and professional development progfantShinese language teachers like

you.

If you would like to participate in this study, pke click on the following link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/teacherbeliefsantifmas4.
The password is: henhao
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At the end of the survey, you will have the optioo enter into a random drawing to
win one of five $50 Amazon gift certificatesThe odds of winning are approximately 1
in 50. Winners will be notified by email by Melisarro on January 15, 2012.

If you have any questions, please contact nmegissasferro@gmail.canyYou may also
contact my dissertation chair, Dr. Marjorie Hallle\aatmhaley@gmu.edu

Thanks in advance for your consideration. Whetloer gecide to participate in my study
or not, | wish you much success in your teaching!

Kind regards,

Melissa Ferro
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APPENDIX E: Initial Recruitment Email Teacher Inter view and Observations

Dear “Insert Individual Name of Chinese Languagacher”,

| am a doctoral candidate at George Mason Uniwe(&@MU) working on my
dissertation research. | have also been affiliatit the GMU STARTALK Teacher
Program for the last four years. | am writing taiyto ask for your participation in my
dissertation study.

My research investigates Chinese language teadhelisfs about teaching and learning
languages. It also seeks to understand the pesosptiat Chinese language teachers
hold towards using standards-based, learner-cehiesguction. Although there are no
benefits to you personally, your participationhistresearch is very important. The
findings from this study may provide teacher edorsatvith the strengths and the needs
that Chinese language teachers have towards uadénst) and using standards-based,
learner-centered instruction. It is my hope thayttvill use this information to improve
their courses and professional development progfantShinese language teachers like
you.

If you choose to participate, you will be askedake a short demographic survey,
complete an interview with me, and allow me to obsegou teach two 30-minute
lessons of your choice. | will also ask you to esvimy observation summary for
accuracy. The survey and interview will take apprately 45 minutes and your review
of my observation summary should take approximaélyninutes (by email).

Please note that | have received approval from golool and the Human Subjects
Review Board at GMU to conduct this research. Yfmarticipation is completely
voluntary and your identity and the identity of y@mehool will remain confidential.

If you would like to participate in this study, pke reply to this email so that we can
arrange a schedule for me to come to your schbgbu have any questions, please
contact me amelissasferro@gmail.canYou may also contact my dissertation chair, Dr.
Marjorie Hall Haley atmhaley@gmu.edulhanks in advance for your consideration.
Whether you decide to participate in my study dr hwish you much success in your
teaching!

Kind regards,

Melissa Ferro
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONSENT FORM: ONLINE SURVEY

INFORMED CONSENT FORM: ONLINE SURVEY

Please read the informed consent form and priopa €or your records. If you agree to
participate in this study, please click on “Yebale read this form and | agree to
participate in this study” at the bottom of the @agou will then be taken to the survey,
which should take you 15-20 minutes to complete.

If you do not want to participate in this studyeg@sée click “I do not want to participate in
this study.” If you do not consent to participateu will be directed to a “Thank-you”

page.

You may take as long as you need to complete theeguHowever, if you log-off the
survey before it is complete, you will not be atdeae-enter the survey to finish your
responses.

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

This research is being conducted to investigat@éuagogical beliefs of K-16 Chinese
language teachers and their perceptions about mgplieng standards-based, learner-
centered instruction. It may provide the field ofdign/world language education with
empirical evidence for improving exisiting prografos pre-service teacher education
and on-going teacher professional development liglibg upon the strengths of Chinese
language teachers as they transition toward stdadssed, learner-centered instruction
in U.S. schools.

If you agree to participate, you will be asked donplete an online survey. The survey
contains 20 questions about your beliefs and instmal practices and 14 demographic

items on your educational and professional backugtoli will take you approximately
15-20 minutes to complete.

RISKS
There are no foreseeable risks for participatintdpis research.

BENEFITS
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There are no benefits to you as a participant dtieer to further research in the field of
foreign/world language teacher education.

Compensation:At the end of the survey, you will have the optiorenter into a random
drawing to win one of five $50 Amazon gift certdites. The odds of winning are
approximately 1 in 50. Winners will be notified bgnail by Melissa Ferro on January 15,
2012. Drawings will be made from the list of enmedldresses provided to the prompt
“Yes, Please enter my email into the drawing to annAmazon gift card. My email
address is ___." found on the survey page titled€'Eto Win." At the end of the survey
data collection, Melissa will close the online ssynand immediately transfer the email
data collected on this survey item to a separbeThis question will then be deleted
from the data set so that there are no identifymagkers associated with the online
survey data. Winners who do not respond to Metssaail within 10 days will forfeit
their gift certificate and another winner will bendomly selected.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The data in this study, including the data frons tmline survey will be confidential.

Your name or other identifiers will not be placedsurveys or other research data. While
it is understood that no computer transmissionteaperfectly secure, reasonable efforts
will be made to protect the confidentiality of ydwansmission.

PARTICIPATION

Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdr from the study at any time and for
any reason. If you decide not to participate goomi withdraw from the study, there is no

penalty or loss of benefits to which you are othseventitied. There are no costs to you

or any other party.

CONTACT

This research is being conducted Melissa S. Feé@earge Mason University. She may
be reached at 571-213-6830 for questions or tortgp@search-related problem. Her
faculty supervisor is Dr. Marjorie Hall Haley. Yaoay contact Dr. Haley at 703-993-
8710. You may contact the George Mason Universffic®of Research Subject
Protections at 703-993-4121 if you have questigrsomments regarding your rights as
a participant in the research.

This research has been reviewed according to G&dagen University procedures
governing your participation in this research. Beorge Mason University Human
Subjects Review Board has waived the requiremera gxgnature on this consent form.
Please print a copy of this form for your records.

CONSENT
Yes, | have read this form and agree tticgaate in this study.
No, | do not agree to participate in shisly.
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APPENDIX G: INFORMED CONSENT FORM: INTERVIEWS AND
OBSERVATIONS

INFORMED CONSENT FORM: INTERVIEW AND OBSERVATIONS

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

This research is being conducted to investigat@éuagogical beliefs of K-16 Chinese
language teachers and their perceptions about mgpligéng standards-based, learner-
centered instruction. It may provide the field ofdign/world language education with
empirical evidence for improving exisiting prografos pre-service teacher education
and on-going teacher professional development liglibg upon the strengths of Chinese
language teachers as they transition toward stdadssed, learner-centered instruction
in U.S. schools.

If you agree to participate, you will be asked donplete a paper survey that contains 14
demographic questions on your educational and gsafeal background. This survey
will take you approximately 5-10 minutes to complétou will also be asked to do an
individual interview with Melissa Ferro. During thinterview, Melissa will ask you
about your beliefs related to teaching languagesyanr classroom practices. This
interview will take approximately 20-30 minutesammplete and will be audio-recorded.
Before or after the interview, you will provide Nida with a schedule for observing you
teach two 30-minute lessons. During the classrobseivations Melissa will take field
notes. Within a week of the observations, Melisgbemail you a summary of her field
notes for you to review and reply with your comnsenit suggestions for changes. This
review will take you approximately 30 minutes torgaete. If your comments require
changes, Melissa will make these changes and rétarsummary to you for a final
review. This final review will take approximately ninutes.

RISKS
There are no foreseeable risks for participatintdnis research.

BENEFITS
There are no benefits to you as a participant dtieer to further research in the field of
foreign/world language teacher education.

CONFIDENTIALITY
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The data in this study will be confidential. MeasSerro is the only researcher who will
know your identity as a participant in this studfpur name will not be used on the paper
survey or other collected data. She will assigseugonym to you before you complete
the paper survey. This pseudonym will be used witarscribing the audio-recorded
interview and in her field notes during the classnoobservations. Therefore, no
identifying markers or actual names will be usethm paper surveys, the interview
transcriptions, or the field notes. Through the aifsan identification key, Melissa will be
able to link your survey, the interview transcrigmd her field notes from classroom
observations to your identity. However, she isdhly researcher who will have access to
this identification key. Audio recorded interviewdl be transcribed immediately after
each interview and then immediately deleted.

While it is understood that no computer transmissian be perfectly secure, the
researchers will make reasonable efforts to pratectonfidentiality of any email
transmissions.

PARTICIPATION

Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdr from the study at any time and for
any reason. If you decide not to participate g withdraw from the study, there is no

penalty or loss of benefits to which you are othseventitied. There are no costs to you

or any other party.

CONTACT

This research is being conducted Melissa S. Feé@earge Mason University. She may
be reached at 571-213-6830 for questions or tortgp@search-related problem. Her
faculty supervisor is Dr. Marjorie Hall Haley. Yaoay contact Dr. Haley at 703-993-
8710. You may contact the George Mason Universffic®of Research Subject
Protections at 703-993-4121 if you have questigrsomments regarding your rights as
a participant in the research.

This research has been reviewed according to Gédagen University procedures
governing your participation in this research. H&#RB has waived the requirement for
a signature on the consent form. You will be prediavith a paper copy the first day you
meet with Melissa. If you wish to obtain an elentoocopy of this informed consent
form, please contact Melissa Ferraralissasferro@gmail.com
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APPENDIX H: CHINESE TEACHER BELIEFS AND PRACTICES
SURVEY
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1.Informed Consent Form

Please read the informed consent form and print & copy for your records. If you agree to participate in this study, please
click on "Yes, | have read this form and | agree 1o participate in this study” at the bottom of the page. You will then be
taken to the survey, which should take you 15-20 MINUTES TO COMPLETE. At the end of the survey, you will be given
the option to enter a random drawing to win one of five 50,00 Amazon gift cerificates.

If you do not want to participate in this study, please click 7| do not want to participate in this study.” If you do not
consent to participate, you will be directed to a "Thank-you" page.

You may take as long as you need to complete the survey. However, if you log-off the survey before it is complete, you
will not be able to re-enter the survey to finish your responses.

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

This h is being s d to tigate the ped al beliefs of K-18 Chinese language teachers and their perceptions about
implementing standards-based, leamer-centered instruction. It may provide the field of foreignfworld language education with empinical evidence
far improving exisfing programs for pre-service teacher education and en-geoing teacher professional development by building upon the strengths of
Chinese language teachers as they lransition toward standards-based, leamer-centered nstruction in U.E. schools.

If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey. The survey contains 20 questions about your beliefs and instructional
practices and 14 demographic items on your educational and professional background. It will take you approximately 15-20 minutes to complete

RISKS
There are no foreseeable risks for participating in this research

BEMEFITS
There are no benefits fo you as a parficipant other than to further research in the fiald of foreignfword language teacher education.

Compansaticn: At the and of the survay, you will have the option to anter into & random drawing to win one of five $50 Amazon gift certificates.
The odds of winning are approximately 1 in 50. Winners will be notified by email by Melissa Fermo on January 15, 2012. Drawings will be made
from the list of email addresses provided to the prompt “Yes. Please enter my email into the drawing to win an Amazon gift card. My emall address
is " found on the survey page titled "Enter to Win." At the end of the survey data collection, Melissa will close the anline survey and
immediately transfer the email data collected on this survey item to a separate file. This question will then be deleted from the data set so that
Ihere are no identifying markers associated with the online survey data. VWinners who do not respond lo Melissa's emall within 10 days will forfeit
fheir gift certificate and another winner will be randomly selected.

COMNFIDENTIALITY

The data in this study. including the data from this online survey will be confidential, Your name or cther identifiers will not be placed on surveys
or other research data. While it is undersicod thet no computer transmission can be perfectly secure, reasonable efforts will be made to profect the
confidentiality of your transmission.

PARTICIPATION
Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw frem the study & any time and for any reasen. If you decide not to participate or if you
withdraw from the study, there is no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are dherwise entitled. There are no costs to you of any other party.

CONTACT

This research is being conducled Melissa S. Ferro at George Mason University. She may be reached at 571-213-8830 for questions or Lo report a
research-related problem. Her faculty supendsor is Dr. Marjorie Hall Haley. You may contact Dr. Haley at 703-883-8710. You may contact the
George Mason University Office of Research Subject Protections at 703-883-4121 if you have questions or comments regarding your rights as a
participant in the ressarch.

This research has been reviewad according to George Mason University procedures governing your paricipation in this research. The George
IMason Unhersity Human Subjects Review Board has waived the requirement for a signature on this consent form. Please print a copy of this form
fior your records.
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2.Beliefs About Teaching and Learning

This section contains several tems that ask you to rate the choices provided or select the answer choice that best
represents your knowledge, beliefs, or practices. There are also a few questions that ask you to provide written text Your
thoughts as a professional teacher are very valuable. Please take a few minutes 1o answer each of these questions with
as much detail as possibie.

1.Check the statement that best describes your knowledge and
understanding of learner- centered instruction:
§ | have never heard of leamer-centered instruction
_§ I have heard of learmer-centared insiruction, but | dea't know much about it
3 | know about leamer-centered insiruction, but | am not sure how to apply it fo my teaching,
§ A know abeut leamaer-centered instruction, but many factors hinder me from implemanting It in my teaching,

§ | know about lsarner-centersd instruction well enough Lo apply It to my leaching consistently.

2.Check the statement that best describes your knowledge and
understanding of the Standards of Foreign Language Learning (The 5Cs):

_§ Ihave never heard of the standards (SCs).

§ | have heard of the standards (SCs), but | don't know much about them.

_§ 1 know about the standards (5Cs), but | am not sure how to apply them to my teaching

_i 1 know about the standards (5Cs), but many factors hinder me from impiementing them in my teaching

_§ 1 know about the standards (SCs} well encugh to apply them to my teaching consistently

3.Check the statement that best describes your knowledge and
understanding of the 3 Communicative Modes (interpretive, interpersonal,
presentational):

_§ have never heard of the 3 Communicative Modes

_§ 1 have headd of the 3 Communicative Modes, bul | dent knew much aboul them,

§ | kmow about the 3 Communicative Modes, but | am not sure how to apply them o my teaching

=

§ A know about the 3 Communicetive Modes, but many factors hinder me from implementing them In my teaching.

§ 1 know about the 3 Communicative Modes well enough to apply them te my teaching consistently.

4.Please take afew moments to answer this question:

at do you think is the role of a l]anguage teac
B

-
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5.Please indicate how important (on a scale of 1 to 4) the following items are
to you when you are deciding what to teach and what not to teach:

2 = Somewhat

1 = Mot Important Important Very Important =3 4 = Essontial
Topics | enjoy teaching ¥ i ¥ ¥
Curriculum guides, the textbook, or other school factors N N | ¥ |
Guiding documants such asstandards and ressarch § § ] i |
Topics | thinkwillinterest my students i | ] ¥ |
Foadback fram studants aboulthairintarosts ¥ N | i | B

Other "Essential® Items:
l |

6.The next four questions relate to the materials and texts that you use when
teaching the Chinese language and cultures.

Please indicate HOW IMPORTANT the following cultural materials and texts
are inyour teaching.

2 = Bomewhal
1= Net Impartant 3= Very Impartant 4 = Essential
Irmpartant

Texts and photos providad |n the textboak N N ] j | ]
Authentic fablesor fairy tales ] i | | | |
A poetry, novels, shortstories) N1 b | |
Chinese TV shows, movies, news programs N | | | | | |
Audio (radio talk shows, music, news) § | ¥ ¥ | i |
Realia (menus, newspaper amcles, ads, Magazines, rain § §

schadules clothing, food, manay, efc)

Materials or websiles created specifically for language ] ¥ ] ]

laarnars

Qther “Essential” Items

1 |

7.Please refer to the list of items in Question #6 and briefly describe one or
two ways you use these items in a CULTURAL LESSON with your students.

.
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8.How OFTEN DO YOU USE the following cultural materials and texts with your
students?

1= Never 2= Rarely 3 = Sometimes 4= Most of the Time

Realia (menus, newspaper articles, ads, magazines, lrain |} g | N | g |
schedules clothing, food, money, ete)

Authentic literary texts (ex. postry, novels, short stories) ] ] [] ]
Materials or websifes crealed specifically for language o o ] J 3

leamens

Audio (radio talk shows, music, news) N | 3 | N |
Authentic fables or fairy tales i 3 N N |

Taids and photos provided in the textb ook i i N N |
Chinese TV shows, Movies, news programs b N | ¥ N ]

otbet ltems Used Tost of the Time" |

9.Please refer to the list of items from Question #8 and briefly describe one
these items to TEACH THE CHINESE LANGUAGE to |
your students, 1

T

2.

10.Please rate the following statements (on a scale of 1 to 4) in terms of how

you motivate yourstudents to use the target language:
1= MNever 2= Rarely 3 = Sometimes 4 = Mast of the Time

| use exercises and activities that require B | j N | N
Sudents to provide a corred of predictable
answer

Students select personalized §
communicative activiies thal meet their
interests and learning goals

-
hl
™

| design communicative acthities that are
interesting to students and reflect our current
topic or theme

st
e
b
e

| use instructional materials from the § ] i ¥

texthiook to promote meaningful classroom
inferactions

Other:

11.5electthe statement that best describes how you maximize student
learning:
_§  lcreate a classroom environment that encourages my students to do their own thinking
§ A encourage students to Intaracl with one another and creale and share ideas.

§ I menitor student actians and behavior during Instrustion that shows they understand

Fi,_‘_wﬂ-;.ﬂ-hﬂnm-ﬂm-n.u'l by 95 & e 4 i
o mp— r = = 7 ¥ - N -
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12.The next two items refer to how you correct student errors when they are
speaking and writing.

Please rate the following statements (on a scale of 1 to 4) in terms of how you
correct students® errors when they are SPEAKING Chinese:

1 =Never 2 = Rarely 3 = Sometimes 4 = Most of the Time
| give students feedback that focuses on their N | B N | N |
grammatical-linguistic accuracy.
| give students feedback that focuses on meaning. B N | N | 3
| teach students the skills that help them monitor their N | 3 3 N |
own progress when speaking Chinese.
| assess students based on their accurate use of spoken 3 B 3 N ]

Chinese.

Other (please specify)

13.When correcting errors in your students' WRITING, please rate
the following statements (on a scale of 1 to 4) as they apply to your
teaching:

1= Never 2 = Rarely 3 = Sometimes 4 = Most of the Time

| give students feedback that focuses on their N N ] ] ]
grammatical-linguistic accuracy.

| give students feedback that focuses on meaning. i ] B | N | N |

| teach students the skills that help them meonitor their | ] N N |

own progress when writing Chinese.

| encourage students to provide peer feedback. i ] i ] B N |

| assess students based on their accurate use of written N | N | o | N |

Chinese.

Otlwer (please specify)
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14.Please indicate your level of agreement (on ascale of 1-5) with
the following statements about student learning.

"Students learn best

h'“_" 1 = Strongly
Disagroa
Paying close attention to my lectures or ]
prasentations
Helping one anather to complete a task or ¥
preject

Seeking opinions from ane anothar

Baing actively engaged in an activity #@
rather than listening to my
lecturesipresantations

Answering my quastions corractly f |

Other *Strongly Agreae®

2 = Disagree

=i

L]

3= Neutral

i |

=

4= Agrea

i

(ST

5= Strongly Agree

i |

15.How often (on a scale of 1 to 4) do you use the following activities with your

students?

Small group activities where students chose thelr own
roles and tasks

Individual activities for building grammar skifls

Small group or pair activitios whera | assign the roles and
tasks for cach studant

Activities wheare | learn new Information with my students
Individual activities for building vocabulary

Activities that include other disciplines such as math,
geography, or science

Activities that ask students to solve a problem using the
target language

1= Never

hl bl

.

2= Rarely

(S i i

=

¢ activities usad “Most of the Time"

3= Sometimes

(ST

LT

-

4 = Most of the Time

LTI ]

LTI
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16.How often {on a scale of 1 to 4) do you use the following
assessments with your students?

1= Never 2 = Rarely 3 = Somebimes 4= Most of the Time
Students take a vocabulary quiz that requires them to N | N ¥ §
write the comect word
Students perform a task orally and | observe and assess ¥ 3 ¥ N
using a rubric
Students take 3 written test on grammar that requires ] i Il i
tham to writa/ghws ths correct answer.
Students selif-assess thelrwork N | N | N | N}
Students create a written product in the target language | g i N |
and | assess it using & rubric
Students offer peer-feadback o one anather ] B | J i |

Other assessments used "WMaost of the Time™
| |
17.Do you have any other comments about your instructional activities or
assessment practices?
| ﬂ
(=1

18.The last three questions in this section refer to your use of
teacher-centered and learner-centered instruction. Please take a few
moments to answereachone indetail.

Are there instances when you find it is better to use TEACHER-CENTERED
instruction? If so, please describe one of those 'ijta nces.
a

18.Are there times when you find it is better to use LEARNER-CENTERED
ilnili'u'e"tlnnf If so, please describe one of those (jui.
B

20.Please use this space to share any other thoughts or comments you

[have about standards-based, 'iurn-r-c-nhrod"inj’uctlon.
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3. Demographic and Professional Information

In this final section of the survey, please take a few minutes to provide information about yourself and your educational
and professional background.

1.Where were you born?

Hong Kong

(=

_§ People's Republic of China / Mainland China
Taiwan

i |
_§  Singapore
_§ ‘United States

Other (please specify)

2.Please check the location where you completed the majority of your
primary and secondary (K-12) education. You may select more than one
location.

& Hong Kong

& People's Republic of China f Mainland China

& Taiwan

& Singapore

& United States

| Other (please specify) |

3.Please check the location where you completed the majority of your
post-secondary (college/university) education. You may select more than
one location.

& Hong Kong
& People's Republic of China / Mainland China
& Taiwan

& Singapore

& United States

Other (please specify)

4.What is your gender?

_J§ Female

L5 -mae
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5.Towhichagegroupdo youbelong?
§ 2029

_§ 3039

i 4049

J 5059

_j 6089

_§ 70

6.How long have you been living in the United States?
_§ Lessthan 1 year

B 1-4years

B 59years

_§ More than 10 years

7.Please use the drop down menu to select the state where you currently

live. |—§]
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8.Which educational setting best describes your current teaching
position. You may select more than 1 answer if you are teaching in
multiple settings.

& Public School Pre-kindergarten

& Public School Grades K-5

& Public School Grades 6-8

& Public School Grades 9-12

& Private/Parochial School (non-heritage) Pre-kindergarten
& Private/Parochial School (non-heritage) Grades K-5
& Private/Parochial School (non-heritage) Grades 6-8

& Private/Parochial School (non-heritage) Grades 9-12
& Heritage School Pre-kindergarten

& Heritage School Grades K-5

& Heritage School Grades 6-8

& Heritage School Grades 9-12

& Heritage After School / Weekend Program (any grades)
& Community College Undergraduate

& College / University Undergraduate

& Adult Education (non-degree program)

& Private Tutoring (in person)

& Private Tutoring (online)

9.How long have you been teaching Chinese in the U.§.?
_J Lessthan 1 year
_§ 1-dyears

5-9 years

[~

_J More than 10 years

=l

0. Areyoucertifiedorlicensedin the United States to teach Chinese?

Yes

(=%

_J Not yet, but | am working on my certification / license now
§ Not yet, but | plan to become certified

§ No
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11. Are you certified orlicensed in another country to teach a language?
JYes

§ No

If "Yes", please specify the country and language

12.For each of the following years, please indicate the number of
STARTALK Teacher Programs you attended in that year.

Number of STARTALK Teacher Programs Attended

j

2007

2008 '—E]
2009 ,—E]
2010 |—EI
2011 J—EJ

13.What types of training or education have you had for teaching
languages? Please check all that apply.

e | have a degree in education with a focus on languages

e | have taken courses for teaching languages at the university level (non-degree)

& | have a degree in a specific language or literature

& | have attended workshops or conference sessions for teaching languages OTHER THAN STARTALK
& None of the above

Other (please specify)

| |
14.What is the highest degree that you have earned?

_B§ Undergraduate / Bachelor
_§  Masters
_§ Doctorate

Other (please specify)
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4.ENTER TO WIN

At the end of this study, there will be a drawing to win one of five 50.00 Amazon gift certificates. TO ENTER THIS
RANDOM DRAWING, PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR EMAIL BELOW. Winners will be notified by email by Melissa Ferro on
January 15, 2012.

*1.po you want to enter the random drawing to be eligible to win one of five
50.00 Amazon gift certificates?

_B No; | do not want to enter the random drawing.

_J§ Yes, Please enter my email into the drawing to win an Amazon gift card.

My email address is:
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5.Thank You!

Whether or not you decided to participate in this research, | wish you much success in your teaching.

For those who did take the time to complete this survey, | thank you! | realize that your free time is very limited and
valuable. | appreciate your participation.

Best wishes,
Melissa
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APPENDIX I: PERMISSION FOR TEACHER BELIEFS INTERVIE W

Melissa Ferro <melissasferro@gmail.cc 9/15/10

Dear Dr. Luft,

My name is Melissa Ferro. | am a doctoral studé@eorge Mason University, currently
working on my dissertation. My research will inugate the alignment between Chinese
language teachers' pedagogical beliefs and thsiuictional strategies.

My focus on working with Chinese language teacheliates to two small-scale studies |
have conducted with Chinese and Arabic teachershakie attended professional
development workshops funded by StarTalk, a fedeit#htive to increase our nation's
language capacity in languages deemed criticalitanational security and economic
growth. Chinese is one of these languages. | withédo extend those previous studies
to a national sample of StarTalk Chinese languegehter-participants.

My data collection instrument will be an onlinegy with which | would like to adapt 6
of the 7 questions from the Teacher Belief Intew{euft & Roehrig, 2007).
Specifically, |1 would like to ask your permissianihclude the following questions with
the adaptations in parenthesis.
1. How do you maximize student learning in your classn?
2. How do you describe your role as a (language) &&ch
3. How do you decide what to teach and what not tohtegdNote: eliminated "in a
school setting™)
4. How do you decide when to move on to a new topiounr classroom?
5. How do your students learn (a language) best?
6. How do you know when (students are) learning (Nelieinated "occurring”) in
your classroom?
Your work with Dr. Roehrig on science teacher sliegas been instrumental in the
development of my dissertation study. Although mguis is with language teachers, |
would greatly appreciate your permission to useath@ve questions as they would make
a significant contribution to my data collectiordamy study as a whole.

If you have any questions regarding my resear@asa contact me by email
<melissasferro@gmail.comor at <nferro@gmu.eds. You may also contact my

265



dissertation chair, Dr. Marjorie Hall Haley ankaley@gmu.edr | look forward to
hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,

Melissa S. Ferro

Doctoral Candidate and Graduate Lecturer

Multilingual Multicultural Education

George Mason University

Julie Luft <Julie.Luft@asu.ed! 9/18/1(

Hi
Yes, certainly adapt this as you need to.
Good luck with your studies.

Julie

Julie A. Luft, PhD.

Professor, Science Education

Director of Research, National Science Teachers@&ason
Pl, PERSIST & STARR

Noyce School of Life Sciences & Fulton Teachersléiys
Arizona State University
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APPENDIX J: TELEPHONE INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Teacher Interview Guide
Chinese Teachers’ Beliefs and Classroom Practices
Interviewer: Melissa Ferro

The local Chinese language teachers who participatee interview and observation
part of this study will be asked the following miew questions:

1.

| know that you just completed a survey on yourcational and professional
background, but you would you please remind méefével, grade and type of
program where you are currently teaching?
a. How long have you been teaching this grade, |lered,program?
Let’s talk for a few minutes about your role asiaguage teacher and how you
plan your lessons.
a. How would you describe your role as a languagehtedc
b. How do you plan your lessons? What do you uset@x@book, standards,
program of study, curriculum guide, web sites, etauring the planning
process?
Thank you for sharing with me your planning proc&g¥sen you are teaching
these carefully planned lessons, how can you tednwyour students are learning
the material?
Many teachers (including myself) find it challengito motivate students to use
the target language in our classrooms. What are sdrthe ways that you
motivate your students to use the target languageur classroom?
Let’s talk about some of your ideas related to déads-based instruction. For

example:
a. Would you tell me when and how you first learnedwtistandards-based
instruction?

b. Would you please tell me if you had used this apphdoefore?

c. Would you explain what this looks like in your dasom now? For
example, can you share an activity and/or assesdshegrnyou use and
believe may be good examples of standards-bas&ddtien?

Now I'd like you to share a few of ideas that yavé related to learner-centered
instruction.

a. How might you explain learner-centered instructiom new teacher
joining your department?
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b. Has your knowledge of learner-centered instrudtopacted your
classroom instructional and assessment practices?

i. If so, in what ways? For example, would you plea#lane about
an activity and/or an assessméinat you use and that you believe
are good examples of learner-centered practices?

ii. If not, would you share some of the reasons why koowledge
of learner-centered instruction has not had an anpa your
classroom instructional and assessment practices?

7. Would you please share any thoughts that you hiavetgeacher-centered
instruction? Is there a time when you use this aa@n? Could you explain how
this might look in your classroom?

8. Is there anything else you would like to share alyour teaching practice or your
opinions of standards-based, learner-centeredustgin?
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APPENDIX K: OBSERVATION FIELD NOTES

Teacher:
Grade:

Date:
Time:

In the classroom there is evidence of:

Learning Objectives
Agenda

District/school requirements
Classroom rules

Homework

Grading Policy

Student work

Visuals

Seating arrangement

Warm-up Activity

Students engage in 5-10 minute “bell work” (e.giting)
Teacher reviews learning objectives and agenda
Students engage in brief communicative activity

Instructional Activities:

Teacher uses TL exclusively

Encourages student use of TL

Activities promote communication

Keeps students focused and engaged

Integrates 4 skills with 3 communicative modes
Language skills practiced in context using 3 comicative modes
Incorporates cultural practices, products, andpestives
Addresses student learning styles and multipldligeémces
Uses authentic materials

Relevant to lesson

Interesting to students

NON-Communicative Activities:
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Excessive practice of pinyin and 4 tones

Drilling characters mechanically

Copying characters without context

New vocabulary—fill in the blanks

Students take turns making sentences

Students memorize dialogues

Uses textbook and/or follows workbook exercises éina de-contextualized

Student-centered Activities:

Uses variety of student grouping techniques

Includes performance-based tasks

Uses a balance of teacher and student centereftiasti
Activities are relevant and of interest to students

Students engage in tasks that reflect higher-ardegnitive skills

Assessments:

Used informal assessments in class

Used effective questioning techniques

Designed summative assessments

Students assess their own learning

Use of rubrics to guide performance-based tasks
Teacher provides feedback

Students used class time to share and learn frerapnather
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APPENDIX L: INITIAL ETIC AND EMIC CODE LIST

Original Code List: 133 Codes
17 Cases

Applies communication standard
Applies communities standard
Applies comparisons standard
Applies connections standard
Applies cultures standard
Assess learning in FLES under debate
Assesses by observing
Assesses learning paper quiz
Assesses learning through project
Assesses learning using requirements
Assesses learning with required dictation
Assesses learning with tests
Assesses learning with Ts questions
Assesses learning with worksheets
Assesses speaking and listening regularly
Assesses through Ss performance
Assesses through survey
Assesses proficiency through SOPA
Bottom-up language teaching
Challenge classroom management
Challenge teaching in TL
Challenges finding materials for teaching
Challenges integrating language and culture
Challenges special to Chinese teachers in US
Challenges teaching advanced learners
Challenges using standards with novice Ss
Challenges with bad examples from Ss
Challenges with class length
Challenges with class size
Challenges with more work for Ts
Challenges with multiple levels in one class
Challenges with room location-design
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Challenges with student motivation

Chinese is difficult for students

English used for grammar

English used for instructions

Experience Teaching in China

Frustration related to various causes

Initial view of SFLL negative

Interview helped reflection on teaching

Keep students busy to avoid bad behavior
LC instruction makes learning fun

LC instruction means Ss speak more than T
LC instruction motivates students to learn

LC makes teaching more meaningful

LC-SB practices introduced at conference
LC-SB practices introduced by mentor
LC-SB practices introduced by school-county
LC-SB practices introduced by STARTALK
LC-SB practices introduced in courses
LC-SB practices introduced unspecified
Learning SFLL both changed teaching and alreaghyactices
Learning SFLL changed teaching

Learning SFLL realized already in teaching
Materials include multimedia

Measures progress through student portfolios
Negative attitude towards teaching in China
Planning includes authentic materials
Planning includes creating curriculum
Planning includes internet

Planning includes knowing student needs
Planning includes language functions
Planning includes POS

Planning includes SFLL

Planning includes textbook

Planning includes thematic units

Planning is complex and includes many things
Planning using required curriculum

Planning with backwards design

Planning with required LP template

Positive attitude towards SFLL

Recognizes influence of Chinese culture of edunatio
Recognizes language learners need less TC instnucti
SFLL vocab used accurately
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SFLL vocab used inaccurately

Ss motivation relates to teacher role as helper
Starting to use LC instruction

Still uses TC instruction a lot

Students in charge of learning

Students motivated when teacher viewed as helpful
Students refuse to speak TL

Support from colleagues

T believes important to recognize Ss efforts

T extends learning to gov't programs

T gives Ss choices

T gives structured activities

T is boss

T promotes Ss creative use of language

T role differs from child to adult student

T role is to generate interest-curiosity

T role is to provide good examples-models

T role is to teach learning strategies

T role is window to Chinese people

T role not about power over students’ success
T role online provide materials and monitor work
T role to build Ss confidence

T role to give feedback and monitor progress

T role to grow Chinese language program

T role to provide real-life experiences with TL

T role to set reasonable expectations

T role to teach language and culture

T role to teacher linguistic form

T understanding of language and identity

T views classroom management as most difficult
T views role as facilitator

T views Ss as active learners

T wants class to go smoothly; good experience
TC instruction limited to introduce new concepts/stures
TC instruction limited to telling stories

TC instruction used to clarify Ss difficulties

TC instruction used to prepare for test

Teacher encourages student questions
Teacher must build relationships

Teacher prefers to work with more advanced Ss
Teacher should be respected

Teaches students SFLL

273



Teaching and learning Chinese difficult
Teaching to Ml is important

TL motivation by classroom routines

TL motivation from parents

TL motivation from repetition

TL motivation is to assess speaking-listening
TL motivation starts with basic requests
TL motivation through rewards

TL motivation using relevant topics to Ss
TL motivation using role-play

TL motivation with visuals

TL use is form of classroom management
Use of LC or TC depends on student level
Use of learning centers

Uses content standards more than SFLL
Uses objectives for teaching

Young language learners as polyglots
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APPENDIX M: CATEGORIES OF ETIC AND EMIC CODES

Final Code List = 124 Codes
Filtered Codes to Categories = 12 Categories

Abbreviations Used:

LC: Learner-centered

POS: Program of Study

Ss: Students

SFLL: Standards for Foreign Language Learning
Ts: Teachers

TC: Teacher-centered

TL: Target Language

1. Knowledge and Beliefs related to SFLL =9 codes

Learning SFLL both changed teaching and alreaghyactices
Learning SFLL changed teaching

Learning SFLL realized already in teaching

Positive attitude towards SFLL

SFLL vocabulary used accurately

SFLL vocabulary used inaccurately

Ts role is window to Chinese people

Ts role is to provide real-life experiences with TL

Ts role is to teach language and culture

2. Knowledge and Beliefs related LC Instruction2=cbdes
LC instruction makes learning fun

LC instruction means students speak more than éeach
LC instruction motivates Ss to learn

LC instruction makes teaching more meaningful
Ss in charge of learning

Ss motivated when teacher viewed as helpful

Ts believe important to recognize Ss efforts

Ts role is a facilitator

Ts role is to generate interest and curiosity

e Tsrole is not about power over students
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Ts role to build student confidence
Ts views Ss as active learners

3. Beliefs and Practices Related to TC Instructidiil codes

Assesses learning through teacher questions
Assesses learning through paper quiz
Assesses learning through paper tests
Assesses learning with worksheets
Bottom-up language teaching

English used for teaching grammar

Initial view of SFLL negative

Planning includes textbook

Still uses TC instruction a lot

Ts role to provide linguistic form

Use of LC or TC depends on student level

4. Practices Related to SFLL = 11 codes

Applies communication standard
Applies cultures standard

Applies connections standard
Applies comparisons standard
Applies communities standard
Planning includes authentic materials
Planning includes internet

Planning includes language functions
Planning includes SFLL

Planning includes backwards design
Teaches SFLLs to students

5. Practices Related to LC Instruction = 11 codes

Materials include multimedia

Planning includes knowing student needs
Starting to use LC instruction

Ts gives Ss choices

TC instruction limited to telling stories in TL
Ts encourage student questions

TL motivation begins with Ss making basic requests
TL motivation using topics relevant to Ss
TL motivation using role-play

Use of learning centers

Uses LC objectives when planning

6. Practices Related to SB-LC Instruction = 8 codes

Assesses learning through student survey
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Assesses learning through student performance

Assesses learning by observing

Assesses learning through SOPA

Measures progress using student portfolios

Planning includes thematic units

Ts promote Ss creative use of TL

Ts role to set reasonable expectations

7. Direct Challenges Implementing SB-LC Instructio®4 codes

Challenges with classroom management

Challenges teaching in TL

Challenges finding materials

Challenges integrating language and culture

Challenges special to Chinese teachers in U.S.

Challenges with multiple levels in same class

Challenges with class size

Challenges with class length

Challenges using standards with novice learners

Challenges with room design-location

Challenges with student motivation

Frustration related to various causes

Ss refuse to speak TL

T views classroom management as most difficult

8. Managing LC Classrooms = 13 codes

TL motivation by classroom routines

TL motivation from repetition

TL motivation is to assess speaking-listening

TL motivation starts with basic requests

TL motivation through rewards

TL motivation using relevant student topics

TL motivation with visuals

TL is form of classroom management

Keep students busy to avoid bad behavior

Teacher must build relationships

Students motivated when teacher viewed as helpful

TC instruction limited to introduce new concepts/stures
e Planning includes knowing student needs*

9. Indirect Challenges Implementing SB-LC InstrantF 10 codes
e Assesses learning using requirements
e Assesses learning with required diction
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Planning includes creating curriculum
Planning includes POS

Planning includes textbook*

Planning using required curriculum
Planning with required lesson plan template
Ts role differs from child to adult student
TC instruction used to prepare for test
Teaching and learning Chinese is difficult

10. Culture of Education (China vs. U.S.) = 11 =ode

11.

Experience teaching in China

Recognizes influence of Chinese culture of edunatio
Recognizes language learners need less TC instnucti
Teacher must build relationships

Teacher should be respected

Teacher is boss

Teacher gives structured activities

Teacher role to provide good examples-models
Teacher role to give feedback and monitor progress
TC instruction to prepare students for written*est
Teacher prefers to work with more advanced students

mportant to Teachers = 13 codes

English used for instructions

Keep Ss busy to avoid bad behavior*

Support of colleagues

Ts extend learning to government funded programs
Teacher role is to teach learning strategies
Teacher role is to grow Chinese language program
Ts understand language and identity of Ss

Teacher wants class to go smoothly-good experience
Teacher must build relationships*

Teacher should be respected

Teaching to Ml is important

TL motivation from parents

Uses content standards more than SFLL

12. Desire to Change-Improve Teaching = 1 code

Interview helped reflection on teaching

*Repeated from another category
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6.¢

APPENDIX N: RESEARCH DESIGN MATRIX

I

Research RQ1. RQ2. RQ3.
Question How do the self-reported pedagogical How do the self-reported and observied In what ways are their pedagogical
beliefs of Chinese language teachers|in instructional practices of Chinese beliefs of the teachers in this study
this study reflect standards-based,| language teachers in this study reflgct congruent and incongruent with thei
learner-centered instruction? standards-based, learner-centered instructional practices?
instruction?
Purpose of 1.1 Knowledge of the SFLL and 2.1 Description of standards-based | 3.1 Congruency between beliefs and
Question: learner-centered instruction activities practices
To gain 1.2 Attitudes and impact of standards-| 2.2 Description of learner-centered | 3.2 Challenges implementing
understanding based, learner-centered instructior activities standards-based, learner-centere
of teachers’... | 1.3 Beliefs about teacher-centered 2.3 Description of standards-based instruction
instruction learner-centered assessments | 3.3 Cultural differences and the
1.4 Beliefs about the teacher’s role in a2.4 Use of target language during professional lives of language
language classroom instruction teachers
1.5 Beliefs about how students learn | 2.5 Error correction for student
best speaking and writing
1.6 Decisions for planning standards-
based, learner-centered instructiorn
Data 1. Surveyltems1, 2,3,4,5,6,11,141. Survey ltems: 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13,/ 1. Survey ltems: 1, 2, 3,4,5,6, 7,8
Collected to 20 15, 16, 20 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19
Answer 2. Interview Questions 2a,b; 3, 5a, b; Interview Questions 4; 5c; 6bi; 8 Interview Questions 2a, 6bii; 7; 8

Question

6a, b; 8

wnN

Observation Field Notes

wnN

Observation Field Notes




08¢

Methodology

e AN s

SPSS: Descriptive statistics on closed-responsegitems 1, 2, 3,5, 6, 7,89, 10, 11,12, 13,154,16
Survey Monkey text analysis and hand-coded resgdios@pen-response survey Items 4, 17, 18, 19, 20
Hyper Research: Coding and categorizing intervi@ndcripts

Researcher data analysis memos for 17 teacheviawer and 7 classroom observations.
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